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ABSTRACT
This research showed that data and events involving alliance
formation and political fragmentation in the Arab world and particularly
the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) from 1945-1990 were not treated
sufficiently in the general theoretical works surveyed.

A host of new

propositions dealing with the dichotomy of alliances and their fragmentation are contributed herein to the body of general knowledge regarding
alliance formation.
The eleven categories of hypotheses, from the most represented
in the literature to the least, dealt with national attributes, war and
alliances, economic systems, political fragmentation, balance of power,
foreign aid,

bandwagoning strategy, integrative process, gaming and

alliances, balance of threats, and chain-gang and buck-passing strategies.

Using the GCC as a case study, a total of 145 propositions were

examined;

45

(31%) were operationalized.

The national attributes

category was the most applicable followed by balancing strategies,
indicating that commonality among states and expediency are essential to
GCC alliance formation.

Whereas war and alliances is the next important

category in the literature,

balance of threats is more applicable

because GCC members are disadvantaged in their military capabilities.
A balancer was required to protect the status quo, a role which was
fulfilled by the United States.

12
Economic variables are fairly represented in the theoretical
operationalization, indicating that the Arab Gulf states were utility
maximizers.

They employed oil, their sole significant collective good,

to fulfill national objectives, internally as well as externally.

In

addition, the six states were among the leading countries in their gifts
of economic aid.

But the relationship between aid and alliance forma-

tion in the Gulf exhibits a stronger association with other states in
the world, not among themselves.
The GCC is an elitist undertaking, as measured by the high level
of summits and ministerial meetings, with little popular participation
and a lack of citizen contribution to the progress of the organization.
This,

in effect, slowed down the integrative process, which was the

ultimate objective behind the creation of the Council.

While political

feuds and territorial claims have threatened to fragment the Council,
the framers'

overriding concerns about security and self-preservation

have acted as unifying factors, guaranteeing the endurance of the GCC
alliance to date.
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INTRODUCTION
Alliance formation is an essential manifestation of human
relations within the contexts of peace-seeking or war-promoting
tendencies.

Man and state have never abandoned the search for effective

techniques to ensure survival through cooperative attempts with interested counterparts.

Building alliances is an activity as old as organ-

ized society which holds people and clusters nations together, either
for the sake of reward or as a result of coercion.

The latter variety

of groupings generally has a short lifespan because when nation-states
are forced to join an alliance that may not serve their best interests,
they eventually choose to dissociate as more suitable alternatives
become available, exemplified by the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact.
Conversely, the former variety generally lasts longer because alliances
that produce positive returns and address national aspirations are more
sound means of securing peace and prosperity, as seen in the endurance
of NATO and the progressive policies of the European Economic Community.
In recent years, the proliferation of pairings or combinations
of states has become an important phenomenon in world politics, especially in regional terms.

For example, members of the European community

are determined to realize full economic integration in the early 1990s,
and German unification has been achieved in 1990.

In the Middle East,

Arab countries have sought closer relations, as illustrated by the
creation of the Gulf Cooperation Council in 1981; Yemeni unity occurred

14
in 1990.

Moreover, other regional initiatives are also being pursued,

giving alliance formation and the union of previously fragmented peoples
and nations a continuing place in international relations.
The Problem
The Arab world, comprised of 21 states, has been and remains an
area of considerable strategic importance in terms of geographic
location, oil wealth, population, superpower contests, and ideological
ri valries.

Moreover, the Arab region exhibits both cooperation and

conflict among its units.

Hence, alliance formation, for whatever

reasons, becomes a logical alternative to the "go it alone" attitude
shown by some Arab Gulf countries.

Wilen we ask the questions How do

countries tend to select their allies among regional actors, and What
are the factors that cause states to leave an alliance or refrain from
integration into a union, we touch upon the sensitive nerve of pitting
one Arab nation against another over such variables as national sovereignty, national interests, national security, economic independence,
etc.
Alliances have formed and fragmented in the Arab world since
1945 as countries attempted to adapt to new realities, responding to
pressures from both domestic and foreign sources.
generated a large number of cases to focus upon.

This process has

However, the number of

countries covered in this dissertation will be limited to a case study
involving the six Arab Gulf states that formed the Gulf Cooperation
Council (GCC) in 1981.
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Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, and the United Arab
Emirates constitute a sizable portion of the Arab world.

The GCC is an

organization of the richest states in the region, which have been in the
center of world attention due to regional instabilities, which included
such momentous events as the 1980 Iran-Iraq war, the 1990 Kuwait-Iraq
crisis, taken together with the ramifications of such conflicts upon
regional stability and the world economy and energy supplies.
Narrowing the research to the six Arab states will make it
possible to put Arab Gulf politics into an international perspective and
to place them adequately within the realm of alliance building in terms
of both cooperation and conflict measures in an area of study characterized by lack of scholarly investigation and research.

While the GCC

cannot claim to be representative of the Arab world, it nevertheless
shares a great deal of misperceptions in both historical and analytical
studies, along with the realization that most if not all alliances in
the region were built with or against the conservative Arab Gulf states.
Moreover, Arab political fragmentation and the failure to sustain an
enduring uni ty have been catalysts for the formation of exclusive,
partial, and selective subregional organizations throughout the Arab
world, particularly in the 1980s.

In turn, this development threatens

to cause friction in inter-Arab relations for the foreseeable future.
Having led the way as an exclusive grouping, the GCC as an Arab
security alliance is influenced by several variables (internal and
external) and is taken as a unit of analysis to demonstrate that the
Council's formation and survivability are more promising than any other
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Arab alliance since 1945.

Furthermore, the GCC is at the heart of Arab

and Moslem politics and the world economy.

Thus, throughout this

research many questions will be examined, such as:
world?

What are the components of that region?

fragmentation suffuse Arab politics?

Is there an Arab
Why does political

What are some of the Arab

alliances that are pertinent to the Arab Gulf states?

What are the

important conceptual and theoretical studies on alliances?

How are

these studies related to each other and to the discipline of political
science in general?

What induces nation-states to form alliances and

what causes them to fragment?
formation of the GCC?

How applicable are these theories to the

What are the factors that stimulated the six

conservative Arab Gulf states to form their exclusive organization?
did the GCC endure?

What type of organization is the GCC?

cooperative and conflictual issues of the Council?

Why

What are the

What are the conse-

quences of these cooperative and conflictual issues upon the GCC's
local, regional, and international activities?
and contributions of this research?

What are the findings

Finally, what are our predictions

about the future of the GCC?
Objectives
This research addresses issues and problems pertinent to the
dichotomy of the formation and fragmentation of alliances in the Arab
world.

Inter-Arab relations are filled with attempts at alliances that

are of short duration or are young groupings.

Therefore, this research

will focus on the concepts, theories, and processes of alliance formation that are discussed in the international relations literature.

A

17
brief survey of Arab history will be made in order to identify these
pertinent ideas, concepts, hypotheses, and paradigms.

This framework of

inquiry will lead to a general discussion of relevant theoretical works,
followed by their applications to Arab Gulf states.

In other words, the

main focus will be on how Arab states ally in the cultural, economic,
political, and military spheres--with each other and with non-Arab
countries.

The relationship between various conceptual and theoretical

works will help illuminate the most useful, effective alliance in the
Arab region:

namely, the Gulf Cooperation Council.

The GeC is discussed in terms of an alliance which corresponds
to numerous hypotheses covering several areas of the international relations literature.

An attempt will be made to support as well as reject

the relevance of the chosen conceptual and theoretical frameworks to the
Council's formation and continuation.

A great number of hypotheses

derived from scholarly research will be classified into five areas.
First, we will attempt to support the hypothesis which maintains
that similar national attributes contribute toward bringing states into
alliances, but with differing preferences, depending upon components of
the nations' makeup.
Second, we will attempt to support the hypothesis which states
that in collective actions, decision makers are utility maximizers,
engaging in deliberate alliances in order to maximize their national
gains.
ment,

Using oil as a collective good for security, economic developforeign aid, and as a political deterrent will indicate that

alliance formation and maintenance are linked to expected gains.
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Third, the balance of power theory is rejected in favor of the
balance of threat theory and the bandwagoning strategy.

We will support

the hypothesis which states that balance of threat is more forceful than
balance of power in the Gulf area.

Furthermore, we will show that the

GCC states have utilized the strategies of free-riding, the chain-gang,
and buck-passing in their external as well as internal alliances.
Fourth, the assumption that the GCC states participated in
decision-making regarding the Iraqi invasion of Iran in 1980 is not
supported, but the assumption that the GCC alliance was indeed a factor
in escalating the Iran-Iraq war is supported.

Furthermore, an attempt

will be made to place gaming within a descriptive context to explain the
1990 Iraq-Kuwait crisis.
Fifth, the assumption that the higher the level of summits and
diplomatic visits, the greater the tendency that alliance formation and
maintenance will be institutionalized, is illustrated.

We will also

prove that the GCC is an elitist alliance that is neither an integrative
nor a unitary body.

However, we will predict that partial integration

might occur, involving two or three out of the six states.
This research will test a great number of hypotheses, derived
from Chapter 2, that are supported or not supported by hard data.

There

are about one hundred forty-five propositions which will be examined
throughout this dissertation, factored under the following categories:
1.

National attributes.

2.

Economic systems.

3.

Foreign aid.
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4.

Balance of power.

5.

Balance of threats.

6.

Bandwagoning.

7.

War and alliances.

8.

Gaming and alliances.

9.

Integrative process.

10.

Political fragmentation.

11.

Chain gang and buck-passing.
Methodology
The international relations literature focuses on several impor-

tant paradigms in studying interactions between the primary active units
in world politics:

the nation states.

Concepts related to alliance

formation are important factors in considering trends in international
affairs as they explain why countries are motivated to relate to one
another through the processes of association and disassociation.
After examining the alliance-building literature, two techniques
are selected to deal with this topic.

The first is a traditional

method, which provides an historical description of the evolution of
alliances, with little focus on theory.

This qualitative method relies

on past experience and casual observation of politics in the Arab world;
it is but one method of studying the repeated attempts to create an Arab
nation that embodies the area's historical and cultural values as well
as the construction of smaller, more exclusive Arab alliances.
The second method is a quantitative approach.

This method is

based upon testing of hypotheses and theoretical assumptions.

It incor-
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porates research databases which facilitate the operationalization of
concepts and theories in comparing and evaluating pertinent studies.

It

is important to point out that the quantitative and qualitative methods
will complement one another so that the final research product will be
a coherent study that deals thoroughly with the subject matter.
Research will include a general discussion of theoretical works
on alliance and coalition building in several areas of the globe.

Then

the scope will be narrowed to the Arab world, particularly to the Gulf
area.

Historical events provide explanatory power w:J.th which to analyze

literature on alliance building.

Regarding the level of analysis, focus

will be at the nation-state level, which will facilitate understanding
of alliance formation in a particular region.

The unit of analysis will

concentrate on the behavior of nations, based upon political orientation,

economic development,

diplomatic maneuvering, and military

security as independent variables which stimulate countries to engage in
alliance formation--the dependent variable.
1945-1990; however,
1980s.

The temporal domain is from

the primary period of interest is the 1970s and

The core of the research will deal with two time frames.

The

first is from 1971 to 1980, the period which begins with the independence of the last of the Arab Gulf states (Bahrain, Qatar, Oman and the
UAE) and will end with the process of the Gee's formation.

The second

period is from 1981 to 1990, commencing with the inception of the Gee
and ending with the Kuwaiti crisis.

However, the time frame examined is

not rigidly limited to these years.

Examples from different historical

"
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periods will provide supporting evidence for the evolution of the GCC
states.
This research will employ several theoretical concepts such as
alliance, coalition, integration, disintegration, regionalism, unity,
confederation, etc., and will include an explanation of coalition formation and behavior, based upon conceptualizations found in contemporary
writings by leading political scientists.

While the game theoretic

approach would have been the most logical, analytical tool for studying
the formation and maintenance of the GeC alliance, encompassing both the
successes and failures of the organization, it was not used in this
study because it is beyond the expertise of this researcher.

Further-

more, there is a shortage of sophisticated studies on the Gulf area as
well as difficulty in accessing the Council's participant-players in
order to become intimately acquainted with the framers' strategies for
optimizing benefits from the various issues facing the Gee.

Hence, this

researcher is regretfully restrained from using such a methodology and
opts for other approaches to accomplish the objectives set forth
earlier.
Source materials will be taken from both the Arabic and English
literatures, relying upon content analysis; these studies can be broken
down into primary sources, such as official statements, documentation,
resolutions, as well as speeches and writings of known statesmen and
participants in various alliances, especially the GCC.

These materials

will be complemented by statistical compilations provided by various
organizations.

Secondary sources will be derived from well-known
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scholars and researchers to furnish arguments, pro and con, on numerous
issues.

Furthermore, data and statistics were collected in order to

employ indicators for trend analysis regarding economic progress, miliary acquisition, and the sociopolitical makeup of the GCC in the 1970s
and were compared against 1980s data, to illustrate changes after the
Council's formation.

However, hard and soft data had to be obtained

from disparate sources, which raises the question of their comparative
and accumulative value.

Military statistics were collected from spe-

cialized Anglo-American agencies; economic and sociopolitical indicators
were obtained from GCC publications.
both bias and exaggeration.

Thus data are probably subject to

The researcher is in no position to deter-

mine with certainty whether such sources are dependable; data were
employed as they became available, with no partiality intended.
Operational Definitions
Alliances are viewed by many scholars as responses to threat.
Thus developed a typology of alliances which identifies important variations in countries' attempts to build alliances.

A distinction has been

made between peacetime alliances and those formed during or before a
war.

The latter are often called coalitions or temporary alliances.
Contrary to many studies which use the alliance and coalition

concepts interchangeably,

other sources treat them as independent

phenomena that are caused by different variables and lead to different
outcomes:

whether they are intended to be defensive or offensive; to

contain/ deter an aggressor or restrain an ally; whether based upon
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permanent/temporary or secret/public arrangements; as well as identifying the key players in each conceptual framework.
Failing to honor a commitment in an alliance and/or deriving no
benefit from it may lead to a shift in the alliance or a breakdown in
certain political arrangements, which in turn can lead to a fracture in
such relationships.

The situation thus becomes destabilizing, resulting

in violent manifestations and diplomatic ruptures.
Alliances and coalitions are key terms in international relations because they conceptualize the evolution of and interaction
between political units and players.

Ignoring the reasons behind

alliance building and a failure to act upon this information might be
politically unhealthy.

For example, when Egypt and Syria established

the United Arab Republic in 1958, it was viewed as a first step toward
Arab unity.

However, when unity collapsed in 1961 as a result of

several factors,

the Arab world was plunged into chaos.

Distrust

between the two countries hindered many ensuing efforts to forge Arab
solidari ty.

As a

result,

the two countries adopted policies and

ideologies and formed political blocs to balance each other's influence.
Furthermore, when the conserva ti ve Arab Gulf states realized that
previous Arab alliances had fractured, they formed their own exclusive
alliance.
Works on alliance formation have traditionally focused on the
reasons why nations align themselves.

Many theoretical works have

studied and tested a variety of hypotheses; one of them is balance of
power hypothesis.

Even though balance of power theories have been
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widely applied to European powers within various historical contexts, an
attempt will be made to operationa1ize some of these theoretical concepts to the case of the Arab world, and particularly to the GCC states
and their immediate neighbors.

Some theoretical limitations are

expected in the sense that many Arab states have come together in a
balancing strategy against a threat rather than to strike a balance of
power to prevent a powerful state from assuming predominance.
Nation-states also join alliances because of expected security
or economic benefits, as discussed by expected utility theorists.
Countries are attracted to states which can benefit them through closer
affiliation.

An alliance that fails to produce sufficient benefits is

bound to disintegrate.
maximizers.

Thus, countries are likely to act as utility

For example, Arab Gulf states sought to ally to maximize

their prestige, enhance the security of their respective states, and
complement each other's economies.
Another area of investigation relates to the idea that states
with similar domestic characteristics and close geographic proximity are
more likely to join an alliance than countries with dissimilar national
attributes.

Regime type, ideological orientation, and wealth are some

factors to consider in determining which countries are willing to form
an alliance, and in comparing alliances.

It could be argued that the

six members of the Gulf Cooperation Council, which all have similar
regimes,

oil wealth, and are ideologically conservative, are more

successful in their alliance building than members of the Arab Cooperation Council, which experience differences in the same indicators.
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Perhaps more than any other subject in theoretical or methodological works on alliance formation, war and its relevance to alliances
has been of interest to many scholars.

The likelihood of war, or actual

or perceived threats, have been linked to the creation of alliances to
provide security and self-preservation.

The Arab world is an arena for

conflict, between Arab or non-Arab states, which might partly explain
the impulse to construct various alliances, even in light of the probability of shifting loyalties.
As quantitative methods became more sophisticated, the literature constructed and employed mathematical models, which encouraged
scholars to use game theory to analyze alliance building and behavior.
Game theory is discussed in descriptive terms, taking the Kuwaiti crisis
of 1990 as a case in point to explain the tradeoffs that states
encounter in seeking support from allies and the distribution of power
and payoffs when cooperating with each other.

Other dynamics such as

decision making and bargaining processes will be reviewed to test their
relevance to alliance building between nation-states in the international arena.
This research also employs a number of terms relevant to the
subject matter.

For the sake of objectivity and clarity, at least a few

terms require operational definition.
Alliance formation signifies a process leading to a formal
association between two or more independent states based upon shared
objectives and mutual interests pursued in order to guarantee the
survival and preservation of their respective polities.
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Arab nationalism is a consciousness of common characteristics,
common history, culture and destiny, and the awareness among Arabs of
belonging to the Arab nation.

Arab nationalism triggered a movement to

secure independence, dignified existence, and the restoration of Arab
lands to wholeness, which had been fragmented by colonialism, adversity,
and divisiveness.
The Arab world is a region of historical, cultural, and linguistic variables,

comprised of a number of Arabic-speaking states and

organizations, bounded by natural as well as artificial frontiers,
including territory on two continents.

The terms Arab world, Arab

region, Arabs, and Arab system are used interchangeably.
The Gulf is a body of area that separates the Arabs and the
Persians.

It is called the Arab Gulf by the Arabs and the Persian Gulf

by the Iranians.
terminology.

The Anglo-American literature is divided in its

The Gulf is synonymous with Gulf area, Gulf region, Arab

Gulf, and Persian Gulf to avoid any biased usage.
The Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) is an organization denoting
an alliance between six Arab states located on the Western shore of the
Gulf (Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, and the United Arab
Emirates).

The terms GCC, the conservative Arab Gulf states, and

smaller Arab Gulf states are used interchangeably.
Political fragmentation is equated with the dissolution or
dismemberment of a large, widely recognized political entity into
smaller, more homogeneous sovereignties that have more commonalities
than others in the same region.

Moreover, political fragmentation does
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not necessarily mean the collapse of an alliance but may mean temporary
restraint or rupture in relations.
Organization
This research is divided into five chapters.
the historical background of Arab alliances that

The first reviews

are pertinent to the

Gulf area, which serves as a framework for the objective.

The second

chapter contains a general discussion of theoretical and conceptual
works on alliance formation and fragmentation.

An attempt is made to

synthesize theories and concepts in general terms, as discussed in the
international relations literature.

Analytical as well as comparative

studies are useful in sorting out theories and comparing results.

The

third chapter, the focus of this research, provides a test of the chosen
hypotheses and the operationalization of theories pertinent to the Gee
states.

A large number of concepts and hypothesis is needed for a study

to have valid results in order to overcome certain limitations in applying theories that may have been originally designed as Western models.
The fourth chapter narrows the focus to the formation and continuation
of the Gee as well as conflict and cooperation among Gee states.
Statistical data are extensive to allow sound analysis and avoid certain
ambiguities in interpreting many cases of economic agreements, diplomatic maneuvering, sociopolitical changes, and military acquisition that
ei ther strengthen Gulf alliances or deter a threat coming from an
aggressive country or alliance.

The fifth and final chapter, the

conclusions, presents findings and projections about the future of the
Gulf states in a changing world.

New international arrangements will
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eventually arise that take into account the dynamics and changes within
the GCC states.
This study, which focuses on regional alliances, stemmed from a
desire to understand many of the political aspects of the Arab world and
its unpredictable policies.

Interpreting statistical data and opera-

tionalizing theories to this region, which is not usually quantitatively
measured, represents a modest contribution to the field of international
relations.
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CHAPTER 1
A HISTORICAL SURVEY OF ALLIANCE FORMATION AND
FRAGMENTATION IN THE ARAB WORLD, 1945-1990
Scholars and laymen have pondered the issues of who is or is not
an Arab and what is the Arab world ever since the inception of Islam.
According to the sacred text of Islam, the Qur'an, "we have sent it down
as an Arab Qur'an in order that ye may learn wisdom" (Yusuf, No. 2:623).
This revelation is complemented by another holy statement:

"A book,

whereof the verses are explained in detail; A Qur'an in Arabic, for
people who understand" (Fussilat, No. 3:1453), which indicates that the
Arabic language is the mother tongue of whoever claims to be an Arab or
a Moslem.

By the same logic, according to the Prophet Mohammed,

"Whosoever speaks Arabic is an Arab."

Thus, the Arabic language as a

cultural phenomenon has gathered in an entire spectrum of people, and in
an historical retrospect has united them under the banner of Islam,
which denotes a feeling of brotherhood and a sense of nationalism.
A continuing controversy over the identification of an Arab has
triggered debate among Arab and Arabist scholars on whether to narrow
their differences over the specification of the term "Arab world."

Sati

Al-Husri, a theorist on Arab nationalism, stressed that every person who
speaks Arabic is an Arab.

If an Arab does not cherish his Arabism, we

must study the reasons for his position and identify whether they arise
from ignorance, unawareness, or deception, then work to educate him and
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awaken him to the cause of Arab nationalism (Cleveland 1971:127).

More

broadly, in the words of George Antonius, it means a ci tizen but not
necessarily any inhabitant of the Arab region, but that great majority
whose racial descent had become submerged in the tide of Arabization;
whose manners and traditions had been shaped in an Arab mold; and most
decisive of all, whose mother tongue is Arabic.

The term applies to

Christians as well as to Moslems, the criterion being not Islamization
but their degree of Arabization (1965: 18).

This view is complemented

and supported by Charles Malik, who maintains that the word "Arab"
denotes neither a race nor a religion but those who are Arabic-speaking.
The overwhelming majority of Arabs are Moslems, just as the overwhelming
majority of Moslems are non-Arabs.

Although there is a vast diversity

of culture among them, Arabs have certain common cultural traits and
aspirations (Malik 1952:232).
According to Fayez Sayegh, the appellation "Arab," in terms of
how the peoples of these lands are identified, derives from the stamp
imprinted upon the life of the entire area following the occupation
thereof by Muslim-Arabs from the Arabian Peninsula in the seventh
century A.D. (Sayegh 1958:11-12).

However, the important aspect is not

their ethnic character but the fact that the ancestral equilibrium
between these peoples and their milieu unified their behavior and even
the very concept they have of themselves (Berque 1983:6).
The Arab world is a region, connected by geography, in an area
which extends from the Atlantic Coast in North Africa to the Arabi
Persian Gulf in Asia, stretching continuously and without break along
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the southern shores of the Mediterranean in Africa and the eastern
Mediterranean shorelands in Asia, and bulging in the latter sector to
embrace all of Mesopotamia as well as the Arabian peninsula (Sayegh
1958:11).

Even though the Arabic language remains the unifying force in

the Arab World, other characteristics apply, such as the pride of being
an Arab and being a citizen of one of the 21 Arab states in an area of
about five million square miles, with a population of more than 200
million.
Escaping from Ottoman rule,
repressive domination from the West.

the Arabs experienced yet more
The situation in the post-World

War I period may be summarized as follows.

Britain and France artifi-

cially and arbitrarily partitioned Arab lands into separate political
entities--kingdoms, mandates, protectorates, and sheikdoms--in fulfillment of imperialist, colonistic designs.

In addi tion, there was the

commitment, embodied in the Balfour Declaration of 1918 and then sanctioned by the Covenant of the League of Nations, to create in Palestine
a non-Arab sovereignty--a home for the Jews.

Consequently, the common

enemy of the Arabs became colonialism and colonialist powers, not the
Hoslem Turks.

Ottoman domination was simply and painfully replaced by

Western hegemony.
The end of World War II brought new realities and fundamental
changes in international affairs.

The allies divided into two camps and

polarized clients or satellites around them.

As the leading power in

the Western bloc, the United States sought to fill the vacuum created by
British and French withdrawal from the Arab world.

One manifestation
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was the Eisenhower Doctrine, which made it clear that the United States
considered its strategic and economic interest in the area so vital that
it would not allow friendly regimes to be overthrown, even by the Arab
citizens of their respective states.

The Arabs, enjoying a natural

shield from the communist menace, formed by Iran and Turkey, preferred
policies of neutrality between East and West.
By the end of 1945, the period of mandates and semi-independent
Arab countries was drawing to a close.

In spite of aspirations toward

Arabism or Arab unity, a number of sovereign, independent Arab states
emerged in the region, which were uniformly particular about their newly
won freedom.

Thus, a historical chance was missed to unify the Arabs.

Instead, each country independently engaged in freeing itself from
colonial rule, under the slogan of Arab nationalism.

The nationalist

struggle proved to be a seasoning experience for intellectuals and
leaders alike.

At first they were recruited from influential families

and wealthy merchants, who had a conservative social and economic
outlook.

Upon assuming power, they behaved as if the newly independent

countries were their personal possessions.

Their nationalism was

"monarchic and hierarchic in political views, pro-Western in foreign
policy, more cautious and traditional in social matters, and more
individualistic in economic policy" (Hourani 1963:134).
Threats to their survival and identity created in the Arabs a
strong will to bring to the surface a consciousness of common characteristics, a common history, and a sense of glory.

Thus it was no accident

that Arab intellectuals pressed for a form of nationalistic existence in

33

which citizenship was no longer contingent upon religious affiliation.
Thus, the Arabic language has been the strongest foundation of this
national awareness, which gave Arab nationalist ideology a fundamental
cultural rather than an ethnic basis.

The Arab masses desired Arab

uni ty, and this became a guiding principle for nationalist leaders.
Arab nationalism became a movement aimed at securing independence and
Arab solidarity.

This was a feeling of Arabism, and it reflected the

struggle to restore to wholeness what has been violated by history,
adversity, and foreign intervention.
Although Arab nationalism arose in various Arab states, it had a
common aim:

unity.

Basic consistencies were expressed in a few goals

upon which there was a general agreement:
freedom, reform, and progress.

Arabism, independence,

Arabism was interpreted by Arabs as a

concept that "denotes the essence of being an Arab--the essence of
belonging to the Arab nation, possession of Arabic as the mother tongue,
the fact of having been born an Arab" (Sharabi 1966: 97).

Thus Arabism

or Arab nationalism arose as an ideology for the primary purpose of
freeing the Arab world from the servitude of Western imperialism and its
surrogates in the region.

Its conceptual framework was the revitaliza-

tion of Arab culture and history.

However, the task was great because

most Arab lands remained under colonial rule.

The number of Arab states

enjoying tangible independence were only seven (Egypt, Iraq, Lebanon,
Saudi Arabia, Syria, Transjordan, and Yemen).

In March 1945, the Arabs,

rather than establishing a genuine union, signed the Arab League Pact.
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The League of Arab States
The proliferation of regional as well as international organizations has been a major development in the field of international
interaction and cooperation since 1945.

This was encouraged by the

desire of small states in particular to serve their interests in a
regional context as well as
rivalries.

their invclvement in great superpower

The Arab countries were among the first to seek an Arab

alliance within a regional setting.
Disagreement over the shape and name of the new Arab body raged
from the beginning.

All along Iraq had wanted a political confederation

of Arab states that would eventually become a sovereign political entity
(Pogany 1987:2).

However, there was little support among participants

at the Preparatory Committee, especially Lebanon and Saudi Arabia, for
the formation of a political union in which sovereign power would be
exercised by an executive body.

Instead, there was general agreement

on the need to establish a loose,

regional organization making few

concessions to supranationality (Pogany 1987:3).

The Syrian delegation

preferred the word alliance on the grounds that an alliance denotes
a more comprehensive approach.
league because it was
1977:220).

However, Egypt pushed for the word

stronger and more all-encompassing

(Gomaa

It had become clear that a general agreement was necessary

among the independent Arab states on the need for a cooperative Arab
system and the desire and the will to preserve the existing structure of
sovereignty.

A series of meetings was held by the Political Subsidiary

Committee from February 14 to March 3, 1945 to draft the text of the
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Pact of the Arab League.

The Preparatory Committee convened again on

March 17 to prepare the final text.

Finally, on March 22 the General

Arab Congress approved it; the League, located in Cairo, was officially
founded on May 10, 1945.

In 1990 it had 21 members (Appendix A).

The League called for close cooperation between members in
economic and financial affairs, in communications and cultural affairs,
and also in nationality, social, and health matters.

However, there was

no mention of uniformity or conformity in foreign policy or defense
plans and coordination of military capabilities.

The League has been a

for.um for the peaceful settlement of disputes, either between Arabs or
between Arab and non-Arab states, and had called for peace and cooperation with international countries and organizations.
The League placed greater emphasis upon economic and cultural
issues and less on achieving Pan-Arabism or the ideal of Arab unity.
"Its objective was to generate cooperation among the Arab states within
the existing framework of territorial and political divisions" (Khan
1979:355).

However, cooperation with due regard to the organization and

circumstances of each state was stressed.

For example, Saudi Arabia

emphasized that any cooperative measures should take into account its
special circumstances because it was the home of the holiest shrines of
Islam and would not participate in anything which might contravene
Islamic law (Gomaa 1977:241).

The League Pact called for respect for

the independence and sovereignty of members; each member was required to
respect the system of government established in other member states and
regard them as the exclusive concerns of those states.
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Evolution of League Dynamics
Establishment of the Arab League resulted from the wishes of
those Arab countries which had gained independence to create a regional
arrangement to assist in the liberation of the remaining Arabs who lived
under colonial rule, to create a more dignified existence, and to assume
a

leading role among the nations of the world.

A sense of Arab

nationalism and unity of purpose brought Arabs closer.

However, the

sensitivity of some Arab leaders to their own autonomy and methods of
governing made the desired unity a
language continues as
nation,

remote possibility.

The Arab

the only factor that identifies Arabs as one

albeit with different orientations.

Ahmed Tarabein (1989)

maintains that the inception of the Arab League was a consequence of
differing attitudes and varying tendencies, and that the League is the
basis for a collection of political Arab entities.

The politics of

balancing, which the Arab leaders preserved within the policies of the
Arab League, was a factor in Arab disunity (1989:58).

The League func-

tioned as a balancer because it was not authorized by the Arab states to
dominate

their own policies;

it merely functions as a middle road

between Arab nationalism and the statehood and sovereignty of each
country.

The Arab League became an umbrella under which Arab states

conducted their own alliances,

as well as balancing and bandwagoning

activities.
Other writers view the Arab League differently.

For example,

Abdel Hamid Almoafi (1987) discusses the effectiveness of the League
after the Council had issued 4500 decisions and had more than 40 years
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of experience.

He maintains that the League was able to generate a

general Arab stand on a number of important issues, such as the Palestinian question, defense of the Arab region, inter-Arab relations, the
Middle Eastern crisis, and relations with the two superpowers.

Thus,

the League's role was not merely as a balancer between competing Arab
orientations but created a collective Arab movement as an extension of
each individual Arab states' policies (1987:16-19).
League does not provide for summit conferences.

The Pact of the

Nevertheless, they have

been a feature of the Arab League since the first summit transpired in
Cairo on January 13-16, 1964 at the instigation of President Nasser,
which was known as "Council of Kings and Heads of State of the Arab
League."

All 13 Arab League members were represented (Degenhardt

1986:399).

It was agreed that the Summit Conference would be held once

a year, but throughout the years political divisions between heads of
states have prevented this from occurring annually.
It has been argued that the most important feature of a regional
configuration is its relative degree of balance and complementarity and
the extent to which its states are oriented toward integrative behavior.
On the other hand, regional organizations may not lead to integrative
processes or close alliances because resolutions may not be binding
or implemented by all members because the organization might be under
the dominant influence of certain states; thus, statism becomes more
influential than regionalism (Al-Mashat 1986:34).
The emergence of Arab the summit as an institution by itself,
within the larger context of the Arab League, which could be attributed
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to external threats and the desire to balance, neutralize, or confront
them, motivates states to band together for the sake of national security in the face of perceived threats.

In times of adversity, states

supposedly attempt to consolidate their powers.

However, in response to

Israel in the 1970s and Iran in the 1980s, their challenges have divided
Arab states in terms of both intentions and strategies more than they
ha ve united them (Al-Mashat 1986: 35) •

Moreover , rivalry among Arab

states and leaders, such as the creation of two opposing blocs with
shifting loyalties, exemplified by the Egyptian alliance and rivaled by
the Iraq coalition, further fragmented the Arab world and weakened Arab
summit resolutions.

Kuwaiti intervention in 1961, the Lebanese crisis

since the mid-1970s, and most importantly, Iraq's invasion and occupation of Kuwait in 1990, are a few testaments to the bleak fate of the
league of Arab countries (Appendix B).
The Arab League Pact encourages the settlement of disputes
through peaceful means.

However, since 1945, the League has decided to

use forceful means of intervening in inter-Arab disputes three times.
In 1961 the Arab League dispatched forces to Kuwait to deter Iraqi
aggression through collective security.

In 1976, Arab League forces in

Lebanon were classified as a peacekeeping contingent to intervene in the
Lebanese civil war.

Again in 1990, selected Arab countries sent

military forces to Saudi Arabia as part of an international coalition to
eject Iraq from Kuwait and protect Saudi Arabia from Iraqi threats.
However, the Palestinian issue was and remains the most problematic
question facing the Arab League because it involves Arab and non-Arab
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conflicts and necessitated the formation of a joint defense pact that
lacks a coherent Arab strategy.
Arab League Forces in Kuwait
Territorial disputes between Kuwait and Iraq were a thorny issue
which has spoiled relations between the two Arab states, especially
since the inception of Kuwait as an independent state.

Arab League

forces were sent to Kuwait in 1961 in response to Iraqi threats to annex
the small emirate as well as troop advancements near the Kuwaiti border.
Kuwait gained independence in June 1961 and immediately applied
for membership in the League of Arab States.

However, under the new

leadership of President Kassem, Iraq challenged Kuwait's admission on
the grounds that Kuwait was historically an integral part of Iraq.

Iraq

refused to participate in the vote on Kuwaiti membership (Hassouna
1975:93, 98).

Mounting threats from Iraq forced Kuwait to seek military

assistance from its former protector and the Arab countries.

In

response to Kuwait's request, 6,000 British troops were dispatched on
July 1, 1961; Saudi Arabian troops were sent to Kuwait the same day,
followed by Saudi military reinforcement on July 7 (Hassouna 1975:94).
The Arab League was faced with two dilemmas:

the reintroduction

of British troops in Kuwait and unsettled Iraqi claims to Kuwait.

The

League Council met and reached a compromise in a form of Resolution 1777
on July 20, 1961, admitting Kuwait as an Arab League member.

In addi-

tion, the resolution called for the withdrawal of British troops from
the area and moved to establish an Arab force that would be sent to
Kuwait.

The overriding purpose of Arab League forces in Kuwait was to
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"provide effective assistance for the preservation of Kuwait's independence" (Hassouna 1975: 11 0) •
Following adoption of the resolution, Kuwait's ruler requested
the withdrawal of British troops, and an invitation was sent to Arab
states to participate in the Arab Force.

Lebanon and Libya declined to

send troops; however, 3,300 troops were sent from United Arab Republic,
Saudi Arabia, Sudan, Jordan, and Tunisia; 1,200 troops were contributed
by the UAR and Saudi Arabia, respectively.

A Saudi major-general was

appointed commander of the Arab Force (Macdonald 1965:237).
Arab forces were in place in Kuwait by October 3.
troops completed their withdrawal by October 11, 1961.
1961, the UAR withdrew its forces.

British

By December

To compensate, additional troops

were sent by Jordan and Saudi Arabia (Hassouna 1975:106).

The border

dispute was concluded when an Iraqi military coup occurred in February
1963, ushering in a military regime that abandoned claims to Kuwait and
established diplomatic relations with the emirate.

The Arab force left

Kuwait by February 1963, saving the Arabs from confronting each other
over Kuwait.
Treaty of Joint Defense and
Economic Cooperation
The 1947 United Nations decision to partition Palestine between
Arabs and Jews, as well as Israel's creation in 1948, alarmed the Arabs
into searching for security measures which would deal with the new
threats, especially after defeat of the Arab armies by the new Jewish
state.

However, the failure of the Arab League in Palestine had led to
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mutual recriminations.

Egypt and Iraq were at each other's throats and

Transjordan had unilaterally incorporated the remaining Arab districts
of Palestine into the new kingdom of Jordan.

Israel's establishment,

officially unrecognized by any Arab state, had complicated the region's
security problems.

Moreover, Western pressure was building up to weld

some of the Arab states and other Middle Eastern countries into a defensive alliance against potential Soviet expansion into the Mediterranean
(Macdonald 1965:226-227).

The Arabs were in disarray because of their

preoccupation with balancing and checking each other's designs.

Two

competitive blocks of monarchies were established within the Arab
system.

On April 15, 1947, the Hashemite states of Iraq and Transjordan

established a Treaty of Brotherhood and Alliance.

The cementing of

relations between the two dynasties was considered a threat that had to
be balanced.

Accordingly, the Egyptian and Saudi monarchies became

tacit allies through their mutual antipathy to the Hashemites and their
opposition to closer ties within the Fertile Crescent (Taylor 1982:25).
However, the balance of power lay with the three remaining Arab states:
Lebanon, Syria, and Yemen.

But Lebanon and Yemen were not very effec-

tive in their balancing acts within the Arab context because Lebanon was
preoccupied with its domestic problems of how to integrate Christians
with Muslims into one political entity.

Yemen was isolated and un-

touched by the modernization trend, which left it ineffective toward
Arab rivalries.

Syria was left to be the balancer and the object of

contention between the two blocs.

Thus it was Egypt which took the

initiative, supported by its ally Saudi Arabia, in creating a mutual
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security system to contain Iraq and preserve the sovereignty of each
Arab state.

Syria favored the Egyptian-Saudi bloc; thus the Arab

balance of power tilted in its favor (Taylor 1982:26, 28).

However, the

mounting threat from Israel forced Arab countries to forget their
differences.

On June 17, 1950, a Collective Security Pact was signed by

Egypt, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, Syria, and Yemen.

The draft of the Pact

was approved by the Arab League Council on April 13, 1950 (Degenhart
1986: 399).
ratification.

However, other members were admitted to this body after
Certain states have not ratified it but have participated

in the Council's meetings (Appendix C).
The conclusion of this treaty was viewed as an attempt to shun
foreign collective defense arrangements, as well as the inception of an
Arab policy of nonalignment and opposition to a foreign military presence in the Arab countries (Hassouna 1975:13).

On the other hand, the

dominant role of defense and mutual security makes the treaty function
as an Arab alliance (Shukri 1978:91).

However, it proved to be inef-

fectual because it neither united Arab forces against Israel, which was
the primary reason behind its inception, nor effectively intervened in
inter-Arab disputes
Even though the treaty was signed in 1950, the Council's first
meeting took place only in 1953.

There were no meetings for seven years

until the Jordan River crisis of 1961.
seven unproductive meetings.

Between 1963-1967 there were

In a 1964 meeting, the Arabs decided to

create an Arab United Command, headed by an Egyptian.

In November 1969,

another meeting took place to discuss the 1967 war and solidify the Arab
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stand

(Shukri 1978: 99-100).

achieving collective security.

However,

there were many obstacles to

One of them was Iraq's decision to join

the Western-dominated Baghdad Pact on February 18, 1955, a clear violation of the Treaty.

This move resulted in the signing of numerous

bilateral treaties, such as the Egyptian-Syrian Treaty of October 20,
1955; the Egyptian-Saudi Treaty of October 27, 1955; and the EgyptianJordanian Treaty of May 5, 1956 (Shukri 1978:101).

In addition, the

nationalization of the Suez Canal led to an attack by Britain, France,
and Israel against Egypt in October 1956; each had its own motives.
Egypt was overpowered and the Arab Collective Security Pact had no
resources with which to aid her, thus highlighting the failure of the
Arab military alliance.
The Alliance of Kings
The aftermath of the 1956 war solidified the Soviet presence in
the Arab world as well as the decline of British and French influence in
the area.

The United States sought to fill the vacuum by slowing commu-

nist designs as well as countering radical Arabs who might threaten
Western interests.

Such policies were spelled out in the Eisenhower

Doctrine (Brown 1984:179).
upon monarchy systems

However, the doctrine's greatest impact was

such as Saudi Arabia and Jordan.

The two

conservative regimes were suspicious of the enhanced popularity of Arab
revolutionaries in Egypt and to a lesser degree in Syria.

The two

kingdoms joined Nasser reluctantly and were forced to bandwagon with
Nasser because of his threats and aggressive tactics, which were aimed
at mobilizing the masses against Arab regimes,

especially those of
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dynastic rulers.

Undoubtedly the two monarchies that supported Nasser

earlier were nervous as Nasser began to meddle in their internal
affairs.

Indeed, with Egypt presenting a more imminent threat and with

the United States offering increased support, realignment against Nasser
was in order.
Nasser denounced the reemergence of imperialism and its clients
in the region as he reacted to American policies as well as to the Arabs
who opposed his bid for leadership of Pan-Arab ism , and vowed to use
every means to destabilize these regimes by encouraging their opponents
in the military through his embassies and military attaches.

In one of

his speeches, he outlined his plan by stating that "those who think
unity of the Arabs will come as a result of speeches should open their
eyes and look at our army.

But the army is not the only means.

are special political means.

There

We must work to strengthen opposition

groups" (Hasou 1985:61).
The response was swift.

King Saud visited Washington in

February 1957, implicitly supported American, anti-communist policies in
the area, and renewed a United States military lease on a Dhahran air
field.

King Hussain of Jordan wished to follow suit and strengthen

relations with Washington, agitating President Nasser and creating a
rupture in the inter-Arab alliance.

Less than two months after the 1957

heads of Arab states conference in Cairo and the declaration of Arab
solidarity, a plot to kill the Saudi king and destabilize the country
was aborted.

The Egyptian military attache was implicated.

Following

an internal crisis in Jordan, a military coup to assassinate the king
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was foiled and Hussain bluntly accused Nasser of attempting to bring
about the kingdom's collapse (Hasou 1985:61).
Jordan and Saudi Arabia were faced with new realities in which
their survival was at stake.

Thus, as their hostility toward Nasser

increased, their animosity toward the Baghdad Pact decreased.

Rappro-

chement between the three Arab kingdoms was inevitable, following secret
meetings between King Saud and the Iraqi Crown Prince Abdullah, which
substantially solidified Iraq-Saudi relations (Safran 1985:82-84).
However, Jordan's pro-Egypt cabinet opposed Jordan's new political
orientation, which was followed by domestic unrest in response to
Nasser's political propaganda.

King Hussain quickly dismissed his prime

minister and managed to get rid of some communist sympathizers in his
political circle.

In response to these moves, his ally "King Saud

ordered a contingent of Saudi troops in Jordan to obey Hussain's
commands in the contest with his domestic opposition.

Iraq massed

troops on the border to deter Syria's intervention, and Syrian forces
stationed in Jordan since the Suez War were ordered to leave" (Walt
1987:69).

The United States, approving of these measures, ordered the

Sixth Fleet to move closer to Jordan in case the need arose for American
intervention.

It also aided Jordan with a package worth $10 m and a

variety of military equipment (Walt 1987:70).
Jordan, Iraq, and Saudi Arabia patched up their differences when
King Hussain, King Faisal, and King Saud moved toward a tacit alliance
through exchanged visits and agreed to come to each other's aid in order
to balance the Syrian-Egyptian menace.

In June 1957, a summit meeting
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between the kings of the two Hashemite Kingdoms, Hussain of Jordan and
Faisal of Iraq, concluded with a mutual defense pact (Lenczowski
1980:288).

The Kings' Alliance aimed at isolating Nasser and weakening

his leadership in the Arab world.
predictable and swift.

However, the Egyptian response was

Nasser made threats to topple those monarchies.

Syria and Egypt condemned the alliance and moved closer to the Soviet
Union, from which they received new military aid and training missions.
These developments created a new polarization around the superpowers as well as shifted loyalties in the Arab Alliance system, which
led to the proclamation of the United Arab Republic on February 1, 1958
between Egypt and Syria, followed by the proclamation of the Arab Union
of Iraq and Jordan on February 14, 1958 (Tarabein 1989:65).

Each union

left the door open for the rest of the Arab countries to join in.
However, the Kings' Alliance as well as the Baghdad Pact collapsed in
1958 as the Iraqi monarchy was toppled by a military coup led by Kassim
on July 14, 1958.
Royalists vs. Republicans
Yemen, an isolated and backward monarchy, sought to bandwagon
with Egypt throughout the 1950s and early 1960s.

Yemen kept a low

profile to avert the tide of revolutionary movements.

However, Imam

Ahmed, the monarch of Yemen, managed to shun closer ties with Egypt
after breakup of the UAR in 1961.

Egypt sought to modernize Yemen

through modest economic and cultural aid, but most importantly, by
training Yemeni officers with Egyptian military personnel.

Officers
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were oriented toward Arab nationalism, and Nasser became their idol and
symbol of freedom.
The traditionalist autocratic regime of Ahmed ended with his
death on September 19, 1962.

His son Al-Badar succeeded to the throne

but was overthrown a week later by his own chief of staff, Colonel alSallal.

A republic was announced and pro-Nasser officers immediately

called for close ties with Egypt.

However, Al-Badar managed to escape

to a tribal area in the mountains and organized royalist resistance to
the new republic.

The rebels attacked the fragile military regime and

forced Egypt to send an expeditionary force to the Port of Hudeida to
stabilize and protect the new republic.

Saudi Arabia, fearing Egyptian

intervention, rushed to help the royalists.

Civil war erupted, a

competition between republican Egypt and royalist Saudi Arabia was in
the making.
civil war:

From the beginning, the Yemeni conflict was more than a
it was a stage on which the rivalry between Nasser and the

Saudis was acted out (Taylor 1982:39).
Nasser's adventurism in Yemen was based on calculations that it
might assert Nasser's call for radical change in the Arab world and
might stimulate internal upheaval in Saudi Arabia.

Furthermore, it

would offer Egypt direct access to the restive British South Arabian
Protectorate and a chance to aid liberation movements in Aden.

Saudi

Arabia opposed Egyptian intervention as well as creation of the new
republic because the Saudis sought to protect their backyard and
suppress revolutionary attempts, especially if they were supported by
Nasser.

However, Saudi worries intensified when Egypt warned that the
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war would be carried across the border if Saudi Arabia continued to aid
the royalists.

Indeed, Egypt carried out its threats, and in November

1962 Egyptian arms were dropped inside Saudi Arabia on the road between
Jeddah

a~d

Mecca, presumably to help local opponents.

infiltrators disguised as pilgrims were caught.

However, Egyptian

Most importantly, the

United States recognized the new Yemeni republic on December 19, 1962
and sent airplanes to protect the Saudi skies to stimulate balanced
relations with the warring parties (Gause 1990: 60).
Bitter personal competition between King Faisal and President
Nasser led to a protracted war as well as a new set of alliances.
Jordan and Saudi Arabia signed a series of mutual defense treaties in
November 1962.

Logistical aid flowed to royalists in northern Yemen.

The war in Yemen became bloodier as republicans and royalists launched
numerous offensives and counteroffensives.

The UN as well as the Arab

League tried to mediate a cease fire but with no success.
ended on

~farch

The civil war

1970 after conciliation between Egypt and Saudi Arabia at

the Arab Summit of 1967 at Khartoum.

Four months later the Saudis

recognized their troubled neighbor to the south.
Egyptian involvement in Yemen proved to be a miscalculated,
unfortunate adventure for President Nasser.

When the 1967 war trans-

pired, some of the most highly trained Egyptian forces were embroiled in
a civil war in the mountains of Yemen.

President Sadat recalled that

"the one Egyptian brigade initially sent to Yemen multiplied until one
day Egyptian forces in the Yemen numbered 70,000" (El-Sadat 1976:163).
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He regretfully admitted that Egypt's intervention in that country was a
military failure.
Yemen, which had been a battleground for inter-Arab disputes,
could not decide its fate.

Nasser manipulated and installed several

leaders throughout the conflict according to changes in Egypt's policies.

Faisa1 also had to change his support to his former allies, the

royalists, in favor of more moderate pro-republican figures.

However,

the republic of Yemen remained under the influence of Saudi policies
well into the 1980s.
OAPEC
The Arab-Israeli war of June 1967, a distressing experience in
Arab politics, inspired Arabs to utilize their economic resources as
weapons or deterrents against those which supported Israel.

Arabs had

to use every means at their disposal to defeat their enemy, regardless
of their disputes with each other.

In May 1967, Iraq invited other Arab

oil producers to come to Baghdad.

On June 1, 1967, the oil ministers in

attendance discussed three main issues:

first, to stop oil shipments to

any country that aided Israel or participated in an attack against any
Arab state; second,

to issue a warning to foreign oil companies to

cooperate with decisions taken by host Arab states or lose their
concessions; and third, to appeal to Islamic and friendly stater. which
produced oil to unite with the Arabs in their struggle by cutting the
sale of oil 'to Arab enemies (Daoudi and Dajani 1985:33).
With the outbreak of the June war, as an expression of solidarity with the Arab combatants, the oil ministers of Iraq, Saudi Arabia,

50

Libya, Kuwait, Algeria, Bahrain, Qatar, Abu Dhabi, and representatives
of Egypt, Lebanon, and Syria agreed to stop oil shipments to all
countries that aid Israel (Daoudi and Dajani 1985:34).

In response to

Egyptian charges that the United States and Britain were active militarily in assisting Israel, an oil embargo against the United States,
Britain, and Germany was implemented with varying degrees of success.
By June 14, the embargo was fully implemented by all Arabs except Libya
and Iraq (Tetreault 1981:43).
Israeli victory over the Arab armies inflamed the feelings of
the Arab masses.

Their outrage was translated into anti-Western, pro-

Arab sentiments.

Riots broke out in Saudi Arabia on June 7, forcing

Aramco to suspend all its operations and evacuate some of its personnel.
In Libya, workers seized the terminals and offices of Oasis Oil Company
and halted operations until they were removed by Libyan authorities.
Demonstrations took place in Kuwait, forcing the Kuwait Oil Company to
temporarily close down.

Oil installations were placed under army guard.

In Bahrain, some refineries were shut down as the labor force went on
strike.

Popular dissatisfaction with the Western weapons (especially

American) being supplied to Israel forced Arab regimes to acknowledge
national sentiments (Daoudi and Dajani 1985:35).
Despite the show of solidarity, the use of oil as a weapon or as
a deterrent was not completely effective because it was badly handled
and disorganized.

The U.S. was not hurt because other international oil

companies, such as those in Iran, Venezuela, and North Africa, increased
production and made a handsome profit.

The Arab governments' commitment
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to the embargo was only partial, and no quota ceilings were imposed.
Closure of the Suez Canal was not effective because oil was delivered
through other routes (Ali 1987:50-51).

Above all, Arab producing

countries were hurting themselves, prompting the Saudi oil minister to
maintain that his country had lost $21 m from 5 June to 29 June alone.
Arab governments needed to repair damage caused by the war (Tetreault
1981:43).

The embargo came to a close by the end of the year, but Arab

attempts to organize their strategies as well as their economic future
continued.
The major Arab oil-exporting countries were anxious to formulate
a collective Arab petroleum policy and to organize and utilize their oil
resources effectively.
on January 9, 1968.

Ministerial negotiations produced an agreement

Kuwait, Libya, and Saudi Arabia participated in the

initiation of the Organization of Arab Petroleum Exporting Countries
(OAPEC).

Iraq chose not to be affiliated with the organization for

several reasons.

First, Iraq was displeased by the exclusiveness of

OAPEC, which would create a division in inter-Arab relations.

While

Iraq preferred that membership be open to any Arab oil-producing state,
the other three limited membership to those countries for whom oil was
the principle source of domestic income.
with the Kuwait-Iraq dispute.

The second reason had to do

The decision to locate OAPEC headquarters

in Kuwait City rather than in Baghdad was a significant factor in Iraq's
refusal to join (Tetreault 1981:46).

Also, Iraq, seeing itself as a

socialist, radical country, did not want to join the monarchy club of
the three originating Arab states.

Establishment of OAPEC ran counter
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to the slogans of Arab unity, in favor of an exclusive, autonomous oil
policy that might dominate OAPEC's decision-making.

Continued criticism

led OAPEC to abandon some of its policies and to admit other Arab states
as a result of changes in regimes such as in Libya.

However, OAPEC

captured little attention in international politics until the 1973 ArabIsraeli War.

OAPEC membership increased to include any Arab country

that produced oil, such as Algeria, Bahrain, Egypt, Iraq, Kuwait, Libya,
Qatar,

Saudi Arabia, Syria, and the United Arab Emirates.

At the

request of the Arab League during the October 1973 war, OAPEC imposed an
oil embargo against friends of Israel.

This collective economic action

made OAPEC a functional pan-Arab organization.

However, the 1980 Iran-

Iraq war and the 1990 Kuwaiti-Iraqi crisis have fragmented this Arab
economic organization due to differing political policies of member
states.

When Iraq occupied Kuwait, OAPEC moved its headquarters to

Saudi Arabia, then to Egypt.
Union of Arab Emirates
The 1968 British declaration of withdrawal from the Gulf area by
the end of 1971 ,prompted rulers of the nine Gulf Emirates (Abu Dhabi,
Ajman, Bahrain, Dubai, Fujairah, Qatar, Ras a1-Khaimah, Sharjah, and
Umma1-Qaiwain) to search for political means to secure their small,
vulnerable entities in the face of threats from neighboring countries as
well as domestic feuds among tribes of the lower Gulf.
Abu Dhabi and Dubai, being close to each other geographically,
sparked the movement for cooperation and coordination of policies.

On

February 18, 1968, the rulers of the two sheikhdoms decided to federate
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and agreed to share a common policy in the areas of foreign affairs,
defense, and citizenship (Sadik and Snavely 1972:190).

However, many

obstacles prevented the rest of the Emirates from joining this union.
Problems arose related to area, population, wealth, and foreign claims.
Of the larger and richer four,

on which the future of the union

depended, Bahrain was the smallest (256 sq mi), Abu Dhabi the largest
(26,000 sq mi), Dubai the second smallest (1,500 sq mi), and Qatar the
second largest (4,000 sq mi) (Sadik and Snavely 1972:193).
Among the four, Bahrain is the most populous (205,000), Dubai is
the smallest (60,000), Qatar is the second largest (80,000), and Abu
Dhabi the next to the smallest (75,000).

In terms of wealth, Abu Dhabi

is the wealthiest, followed by Qatar then Dubai, Bahrain being the
poorest of the four Emirates.

Bahrain was claimed by Iran, and Abu

Dhabi had a dispute with Saudi Arabia over al-Buraimi Oasis (Sadik and
Snavely 1972:193).

However, due to pressure from outside and disagree-

ment over federation and leadership, Bahrain and Qatar decided against
joining and became independent Emirates of their own in August and
September of 1971, respectively.

These two Emirates were to blame for

collapse of the federation of nine because of the historical rift
between the two, caused by territorial disputes (Khalifa 1979:34).

The

federation of the rest of the Emirates proved to be more practical and
acceptable without Bahrain and Qatar.
The remaining seven Emirates were determined to federate; their
few remaining problems of representation and financial responsibilities
were resolved.

Distribution of seats among representatives to the 40-
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member assembly were:

Abu Dhabi and Dubai, 8 seats each; Ras a1-Khaymeh

and Sharjah, 6 seats each; and Ajman, Fujairah, and Umm a1-Qaiwain, 4
seats each.

Financial arrangements were settled without difficulty.

Abu Dhabi and Dubai, with estimated 1971 incomes of $336 m and $50.4 m,
respectively, took on the major share of expenses.

The other five Emir-

ates, whose combined revenues for that period were estimated at a meager

$1.2 m, contributed nominal sums (Anthony 1972:272).
still some time before the union was declared.

However, it was

In September 1971,

shortly before the union took place, Iran was determined to settle a
territorial dispute with some of the Emirates.

Settled by Arabs and

owned by Sharjah, Abu Husa Island was about 35 miles off the coast of
Sharjah and 43 miles off the Iranian Coast.

Two smaller islands lay in

the same direction, about 24 miles off Abu Musa:
the Greater Tunb, owned by Ras a1-Khaimeh.

the Lesser Tunb and

When negotiations soured,

Iran occupied the islands on November 29 and 30, 1971.

Arab natives

were forced to leave the islands (Taryam 1987:184).
On December 1971 the United Arab Emirates (UAE) were established.

A substantial concentration of authority was given to the two

wealthiest emirates.

Shaykh Zayd of Abu Dhabi would become the first

president, and Shaykh Rashid of Dubai would be the first vice president.
Most of the ministries were located in the capital of the UAE, Abu
Dhabi.

The UAE became one of the wealthiest states in the world due to

its oil revenues.

However, tribal feuds remained ongoing to fragment

the UAE political system.
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The Gulf War Coalition
The 1980s began with uncertainty in the Arab world, especially
in the Gulf region.

The Iranian revolution was perceived by the Arab

Gulf states as a destabilizing factor which compelled such states to
reach for viable allies and the forging of security arrangements.

In

the Arab eas t, and in Egypt' s absence, an unchallenged Iraq became a
dominant force in the Arab region, attracting many Arab regimes into its
fold.

King Hussain, the Kuwaiti crown prince, and a prestigious delega-

tion from the UAE traveled to Baghdad in Hay 1980 for talks concerning
increased tensions in the Gulf.

However, Saddam Hussein's visit to

Saudi Arabia on August 5, 1980, the first time an Iraqi leader visited
Riyadh since the 1958 Iraqi revolution, confirmed that an areal conflict
was in the making.

Saudi leadership pledged its full support to Iraq in

case of threats from Iran.

Saddam Hussain had a similar commitment from

Jordan, North Yemen, and the Gulf states.

Accordingly, King Hussain

received an annual subsidy of more than $1 b from Iraq and Saudi Arabia
for his assistance in persuading certain Arab states to join this alignment, as well as for articulating Palestinian issues (Taylor 1982:88).
On the other hand, Iraq relations with radical Palestinians and Syria
deteriorated when Saddam ordered the expulsion of certain Palestinian
factions as well as the Syrian diplomatic mission in Baghdad.
reciprocated by closing Iraq's Damascus mission.

Syria

Syria's relations with

Iran began to warm, which helped Tehran break its isolation from the
Arab states.
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In the Arab west,
unstable.

the situation among the Arab states was

Libya's relations with Tunisia, Morocco, and Algeria were

tense because of Qadhafi's dissatisfaction with the refusal of Tunisian
President Bourguiba to unite with Libya and on account of Tunisian
support for Morocco in its war with Polisario guerrillas over the
Western Sahara.

Qadhafi staged an unsuccessful insurrection in the

Tunisian town of Gafsa, prompting Algeria to act as protector of Tunisia
and to halt Libyan influence in Western Sahara, which Algeria considered
to be vital to its security (Taylor 1982:90).

Libya's relations with

the Sudan deteriorated because of Sudan's support for Egypt over the
Camp David peace agreements as well as Sudanese unease with Libyan
intervention in Chad.
Libyan isolation was evident in the west just as Syria's isolation was clear in the east.

The two countries being members of the

Arab Steadfastness Front increased contacts and official visits between
them.
Syria.

On September 1, 1980 Qadhafi called for an immediate union with
The next day Assad announced his approval of the proposal.

visited Libya on September 8 for talks with the Libyan leader.
end of the discussions,

He

At the

the two countries declared formation of a

unitary state on September 10 (Taylor 1982: 91).

However,

unity was

replaced by a close alliance because the two leaders could not agree
upon many issues regarding their respective states.

This alliance

performed as a counteralliance to the Iraqi-Saudi-Jordanian coalition.
These moves characterized Arab alignments in the 1980s.
managed to attract Arab supporters.

Each bloc

The Iraq-Iran war further frag-
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mented Arab politics and led many Arab regimes to give up the notion of
unity.

Instead they worked to develop subregional integration, based

upon economic and security concerns.
Revolutionary Iran presented a great challenge to Gulf states'
stability for several reasons.

First, its population far exceeded all

the other Arab Gulf states combined.

Second, along the entire eastern

shore of the Gulf Iran had an advantage, especially by its domination of
the Strait of Hormuz.

But no other Gulf states in that area is as

disadvantaged as Iraq.

Its Gulf coastline is only ten nautical miles.

Iraq's main access route to the Gulf waters is the Shatt aI-Arab River;
Iran shares 120 miles of that river, limiting Iraqi domination over that
important waterway (Ramazani 1986:4).

Third, Iranian manpower and mili-

tary capability were enough to balance if not exceed that of Arab Gulf
states.

Fourth, Iran's continuous claim over Gulf islands, especially

Bahrain, was a threat to be reckoned with.
Iran's fifth challenge was its ideological crusade, which was a
more formidable menace against the Arab Gulf.

The religiously inspired

behavior of the Khomeini government, which rested on a fundamentalist
Islamic doctrine of the Shia sect, sought to destabilize the predominantly Suni regimes in the area and to disturb superpower interests in
the Gulf--especially Western influences-exaggerated by the Iranian
slogan "Neither East nor West, only Islamic Republic" (Ramazani 1986:
21).

Sixth, the ideological campaign, coupled with relentless efforts

to export the Iranian revolution,

presented yet more far-reaching

threa ts to many countries in the Arab world, especially in the Gulf.
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The sociopolitical explosion that took place in many Gulf societies was
a manifestation of the people's restlessness over their own state of
affairs, particularly among the Shia population against their respective
regimes.

Dissident elements within Shia communities committed subver-

sive acts in Iraq, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and Bahrain, which led to
violent government retaliation to suppress them, creating a state of
upheaval that continued for a long time.
The Iranian association with the Arab Gulf states deteriorated
rapidly.

On September 22, 1980 Saddam Hussein ordered his air force to

strike Iranian air bases, followed by an Iraqi invasion of Iran, initiating a long and bloody war between the two Islamic countries.
countries were divided over support for the warring nations.

Arab
Syria,

Libya, Algeria, and South Yemen gave their support to Iran; Saudi
Arabia, Jordan, North Yemen, Sudan, Tunisia, Morocco, the Gulf sheikdoms
and later Egypt, sided with Iraq.

The fragmentation in Arab politics

could be seen when Arab leaders decided to call for a cease fire between
Iraq and Iran at the Amman Summit on November 25, 1980.

Syria, Libya,

Algeria, Lebanon, South Yemen, and the PLO refused to attend the conference.
Relations between the Arabs reached a low level when, on October
28, 1980, Saudi Arabia broke diplomatic relations with Libya over Libyan
provocation and its military assistance to Iran.

King Hussain's criti-

cism of President Asad' s position led the latter to mobilize 247,000
Syrian troops along the Jordanian border on November 27.

In response,

King Hussein deployed 57,000 of his armed forces to meet the Syrian
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challenge.

In early December, before a conflict could break out, Saudi

Arabia, with its financial influence over the two countries, mediated
the disputes (Taylor 1982:94).
and Sudan were not very friendly.

Libya's intentions toward Saudi Arabia
In August 1981, a tripartite military

entente was signed between Libya, Ethiopia, and South Yemen.

Ethiopia

was an enemy of Sudan, and Marxist Yemen was hostile to Saudi Arabia.
By 1982, Iran had managed to push back the Iraqi forces and turn the war
in its favor.

Iran refused to accept any cease fire, fueling a war that

lasted till 1988.

The Iraq-Iran war gave Israel a free hand to conduct

aggressive policies.
reactor.

In June 1981, Israel destroyed the Iraqi nuclear

A year later, in June 1982, the Israeli army invaded Lebanon

and reached Beirut unchallenged, leading to the evacuation of PLO forces
from Lebanon and a massacre of the Palestinian population.

Such acts

"only confirmed the break-up of Arab solidarity on the one hand and on
the other the strengthening of unbridled Zionist military power which
the West still refused to curb.

There is no doubt for Israel all this

lent itself to a new bid for power" (Corm 1988:204).

Israeli aggression

went as far as bombing PLO headquarters in Tunisia in 1985.

Its assas-

sination attempts upon Palestinian leaders went unopposed throughout the
1980s, thus weakening Arab resolve against it.

Between Iranian threats

and ongoing Israeli aggression, the Arab world found itself in a bleak
situation.
Failing in their Pan-Arab approach, Arab countries began to
explore the possibilities of subregional integration.

The Arab world

once again gravitated toward several attempts at selective groupings:
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in the Arab Gulf, the Maghreb, and finally, the southwestern Arabian
Peninsula.
The Gulf Cooperation Council
For many decades the Arab Gulf states of Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman,
Qatar, Saudi Arabia, and the UAE have maintained good relations among
themselves because of common characteristics:

being economically rich,

socially conservative, and ruled by dynastic regimes.

These attributes

facilitated cooperation unseen in the rest of the Arab world.

Their

closeness was further enhanced by threats posed by the Iranian revolution.
Conservative Arab Gulf monarchies had individually as well as
collectively identified the Khomeini regime as a destabilizing force
because of its attempt to export revolution to their countries.

Thus,

partly as a response to the perceived threat from Iran, the six Gulf
states established the Gulf Cooperation Council on May 25, 1981 (Kechichian 1989:146).

Even though the GCC has been viewed as an economic

integration of the Gulf states to further unify them in financial
affairs and coordinate economic policies to achieve common objectives
(El-Kowa i z 1986 ,

1987 : 28),

it remains predominantly concerned wi th

security matters having to do with the influence of external powers.
The organizational structure of the GCC reflects the members'
collective view of the best way to bring stability to their respective
states.

For example,

the Omani position was concerned with the

extremely sensitive issues of defense and military.

Oman proposed that

full military integration be a principal objective, and that to ensure a
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successful defense of the Gulf, the GCC must cooperate openly with a
major friendly power whose interests were convergent with those of the
GCC, which the Omanis identified as the United States (Christie 1986:4).
At the GCC's inception, members differed in their conceptions
of its functions.

Kuwait viewed the GCC as a vehicle for economic

integration and resisted security cooperation.

Oman, on the other hand,

feared economic inferiority and penetration by the rest of the members.
Its location astride the Strait of Hormuz and the threat from South
Yemen compelled it to regard security cooperation as a top priority
(J. Peterson 1987: 64).

However,

the Iran-Iraq war and internal

upheavals in the Gulf states, specifically the 1982 coup d' etat in
Bahrain, enlarged the GCC's security dimension.

The Gulf states band-

wagoned mainly with Iraq against Iran because Iraq was considered the
less dangerous of the two.

Iraq had been a threat for decades, partic-

ularly because of its historical claims upon Kuwait and its radical
Baath ideology, which in principle is incompatible with dynastic
regimes.

But this changed as fundamentalist Iranians sought to disrupt

the Gulf status quo.

The balance of power would have had devastating

consequences if it tilted toward Iran.

While GCC security arrangements

got off to a good start, economic integration was slow to follow.
As the Iraq-Iran war came to a conclusion in 1988 and GCC tensions eased, Saddam Hussein's restless ambition for power and adventure
led him to pick another target for destruction.

As defender of the Gulf

states, he shifted his aggressive policies southward.

"He struck in

August, dusting off a fraudulent claim to the wealthy principality next
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door.

Before he swept into Kuwait, Saddam had gone through the motions

of negotiating with the Kuwaitis:

the single negotiating session, held

in Saudi Arabia, lasted two hours.
August 2, 1990" (Ajami 1990-91: 1-2).

Then came the dash for the loot on
For seven agonizing months, the

GCC lost one of its members as well as the respect for and trust in its
large Arab partner in the Gulf and those who stood with Baghdad regime.
The Arab world fragmented once again in a seemingly endless cycle, this
time in a great drift that might take a long time to reverse.

The

determination of GCC members to liberate Kuwait insured the existence of
the organization, with strong assistance from international coalition
forces led by the U.S.
The Arab Cooperation Council
Shortly after the 1981 formation of the Gulf Cooperation
Council, Iraq proposed that it be included because it is a Gulf state.
However, the GCC politely declined on the grounds that if they accepted
Iraq,

they would have to admit North Yemen as well; they wanted to

remain as aloof as possible from the Iraq-Iran conflict.

The admissions

of Iraq and Yemen would have blended two poor republics with six rich
monarchies, wherein relations might not prove very harmonious.

However,

Iraq as well as North Yemen swallowed the insult and waited for some
time to establish their own council.
The Iran-Iraq war was directly responsible for reintegrating
Egypt with the Arab world.

Egypt was militarily active on Iraq's side.

On October 22, 1984, an economic agreement was signed in Cairo between
Jordan and Egypt, setting the stage for greater cooperation between the
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Arab states that aided Iraq in the war.

On July 5, 1988 in Baghdad,

Egypt and Iraq signed several economic and industrial agreements.

In

Cairo on October 17, 1988, Egypt and Yemen proposed the formation of
several economic and agricultural projects for both countries.

Economic

cooperation formed the backbone of the Arab Cooperation Council (ACC)
when the leaders of Egypt, Jordan, Iraq, and North Yemen met in Baghdad
on February 16, 1989 (Rateeb 1989:74).
The ACC hoped to remove trade barriers and encourage investment
in all four
exis tence,

states.

including

The ACC has been active in its 17 months of
the visits of high official,

requirements, and expanded airline flights.

simplified visa

Politically, the ACC left

the door open for all other Arab states that wish to join after the
political issues that separate them are resolved, particularly Syria,
South Yemen, Lebanon, and Sudan (Lorenz 1990:126).

While both GCC and

ACC member states are worried about the reaction of the Arab world when
forming separate alliances outside the Arab fold, the ACC in particular
has "had to deal with the added burden of dispelling any suspicion of
forming an axis or,
others.

still worse,

attempting to isolate or dominate

The fact that the new grouping includes both Egypt and Iraq,

which were accused in the past of trying to impose their hegemony,
heightened this suspicion" (Wahby 1989: 62) •

However, the Iraqi occu-

pation of Kuwait brought on the collapse of the ACC.

President Mubarak

not only expressed strong Egyptian opposition to the invasion of one
Arab country by another superior one but also led a successful Arab
coalition against Iraq at the Arab Summit meeting in Cairo in August
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1990, thus forming a military coalition between Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and
Syria which resembled that of October 1973 against Israel.

But in the

1990 case, the step was painfully taken against an Arab country.
new realignment and shifting loyalties occurred.

Thus a

Iraq was supported by

Jordan, Yemen, the PLO, Sudan, Tunisia, Libya, Algeria, and Mauritania.
The rest of the Arab world lined up on the Kuwaiti side.

The ACC was

finished before it even had a good start.
The Arab Maghreb Union
Termination of the Gulf war brought an end to fractured relations among the Arab west.

Algeria and Libya sided with Iran; Tunisia,

Mauritania, and Morocco took the Iraqi side.

Beginning in 1988, a new

dynamic across the North African Arab littoral, historically known as
the Maghreb, culminated in two summits.

The first one was within the

Arab Summit in Algeria in June 1988, which all Arab countries attended
in order to support the Palestinian uprising in occupied territories.
The five Arab states of Algeria, Morocco, Libya, Tunisia, and Mauritania
held an exclusive meeting to reconcile their differences and to toward
for closer cooperation (Alfai1a1i 1990:42).

At the second meeting, held

in February 1989 in Marakech, Morocco, the five heads of state ended
their talks with the announcement that declared an agreement to form the
Arab Maghreb Union (AMU) (Romdhani 1989:42).

Although their geography

and contiguous location had brought the realization of unity one step
further, dissimilar regimes characterize that union.

The monarchy of

Morocco is different from the Libyan Jamahiriya (populist), and socialist republics in Algeria, Tunisia, and Mauritania.
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Before creation of the AMU,
merge.

there were several attempts to

On January 12, 1974, Libya and Tunisia announced merger of the

two countries into the "Arab Islamic Republic"; the union was abandoned
by Tunisia because the two leaders distrusted each other.

In June 1975

Qadhafi sought to create a Horoccan-Libyan Axis, but i t was shelved
because of a Algerian-Libyan alliance that lasted through the 1970s.

In

March 1983, the Treaty of Brotherhood and Concord was signed between
Algeria and Tunisia; to counter that, Libya and Morocco declared formation of the Arab-African Federation in August 1984.

But Libyan support

of the Moroccan enemy, the Polisario, disrupted that alliance.

However,

a union was sought again, only to be canceled in August 1986, when
Israel's prime minister, Shimon Peres, visited Morocco, which drew
strong criticism from Libya and Syria (Deeb 1989:21-31).
The idea of the AMU or a greater Maghreb may have been a
promising means of moderating the Libyan regime.

Algeria in particular,

considered the key to the union, has encouraged Libya to normalize
relations with many countries, especially Chad (Mortimer 1989:162).

The

AMU, which was established one day after formation of the Arab Cooperation Council on February 17, 1989, was in disarray by 1990.
Kuwait affair created tensions among the five states.

The Iraq-

Only Morocco

supported the Kuwaiti side and sent a token military force to Saudi
Arabia.

Furthermore, AMU members have not yet reached an agreement

about where organization headquarters will be and who will be the leading actor in that union.

Many political and territorial issues have to

be settled before genuine union is achieved
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Yemeni Unity
Since their inception, the two Yemens have been in competition
with each other, despite the wish of most Yemenis to unify into one
state.

The two seem to have more in common than their last name.

Both

evolved into republican states with significant amounts of violence,
caused as much by their own tradition of divisiveness as through foreign
interference in their affairs.

The traditionalist North Yemen became a

republic in September 1962 as a result of a revolution that ended the
feudal rule of the Hamid A1-Dean family.

Marxist South Yemen was

founded in November 1967, thus formally ending British colonization of
the southern part of Yemen.
The two Yemens have been in conflict with each other and other
Arabian Peninsula states.

The Yemeni conflict has fluctuated since

1970, and on two occasions (in 1972 and in 1979) the two Yemens have
engaged in wars against each other.

Yet on many occasions their con-

flicts have given way to an agreement on step-by-step unification.
Since 1982 the two Yemens have enjoyed cooperation and coexistence and
have realized that they complement each other, especially in the
economic realm.

However, progress toward unity was disrupted in January

1986 when President Ali Nasser of South Yemen attempted to get rid of
his rivals, triggering a short, bloody civil war that ousted Ali Nasser
and killed some of the top leadership, as well as thousands of Yemeni
citizens.
Since 1986, along with the violent overthrow of Ali Nasser,
discovery of oil in both Yemens, especially in the North, held out the
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prospect that the two Yemens could free themselves from financial
dependence upon other states of the Gulf, thus freeing them to begin to
play more assertive roles in regional politics (Gause 1988: 33) •

By

September 1988 talks on unity resumed, leading to reopening of borders
and the free travel of Yemeni citizens of both states with only their
personal identification.

As relations between Sana and Aden warmed and

obstacles to unity resolved, the two Yemeni states, with the encouragement of Arab countries, especially Iraq and Libya, agreed to unite as
one state, which they called The Yemen Republic.

Sana was chosen as the

capital; Ali Saleh, the northern president, became leader of the new
state; the leader of South Yemen became vice president.

In May 1990,

unity was finalized and celebrated by the Arab world at the Arab Summit
in Baghdad.
Even though the eventual unity occurred, many problems remain to
be solved.

The Gulf crisis and Yemeni support of Iraq have isolated

Yemen from the rest of the Arabian Peninsula.
the point of threats of armed conflict.

Relations deteriorated to
Marxist and traditionalist

Yemenis will have to do more than unify in order to break down distrust
between old enemies.

How successful they will be remains to be seen.

However, Yemeni affairs are always important to the security of the
Arabian Peninsula, the motherland which hosts the Arab Gulf states as
well.

Thus, the security of the whole region tends to be a concern of

all seven states--and will remain so.
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Conclusions
The Arab world is a conglomeration of states and organizations
amalgamated by cultural and historical considerations, yet in many
instances it is fragmented by political and economic factors.

This

paradoxical effect has been associated with the Arabs since 1945 and has
injected problems into every effort to integrate them.

Instead, Arab

countries have been content with the formation of various alliances,
characterized mostly by ineffectiveness.

Arab alliances tend to carry

within them the seeds of their own demise, aside from a few successful
groupings that made it into the 1990s.
The Arabic language is the most forceful element in inter-Arab
relations.

This cultural component helped to articulate Arab claims and

aspirations and rallied them against colonial domination and common
enemies.

Moreover, the native tongue served as a means of communication

in inter-Arab interactions and bred two conceptual frameworks through
which Arabs developed their identity:
Arabism.

Arab nationalism, and pan-

While the two ideas feed on each other, they tend to display

divergent manifestations.

Nationalism denotes a sense of belonging to

one Arab nation that exists within a defined area.

Pan-Arabism consti-

tutes a front that allies the Arabs to the salvation and protection of
their common goals.

On many occasions pan-Arabism was reduced to mere

slogans and propaganda put forth by Arab leaders for domestic consumption:

to satisfy the yearning of the masses for Arab unity, and to

secure the political ambitions of the ultimate decision makers.

Hence,
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the use and abuse of such concepts has tarnished any genuine movement
toward the fulfillment of Arab union.
Arab alliances have been demoralized.

They could be character-

ized as elitist undertakings, with little or no consideration for public
opinion and participation.

Alliances often evolved around particular

leaders; once their relations are spoiled or their regimes collapsed,
the alliance tended to dissolve.

Moreover, alliances have been sought

between incompatible polities, binding militaristic, personalistic,
royalist, and republican regimes that were prevalent at the moment, each
vying for the leadership of the Arab people.

The emergence of local

statism and the growing power of ethnic groups and their sensitivities
toward their particular cultural attributes, have diminished lofty panArab ideals.

Inter-Arab hegemonic rivalries have fomented antagonism,

created separatist designs, and encouraged defection in favor of more
exclusive, limited regional groupings.

Thus, abrasive behavior is not a

temporary tendency but, rather, a constant attribute of the Arab world.
The above review of the history of alliance formation reveals
that Arabs in general and the Arab Gulf in particular are favorably
motivated toward the idea of unity and solidarity.

However, the

political means to achieve such goals are nonexistent and far from
realization.

As the preceding examples have illustrated, most attempts

to unify Arab states were fraught with divisiveness and suspicion, which
made the survival of alliances questionable from the day of their inception.

While some attempts at Arab regional integration failed because

of lack of trust,

others have collapsed because of organizational
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weaknesses.

Still others fell short of their goals over economic and

poli tical differences.

Whatever the reasons, these experiments are

relatively new and only of short duration.
Among the successful and enduring alliances,

the Gulf Coop-

eration Council has not only maintained its existence but remained
committed to attaining genuine integration.

An in-depth analysis of the

GCC in Chapters 3 and 4 will be used to measure the efficacy of alliance
formation in the Arab world--one of the major aims of this dissertation.
Having come to grips with some of the concepts of alliance building and
fragmentation in this chapter, the following one will more extensively
review the conceptual and theoretical works that deal with alliances and
related issues.
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CHAPTER 2
CONCEPTS AND THEORIES OF ALLIANCE FORMATION
AND FRAGMENTATION
For many years alliance formation has been studied systematically by many scholars in the social behavioral sciences.

Therefore,

knowledge about alliance formation and/or subsequent fragmentation is
found in scholarly literature, focusing on many approaches and paradigms
to facilitate the study of international interactions.

Our aims in this

chapter will be to explain the relevant conceptualizations then to
survey the appropriate literature, with the objective of identifying
findings, theorems, and theories about alliances and fragmentation.
Nation-states in the international arena tend to cooperate with
each other in different ways based upon common interests.

The European

Common Market as well as the socialist COMECON are but two examples.
Even countries that are not friendly to one another find ways to
cooperate using world organizations such as FAO or UNESCO as a means of
achieving collective security.

According to Toma and Gorman (1991:384),

there are four primary methods by which states seek to coordinate their
affairs constructively:

international law, diplomacy, economic inter-

course, and above all, international organizations.

It is mostly under

regional or international organizations that an alliance comes into play
as a common way of cooperating and coordinating in interstate relations.
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Concepts and Theories
Alliance is a controversial term that has many meanings in
international politics.

Some scholars view an alliance as a regional

grouping; others, however, see an alliance as an international organization formed to serve the national interests of its members, based upon
intergovernmental contracts that have military teeth in them.

For

example, Edwin Fedder defines alliance as "a limited set of states
acting in concert at X time regarding the mutual enhancement of the
military security of the members" (Fedder 1968:68).

However, this

definition ignores nations' attempts to associate on peaceful terms as
well, culturally, economically, and diplomatically.
Common definitions tend to dwell upon alliance as a militarybased act, implying that states are consistently preoccupied with a
search for greater political power.

For example, Glenn Snyder's

definition sees alliances as "formal associations of states for the use
(or non-use) of military force,

intended for either security or the

aggrandizement of their members, against specific other states, whether
or not these others are explicitly identified" (Snyder 1990:104).

This

definition, too, places alliances in the realm of mutual defense pacts
but does not exclude other cooperative tendencies.

However, it clearly

states that without military commitments, alliances might not last long.
A similar notion prevails in the International Encyclopedia:

"Alliance

signifies a promise of mutual military assistance between two or more
sovereign states, although some propagandistic advantages may be gained
by applying the term to loose agreements for cooperation" (1968: 268) •
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Perhaps the simplest definition of alliance is by Stephen Walt:

"a

formal or informal relationship of security cooperation between two or
more sovereign states" (1987: 1).

This definition, like the previous

ones, assumes a commitment and exchange of

benefit~

for all parties

concerned.
A closer scrutiny of the concept will reveal that alliance
differs from alignment,

coalition,

and entente.

Alliance can be

understood as ties betlveen various elements of complex entities called
governments.

In Europe and Asia alliances were, historically, ties that

bound the monarchies.

For example, personal relationships among members

of dynastic regimes were essential to the success of all alliances and
were often achieved through intermarriages.
through the emotional bonds between peoples.

Alliances are also forged
Anglo-American relations

in the post-World War II period as well as inter-Arab relations are two
examples of similar cultural contexts.
Alliances have been singled out as "one of the dozen or so key
terms of international relations" (Modelski 1963:773).

Alliances are

also seen as "the central feature of international political life"
(Friedman et al. 1970:4).

Alliances are "apparently a universal compo-

nent of relations between political units, irrespective of time and
place" (Holsti et al. 1973:2).
The circumstances that bring states closer together also influence the direction and outcomes of an international system, creating
competition among individual states or blocs.

The Cold War between the

superpowers has been characterized by rivalry and a race to woo allies,
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creating two blocs of allies that check each other and perpetually
compete to attract more allies.

The NATO and Warsaw alliances did not

form simply from personal or ideological preference, but rather to address a problem, deter a threat, and enhance stability.

Thus "alliances

are against, and only derivatively for someone or something"

(Liska

1962:12).
Alliances also become a matter of survival for weaker nations,
which

join alliances that are strong and offer long-term political

promise.

In such alliances, "small powers • • • were forced to play a

perilous game:

moving quickly from the lighter to the heavier side of

the balance as soon as an apparent victor • • • could be discerned"
(Rothstein 1968:11).

Therefore,

in a

traditional sense,

argued that alliances were formed for three functions:
where A + B

>

it can be

(1) augmentive,

C (country A joins with country B to overcome the threat

from C); (2) preemptive, where A

> C-B

(country A allies with country

B to prevent B's power from being added to A's enemy,

C); and (3)

strategic, where country A allies with country B for territorial and
strategic purposes (Fedder 1968:67).
Conceptual Diversity
Studies on alliance building and coalition formation have
traditionally focused on the reasons why nation-states attempt to align
themselves.

Many theoretical and conceptual works nave tested and

analyzed a variety of hypotheses on this issue as it relates to the
understanding of balance of power concepts.

In their application, these

concepts have traditionally been limited to the European powers' relent-
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less attempts to check each other, prevent one hegemonic entity from
gathering great military strength, and establish an equilibrium.
Some scholars who have linked the concept of alliance building
to balance of power maintain that nations create or enter into alliances
in order to establish a balanced military relationship, strengthen
ongoing equilibrium, or restore an eroding state of affairs that brought
equality among nation-states.

They argue that after periods of techno-

logical innovation, shifting loyalties or changing commitments result in
conflict or diplomatic rupture.

George Liska (1962), for example, main-

tains that alliance formation has been associated with balance of power
in both theory and practice.

The relation of alliances to the balance

of power is simple enough, given that states enter into alliances with
one another in order to supplement each other's capabilities.

Moreover,

an alliance is a means of reducing the impact of antagonistic power
which threatens one's independence.

The object is to check or divert

pressure with counter pressure (1962:26).
Nations choose their allies based on mutual interests, or as
Liska terms it, "identical interests" (1962:28), which encourage them to
search for greater commonality.

The U. S. -Pakistani alliance, for

instance, was established to deter the communist threat in Asia and aid
Pakistan in balancing threats from coalitions between the Soviet Union
with either India or Afghanistan.

For Pakistan, this appears to be a

matter of national survival and security.

For the U.S., the alliance

flows out of the national interest in weakening any link between
communist sympathizers and the management of Asian equilibrium.
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Alliances have exhibited a strong commitment to a defined set of
obligations, unlike other more flexible associations and loose organizations of nations.

There are pacts as well in which countries may

conduct certain policies and diplomatic overtures differently than their
partners, in which the consequences of acting against partners' common
interests are less costly.

Ententes are one type of informal associa-

tion that differ from alliances or coalitions.

Entente usually refers

to "the classical case of a flexible agreement of cooperation between
two sovereign powers.

By intent far more loosely defined than an

alliance but is a more meaningful term than 'consultation' or 'nonaggression pact.'

However, either of the terms may serve the same

purpose as an entente" (Kann 1976:611).

Ententes are "agreements that

settle conflicts between states to such a degree that from then on they
expect each other's diplomatic or military support--or by unilateral
declarations and actions of various kinds" (Snyder 1990:105).

The loose

Franco-British-Russian Triple Entente of 1907 is an example where no
firm commitment existed between these countries, and was based on
consultation to strengthen ties.
One essential component of alliance building is a deterrent
effect, which tends to be either absent or nonexistent in ententes.
An alliance that functions as a deterrent can function two ways.

First,

it helps make the actions of sovereign states predictable to the whole
community of nations.

For any action taken by another state which

violates peace and international law, a counter action will be taken to
deal with it.

Any individual or group that threatens the norms and laws
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that nations abide by will face consequences (Kann 1976:616).

Deter-

rence becomes operative when the interests of alliance members are
violated by any state or group of states in the international community.
First threats are made, then there is often a resort to arms (Kann:
617).

Usually these interests are defined, then made known to the world

community.
Certain factors can weaken the resolve of an alliance.

If a

member country recalculates and finds that its interests have not been
violated or directly threatened, it may behave differently than the rest
of the alliance.

Perhaps the reasons for the alliance's formation are

no longer as much of a concern or they no longer exist.

The Franco-

Czechoslovak alliance of 1938 appears to fit this situation, where "a
false sense of security created by the alliance and general guarantee
system aggravated the consequences of the breaches of agreements" (Kann,
1976: 618).

Furthermore, some alliances are treated as "binding agree-

ments," in the form of nonaggression pact or mutual international
guarantees.

In such a case, if a member of a loosely organized alliance

leaves the alliance or acts in a manner unacceptable to the other partners or signatories, this could trigger a reprisal.
nonaggression pact of 1939 was denounced by Hitler.

The German-Polish
Outright German

aggression followed within a matter of months (Kann, 618).
Another form of alliance has been defined as an indivisible part
of a broader and more basic phenomena:

alignment.

Snyder states that

"alignment amounts to a set of mutual expectations between two or more
states that they will have each other's support in disputes or wars with
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particular other states" (1990:105).

This definition complements if not

equates to that of Liska, who treats alliances, alignments, and realignments as similar concepts.

However, Modelski differs and maintains that

alignment refers to all types of international political cooperation and
alliance to military collaboration (1963:774).

Modelski also states

that the duration of the association makes the difference, wherein
short-term arrangements suit alignment and the more lasting and longterm cooperation may be regarded as an alliance.

Another distinction

could be the status of the allies, with the term alliance restricted to
transactions between equals in status, strength, and reciprocal contribution; and alignments could be used as a general term for political
arrangements involving lack of reciprocity, such as unilateral guarantees of protection (1963:775).

Liska sees alliances as "merely

formalized alignments based on interests or coercion" (1962:3).
The study of alliances and alignments calls for a more precise
typology of such concepts.

An important distinction is between peace-

time alliances and those formed before or during a war, often called
coalitions.

Shukri (1978) equates a coalition with a bloc and maintains

that both alliance and coalition are groupings, and that coalition might
be the beginning of the formation of an alliance.
the difference between the two terms:

He further defines

alliance is mostly a grouping

for political/military purposes; coalition is based on cooperation in
political/economic affairs between partners (1978:5).
In the organizational process, an alliance must be based on an
international agreement and should involve an organization to supervise
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the application of its rules; a coalition does not necessarily involve
such a body.

An essential difference is that an alliance focuses on

mutual security.

Thus an alliance is a coalition, and a coalition is a

grouping, but not the other way around (Shukri 1978:7-8).

Snyder, on

the other hand, treats coalition as a subset of an alliance formed
during a war, and which lacks many of the political functions, such as
deterrence of attack and restraint of an ally, which characterize peacetime alliances.

He maintains that a major component of an alliance is

the mutual defense pact (1990:105-106).
Fedder (1968) utilizes alliance and coalition interchangeably,
as do Liska (1962), Riker (1962), and Zinnes (1970), especially when
discussing both concepts in light of balance of power theories.

"Stu-

dents of the balance of power school implicitly assume that alliances
are coalltions whose behavior is posited upon rationally motivated
agreement" (Fedder 1968: 79).

Other scholars, however, draw a clear

distinction between the two concepts.

Michael Nicholson (1989), for

example, maintains that "Alliance is a group which acts together over
a number of issues,

involving a general agreement to act together

[whereas] coalition is a group which has come together for some specific
purpose only" (Nicholson 1989: 117) •
Stephen Walt (1987) used alliance and alignment interchangeably
as "a formal or informal arrangement for security cooperation between
two or more sovereign states" (1987:12), employing this broad definition
for several reasons.

First, the same states may be reluctant to sign

formal treaties with allies.

Limiting the analysis to formal alliances
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would omit a large number of cases, and an attempt to use a typology of
alliance commitment could be misleading because the true meaning and
function of either formal or informal arrangements is likely to vary
from case to case.
Roger Dingman (1979), a diplomatic historian, attempts to clear
away much of the confusion surrounding alliances.

He maintains that an

alliance is a particular form of international political cooperation
that is distinct from alignment, coalition, or entente.
synonymous with any of these concepts.

Alliance is not

Alignment is the most general

term among them; simply, it is an arraying of states or individuals for
or against a cause.

Coalition, a more specific term borrowed from the

language of domestic politics, signifies a temporary coming together of
players in pursuit of one or more aims, but most often to prosecute a
war.

The meaning of entente is still more specific:

an understanding

or agreement among states, based on conventions or declarations.

In

contrast to an alliance, an entente is not written nor does it have a
specified duration.

The concept connotes a relationship less firm and

hence less constraining of decision makers's freedom of choice than an
alliance between states (1979:249).
The concepts alliance, coalition, pact, and bloc are employed
interchangeably by some scholars, whereas others distinguish between
them using various criteria.

An alliance could differ from a coalition

on account of the number of nations involved or it could differ from a
pact in terms of gains.

In an alliance rewards are shared equally, but
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in a pact they are not.

Some consider an alliance to be a subset of

coalition but others view it as the opposite (Holsti et al. 1973:3).
In general, alliances are instruments of national security and
survival, pursued in order to supplement the armed forces.
dispatch their own armies to help a partner in need.
extend beyond military cooperation; however,
survive if the military component is lacking.

Allies will

Alliances may also

they are unlikely to

Alliances rest upon the

obligation to come to the assistance of any alliance member who faces
danger (Hinckley 1981:4).
Coalition has been defined by the same author as "the joint
use of resources to determine the outcome of a mixed-motive situation
involving more

than two units" (Hinckley 1981:5).

A mixed-motive

situation involves an element of conflict and an element of coordination.

This definition calls attention to three components:

(1) an

application of resources (power) to determine outcomes; (2) a combination of conflict and coordination; and (3) a collective activity joining
the resources of more than two players.

A national actor seeks to

maximize his returns by working with others who are trying to achieve
the same end.

To form a coalition, partners must be aware that they

will gain more by working together than by working alone (Hinckley
1981:5).

Hinckley further maintains that the alliances which have been

studied are forms

of coalitions in the sense that they are forged

between nations in international mixed-motive situations, and that
opportuni ties for both conflict and coordination exist in times of
aggression and war.

Thus, in forming coalitions, nation-states look

82

after their own national security and interests in an attempt to gain
perhaps at least less than they might desire but more than they could
gain by acting alone (Hinckley:130).

In short, nations seek coalitions

to maximize benefits or minimize costs, based on short-term arrangements, these costs being primarily of a military nature.
In summary,

alliances, alignments, and coalitions have been

identified as three methods of inter-state behavioral patterns.
though their functions

and dynamics may overlap,

separate in terms of processes and outcomes.

Even

they tend to be

Moreover, other concepts

in international politics relevant to this study (Le., regionalism,
federalism,

and integration) have been viewed as complementary to

alliances.
Regionalism, Federalism, and Integration
According to the Webster's Dictionary, region is a geographical
term,

depicting any large, usually continuous segment of the earth's

surface or space.

Thus, the concept of regionalism is based on the

assertion that geographical variables are a prime influence upon any
behavior in that region (Groom and Heraclides 1985:177).
While federation connotes a political union of some sort between
entities, federalism stresses the importance of a constitutional instrument that sets out the powers and relationships of federal and local
bodies within a defined territorial area (Groom and Heraclides 1985:
179).
Integration,

on the other hand, means the process by which

recognized states or entities sacrifice their national prerogatives for
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the sake of a wider, more inclusive supranational structure of economic
basis.

Integration entails first cooperation and coordination among

states before it can be realized (Haas 1970:611).

Integration, in many

cases, requires a commitment to operate within a federated or confederated context.

While Haas places emphasis on economic institutions as

prerequisites for integration, others emphasize community values and
distance.
Karl Deutsch (1988), one of the pioneers on the subject, maintains that integration results when participating states attain a sense
of community within a designated geographical area and when they
establish institutions capable of sustaining peaceful change among their
respective populations (1988: 212).

A more stringent requirement for

integration, similar to the one by Deutsch, is expressed by Groom and
Heraclides.

According to them, "Integration involves [a] movement

toward collective action based on consensual values for the achievement
of common goals, in which parties have long-term expectations of mutually compatible and acceptable behavior" (1985:174).
It is not likely that the very fact that alliances force
together a group of actors in pursuit of a common goal will lead to a
greater degree of consolidation (Friedman et al. 1970:125).

It has been

asked whether or not an enduring alliance will lead to integration?
Despite the assumption that a common military threat to alliance actors
brings them closer together, such a menace is not a prerequisite to
integration and may even be insufficient by itself.

Since in most cases

the goals of alliance and integration processes are different, the two
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may have little relevance.

"Successful integration having a significant

basis in economics would seem to imply continuing and increasing
benefits.

Alliance by contrast, ceases to impart benefits to full

membership once the threat which brought it into being disappears.

The

tasks and functions which the two processes perform are radically
different" (Friedman et al. 1970: 126).
A more convincing argument is advanced by Michael Sullivan, who
maintains that the distances between countries affect their behavior.
People are swayed by their social and values similarity to people in
other countries or by a system of behavioral relations among other countries (1976:207).

It is perhaps more pragmatic to focus on countries

coming together to create regional unity than a worldwide community.
"In this view world community or world government efforts are naive and
impractical and integration must take place on a regional level"
(Sullivan 19'16:209).

One example is the repeated, unsuccessful efforts

by Arabs to politically unite.
Sulli van,

in support of Deutsch, maintains that a sense of

security remains an essential component in creating a community.

A

security community is a group of people who have become integrated.
Integration is the attainment of "a sense of community" and of institutions that can assure dependable peaceful change.

A sense of community

among many entities consists of a minimum agreement that common problems
must be solved through peaceful change.

Peaceful change consists of the

resolution of social problems, normally by institutionalized procedures,
without resort to large-scale physical force (Sullivan 1976:209).
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Some of the gaps in integration theory can be traced to
Eurocentrism;
elsewhere.

that is, its relevance to Europe and its irrelevance

While maintaining that integration theory could be applied

to developing countries, Roger Hansen (1969), for example, noted three
specific problems.

First, economic issues are already heavily politi-

cized in the Third World, so it is absurd to predict that an economic
union can lead to political union through gradual politicization.
Instead, developing countries must depoliticize economic issues as a
precondition to the success of economic unions.

Second, superpowers

hamper the freedom of Third World countries to act by penetrating their
economic and political systems.

Third, integrative efforts will not be

possible as long as developing countries are still engaged in nationbuilding (1969:243-271).
Alliance and Balance of Power
Among the oldest and most popular theories of alliances are
those derived from equilibrium or balance of power theories.

Emphasis

tends to focus largely on the structure of the international system,
distribution of power, and interstate relations.
forces

Nation-states join

to aggregate sufficient capabilities to achieve a defined

external policy as well as national goals.

One of the motives for

alliance building is to prevent any nation or a coalition of states from
attaining a dominant role or position in the international arena.

Per-

ceived imbalances in the distribution of international power, especially
in the military domain, will give rise to alliance formation (Holsti
et al. 1973:4).

Thus, external threat rather than national strength or
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weakness is the primary reason for alliances.

An example is the World

War II alliance of the United States, Soviet Union, and Great Britain,
which defeated Germany and Japan in order to eliminate their threat and
to dominate Europe and Asia.
Balance of power approaches emphasize the goals behind alliance
formation, primarily in regard to the attributes of the international
system and the situation that causes the balancing motivation.

These

approaches downplay the role of national characteristics of countries
forming alliances.

Nations employ alliances as instruments of

statecraft, regardless of closed or open polities or their size and
development.

"Alliance partners moreover are chosen on the basis of

common goals and needs, not for reasons of shared values, shared
institutions, or sense of community" (Holsti et ale 1973:4).

The Nazi-

Communist Pact of 1939, signed by Germany and the Soviet Union, illustrates that alliance is nothing more than a calculus of interests rather
than an ideology or a sense of community.

Fedder, for example, goes as

far as stating that "Where there is an alliance, there tends not to be a
community" (1968:84) because a sense of integration is not perceived.

A

balance of power system is likely to result in short-term, very specific
alliances, which will shift according to perceived advantages and
according to ideology (Sullivan 1976:170).

Thus, alliances function to

prevent any international actor or a group of actors from achieving a
predominant position in the international system, favoring the balancing
of powers.

However, alliance also function to preserve the status quo.

In the interplay of status quos, an alliance may be converted into a
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redistribution alliance that leads to a partnership for world conquest
(Friedman et al. 1970:12).
The alliance process supplies the means to maintain the balance
of power, whether through parity or manipulation by a balancer.

Through

alliances, countries combine or find themselves isolated in a world that
is divided politically and militarily into two or more separate camps.
These decrease or increase in size and power according to the behavior
of their various units (Friedman et al 1970:23).

Examples of such camps

are NATO, the Warsaw Pact, and the nonaligned countries of the Third
World.
Historically, alliances were not only instruments to control an
immediate crisis or to fight an imminent war but were also a part of a
wider political strategy designed to avert the development of potentially dangerous configurations of power (Rothstein 1968:53).

A balance

of power directly involves alliances, balance being achieved because of
and in terms of coalitions.

As a concept, balance of power denotes a

particular condition in the international system.

This is a static

concept that describes a special configuration among states (Zinnes
1970:352).
Balance of power is a function of two variables:

(1) distribu-

tion of power among the states in the system and (2) alliance configuration.

Thus, balance of power is a system in which no single state

and no alliance of states has an overwhelming or preponderant power with
respect to the rest of the system (Zinnes 1970:353).

The balance of

power theory specifies what happens to the system when balance is at-
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tained.

Despite theoretical controversy, two consequences are proposed:

that a balance of power results in a peaceful international system, one
in which wars are highly unlikely; or that peace may occur but that it
tends to be a byproduct rather than a purposeful outcome.

Hence, a

balance of power results in maintenance of the system's territorial
status quo by assuring the independence of each system unit, regardless
of how small (Zinnes 1970:354).

As long as the alliance structure and

distribution of power in the international system are such that no
dominant power exists, the system's status quo will be maintained.

In

other words, given a balance of power, the system will be stable.
The linkage between the concepts of alliance and the balance of
power as developed by Dina Zinnes is similar to the one elaborated by
Liska, but with emphasis on the functions of alliance rather than the
balance of power.

"Alliances are the institutional link between the

politics of the balance of power and the politics of preponderance or
empire" (Liska 1968:23).

Traditional alliance functions, according to

Liska, can be classified as bearing on aggregation of power, internal
control, and international order or government.

As a vehicle for the

aggregation of power, an alliance is first and foremost a means for
adding interchangeable, cumulative military power.

This is implemented

by means of pacts of mutual assistance or guarantees intended to safeguard individual powers against superior adversary powers and protect
the international system against severe imbalance and hegemony (Liska
1968:24).

The second major function is inter-ally control to maximize

surveillance over an otherwise undependable power.

Its purpose is to
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ensure contracting parties against betrayal, counteralliance, and the
like under conditions of great instability and capacity for surprise
action.

The third function is promotion of international order by

legitimizing or strengthening one or both allied regimes as a safeguard
against the spread of domestic instability (Liska 1968:24-26).
The motives of small powers in allying with great powers are:
security, stability, and status.

However, most Third World, small-state

groupings have tended to be, or have ostensibly been for a purpose-economic and political cooperation or unity--and have been "against" no
one (Liska 1968: 56) •

Regional states are much more concerned about

threats from local rivals than threats from superpowers.

When they do

ally with a superpower, it is usually to obtain aid against a local
enemy and is rarely an act against the opposite superpower.

Alignments

shift fairly easily, often depending upon which of superpower or greater
power offers the most largesse.

Small states are generally indifferent

to the global balance because they are too weak to affect that balance.
Neither superpower is seen as a serious threat.

Even if one were, the

small country could be somewhat confident of protection by the other
(Snyder 1990:122).

Two examples are Egypt abandoning the Soviets and

looking toward America, and Ethiopia's commitment to the Soviet line and
defection from the Western camp.
It is possible for superpower clients to use a threat of
realignment to extort greater support.

Conversely, superpowers can try

to break up their rival's alliances with some hope of success.

The

alliance/ securi ty dilemma affects superpowers much more deeply than
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their clients.

It is the superpowers who are most subject to both

entrapment and abandonment, the entrapment concern being obviously the
most worrisome.

Smaller allies are hardly likely to be entrapped by

their patron's initiative;

and i f abandoned,

they can simply shift

patrons (Snyder 1990:123).
There has been a general trend away from formal alliances in the
Third World toward other forms of military and political collaboration,
such as military aid and the sale of arms.

Third World states are

reluctant to accept outright alliances with great powers because they
carry the overtones of colonial domination.

Great powers prefer to

strengthen their clients through arms transfers instead of alliances
because the latter entail Borne risk of direct confrontation with their
nuclear opponent.

Clients prefer arms to alliances because their

freedom of political action is preserved.
The

extent

to

which military aid

programs

strengthen existed alignments is controversial.

establish or

One view states that

alignments already established through mutual interests as well as
future

expectations of increased aid programs merely strengthen the

client without tightening political bonds.

If a mutual interest does

not exist, the donor cannot exact alignment as the price of aid because
he

cannot credibly threaten to withdraw aid,

threaten to shift donors (Walt 1985:27).

but the recipient can

Another view maintains that

aid and sales programs can significantly affect the recipient's alignment by increasing both dependence and expectations of more direct
support (Snyder 1990:123).
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Balancing and Bandwagoning Strategies
In their bid for security and survival, nation-states may resort
to specific tactics when facing a significant external threat:
either balance or bandwagon.

they may

Balancing is defined as "allying with

others against the prevailing threat"; bandwagoning refers to "alignment
with the source of danger" (Walt 1987: 17).

These two behaviors are

distinct in the sense of how nation-states select their partners in an
alliance, based on whether the states ally against or with the principal
external threat.

If the aim is balancing, states tend to be more secure

because aggressors will face a combined opposition.

However, if the

case is bandwagoning, security is scarce because aggressors will attract
additional allies, enhancing their power while reducing their opponent's
(Walt 1987:17).
When states form alliances to prevent stronger powers from
dominating them, they choose a balancing act for two reasons.

First,

state survival is at risk if they fail to curb a potential hegemon
before it becomes too dominant and strong.

To ally with the dominant

power might lead to a hegemon-satellite relationship.

A sound strategy

is to join with those who cannot dominate their allies.
strategy is to ally with the lesser threat.

Thus, a safer

The United States favored

rapprochement with China early in the 1970s because in a triangular
relationship it was better to align with the weaker member (Walt
1987:18).
Second, joining the weaker side increases new members' influence
and status within the alliance because the weaker side has a greater
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need for assistance.

Allying with the stronger side brings the newcomer

less influence because it adds relatively less and leaves it vulnerable
to the stronger members of the alliance (Walt 1987: 19).

"Secondary

states, if they are free to choose, flock to the weaker side; for it is
the stronger side that threatens them.

On the weaker side they are both

appreciated and safer, provided, of course, that the coalition they form
achieves enough defensive or deterrent strength to dissuade adversaries
from attacking" (Waltz 1979:127).
Traditional balance of power theories have focused on the idea
that countries join alliances to protect themselves from a superior
state or coalition (ally against a source of threat).

A contrasting

hypothesis has been developed to provide other reasons for states'
options that guarantee security and survival and which might force
them to side with a source of threat through bandwagoning behavior.
According to this view, states tend to ally with the strongest or most
threatening state (Walt 1989:5).

Accordingly, if states bandwagon, a

state whose power is increRsing noticeably will attract support rather
than repel it (Waltz 1979:127).
throughout the Cold War.

The bandwagoning notion has recurred

The Soviet Union's efforts to intimidate

Turkey into refusing to join NATO reveal that the Soviet Union was
convinced that states would capitulate to threats.

However, Soviet

behavior encouraged Turkey to ally closer to the Western camp (Walt
1987:20).

The communist expansion coupled with the bandwagoning effect

made the United States aware that it must maintain unchallenged credibility and visible military superiority to prevent its allies from
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siding with the Soviet Union and prevent other countries from going
communist.
The notion that states are attracted to power implies that most
countries are prone to bandwagoning and that alliances tend to be
fragile because of the defection of nations to the stronger camp.
are two motives behind this.
appeasement.

There

First, bandwagoning may be a form of

By siding with the stronger power, the bandwagoner hopes

to avoid an attack by diverting it elsewhere.

Second, a state may align

with the dominant side to share the spoils of victory in the case of
war.

Italy's 1940 declaration of war on France and Russia's 1945 entry

into the war against Japan illustrate that territorial gains were behind
such bandwagoning (Walt 1985:8).
Balance of Threat
Although balance of power theory has been in practice since the
emergence of the nation-state--in peace time as well as in war--it
overlooks several factors.

By focusing only on capabilities, balance of

power theory cannot explain why balances often fail to form as well as
why the most strategically important states of the world have chosen to
side with the United States and not the Soviet Union, thereby creating a
coalition whose aggregate capabilities exceed those of its rival.

This

deficiency could be corrected by recognizing that countries join alliances to balance threats and that power is only one important element in
any calculation.

In addition to power, one must consider geographic

proximity, offensive capability, and perceived intent (Walt 1989: 4-5).
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Balance of power as well as bandwagoning behavior tend to
reflect changes in relative power (capabilities).

Balance of threat

theory argues that states balance not merely against superior powers but
also against actual or perceived threats.

Since the United States has

been more dominant worldwide than the Soviet Union, "if states were
concerned solely with balancing power, we would expect to see many of
the current allies of the United States align with the Soviet Union
instead" (Walt 1987:275).

Hence, threat is a broader concept than power

and more accurately describes the dynamics of alliance and coalition
formation.

Furthermore, external threat indicates that states cooperate

to check threats from neighboring powers.

Increasing threat leads to

alliance formation and cohesion because countries seek to redress their
eroding security predicament through coordination.

Alliance members

increase their cooperation as external threats increase against their
respective polities (Kupchan 1988:324, 328).

Members of the Gulf

Cooperation Council heighten their cooperation and increase their
military and financial contribution to their security arrangements as
threats from surrounding states increase because of their constant fear
and vulnerability.
Chain-Gang and Buck-Passing Strategies
The world's power structure is clearly heading toward a new
system in light of China's growing strength due to its population and
nuclear capability, Japan's transformation into an economic superpower,
Germany's unification, and the diminishing rivalry of the United States
and the Soviet Union.

A new world configuration of power will take into
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account two concepts that might be useful in analyzing the alliance
process in terms of balancing behavior:

chain gangs and buck-passing.

The chain-gang strategy is based on the assumption that, given
the anarchic setting of the international system, each state feels its
own security is integrally intertwined with the security of its allies.
As a result, any nation that goes to war might drag its allies

~dth

it.

No state can restrain a reckless ally by threatening to sit out the conflict since the demise of the reckless ally would decisively cripple its
own security (Christensen and Snyder 1990:140).

If an alliance member

marches to war, all its allies are expected to follow, which could prove
to be destabilizing.
The second opposing strategy is buck-passing, which presupposes
that in the face of a potential threat, balancing alignments fail to
form in a timely fashion because some states might try to ride free on
other states' balancing efforts.

This may be done to avoid bearing

costs unnecessarily or because they expect their relative position to be
strengthened by standing aloof from the mutual bloodletting of other
powers (Christensen and Snyder 1990: 140).

Buck-passing tends to be a

defensive posture taken by some alliance members in order to let the
rest of the allies carry the burden.
National Attributes and Alliances
Scholars of different orientations have subscribed to the idea
that, irrespective of national characteristics, nation-states faced with
external threats that could jeopardize their stability are more likely
to join alliances than those who are not in the same situation.

"Exter-
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nal threats rather than national strength or weakness is the primary
sources of alliances"

(Liska 1962: 13).

However, the notion that

national attributes are strong determinants of countries' decisions to
join alliances or form coalitions is more than just an appealing
thought.

Differences as well as similarities between nations' domestic

attributes can play leading roles in seeking and being attracted to a
particular alliance.

Historical experience, ideological construction,

political situation, economic status, territorial proximity, and size
are variables to be reckoned with.
A nation's historical experience may influence its alliances or
neutrality.

Countries such as Sweden and Norway conducted post-World

War II policies that reflected their past experiences.

Both states

successfully avoided involvement in World War I, and both tried to
maintain their neutrality during World War II; however, only Sweden
managed to do so.

The communist threat in the late 1940s led each of

the Scandinavian countries to select a policy that was consistent with
its success or failure against Nazi aggression.

Sweden chose neutrality

and Norway joined NATO (Holsti et al. 1973:10).

Countries may also ally

themselves with powerful countries far from their own hemisphere.

As

the result of historical influences by the United States, Cuba chose a
militant orientation and became a Soviet client/ally.

Thus, unpleasant

historical experience may persist and prevent alignment with countries
associated with that experience (Teune and Synnestvedt 1965:189).

It is

also understandable that weaker powers will commonly seek alignment with
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a geographically remote power in an attempt to avoid both intervention,
invasion, or annexation (Liska 1962:13).
A country's domestic situation may encourage states to seek
alliances or shun involvement in foreign commitments.

Alliance tenden-

cies or lack of them may reflect a domestic need to meet certain aims.
Therefore, the greater the extent to which isolation satisfies internal
needs or leadership orientation, the greater the tendency to avoid alliInvolvement in alliances may mean eventual

ances (Guetzkow 1957:57).

domestic intervention by one's own allies.

The Soviet Union has meddled

in the decision making of its Warsaw Pact clients.

In 1956, when the

Hungarian leadership voiced its desire for decreased intervention, they
were invaded by the Soviets.
Domestic needs have been associated with countries' attempts to
ally themselves with others, either regionally or internationally.
Financial gain and economic aid push countries to look for allies that
can provide them with assistance, or at least complement their economies.

A convergence of economic interests helps establish a favorable

atmosphere for alliances.

Western European countries group together for

the sake of economic integration; Latin American states rely on the
United States.

Not only that, but countries may also avoid alliances

and prefer to stay aloof for economic reasons.
Alliances are more often undertaken for the purpose of selfpreservation and modernization.

Thus, politically and economically

stable nations are more likely to join alliances than are unstable
(Teune and Synnestvedt 1965:189).

Moreover, Haas and Whiting (1956)

98

maintain that alliances are formed out of sheer necessity to serve selfextension and/or self-preservation.

The latter requires a pledge by all

signatories to an alliance that any attack on one constitutes an attack
on all.

NATO members adhere to such a commitment.

The former does not

express an intent to come to the aid of an ally in case of an attack;
for example, the treaty signed by Nazi Germany and communist Russia in
1939, which resulted in domination of the Baltic states by the Soviet
Union and division of Poland between the two powers (1956:160-162).
Political stability is sometimes associated with a propensity to
join alliances.

On the other hand, an unstable regime that is faced

with domestic pressures may actively court allies in the hopes of gaining outside support for its legitimacy.

According to purely utilitarian

criteria, small, poor, and unstable nations are relatively unattractive
alliance partners.
as allies,

Nevertheless, such nations have often been sought

and they have even become battlegrounds for bloody wars

involving great power alliances (including, for example, the two Koreas,
Cuba, and North and South Vietnam) (Holsti et al. 1973:12).
Small countries which are newly born or independent from colonial powers tend to focus more on domestic issues than external involvement.

Newly independent nations will often seek to establish a unique

identity by pursuing a policy of nonalignment with existing blocs.
leader will choose such policies to maintain power at home.

The

The non-

aligned movement in the Third World emergea to create middle of the road
policies so as to remain outside the Cold War conflict between the two
superpowers.

However, some of them have chosen policies of neutralism,
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not pure neutrality.

Cuba is a member of the nonaligned movement but

remains a pro-Soviet state.

On the other hand, Pakistan is also a

member but always has a tendency to look westward toward the United
States.

Contrary to this proposition and these examples, history has

many examples to counter that assertion.

Countries that gained inde-

pendence in 1918 as the Austro-Hungarian, German, Russian, and Ottoman
empires collapsed did not shun close associations with other states.
Witness the creation of the Little Entente in 1920-21 among Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and Romania and formation of the Balkan Entente by
Yugoslavia, Greece, Turkey, and Romania in 1934.

This suggests that

newly independent states are likely to avoid alliances only when they
are geographically removed from the centers of great power conflict
(Ho1sti et a1. 1973:12).
The identification of certain characteristics of internal makeup
of nation-states helps us realize how these countries are prone to the
idea of alliance formation.

This is a propensity of one single nation-

state approach to devise certain policies or to have certain domestic
necessities that lead them to join alliances.
approach,

Another complementary

called the affiliation theories approach, views alliance

building from a sociometric perspective and identifies similarities and
differences between nations as elements in their propensity to align.
"The initial premise is that nations are likely to be selective in their
choice of allies, exhibiting a preference for partners with whom they
share common institutions, cultural and ideological values or economic
interests" (Ho1sti et a1. 1973:12).
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Identical interests may provide linkages that create alliances
and bonds between nations.

At one level, these can be seen as ties

between various complex entities called governments or heads of states.
In eighteenth century Europe, alliances were ties that bound monarchs.
Personal relationships among ruling dynasties were critical factors that
determined the health of any alliance.

On a different, more complex

level, the Anglo-Japanese alliance of 1902-22 was described as "alliance
of secretariats."

It was shaped and sustained by particular elements in

the foreign and navy ministries of each government, to serve their
particular interests (Dingman 1979:249).
Countries with common linguistics or cultures are often drawn
together in close relationships.

The greater the cultural similarity

among nations, the greater their likelihood of collaboration (Guetzkow
1957:58) and the greater their tendency to ally with each other.

Cul-

tures are bonds that link people together and quicken alliances between
nations.

Thus, an alliance can be an emotional bond between peoples.

The Anglo-American relationship during and after World War II grew out
of broad emotional and experiential ties that crisscrossed the Atlantic
(Dingman 1979:250).

The unification of countries by other means, such

as militarily as in Vietnam, or politically as in Germany, are historical urgencies arising out of cultural and emotional bonds.

Hence, "in

alliances, where domestic factors determined the basis of the alliance,
the groups committed to the alliance are likely to be more homogeneous
than the groups in alliances determined by international factors" (Liska
1962:23).
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Alliances may be forged between nations with little in common.
Alliances can be concluded between dissimilar states, but their duration
depends on the existence of a common enemy (Frankel 1979:130).
it is usually not even enough to have a common enemy:

However,

"alliances depend

on identical interests" (Liska 1962:27).
The role of ideology in international relations has become an
increasingly important factor, especially as it influences countries'
tendencies to form alliances.

The linkages of ideology to alliance

building is very controversial.

One camp views ideology as an essential

factor in alliance formation.

Accordingly, a prime prerequisite for

alliance formation and cohesion is the alliance's development of an
ideology.

Ideology can provide a rationalization for the alliance as it

feeds on a selective memory of the past and outlines a program for the
future

(Liska 1962:61-62).

The increased salience of ideology in

interna tional politics provides a strong argument that ideological
affiliations bring countries together into blocs.

"Soon after the

conclusion of the second world war it became a truism that ideology was
the major determinant in international relations" (Dinerstein 1965:594).
The superpower status of the United States and the Soviet Union and the
bloc-building of these countries was part of an opposing ideological
construction of two alliances, including a democratic one that was
opposed to and tried to contain the communist movement.

The North

Atlantic Treaty of 1949, as well as most pacts concluded by the Soviet
Union with the countries of eastern and central Europe, have been, to a
large degree, ideological alliances that entailed much firmer commit-
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ments.

Gradually the ideological aspects of these alliances have become

less ostentatious.

The desire not to increase international tensions

has led to the technique of playing down the ideological intent of alliances (Kann 1976:614).

Thus, this explanation views alliances as the

product of ideological solidarity.

In this view, states form alliances

with countries whose domestic political values resemble their own.

The

claim that ideology was a powerful motive in forming alignments was used
to explain the so-called monolithic nature of international communism
(Walt 1989:5).
The ideological orientations of nations have long been felt to
play a crucial role in international interactions at that point of
alliance formation when nations must decide the type of relationship
they wish to develop.

Ideology does play some role.

Ideologically

similar nations form military pacts more frequently than dissimilar
nations; the latter predominately formed nonaggression pacts.

Thus,

ideology's role in building or joining an alliance is strong, but
ideology appears to play quite a small role in maintaining an alliance
(Holsti et al. 1973:61).
On the other hand,

there are a good number of studies that

maintain that alliance building and commitments are not made on the
basis of ideology.

"Religious or ideological homogeneity has not been a

tradi tional prerequisite of alignment among states" (International
Encyclopedia 1968:270).

"Ideological considerations may be articulated

as the principal determinant of a specific alliance, but the evidence
suggests that ideology is at best inadequate in explicating why or how
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an alliance came into existence" (Fedder 1968:86).

For example, commu-

nism as an ideology does not suffice to explain Soviet-Polish relations,
nor, of course, Sino-Soviet affairs.

Neither does the democratic pro-

cess enlighten us as to the disparate agglomeration of countries allied
to the United States, including Iran, Pakistan, Haiti, Spain, Portugal,
as well as Britain, France, and Denmark (Fedder 1968:86).

Furthermore,

the role of ideology is more likely to be stronger within peacetime
alliances (Russett 1974:297).
In 1894, France and Russia concluded a defensive pact.
was no shared ideological orientation.

There

Moreover, France was a republic,

whereas Russia was ruled by an autocratic monarchical regime.

The two

nations were quite dissimilar but managed to form a significant military
alliance.

Its main impetus was fear of Germany.

Security considera-

tions were more important than ideological similarities.

Hence, alli-

ance policies are a matter of expediency, not principle (Holsti et al.
1973:53).

Therefore, expediency theory assumes that abstract ideologi-

cal principles or cultural similarities matter little when national
leaders consider forming alliances.

The premise is that nations are

primarily concerned wi th gaining sufficient power to attain their
national objectives, and that they will align with other nations whenever it is deemed necessary, regardless of the ideological orientation
of the other nations (Holsti et al. 1973:53).

Proponents of the expedi-

ency approach do not deny that a common ideology may play a role in
alliance formation;

however,

it is other common interests, such as

security, power, a common enemy, or prestige, that make or break alli-
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"Ideological affinities among regimes are merely the immediate

ances.

impetus to such alignments or their consequences" (Liska 1962:12).
Although other variables are required for alliance formation and duration, the expediency approach assumes that ideological similarities may
themselves play little or no role in the formation and functioning of
alliances.
Religious and ideological homogeneity has not been a traditional
prerequisite of alignment among states, as demonstrated by Christian
France's alliances with Huslim Turkey in 1535, with Protestant Sweden
during the Thirty Years' War, and with the Soviet Union in 1935; and by
alliances formed after World War II between the United States and such
authoritarian regimes as Portugal, Taiwan, and South Korea (International Encyclopedia 1968:770).
Ideology's significance as a unifying factor in alliances
diminishes as threat increases.

Confronted with a serious challenge to

their own security, countries are likely to hastily ally with each other
with little regard for ideological dissimilarity (Walt 1987:37).

The

need for survival makes nations more pragmatic than ideologically
dogmatic.

Thus, the more secure a state, the greater will be its quest

for ideologically similar or compatible postures in alliance choices.
By the same token, domestically unstable states have a tendency to align
themselves with ideologically similar states to bolster their internal
legitimacy (Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff 1990:454).
Opposed to this contention stands the principle theory, which
argues that ideological, cultural, or other similarities are crucial to
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alliances.

The argument is that ideologically similar nations are more

apt to form alliances and are also likely to coordinate their intraalliance behaviors more effectively than ideologically dj.ssimilar
nations (Holsti et al. 1973:53).

The principle theory therefore argues

that power is not the sole consideration in alliance formation.

Ideo-

logical factors play an important if not crucial role, especially in
maintaining alliances and strengthening relationships.
which are ideologically homogeneous,

"In alliances

there will be fewer problems of

performance than in those that are ideologically heterogeneous" (Holsti
et al. 1973:54).
Nationalism has been considered to be a particular ideology that
is based on shared values among peoples or groups who identify with
them.

"A nation is a group of people who wish to practice self determi-

nation.

Nationalism is a belief held by a group of people that they

ought to constitute a nation, or that they already are one.

It is a

doctrine of social solidarity based on the characteristics and symbols
of nationhood" (Haas 1986:727).

Nationalistic sentiment could be a

factor for countries to come together in a unity.

The unification of

Vietnam (1970s), Yemen (1990), and Germany (1990) are but a few
examples.

While nationalism is considered to be an influential factor

in forming and maintaining alliances, other reasoning may not go along
with that conclusion.

K. Holsti (1991) argues that self-determination

and nationalistic fervor tend to disrupt political alignment because
secessionist movements struggle to preserve their own identities and
seek to attain their entities by violence; for example, Eritrean separa-
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tists who seek independence from Ethiopia, and the Polisario, who fight
for autonomy in Morocco (1991:71).
Economic Theory and Alliances
There is a prevailing school of thought in international relations according to which the decision makers who comprise each nation's
government are rational in the sense that they are utility maximizers.
They also believe that countries join alliances or form new ones because
of the economic and security expectations they might achieve.

Countries

are attracted to others that can benefit them financially through closer
relations.

Bruce Bueno de Mesquita (1981), for example, maintains that

indicators of utility must capture the congruence of interests between
nations.

Such congruence among states may be reflected by a variety of

dimensions.

One of these is the degree that nations interact with each

other economically (de Mesquita 1981:109).

In alliance formation,

states, through their decision makers, may behave like utility maximizers.

"The decision not to ally is made in exactly the same way as

the decision to ally,

by calculating costs and benefits" (Alt£eld

1984:523).
Security is an essential matter in the preservation of nationstates.

Thus they are faced with two alternatives:

armaments.

either alliances or

According to Michael Altfeld (1984), this decision mostly

rests on a calculus of cost--mostly what decision makers must sacrifice
or give up in making the necessary choice.

The perception is that alli-

ances permit a sharing of security costs among countries.

The burden to

anyone state is likely to be lower than what it would pay for security
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in the case of no alliance.

Since arms purchases reduce financial

resources in the civilian economy, that factor is calculated in the
decision to form or to join an alliance.

Furthermore, alliance member-

ship can result in a reduction in states' autonomy because of promises
made by each member to take certain actions in the event of contingencies.

Assuming that each government's utility function is defined over

three commodities--national security, civilian wealth, and autonomy-decision makers are likely to weigh the value of the alliance against
that of armaments and to relate alliance membership and armaments to the
cost with reference to lost autonomy at the international level and the
price of additional armaments to the domestic economy.

Thus, potential

alliances that fail to increase partner security with minimum cost are
almost never formed

(Altfeld 1984:528).

As to the dissolution of

alliances, it can be "expected to occur in any of five circumstances:
an increase in the marginal product of armaments; an increase in the
marginal utility of autonomy; a decline in the marginal utility of
civilian wealth; a decline in the marginal productivity of alliances; or
a decrease in the marginal utility of security" (Altfeld 1984:524-32).
James Buchanan (1965) presents an argument classifying alliances
as both private and collective arrangements.

He maintains that a theory

of club denotes a theory of cooperative membership that involves the
extension of ownership consumption rights over differing numbers of
persons or units.

In purely private clubs, the preferred or optimal

sharing arrangements are clearly focused upon one person, family, or
country; the optimal sharing group for the purely public goods indicates
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a large number of members.

Choice in joining clubs is based upon coop-

erative and collective arrangements to lessen the effect of free riders
(1965:1-13).
The burden-sharing of production and consumption of public and
private goods within aligned groups has been discussed by scholars, with
differing results.

In another example, Olson and Zeckhauser (1966)

developed the .. economic theory of alliances."

The notion embedded in

this theory is that alliances produce public goods (collective goods) in
the form of deterrence through collective action and military spending.
Taking the NATO alliances as a core study, Olson and Zeckhauser maintain
that public goods are goods and services that have one or both of the
following properties:

(1) if the common goal is achieved, everyone who

shares the goal tends to benefit; and (2) if available to one member of
the group, they can be made available to others without cost or at
marginal cost (1966:267).

Thus, defense and deterrence are public goods

which alliances both produce and consume.

Olson and Zeckhauser further

state that the larger a member of the alliance, the greater its stake in
collective security, based on the following reasoning:

(1) the smaller

members of the group do not contribute proportionately to the production
of defense goods since they recognize that larger partners have a
greater stake in collective security and will therefore provide a larger
share of defense goods; and (2) the amount of defense goods produced
will always be suboptimal since smaller members contribute less than
they might to the overall production of deterrence (1966: 274-277).
These observations might explain the free-rider effect, which is that
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larger alliance members, such as the United States in NATO, tend to bear
a disproportionate share of the defense burden and are exploited by
smaller alliance members, such as Luxembourg, who obtain the benefits of
collective goods without paying their fair share.

This indicates that

smaller partners exploit the larger ones because they tend to contribute
proportionately less to maintain security.
Bruce Russett (1974), a well-known international relations scholar, extends the concept of collective goods as well as exploitation.
In organizations such as NATO, the Warsaw Treaty Organization, and
CENTO, there exists evidence that free riders are especially common in
very large groups.

Therefore,

the size of the group that produces

collective goods is likely to be an important factor, both in the procurement of goods and in arrangements for sharing the burden (1974:354355).

The implication that large states tend to bear a disproportionate

share of the burden in international organizations and the evidence to
support that observation do not lead to the conclusion that smaller
nations should be told they must bear a larger share of common burdens.
Any attempt to persuade or force other nations to bear fairer shares is
likely to be divisive and harmful, especially in the long run (Olson and
Zeckhauser 1966:278).
Furthermore, the collective action indicates that alliance leaders' willingness and ability to assume the largest share of the costs of
the collective good (security) produced by the alliance enhances the
survivability and cohesion of the alliance.

It is in the interest of

the dominant power to supply the large share of defense cost because it
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stands to gain the most.

Moreover, the smaller states are willing to

cooperate as long as they continue to derive benefits from the leaders'
provision of collective security.

A decrease in benefits from an alli-

ance and an increase in costs of security tend to create intra-alliance
tension (Kupchan 1988:325, 341).
Moreover, controversy surrounds the degree to which defense
goods can be correctly labeled as pure public goods and the extent to
which production of goods follows a different logic of collective action
than does consumption.

William Loehr (1973), for example, maintains

that if different income effects can be included for each single state
in an alliance, such as NATO, and if there are various and different
national preferences for the public goods, such as defense, then
establishing empirical inferences about contributions to public goods
production based on size are nonexistent, since they will be determined
not by size but by different preferences and income effects.

Thus, the

concept of free rider or exploitation is not derivable from the theory
of public goods (1973:421-430).
Sandler and Cauley (1975), on the other hand, criticize the
notion that defense can be properly considered a pure public good,
stating that it is an impure public good because it is divisible and
exclusive.

This argument is maintained by considering the different

services that are provided:

deterrence and defense.

They argue that

deterrence is a pure public good but that defense can either be private
or mixed, and that defense can be consumed by individual members in such
a way as to exclude its consumption by others.

That is, one can defend
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certain countries or members of an alliance during a hostile situation
and choose to not defend others.

Moreover, if certain defense goods are

utilized in defense of one country,

they cannot at the same time be

employed to defend another (1975:230-248).
Going beyond conventional military outputs, Murdoch and Sandler
(1982) extended their study to nuclear war alliances.

By inducing a

complementary between strategic and conventional forces,

they conclude

that the flexible response doctrine appears to have contributed to a
reduction in free riding among many NATO members.

Empirical results

iden t ify Canada, Germany, Turkey, and England as the remaining free
riders.

Thus,

pressures to augment defense expenditures should be

directed at these free riders, especially Canada, rather than elsewhere
in NATO (1982: 261).

Glenn Palmer (1990) contributes as well to the

collective goods approach to alliances and the free rider concept by
addressing the question of how allied states' defense expenditures
affect one another over time.

He argues that group members respond to

both the supply of goods provided by the major powers and also desire
the continuation of the group itself.

They act in accordance with

conventions that establish norms aimed at achieving the coordination of
supplies or mutual cooperation.

Further, he found that the level of

tension between the two superpowers does not lead to an increase in the
allies' defense efforts, particularly the small allies.

Thus, smaller

members tend to free ride and the responsibility for increasing the
allies' deterrence rests more upon large allies (1990:162-163).
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Foreign Aid
The study of burden sharing involved in alliance building and
the types of goods that alliance members produce and consume, both
private and public, has been the subject of much military defense
controversy.

Other areas in which large and small allies influence each

other is in terms of economic aid.

Nations join alliances to obtain

certain side payments, such as foreign aid, that are either unrelated or
only indirectly related to the alliance's purpose (Russett 1974:296).
Side payments are one effective method of attracting allies or neutralizing potential adversaries.

Historically, Great Britain obtained the

support of certain Arab leaders against the Ottoman Empire through gold
subsidies and by promising them territorial autonomy.
led to complete domination.

However, such aid

Economic assistance helps establish an

effective alliance because it brings allies closer to each other and
might inspire a sense of dependency or gratitude.

Or as Stephen Walt

puts it, "the more aid, the tighter the resulting alliance" (1987:41).
The Soviet Union offers credits to its allies to keep them circling in
its orbit; the United States aids its partners in order to solidify
their relationships.

Certain wealthy Third World countries, such as

Saudi Arabia and Kuwait, donate large sums to other countries, large and
small, to court them and convey their friendly intentions.

Moreover,

Hans Morgenthau (1962) states that foreign aid has a purpose:

the

fulfillment of an obligation of the few rich countries toward the many
poor ones.
same:

Moreover, regardless of the context, the argument is the

the provision of military or economic assistance is believed to
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give suppliers significant leverage over recipients (1962: 302).
Furthermore, Toma and Gorman (1991) maintain that even though economic
assistance can be used as a reward, it is rarely given without strings
attached in favor of the donor.

Withdrawing aid can lead to political

complications and disruption of relations, especially if it occurs in
the context of a bilateral connection (1991:319).

However, it might not

be correct to assume that provision of assistance is the principal cause
for alignment or tool of influence.

This notion might be ignoring the

fact that military or economic assistance is offered and accepted only
when both parties believe it is in their interests to do so.

In

particular, offering or accepting assistance is one way that countries
with differing capabilities can respond to a common threat or achieve an
urgent national political goal (Walt 1987:42).
Military aid has been viewed as an essential means of achieving
leverage and penetration, especially when the donor plan.s to cement
relations with recipients in a case of perceived or actual threat from
an external source.
on arms receivers.

This leads to influence exerted by arms suppliers
Amount of influence is, in turn, measured by quality

of weapons as well as quantity.

Political leverage over allies or

clients is affected by the type of political regime.

Walt (1987) argues

that authoritarian governments are likely to be better at using foreign
aid to influence their allies' policies because they face less domestic
opposition over how and when to send economic or military assistance.
By contrast, a state whose internal political makeup is along the lines
of a democratic process tends to r.espond to domestic pressure and oppo-
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sition whenever an aid is considered (1987: 44) •

China, the USSR, and

rich Middle Eastern countries tend to calculate the amount and direction
of foreign aid without great interest in the opinions of their own
populations.

However, the U.S. and other Western powers find it much

more difficult to send assistance without the approval of congress or
parliament.
The use of influence in alliance systems generally favors big
powers.

However, scholars like Robert Keohane (1971) maintain that the

sizeable influence of small allies cannot be ignored.

In various ways,

alliances have increased the leverage of small allies of the U. S. ;
Israel, Pakistan, Turkey, and Taiwan are illuminating examples (1971:
16).

These countries have not only managed to keep their independence

but have been successful in using alliances to influence American
foreign policy.

A pattern of influence begins when the small ally lends

its support to the bigger partners in internationalizing its policies;
for example, providing a foothold within its borders for a military
installation, investing capitol in bilateral business ventures, as well
as building close relationships with organized interest groups and
influential decision makers.
It has been argued that economic issues increase alliance unity
in terms of economic integration, giving economic and financial transactions a prominent role in alliance formation.

Michael Sullivan (1976),

for example, in his study of the European Economic Community, posits
that,

in essence,

(1976:207-251).

greater economic cooperation breeds integration
However, Michael Donelan (1990) is of a different
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opinion.

He maintains that allies may not form an economic association

primarily for economic reasons.

The allies will form an economic asso-

ciation based on rationality, primarily for political reasons--that is,
power (1990:131).

Thus, the idea that an alliance or the integration

process are based on economic or political reasoning, though valid, may
still be inconclusive.

Countries engage in close association for many

reasons but security remains a factor to be reckoned with, especially
for small countries in a system of collective security.
War and Alliances
For the followers of the anarchic world design, the issue of war
and its relevance to alliance formation is of primary interest.

In

opposition to balance of power theories and economic cooperation among
nations, alliances have also been viewed as a destabilizing factor in
the world arena.

John Burton (1965), for example, maintains that alli-

ances tend to increase levels of tension instead of promoting security
and stability (1965:79).
counter-alliances.

Alliances contribute to the formation of

The search for allies also increases international

tensions (Liska 1962:19) and intensifies the atmosphere of distrust and
suspicion.

Along these lines, it might be better for nation-states to

shun alliances in order to establish a system of sound relations or
harmonious interactions.

Liska (1968) contends that in the Third World,

alliances among developing small states are unlikely to become a selfsufficient basis for regional order (1968: 57).

"Alliances are usually

met by counter alliances, and the latter, if effective may exacerbate
the threat the original alliance was created to meet" (Rothstein
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1968:48).

There have been many examples to support the assertion that

alliances are major sources of international tension.

A bloody war

ensued in Vietnam, where both North and South received enormous support
from their allies--China and the Soviet Union, and the United States,
respectively.

Conflict continues in the Middle East.

Syria, Egypt,

and Israel have received aid from the two superpowers during several
outbreaks of hostility.

Nany other wars in Africa and Latin America

are testament to the above proposition.

Holsti et al.

(1973) noted

"that international stability is better served by efforts to break up
dangerous coalitions, rather than merely opposing them with counteralliances.

This is surely one of the most difficult tasks which can be

assigned to diplomacy" (1973:33-34).

Alliances are also seen as cata-

lysts for armaments and military spending because they not only trigger
counteralliances but also increase rather than decrease defense costs
and purchase of military weapons by alliance members (Burton 1965:78).
Having concluded that alliances are "latent war communities" (Frances
Beer 1970),

scholars have produced several rigorous studies on the

effects of formal international alliances as regards the occurrence of
war and alliances.

Holsti et al. (1973) refers to formal alliances as

associations established by treaty between two or more nations that
arrange

to collaborate on joint national security matters

(1973:4).

Formal alliances are commitments by members to come to each other's aid
with military force through defense pacts.
Very successful studies were initiated by Singer and Small in
their Correlates of War projects.

One theoretical goal was to ascertain
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the association between alliance participation, configuration, and war
behavior.

They found some variation in different historical eras and

that allies are more likely to come to the aid of and less likely to
fight against one another than are non-allies (1966: 149).

Moreover,

Holsti et al. (1973) maintain that when the specific casus foederis of
an alliance is invoked by a member who is involved in an international
conflict, the alliance commitments of individual members are more likely
to be honored (1973:12).

Thus, the reliability of commitments within

the alliance is realized.
Regarding the war/alliance linkage, Singer and Small (1966)
employed a correlational analysis from 1815 to 1945.

They found that,

for the most part, indicators of national alliance involvement, such as
number of alliances, number of alliances with major powers, and total
number of years a nation was allied, tend to moderately correlate with
indicators of war behavior in international systems, as indexed by years
of war, years of war versus a major power, number of wars, number of
wars versus a major power, and number of battle deaths suffered by
nations in such wars.

"Quite clearly, we can say that for the duration

of the nation's tenure in the system, war involvement is strongly and
positively correlated with alliance commitment" (1966: 135).
The empirical study by Singer and Small (1968) linking war and
alliance participation is important; namely, that the relationship
between alliance aggregation and the onset of war was a negative one in
the nineteenth century but a positive one in the twentieth century
(1968:282).

Specifically, they found that in the period 1900-1945, the
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percentage of nations in any alliance and the percentage of nations in
defense pacts produced moderate correlations (53 and 43, respectively)
with the nation-months of war.

For the same variables, results from the

period 1815-1899 are negative (-.16 each).
of this association is unclear.

Hence, the nature and extent

However, correlations for the 1900-1945

period suggest a relationship between alliances and the magnitude of
war.

Furthermore, bringing the issue of polarity into the picture, they

observed that the extent to which the international system was characterized by alliances oriented around two distinct, opposing "poles," the
more war-prone the system would be.

In general terms, the greater the

number of alliance commitments in the international system, the more war
the system will experience (1968:251).
In the same vein, Choucri and North (1975) discovered that the
process of alliance-seeking is tied closely with the process of domestic
growth and to interstate conflicts and hostilities that result from
expanding spheres of international interaction.

Internal dynamics lead

nations toward external expansion, and in turn these external expansions
lead to interactions and attendant conflicts of interests.

And since

alliances are one way in which nations attempt to deal with such
conflicts or international wars, the inference of their analysis is that
alliance formation does in fact go hand in hand with the increased likelihood that these nations will become involved in wars against members
of adversary alliances (1975:219-43).

Choucri and North further state

that as the intensity of conflictual behavior with other actors increases and threats persist in the international system, major European
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powers (Austria-Hungary, France, Germany, Italy, Russia, and Britain) in
the period 1870-1913 tended to acquire new alliance commitments by
either joining an ongoing alliance or forming new ones.
In a study focusing on alliances and the expansion of war,
Siverson and King (1979) have observed several interesting findings on
war initiation between 1815 and 1965.

One of them indicates that

nations with alliances are more war-prone than nations without them.
Nations having alliances with belligerents are more likely to participate in wars than nations not having such alliances or those having
alliances but not with belligerents.
"attraction."

Thus, there is some level of

More specifically, there is a strong relationship between

the existence of a war coalition and alliance status of coalition
members prior to the war.

War participation without coalition partners

tends to be characteristic of nations having no pre-war allies while
war coalitions tend to be predominately comprised of pre-war allies.
Finally, very large war coalitions appear to be the outcome of alliances
with other variables (1979:47-48).
(1980),

In another study, Siverson and King

building on the notion that dyadic war involvement can be

characterized as an infectious, contagious phenomena, extended the
alliance/war association from the national level perspective, arguing
that war situations were likely to spread.

They further maintain that

states will be most apt to join their allies in a war when:

(1) many of

their allies are engaged in a war, (2) their allies are small or minor
powers; (3) they have relatively few alliance patterns; (4) the alliance
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is a defensive alliance; (5) the alliance is relatively new; and (6)
they have a large number of alliances (1980:13).
Bueno de Mesquita (1981) developed the intriguing notion that
war is nothing but a "trap," with or without alliances.

However, the

study of alliance dynamics and international conflict from a decisionmaking perspective remains very influential.

Many assumptions have been

raised linking war, alliances, and decision making:

(1) decisions to

initiate wars can be seen as if they were the product of the calculations of a single decision maker; (2) differences in leaders' orientations toward risk-taking do influence decision making; (3) uncertainty
about the likely behavior of other states in the event of conflict does
affect decision making;

(4) national power decays over distance; and

(5) most importantly, decision makers are, predictably, rational utility
maximizers (1981:21).
In a rigorous analysis of the empirical record from the period
1816-1975, Woosang Kim (1989) strongly suggests that alliances play a
critical role in the onset of war.

It is not the equality of power

between dyadic nations but the equality of power between two alliance
coalitions that is the main factor in the outbreak of war (1989:271).
Extending a statistical study that examines the relationship between the
size of alliances and war proneness of members and analyzing the war
record data of 126 major power alliances formed during the period 18161980, Ido Oren (1990) found that alliance membership affects the expansion of wars rather than their outbreak.

Furthermore, the larger the
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alliance (NATO or Warsaw pact), the more wars each of its members are
likely to be involved in (1990:229).
There is much empirical evidence to back the assumption that war
and alliances are interconnected in the world arena.

However, some

studies, both descriptive and empirical, find it difficult to establish
a relationship.

Liska concludes that "in themselves, alliances neither

limit nor expand conflicts any more than they cause or prevent them"
(1962:138).

Going along with this statement, Charles Ostrom and Frances

Hoole (1978), in a replication of the Singer and Small study (1966),
found no evidence of a relationship between the systemic level of alliance involvement and the systemic level of war behavior (1978:215-236).
They criticized many previous studies for methodological deficiencies.
Moreover, Jack Levy (1981) presents an empirical analysis of the
great powers' alliance formation and its association with either war or
peace over the last five centuries (1495-1975).

Levy's findings

indicate that for the period of study as a whole, the evidence clearly
contradicts the hypothesis that alliance formation is linked to a high
level of conflict.

On the contrary, it is more associated with peace,

particularly in the 19th and 20th centuries.

Thus, alliances have not

generally played a significant role in the process leading to the
outbreak of war behavior.

Moreover, while wars existed throughout the

period, they involved states other tnan members of alliances (1981:603612).
Beer (1981), focusing on the building of numerous alliances in
the 18th and early 19th centuries, holds that the formation of alliances
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appears to have preceded and coincided with wars.

The termination of

wars has often implied the subsequent dissolution of the alliances that
prosecuted them.

Postwar political differences have brought the

disintegration of winning alliances.

For example, the Napoleonic wars

brought together Austria, Britain, Prussia, and Russia as major allies
against France.

After their victory in 1815, the quadruple alliance

fragmented and no longer existed as the allies sought differing political orientations (1981:266).
Game Theory
Game theory, like probability theory, is, in its pure form, a
branch of mathematics that was first applied to games of chance then
1a ter to social behavior.

For example , Joseph Frankel (1973) s ta tes

that the approach is useful in general terms because, when a player constructs a situation as a "game," he has to clarify a scale of utilities,
the range of options among which he can choose, and the probabilities of
outcomes (1973:94).
In situations in which total payoffs are fixed, clearly the gain
of one player (member of an alliance) must be at the cost of the other
(nonmember of an alliance).

These are the so-called "fixed-sum-games."

If all gains and losses are equal, we refer to a "zero-sum-game."

Such

a game underlies the starker forms of power politics, such as those
pursued by the Americans and Russians (NATO, Warsaw Pact) throughout the
Cold War era.

One side's gain is the other side's loss, and vice versa,

and compromise and accommodation are ruled out as amounting to futile
appeasement.

However, even in this conflict situation, rationality
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exists, as each player or alliance calculates probable gains and losses
and determines the most rational strategy for players to adopt on the
basis of calculation of their chances, at least in the long run (Frankel
1973:95).
Game theory is linked to several important concepts.

Every game

is characterized by certain elements, one of which is the components,
which include the players, who are presumably trying to win or optimize
outcomes,

payoffs expected from the game, a set of defined rules,

information that determines the quality and quantity of knowledge about
players, their choices, their environment in which the game is played,
and interaction of competing moves, or tit for tat.

Other concepts

involve the process and dynamics of gaming and its variations.

Dough-

erty and Pfaltzgraff (1990) maintain that a commonly drawn distinction
in game theory is between a zero-sum game and a non-zero-sum game.
the first, in a game between A and B, what A wins, B loses.
latter, the sum of player's gains need not add up to zero.

In

In the

Moreover,

the size of the game varies between two-person and n-person games
(1990:508).

Frankel (1973) gave an example by suggesting that French

relations with Germany developed from a zero-sum game in the early
postwar period, when the French hoped to keep the Germans down through a
variable-sum game within the European community, in which cooperation
changed the competitive character of the game and rapidly increased the
payoff for both sides.

Both France and Germany gained in terms of

security and economic arrangements (1973:96).

Other examples could be

drawn from the competition over Cyprus between the Turks and Greeks, or
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between the Arabs and Israelis over Palestine, based on the notion of
transforming a conflictual situation involving nationalism into a
process of mutually beneficial cooperation.

However, the shift from a

zero-sum game to non-zero-sum game does not solve all international
noncooperative issues.

One example of the n-person game is OPEC members

deciding on their annual output.

Members tend to play games because

Saudi Arabia, for instance, knows that Kuwait's oil output is based on
Kuwait's forecast of Saudi output, and the output from both countries
determines world demand and price (Rasmusen 1989: 21).

However,

"Virtually all international theorists who perceive some utility in game
theory agree that international relations can be best conceptualized as
an n-person, non-zero-sum game, in which gains by some parties are not
necessarily at the exnense of other parties" (Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff
1990:515).
Other forms of game theory that were modeled to help understand
gaming in international politics are prisoner's dilemma and chicken
games.

The former means that the player is tempted to choose a noncoop-

erative strategy based upon his suspicion that the other player will not
cooperate.

In the latter, players must make a last-moment choice

between prestige and survival.

A contrast drawn by Snyder (1971)

indicates that:
• the spirit or leading theme of the prisoner's
dilemma is that of the frustration of the mutual desire
to cooperate. The spirit of a chicken game is that of a
contest in which each party is trying to prevail over
the other.
In both games, perceptions of the other
party's intentions are crucial, and the actors face a
problem of establishing the credibility of their stated
intentions. But in the prisoner's dilemma, establishing
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credibility means instilling trust, whereas in chicken
it involves creating fear. (1971:84)
Perhaps one of the best avenues of inquiry in game theory
regards coalition formation.

It simply evolves around the notion that

when several players (states) are in an international game, it becomes
natural for two or more to form a coalition against the others, in which
case the others are induced to do likewise to ensure their survival and
maximize gains.

Sometimes the rules of the game may encourage the

alignment of coalitions before the game proceeds; sometimes coalitions
are formed, tacitly or overtly, after the game is in progress.

If two

coalitions emerge, forcing all players to choose one or the other, the
game, in effect, is reduced to a two-person, zero-sum game.

However, it

is conceivable that at a particular stage of the game there might be
three coalitions, one which will eventually find itself under pressure
to coalesce with one of the others.

The crucial question, it would

appear, is to work out to the satisfaction of all the allies "a rational
division of the spoils"

(Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff 1990:514).

In

addition to the division of payoffs and the circumstances under which
coalitions are formed,

other questions worthy of game theorists'

attention pertain to the motives that might drive a coalition member to
defect to another, and whether it is possible for a coalition to enforce
against its members any sanction that is stronger and more efficacious
than the bond of mutual interest.
Even though game theory has often been seen as synonymous with
coalition theory, this might not be correct partly· because coalitions
are typically viewed as the necessary outcomes of game theoretical
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situations.

Games can exist only in a competitive environment among two

or more social units.

These social units (or players) all have similar

if not identical motivations:

to maximize the share of gains (or prof-

its) that they receive upon resolution of the game.

Furthermore, it has

been demonstrated by many scholars that central to game theory is the
formation of a "minimal winning coalition" (Ward 1982:10).
game theory posits two main questions:

In general,

(1) which winning coalition

forms; and (2) how payoffs are distributed in such winning coalitions
(Szidarovszky and Toma 1992:1-14).
An important factor

that involves both coalition behavior and

gaming is the size of alliances.

William Riker (1962) contributed

heavily to the theory of political coalition.

The size principle

involves the assertion that in n-person, zero-sum games in which side
payments are permitted, and for which players are assumed to be rational
and possess complete information, the only coalitional groups that will
form are those which are minimal winning coalitions.

Such coalitions

are those which, by definition, will no longer win if any member were to
withdraw from or fail to join the coalition.

The primary reason for

this is that members will seek to maximize the size of individual
payoffs.

The fewer the number of members among which the payoffs must

be shared, the larger each share will be (1962:77-100).
With respect to the discovery of the best way to win between
two-person games and games involving more than two persons, in twoperson games the problem for each player is to select the best strategy
against his opponent; but in three-person or larger games (n-person),
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the problem for each player is to select partners who can collectively
win (International Encyclopedia 1968:524).
The complexity of gaming may render it ineffective in politics.
Zinnes (1970) notes that most game theoretical assumptions are inappropriate to the international environment (1970:365).

This might be

attributed to a host of operational problems in analyzing certain
aspects of political theories, such as balance of power.
Fragmentation of Alliances
An alliance in the process of fragmentation is one that is
literally becoming disaggregated
components.

into smaller, more homogeneous

Focusing on the internal structure of any coalition indi-

cates that partner countries experience a state of mutual interdependence.

Disintegration, as used here, refers to a significant decline or

rupture in the mutual interdependence of coalition members.
For a better understanding of fragmentation of alliances leading
to their demise, we will take into account the following findings about
the attributes causing disintegration:

( 1 ) an alliance can handle at

most a limited number of mavericks (such as France leaving NATO or the
Sino-Soviet split)--more defections lead to an alliance's selfdestruction;

(2)

infringement by third parties weakens alliances;

(3) alliances decline when their leaders are inconsistent or treat other
members unjustly; (3) national assertiveness of individual members might
stir up problems;

(4) when representatives of nations in alliance

councils become insulated from their government, alliances decline (Ward
1982:75).
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An alliance will also fail or decay when its purposes or objec-

tives are not met.

However, the opposite might be equally true.

A

coalition will end when the threat or reasons behind the establishment
of a close association disappear.

In this scenario, Friedman et al.

(1970) maintain that expediency overrides communality in alliance politics.

Hence, alliances tend to be unstable and of temporary duration

(1970:10).

Furthermore, a change in leadership or political regime

might contribute to the termination of an alliance.

It can be argued

that Gorbachev as well as Khomeini brought about the collapse of two
different alliances.

The former helped Eastern European countries

distance themselves from the Soviet Union, which led to the collapse of
the Warsaw Pact in 1991; the latter withdrew Iran from CENTO in 1979.
The change in leadership argument was advanced by Liska (1962), who
states that the most straightforward cause of alliance disintegration is
domestic instability, which produces radical change in the government's
elite (1962:103).

More recently, Kegley and Raymond (1990) argue that

when trust between allies breaks down, so do the alliances themselves
(1990:247).

Moreover, Holsti (1991) maintains that fragmentation may be

a response to asymmetrical alliance or integration which occurs as a
reaction to inequitable distribution of rewards or as posing threats to
national, ethnic, language, or religious identity (1991:63).

Political

units tend to be protective toward their achievements and autonomy; once
those are violated, alliances are either shunned or dismembered if they
exist.
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Conclusions
In this chapter an attempt was made to discuss some of the most
significant studies on the subject of alliance formation and fragmentation.

These are prerequisites to any investigation or analysis of how

countries select their alliances or dissolve existing ones.

The survey

of conceptual and theoretical literature indicates that there exists a
variety of categories that influence nation-states in their decisions to
join or not

join alliances.

The most typical categories include

economic and security maximization, commonalities of national characteristics, balancing behavior, and war initiation and escalation.

Thus,

nation-states view their options and choose allies based on a calculus
of interests and survival in a changing security environment which gives
alliance formation an essential role in world politics.
Alliance formation takes into account three major paradigms:
commonality, utility, and expediency.

Commonality is associated with

the national attributes of nation-states as strong determinants of how
countries select their allies.

Similarities between nations' national

characteristics can play leading roles in seeking a particular alliance.
Historical experience, external influence, political ideology, socioeconomic status, and territorial proximity are among the variables that
encourage states to seek alliances with others that possess similar
attributes.

Thus countries with common domestic makeups are more likely

to build an alliance with each other than those which exhibit differences in their national attributes.
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Nation-states'

historical experiences may influence their

attempts toward alliance formation or neutrality.

Unpleasant past

experiences may persist and prevent alignment with countries associated
with that experience.

Moreover, influence or penetration can also af-

fect states' decision to join alliances.

Accordingly, weaker and small

states will seek an alliance with a geographically remote power in order
to avoid intervention and occupation.

Furthermore, small countries that

are newly independent from colonial domination tend to focus more on
internal issues rather than external involvement and alliances, pursuing
a policy of nonalignment with existing blocs.
Na tion-states' domestic situations encourage them to seek an
alliance.

Alliance tendencies reflect domestic needs to fulfill certain

aims such as stability, modernization, self-preservation, and financial
gains.

Thus, politically and economically stable states are more likely

to join alliances than unstable ones.
shared culture, values,

Furthermore, the maintenance of

and similar sociopolitical attributes are

associated with the propensity to join alliances.

Identical regimes and

interests, religion, and ideological homogeneity provide linkages that
create bonds between countries.

Therefore, the greater the similarities

and the closer the distance in internal and territorial makeup, the
greater the tendency to build an alliance among interested states.
The identification of certain characteristics of domestic makeup
of nation-states is a major factor in realizing how countries are prone
to the formation of alliances.

The idea of commonality is supported by

the principle theory, which argues that ideology, culture, and sense of
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nationalism are crucial not only in forming but maintaining alliances.
Commonali ty is also backed by the affiliation theory, which views
alliances from a sociopolitical and economic perspective and identifies
similarities and homogeneity as well as differences and heterogeneity as
elements in states' propensities to seek alliances.

The argument is

that countries affiliated by similarities in their national attributes
tend to form and maintain alliances.

However, the notion of commonality

alone as a major contributor to alliances is contested by other pressing
factors, such as common interests, common enemy, economic maximization,
and conflict behavior, which provide grounds for alliances among similar
as well as dissimilar states.
The second major paradigm is linked to purely utilitarian criteria.

A convergence of economic interests helps establish a favorable

atmosphere for alliances.

Economic gain encourages countries to select

allies that can provide them with assistance or complement their
economies.

Thus, nation-states and their decision makers are utility

maximizers who opt to increase economic and security expectations
through the building of alliances and the calculus of minimizing costs
by sharing them with others who can shoulder some of the burdens.
Therefore, the potential alliances that fail to increase partner utility
and security with minimum cost are almost never formed.
The economic utility of alliances can also be illustrated when
countries are faced with the alternatives of either alliances or
armaments to preserve their polities.

States choose to form alliances

because they permit a sharing of economic and security costs among
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partners; hence, the burden to anyone state is likely to be lower than
what it would pay for security in the case of no alliances.

Since

armaments exhaust large sums of the national economy, nation-states pool
their resources to reduce individual costs to the civilian economy.
Furthermore, cooperative membership necessitates the sharing of goods
and services provided by alliance members for the sake of burdensharing.

However, the smaller partners of any given alliance tend to

fall short in paying their dues and obligations and prefer to free ride
at the expense of larger partners, who assume the largest share and
monopolize alliance decision making most of the time.

Moreover,

collective actions indicate that alliance leaders' abilities to assume
the largest share of the costs of collective security produced by the
alliance enhances the survivability and cohesion of the alliance.
Countries also form alliances to obtain certain side payments in
the form of foreign aid.

They are attracted to those who benefit them

economically and are subsequently subject to

their influence and

penetration, giving financial transactions and multilateral ventures a
prominent role in the building of alliances.

Moreover,

prospective

alliance partners are drawn by the commonality in economic mode of
production and developmental process.

Thus, the greater the benefits

and similarity in economic realms,

the greater the possibility of

forming an alliance.
The third paradigm and perhaps the paramount one is associated
wi th the notion of expediency, which determines the health of any
alliance.

The argument here is that the formation and duration of
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alliances depends on the existence of a common enemy, whether external
or internal, that entails a firmer commitment and identical interest to
resist it.

Expediency theory, while admitting the role of commonality

and utility, nevertheless assumes that they are at best inadequate in
explicating why or how an alliance comes into being and matters little
when the survival of states is at stake.

More importantly, nation-

states are primarily concerned with gaining sufficient power to attain
their national objectives, especially when dealing with other aggressive
countries or alliances and when war, conflict, tension, and instability
are taken into account.

Therefore, external threats rather than econ-

omic or domestic attributes can make, maintain, or break alliances in
the realms of military structure, war, and gaming.
Military structure and the distribution of power have been at
the center of alliance formation.

Nation-states join alliances to

aggregate sufficient forces to meet domestic and external imperatives.
Countries are motivated to engage in balancing acts to achieve a
dominant role in regional or international structures or to prevent
another power or coalition from attaining the same position.

Alliances

are forged to maintain the balance of power, either through parity or a
manipulation by a balancer.

However, states may resort to other tactics

when facing foreign threats, namely balancing that threat or bandwagoning with the source of the threat in an attempt to neutralize or repel
actual or perceived dangers.

Thus, the traditional balance of power

concept has been contested by more forceful strategies, such as balance
of threat and bandwagoning behavior.

Moreover, states that face similar
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domestic insurgencies or foreign acts of sabotage tend to seek alliances
to ensure their security and survival.

However, the weaker the alliance

in the military area, the greater the need for superior power to act as
a balancer and protector.

Alliances are also seen as catalysts for

armaments and military spending, which increase defense costs and
purchase of mili tary weapons by alliance members and thus increase
rather than decrease regional tensions.
Another essential issue to alliance formation is the effects of
alliances as regards the occurrence of war.

Alliances involve a commit-

ment by members to come to each other's aid with military force through
the signing of defense and security pacts and the pledge to avoid confrontation among alliance partners.

Thus, as the intensity of regional

conflictual behavior increases, states that are subjected to similar
military aggression acquire alliance configurations to resist belligerent states that pose threats to their stability.

Linking war and

alliance participation is important because the relationship between
alliance formation and the outbreak of conflict and its expansion is
positively correlated.

Moreover, war has been characterized as an

infectious, contagious phenomenon which encourages countries to create
alliances to halt the spread of conflict and its spillover into their
own territories.

However, small states exhibit mixed-motive tendencies

by conducting diplomatic overtures to avoid entrapment in a conflictual
situation and conduct a game of survival that involves supporting both
sides in a war or shifting alliances, either as rational or opportun-
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istic actors.

Moreover, the termination of wars has often implied the

subsequent dissolution of the alliances that prolonged them.
The fragmentation of an alliance may come about as a result of
the realization that member states can no longer derive any benefit from
it.

The defection of some alliance partners can also lead to an alli-

ance's destruction.

The decline or rupture occurs when the alliance's

purposes or objectives are not met.

Moreover, the alliance will decay

when the mutual interdependence of alliance members is no longer operative or when a change in leadership or the collapse of the political
structure becomes evident.

When trust between alliance partners is no

longer in place, friction is the subsequent outcome.
What has been demonstrated is a general synthesis of the conceptual and theoretical knowledge about alliances and their fragmentations
as part of interactions among states and organizations in the international arena.

Each alliance may differ from the rest in terms of the

variables constituting its inception or demise.

However, a vacuum

inhabits the discipline that can only be filled and enhanced by augmenting the study of alliances in the dichotomy of their formation and
fragmentation,

taking into consideration different, more creative,

updated case studies from all around the world to enrich and promote
further investigation within the scholarly community.
Clearly the conceptual and theoretical studies revealed a
variety of methods used by countries when engaging in alliance building
or when joining an ongoing one.

As we will demonstrate in Chapters 3

and 4, the Arab world is a vast area which manifests both alliance
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formation and fragmentation tendencies.

Alliance formation can be best

understood by focusing on a single case study that affects and is
affected by regional and international trends.

The Gulf Cooperation

Council illustrates a great number of these concepts, hypotheses, and
theories.

The following chapter will therefore examine in detail the

object of our investigation:

alliance formation in an Arab subregion.

However, the Gulf area may not be amenable to the precise application of
the hypotheses and theorems presented in this research.

Therefore, we

will utilize all the categories in an attempt to test them in the Gulf
area.

If no applicability can be justified, the research will provide

new hypotheses to supplement the existing ones for use in future studies
of the Gulf and as guidelines for forthcoming inquiries into alliance
formation and political

fragmen~ation

in general.
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CHAPTER 3
APPLICATION OF THEORIES OF ALLIANCE FORMATION
TO THE ARAB GULF STATES
As demons tra ted in Chapter 2,

theorems and theories about

alliance formation and fragmentation abound in the professional literature which focus on all sorts of alliances and coalitions.
their application is mainly confined to the Western world.
are,

However,

Since there

for all practical purposes, few systematic studies of alliance

building dealing with the Arab Gulf states, the aim of this chapter is
to select the relevant theoretical conceptualizations and apply them to
the six Arab Gulf countries within the framework of alliance formation,
as reflected in the attributes leading to the creation of an Arab Gulf
alliance.
The conservative Arab Gulf states represent a unit of analysis
that is hospitable to some theoretical conceptualizations of alliances
because of their unique position in the Arab world and beyond.

Since

their inception as modern states, the six entities have sought to come
to terms with regional and international challenges by constructing some
sort of association to rid themselves of any competitive designs and to
institute cooperative measures in all spheres of activities.

As they

are small and vulnerable, they have realized that standing together is
more appealing than being apart because they share more similarities
than dissimilarities.

For example, the formation of an Arab Gulf
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alliance of their own was influenced by several factors including
external influences, particularly from the United States, sociopolitical
makeup, economic commonalities, and security concerns.
Since 1945 a new reality began to surface in the Gulf.

The

importance of oil as a strategic commodity imbued the Gulf monarchies
wi th enhanced importance.

As British control subsided,

the United

States began to project its interest in deterring Soviet expansion into
the region.
The diminishing power of the British empire was evident in the
series of attempts to gain independence by countries in the Arab world
as colonization shrank dramatically.

Most important in the Arabian

Peninsula, Saudi Arabia was united in 1932, Kuwait gained independence
in 1961, and the British evacuated the Port of Aden in 1967, giving
control to a leftist regime in South Yemen.
gained independence in 1971.

The lower Gulf states

Such moves invited the United States in to

shoulder the defense of the Gulf.
United States Policy in the Arab Gulf States
Perhaps the initial characteristics that moved the six Arab Gulf
states to seek closer cooperation and association with each other and
with other states in the system were their mutual sense of vulnerability
to outside threats and their newly acquired strategic importance that
came from their oil supplies.

Threats from local powers and communist

expansion in the region led them to seek an alignment with the U. S. ,
thus permitting them to join the

Americ~n

sphere of influence.

The

importance of oil and security concerns have highlighted the need for a
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more assertive U.S. role in the Gulf.

The six Arab Gulf states' alli-

ance tendencies correspond with several hypotheses.

The first maintains

that countries may ally themselves with powerful states far from their
own hemisphere.

This is complemented by a second proposition which

asserts that weaker states commonly seek alignment with a geographically
remote power in an attempt to avoid intervention, invasion, or annexation.

The third maintains that in the process of alliance formation,

security considerations are more important than ideological similarities.

Hence, the motives of small states in allying with great powers

are security, stability, and status.

The fourth hypothesis holds that

regional states are much more concerned with threats from local rivals
than threats from superpowers.

Such states are more likely to ally with

one superpower against local rivals or enemies and rarely against the
other superpower.

The following events elucidate the search for

cooperation and coordination between the Arab Gulf states and the U.S.
as a superpower and will show support for the above propositions.
United States isolation prior to World War II kept it from
involvement in major world political events and more interested in
developing commercial ties with many partners throughout the world.
However, the need for oil piqued American interest in the distant Gulf,
especially toward Saudi Arabia.

This realization was clearly reflected

in the 1943 Roosevelt declaration that the defense of Saudi Arabia was
"vital" to the defense of the United States.

Thus, the United States

extended direct lend-lease assistance to Saudi Arabia (which was previously aided by Britain) to help the Kingdom financially because of
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disruption to its oil production as a result of World War II, as well as
the initiation of the

u.s.

commitment to the monarchy's security.

Near the end of the war the United States needed to secure a
strategic air base to connect Cairo with Karachi to strengthen its
effort against Japan.

Dhahran was chosen, and the United States leased

this strategic eastern Saudi air base (Al-Farsy 1990:285).

The mutual

interest in good relations between Saudi Arabia and the U.S. led Saudi
Arabia to declare war on Germany in 1945, abandoning its previous
neutrality.

On February 14, 1945, in his first journey abroad, King

Abdul Aziz met with President Roosevelt aboard the U.S.S. Quincy on the
Great Bitter Lake of Egypt.
Saudi relations.

The two leaders further solidified U.S.-

By 1948 the two countries had upgraded their repre-

sentation to embassies.

Kuwait followed suit after its independence.

While the United States had relied on the British to fulfill a protective role in the Gulf, it had nevertheless issued declarations and had
made commitments toward its intent to protect such interests since 1945
through what came to be known as presidential "doctrines."
A more active assessment of U.S. Gulf interests began during the
Nixon administration, within the larger context of U.S. foreign policy.
On the island of Guam, before his world trip, President Nixon revealed
the pillars of his doctrine on July 25, 1969, wherein he postulated the
three basic principles that were to guide the new administration's
foreign policy:

(1)

"The United States will keep all of its treaty

commitments," (2) the United States will "provide a shield if a nuclear
power threatens the freedom of a nation allied with us or a nation whose
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survival we consider vital to our security," and (3) "in cases involving
other types of aggression we shall furnish military and economic assistance when requested in accordance with treaty commitments.

But we

shall look to the nation directly threatened to assume the primary
responsibility of providing the manpower for its defense" (Sirriyeh
1984: 56; Lenchowski 1990: 117).

Even though Vietnam was the largest

beneficiary of this commitment, the doctrine could also be applied to
prevent a major Vietnam-like involvement before it took place--meaning a
U.S. engagement on a more selective level, when U.S. interests demanded
it, on behalf of countries that would adopt policies convergent and
compatible with those of the U.S.--such as the Gulf states.

However,

the ac tual implementation of such principles involved indirect U. s.
support and direct local responsibilities under a U.S. umbrella.
The U. S. would remain indifferent neither to direct Soviet
incursions into the Gulf nor domination of the Gulf by a radical
regional power supportive of the Soviet Union, such as Iraq--meaning
that the Gulf was, and would remain a Western lake.

However, the U.S.

found itself favoring Iran over Saudi Arabia in light of the former's
virtual pro-U. S. policies as well as its strength.

Iran had greater

manpower, was more progressively westernized, and considered the USSR a
major threat.

Saudi Arabia was less populated, weaker, undergoing

modernization, and felt that Israel, along with the USSR, posed a threat
to the area.
Iran was consistently praised by American officials as a true
Western ally.

Iranian-U.S. regional cooperation with oil-rich Arab Gulf
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states was manifested in the "twin-pillar" policy that formed the core
of the Nixon doctrine toward the Gulf.

It stipulated that the U.S.

would relay on local allies abroad to guarantee its vital interests as
well as the stability of such allies.

When narrowly defined, promotion

of such a policy in the Gulf meant the formation of regional security
agreements that implied cooperation with Iran and Saudi Arabia (Sirriyeh
1984:66).

However, one misgiving about the doctrine was its reliance on

Iran as the major pillar of local Gulf security and the instrument of
U.S. foreign policy in the area.
Nixon's visit to Tehran in May 1972 legitimized the Iranian role
as the major pillar of U. S. Gulf policy, thus ignoring Saudi - Iranian
competition for influence in the Gulf as well as cultural sensitivities
based on differences in Arab and Persian views on the international
arena.

This one-sided U.S. policy, which favored Iran as a major

recipient of American arms and cast it as a U.S. client, was doomed to
failure after the 1973 oil crisis.

The policy collapsed in 1979 with

the overthrow of the shah.
The U. S. furthered its influence in the Gulf by establishing
diplomatic relations with the lower Gulf states shortly after the British withdrawal.

On August 26, 1970 the U.S. recognized Sultan Qabus,

who had overthrown his father in July of the same year.

Bahrain, Qatar,

and the United Arab Emirates were recognized on August 15, September 5,
and December 3, 1971, respectively.
of them.

Ambassadors were appointed to all
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The U.S. concluded a major review of its interests and policy
options in the Gulf, which complemented U.S. foreign policy principles
toward that area.

The conclusion of the National Security Study

Memorandum (NSSM 238) of August 8, 1972 has governed U.S.-Gulf policy
since that time.

A summary of those principles was given by Assistant

Secretary of State Joseph Sisco:
Noninterference in the internal affairs of other nations;
Encouragement of regional cooperation toward peace and progress;
Support for friendly countries in their efforts to provide for
their own security and development;
Encouragement of the principles enunciated in the Moscow Summit
of avoiding confrontation; and
Encouragement of the international exchange of goods, services,
and technology (Noyes 1982:54).
In a direct reference to the Gulf, Sisco stated that U.S. interests and policies toward the Gulf would include the following steps:
1.

Support for "orderly political development • • • and regional
cooperation to assure the tranquility and progress in the area."

2.

Support local governments "in maintaining their independence and
assuring peace; progress and regional cooperation without our
interfering in the domestic affairs of these friendly countries."

3.

Encouraging "Iran, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and the smaller states
to cooperate wholeheartedly with one another to assure that the
region remains secure."
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4.

Assist "in the modernization of the Armed Forces of Iran and
Saudi Arabia to enable them to provide effectively for their own
security and to foster the security of the region as a whole."

5.

Extend Washington's "diplomatic presence into the area."

6.

Continue to maintain "a small American nave.l contingent at
Bahrain which has for a quarter century carried out the mission
of visiting friendly ports in the region to symbolize American
interest."

7.

Stress the "focus of American technical help •

• on the

improvement of the infrastructures of the civilian side of the
governments and economics to strengthen the fabric of these
rapidly developing societies."
8.

In reference to the importance of oil, Sisco summarized the
rising importance of the Gulf by maintaining that "What we are
after here is stability, the kind of a climate in which peaceful
and friendly relations can be maintained between the United
States and a number of these countries, so that we have equal
opportunities economically and we have this area available in
terms of communication and transit" (Nakhleh 1982:100-101).
The 1972 principles have, for decades, remained the core of U.S.

Gulf policy.

However, some unhealthy developments, such as the 1973

Arab-Israeli conflict, the 1973 oil crisis, the 1979 Iranian revolution,
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, the 1980 Iran-Iraq war, and the 1990
Kuwait crisis, have frustrated U.S. Gulf interests.

Nevertheless, these

principles have indeed invited more direct and resolute U.S. involvement
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in Gulf affairs, especially on the Arab side.

It is the strong commit-

ment by U.S. administrations to the political welfare of the six conservative Arab Gulf states that has saved them from the acute destabilization that might threaten their survival.
President Ford sought to continue the Gulf and Indian Ocean
policies of President Nixon.

The debate over the U.S. strategy of

expanding its presence and the construction of military facilities on
Diego Garcia intensified.

In March 1975, at Congressional insistence,

Ford signed a formal declaration that the "construction of such
facilities is essential to the national interest of the United States"
(Sick 1983:66).

The expansion of Diego Garcia was undertaken to check

Soviet naval expansion in the Indian Ocean and the Arabian Sea as well
as to enhance Gulf security through the rapid buildup of the U. S.
presence on that strategic island.
Other Gulf events had a direct impact on the overall perception
of the Gulf area's security environment as seen from Washington.

The

Sultan of Oman paid his first visit to Washington in January 1975, initiating a successful direct relationship with the U.S. as an alternative
to relations with Britain.

As a result of Tow antitank missile deliv-

eries to Oman, the sultan expressed his willingness to permit U.S.
aircraft to use Masirah Island (Sick 1983:67).

This aided the sultan in

crushing the pro-Marxist rebellion in Dhofar, with the support of
Iranian forces.
In Saudi Arabia there was a smooth transition after King
Faisal's assassination in March 1975, which brought King Khalid, and
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especially Crown Prince Fahd, to power.

They had a positive attitude

toward the U.S., which further enhanced U.S.-Saudi relations.
In June 1975 negotiations were successfully ended with Bahrain,
permitting continued use of facilities for the U.S.-Middle East Command,
albeit at a significantly increased rental price.
the introduction of Soviet ground-based aircraft.

This coincided with
The Soviets began

regular IL-38 patrol flights out of Aden and Somalia (Sick 1983:68).
Wi th the encouragement and approval of the Nixon, Ford, and
Carter administrations, the shah dominated the U.S. strategic framework
for the Gulf until the 1979 revolution toppled his regime.

This

complete reliance on the shah to serve U.S. interests in the region may
have been short-sighted and based upon dangerous miscalculations by U.S.
pres iden ts of the shah's domestic and regional position.

The U. S.

alienated other American friends in the Gulf, such as Saudi Arabia,
which was supposedly the other American pillar.

Thus, when the shah

left the scene the U.S. found itself in a disastrous position and was
forced to move toward different political and military postures to keep
up wi th the pace of events and the sudden urgencies, which took a
completely undesirable direction for the Arab Gulf regimes as well as
for the United States.

By far, 1979 was an eventful year which brought

a series of upheavals, beginning with the fall of moderation and the
ascendance to power of fundamentalist mentalities, first in the popular,
religious-oriented revolution in Iran, followed by the mass invasion and
occupation of Afghanistan by the Soviet Union and the solidification of
the communist ruling party.

Never before in their short history since
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independence had the Arab Gulf states faced challenges to their survival
of such a magnitude.
great deal.

Equally, U.S. prestige in the area had suffered a

The Iran and Afghanistan crises compelled the U.s. to

refocus its strategic planning upon the remaining Gulf monarchies.
Carter's one-sided geostrategic Gulf planning was politically
unhealthy.

He looked positively toward the one Persian Gulf state and

its most trusted U.S. client in the Gulf:

the shah.

This emphasis

could be measured by the increase in high levels of diplomatic visits
between the two countries as well as U.S. appreciation of the role that
the shah might playas an important U.S. subsidiary in the Middle East,
as he did in 1975.

Iranian willingness to provide oil to Israel had

been a key element in achieving the Egyptian-Israeli Sinai disengagement.

The Carter administration was about to launch a new peace effort

following Sadat' s historic visit to Jerusalem in November 1977, less
than a week after the shah had visited Washington.

President Carter

toasted the shah and praised Iran as an island of stability in a turbulent corner of the world.

He did not express similar attitudes toward

the six Arab Gulf countries, which had similar political agendas and
could somewhat be considered U.S. regional allies but with secondary
military effectiveness.

These were anti-communist Moslems, modernizing

dynasties, and above all, oil-producing states.
In the Arab Gulf there was concern over the shah's continued
ambition for power and domination over the Gulf and the warming of IranU.S. relations, exemplified by Iran's moderate stance on oil pricing at
the December 1977 OPEC meeting in Venezuela and the Carter administra-
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tion's willingness to sell the shah a defense package that included
seven AWACs, as well as Carter's spending New Year's Eve 1978 as a guest
of the shah.

As a natural rival to Iran, Saudi Arabia was especially

apprehensive.

"The Saudis may have worried that this turn could spell a

renewal of the favor shown by the previous American administration to
the Shah's power aspirations in the Gulf" (Safran 1985:300).

Destabil-

izing developments close to the Gulf in the 19708, such as the April
1978 Marxist coup in Afghanistan, the further radicalization of Marxist
South Yemen, and domestic chaos in Iran, intensified Arab Gulf fears.
With little hesitation,

they looked to the United States for help.

First came the F-15 arms deal with Saudi Arabia in May 1978.

Next, on

January 15, 1979 the U.S. sent a flight of F-15s on a visit to the
Kingdom.

The Saudis reciprocated with assistance in the matters of oil

supplies and military coordination.
The disintegration of the Northern Tier security system (CENTO)
resulted from Khomeini' s instructions to withdraw Iran from Western
security arrangements, coupled with the vulnerability of Arab Gulf
states as they experienced internal as well as external destabilizing
influences.

The Carter administration began the process of constructing

a new long-term U.S. foreign policy for the Gulf and the Indian Ocean
region.

In his state of the union address to Congress on January 23,

1980, Carter spelled it out.

"Let our position be absolutely clear:

An

attempt by any 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
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necessary, including military force" (Brzezinski 1988: 5).

He further

called on the region's countries to formulate a collective effort to
address any threats which might jeopardize U.S. Gulf relations and
interests, concluding that "Finally, we are prepared to work with other
countries in the region to share a cooperative security framework that
respects differing values and political beliefs, yet which enhances the
independence, security and prosperity of all" (Brzezinski 1988:5).

Such

pronouncements, which identified the U. S. stake and interests in the
Gulf, came to be known as the Carter doctrine.
It remained doubtful whether Carter was speaking loudly while
carrying a small stick.

However, the Carter administration argued that

the doctrine was not an empty commitment.
by stating that the doctrine was a

Carter echoed this attitude

"carefully considered statement,

which would have been backed by concerted action," and to this end he
was

"resolved to use the full power of the United States"

(Carter

1982:483).
Enhancement of U.S.

military capabilities were seen as a

possibility through military cooperation with certain countries in the
region.

Heightened military cooperation prevailed through 1980,

including jOint military exercises and access to support facilities at
Ras Banas (Egypt), Barbara (Somalia), Mombasa (Kenya), and Masira Island
(Oman).

Early warning capabilities were enhanced through joint AWACS

programs with the Saudis.

Military sales and access to forward bases in

Oman and Saudi Arabia were negotiated (Brzezinski 1988:6).
ing of military stockpiles as well as

Preposition-

joint military exercises were
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undertaken to enhance the Rapid Deployment Force (RDF).

These measures,

in Brzezinski's words, "were all decisions designed, at least in part,
to emphasize that the words of the Carter Doctrine could and would be
backed up with military clout i f push came to shove" (1988: 6) •
the Carter doctrine the

u.s.

intervention in Afghanistan.
tion from the demise of the

After

intensified its verbal attacks on Soviet
However, while Moscow took much satisfac-

u.s.

position in Iran, the Soviet push into

Afghanistan had a negative impact on the Soviet position in the Gulf.
The Gulf states turned increasingly toward Washington as a counterbalance to Moscow and blocked any progress toward diplomatic normalization
with Russia.
\-Tor1d.

The Afghan invasion also alienated much of the Islamic

While the remainder of the Arab Gulf states rejected any close

relations with Moscow, Kuwait tried to remain on good terms with both
superpowers, believing that this would neutralize superpower threats
against them.

Kuwait opposed U.S. Rapid Deployment Forces and voiced

its opposition to American bases in the Gulf.

Kuwaiti arms purchases

included deals with both Moscow and Washington (Yodfat 1983: 134).
Further, Kuwait acted as a Soviet window to the Gulf, being the only
conservative Arab Gulf state that had diplomatic relations with Moscow
since March 1963, despite the fact that the Soviet Union had a contemptuous attitude toward the conservative Gulf states.
Meanwhile, U.S. strategic planning targeted a potential Soviet
invasion of Iran, which became known as the Zagrus Mountains strategy.
Iran indeed was invaded on September 22, 1980-by Iraq, a Soviet client.
Gulf security was once more shattered by a tragic event.

The move added
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to tensions in the Gulf.

No entities were more alert and confused than

the vulnerable, dynastic Arab Gulf states.

They sought regional stabil-

ity and nonintervention by the superpowers.

They were afraid of the

possibility of war spilling over into their own territories.
The Carter administration's first reaction to the war was to
declare its neutrality since it had good relations with neither of the
two combatants.

However, while professing neutrality, Carter avoided

giving the impression of indifference.

The U.S. had no desire to see

either the collapse of its former ally or the victory of a Soviet client
in Baghdad.

The U.S. focused its efforts on its Gulf allies and the

Strait of Hormuz.

The Carter administration then threatened the use of

military force to keep the Strait and the Gulf open to shipping.

In

late September, the president declared that "it is imperative that there
be no infringement of the freedom of ships to and from the Persian Gulf
region."

In October 1980, 32 U.S.

ships, including the aircraft

carriers Eisenhower and Midway, were deployed to the western Indian
Ocean (Acharya 1989:129).

The U.S. also advised its Gulf allies against

becoming part of any coalition in Iraq's war efforts.

Four AWACs and

their personnel were sent to Saudi Arabia in September, and on October
5, 1980 the U.S. sent radar equipment to Riyadh.

On October 11 the U.S.

sent a guided missile cruiser to the mouth of the Gulf along with two
tanker planes, destined for Saudi Arabia.
measures toward the Gulf states.

NATO countries took similar

By the end of October sixty British,

U.S., French, and Australian warships were assembled in the Indian Ocean
(Saivetz 1989:34).
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Hoscow's neutral position was articulated by Brezhnev on
September 30, 1980, with the usual attack on imperialism:

"Neither Iraq

nor Iran will gain anything from mutual destruction and bloodshed •
it is only the third side, i.e. the U.S • • • • which stands to gain.

As

far as the Soviet Union is concerned, we are for Iran and Iraq settling
disputable issues between themselves at the table of negotiations"
(Pajak 1988:68).

However, despite its neutral appearance, in late 1980

Hoscow took measures that helped Iran, not Iraq.

The USSR ceased direct

arms shipments to Iraq and began limited military assistance to Iran
(Katz 1989:162).

Indirect Soviet shipments also found their way to Iraq

through other countries.
During the first year of the Reagan administration, policy with
regard to the Gulf consisted almost entirely of a continuation and
consolidation of Carter's policies.
in terminology.

However, there was a slight change

Whereas the Carter administration put the Gulf within a

"security framework" (Sick 1983:76), the Reagan administration introduced the "strategic consensus.
throughout the region.

The U.S. sought to forge a consensus

For the U.S. and Gulf regimes, sharing a primary

strategic objective would improve chances for increased military and
diplomatic cooperation (Kupchan 1987:138).
not share such a consensus.

However, the Gulf region did

At the top of their priorities was nonin-

terference by the superpowers as well as a peaceful solution to regional
issues.

However, U.S. influence in the Gulf could not be minimized as a

protective shield over the friendly, conservative regimes on the Arab
side of the Gulf.
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Gulf leaders were apprehensive about the prospect of the U.S.
and Soviet Union furthering their national and global interests in the
Gulf at the expense of the local states through a continuation of their
Their fears were augmented by their inadequate self-defense

rivalry.

capabili ties in case of superpower conflict in their midst or the
spillover of war between the two powerful Gulf States, Iran and Iraq,
which were waging war close to their borders.

Therefore, external

threats and interference have been catalysts for the creation of an Arab
Gulf security alliance that ensures cooperation among the six conservative states, with the blessing of the U.S.
Tribe, Religion, and Demography
as National Attributes
National makeup of the six Arab Gulf states are essential
manifestations of their tendencies to form an alliance that will bring
them together.
statement.

Several propositions correspond to the abovementioned

One maintains that similarities between nations' domestic

attributes can play leading roles in seeking and being attracted to a
particular alliance.

Second, states with identical interests may pro-

vide linkages which create alliance and bonds between countries.
Personal relationships among ruling dynasties are critical factors that
determine the health of any alliance.

A third proposition maintains

that countries with common linguistics or cultures are often drawn
together in close relations.

The greater the cultural similarity among

states, the greater the likelihood of collaboration and the greater
their tendency to ally with each other.

Fourth, a sense of community in
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a designated geographical area is more likely than other variables to
lead to integration.

The evidence that follows will illustrate the

relevance of the above hypotheses discussed in the previous chapter.
The history of the Gulf states is the history of a few families,
most of which originated in the central Arabian Peninsula (Najd), who
made their way to the Gulf area.

Families such as the A1 Saud (Saudi

Arabia), the A1 Sabah (Kuwait), the A1 Khalifah (Bahrain), the A1 Thani
(Qatar), the A1 Nahyan (UAE) , and the A1 Bu Said (Oman) are dynasties
that have influenced the geopolitical shape of Arabia and the Gulf,
dominated decision-making in their respective states, and gained prominence worldwide.

Some of these families are related through alliances

of blood and marriage.
location,

Each dynasty, regardless of its size and

possesses its own cultural characteristics and political

attitudes, but nevertheless have common attributes (Table 3.1).
The Arabian Peninsula, of which the Gulf states are an indivisible part, has hosted three overriding influential forces that
continue to the present time.

First, the southern part of the peninsula

is the place of origin of the Arabic language.

This language spread

throughout Arabia, transmitting its cultural components to other areas,
which eventually became known as the Arab world.
The second force was the enlightenment of Islam, which was born
in the western part of the peninsula in Mekka, found its strength in
Medina, and from there migrated to other regions of the world, which
constitutes the universality of Islam, in what is known as the Islamic
world.

Table 3.1.

Ruling families of the Arab Gulf states, as of 1980.

Country

Ruling
Family

Beginning
of
Rule

Tribal
Affiliation

Islamic
Affiliation

Method of
Leadership

Name of
Ruler

Year
of
Rulership

Title

Bahrain

A1 Khalifah

1783

Anazah

MalkiSunni

Hereditary

Isa bin
Salman

1961

Amir or
Shaikh

Kuwait

A1 Sabah

1754

Anazah

MalkiSunni

Hereditary

Jabir alAhmed

1977

Amir or
Shaikh

Oman

A1 Bu Said

1755

A1 Bu Said

Ibadi
Imam

Hereditary

Qaboos bin
Said

1970

Sultan

Qatar

A1 Thani

1878

Bani Tamim HanbaliSuni

Hereditary

Khalifah
bin Hamad

1972

Amir or
Shaikh

Saudi Arabia

A1 Saud

1902

Anazah

HanbaliSuni

Hereditary

Khalid bin
Abdul Aziz

1975

King

UAE

A1 Nahyan

1855

Bani Yas

MalkiSuni

Election in Zaid bin
UAE, hered- Sultan
itary in Abu
Dhabi

1971
in UAE;
1966
in Abu
Dhabi

President
of the
Union;
Shaikh of
Abu Dhabi

I-'
V1
V1
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The third force are the powerful tribes of Arabia; namely, the
Qahtanis of the south and the Adnanis of the north.

Armed with the new

faith of Islam and their Arab culture, they conquered many regions and
held sway over several spheres of influence from Spain to China, down to
the Oceanic areas.

However, the power of Islam began to recede due to

ethnic cleavages,

rivalries among the Arabs, as well as counter-

campaigns from other cultures and religions--namely, from the West.
The six Arab Gulf states, from Kuwait in the north to Oman in
the south, are situated on the

Arabia~

Peninsula and occupy a land mass

of approximately 1 million sq mi (2.564 million sq km).

They are

bounded on the north by Iraq and Jordan, on the south by the Yemens and
the Arabian Sea, on the east by the Gulf waters, and on the west by the
Red Sea.

Great mountainous areas are found in west and southwest Saudi

Arabia as well as in southeast Oman.

Most of the Arab Gulf area is

desert in the north and east Arabian Peninsula, with scattered oases.
The southwestern as well as the southeastern part of the peninsula has
abundant water sources, with greater population concentrations relative
to the rest of the peninsula.

The Arab Gulf states control or are

situated close to three strategic straits:

the Strait of Hormuz in the

east, the Strait of Bab Al-Mandab in the southwest, and the Strait of
Tiran in the northwest.
Saudi Arabia is the largest country in terms of land mass, with
829,995 square miles, or 83.53 percent of Arab Gulf state land mass.

It

is the only country that extends from the Gulf to the Red Sea as well as
the only one that shares frontiers with all remaining five Gulf states.
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Bahrain is the smallest and the only island-state, with a size of 240
sq mi, or 0.02 percent of the total land mass of the Gulf states (Table
3.2).

The Arab Gulf states share a similar cultural heritage in terms

of tribal origin, religious affiliation, and social makeup.

However,

their populations are often dissimilar due to the presence of large
numbers of foreign nationals, such as Yemenis in Saudi Arabia, Iranians
in Bahrain, Kuwait and the UAE, Palestinians in Kuwait and Qatar, and
Iraqis in Kuwait.

These nonindigenous populations resulted from their

displacement from original homelands or from the influx of an international work force in the 1970s.

The resulting political and social

fallout cannot be overstated because, for example, as tensions increased
between the governments of Yemen and Iran on the one hand and Gulf
governments on the other, the ramifications tended to be destabilizing
because foreign nationals remained faithful to their respective governments and were seen as potential threats by host governments.

Thus,

Gulf authorities have implemented policies to import more non-Arab and
non-Muslim expatriates, especially Asians, who tend to be politically
passive.
While there exists considerable variation in the size of Gulf
state populations (Table 3.3), all have high birth rates, resulting from
falling mortality and increasing fertility.

Increasing fertility

results in very high rates of natural increase.

There appears to be a

well established pattern of demographic evolution to which all Gulf
states tend to conform.

It began when oil was first discovered, with

high mortality and quite high levels of fertility associated with early
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Table 3.2.
Country

Kuwait
Oman
Qatar
Saudi Arabia

Source:

% of Arab Gulf

% of Arabian

Land Mass

Peninsula
Land Mass

240

0.02

0.02

6,880

0.69

0.59

120,000

12.08

10.17

4,247

0.36

0.36

829,995

83.53

70.34

32,278

3.25

2.74

Area
(sq. mi.)

Bahrain

UAE

Size of the Arab Gulf land mass.

J. E. Peterson 1988:15

Table 3.3.

Population in Arab Gulf states, 1971-1980 (in millions).

Country

1971

1972

1973

1974

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

Bahrain

0.22

0.23

0.24

0.25

0.26

0.27

0.27

0.28

0.29

0.36

Kuwait

0.79

0.84

0.89

0.94

1.00

1.06

1.13

1.20

1.27

1.36

Oman

0.67

0.70

0.72

0.74

0.77

0.79

0.81

0.84

0.86

0.89

Qatar

0.12

0.13

0.15

0.16

0.17

0.18

0.19

0.20

0.21

0.22

Saudi Arabia

6.38

6.57

6.76

6.97

7.18

7.40

7.63

7.87

8.11

8.37

UAE

0.28

0.34

0.42

0.49

0.56

0.62

0.67

0.71

0.75

0.80

Total

8.46

8.81

9.18

9.55

9.94

10.32

10.70

11.10

11.49

12.00

Source:

Kubursi 1984:70

J-I
\J1
\0
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marriage.

Follc1"wing work on the initial major development plan, heavy

investments were usually made in the health sector.

As a result, adult

as well as infant mortality began to decline in the 1970s.

Population

rates in the Gulf states remained on the increase, such as in Bahrain
(3.4%), Kuwait (5.9%), Oman (3.2%), Saudi Arabia (3.6%), and the UAE
(11.4%) compared to Iran (3.0%) and Iraq (3.1%) (Hill 1981:60-61).
However, in spite of progress in demographic trends, such as low or nonexistent immigration by Gulf peoples, low mortality, and high fertility,
the Gulf states continued to have small indigenous populations, with
increasing international immigration toward the Gulf.

In some Gulf

states immigrants numbers are greater than the natives themselves,
especially in Kuwait, Qatar, and the UAE.

Such disproportion tends

to be unhealthy politically and socioeconomically because this has
augmented a sense of political insecurity, coupled with creation of a
less productive, leisure segment of the native population in each of the
Gulf states.
The one fact that dominated all other aspects of Gulf development in the 1970s was the overwhelming presence of foreign workers, to
the extent that by 1980, foreigners outnumbered nationals in the labor
forces of all Gulf states except Oman (37.3%) and Saudi Arabia (47.4%).
In Kuwait, Qatar, and the UAE, immigrants also comprised a majority of
the total population (Webster 1986:191) (Table 3.4).

The Gulf states

have invited an international labor force from different areas of the
world, mostly Arabs and Asians (Table 3.5).
without a cheap,

There is no doubt that

imported labor force the Gulf states would have
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Table 3.4.

Total foreign population and labor force in Gulf states (in
thousands), 1980.

State

Foreign
Population

% of
Foreign
Population

Total
Labor
Force

Foreign
Labor
Force

% Foreign
Labor
Force

Bahrain

107

31.1

119

65

54.6

Kuwait

794

58.6

453

342

75.5

Oman

179

18.2

303

113

37.3

Qatar

178

73.3

130

116

89.2

2,150

23.3

2,375

1,125

47.4

794

76.1

554

502

90.6

Saudi
Arabia
UAE

Source:

Webster 1986:192
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Table 3.5.

Percent distribution of foreign labor by region of origin in
the Gulf states, 1980.

Country

Arabs

Asians

European
and
Americans

Other

Bahrain

6.4

85.1

8.3

.2

82.2

16.8

0.9

.1

Oman

1.9

94.2

3.6

Qatar

33.2

63.3

3.4

.1

Saudi Arabia

57.3

35.9

5.6

1.2

UAE

28.4

68.5

2.4

Kuwait

Source:

Webster 1986:193
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encountered great difficulties in fulfilling the infrastructura1 and
industrial development plans that were made possible by oil revenues.
Oil-inspired development caught the Gulf decision-making elites
by surprise because the native population lacked both the numerical
strength and skills required to efficiently meet the challenges of
modernization.

This required outside help, which necessitated foreign

management and ever-present outside influences, not only in meeting
labor needs but also in terms of implementing health,

education,

defense, and all other ambitious programs.
In the final analysis, the Arab Gulf states were all built from
the ground up, with outside assistance, from the initial discovery of
the oil to the daily management of economic affairs.

Hence, to lessen

fears of cultural domination and prepare an able generation to assume
modern responsibilities, in the late 1970s Gulf governments decided to
send thousands of students and employees abroad for higher and technical
educations,

mostly in the West,

particularly to the U.S., Britain,

Canada, Germany, and France, in order to further nationalize their means
of production and management.
Peoples of the Arab Gulf states generally suffer two basic
problems in the area of human resources development:

quality of the

indigenously educated cadres,

Most of these

and their quantity.

students are oriented toward the arts and humanities, to the neglect of
technical and science majors.

In the scholastic year 1979-80,

the

number of Arab Gulf state university students in science and engineering
did not exceed 12,000,

including nationals as well as non-nationals
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(Fargany 1984:158).

The problem with quantity is somewhat attributed to

the exclusion of women from most economic activities outside the family
circle.

This discriminatory tendency has excluded a good portion of the

population from commercial and economic productivity.

Women would be a

viable educated resource if given full-scale opportunities, which would
decrease demand for expatriates and alien cultural influences.

Women's

participation in the work force has varied from one Arab Gulf state to
another,

ranging from the most tolerant and open states of Bahrain

and Kuwait to the most restricted and traditional in Saudi Arabia.
Nevertheless, movement toward reform in women's status and their participation in society-building remains inadequate.
One of the manifestations of outside cultural influences is
lexical interference, or borrowing of words from different languages,
especially English and Persian.

English has become the second language

of the Gulf, due first to the legacy of the colonial era and more recently to the international labor force which has dominated oil-related
activities.
Indian.

The English is of three varieties:

British, American, and

The latter has a long history and continues into the present,

being spoken by large numbers of workers from the Indian subcontinent
(Smart 1986:202).
English is the language of business in the Gulf and is the only
popular means of communication between local Arab inhabitants and
virtually all foreigners.

However, Persian has also infiltrated the

Arabic language because of close proximity to Iran as well as the great
number of naturalized Gulf citizens with Persian backgrounds.

English-
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Persian influence in the Arabic Gulf language has greatly influenced
spoken Arab Gulf dialects, but this influence tends to be rare in
written standard Arabic.
Sociopolitical Systems as National Attributes
States form alliances with countries whose domestic political
values resemble their own.

The six Arab Gulf states share commonalities

in their sociopolitical and economic spheres.
testing ground for illustration.

Some hypotheses provide a

One holds that nation-states are

likely to be selective in their choice of allies, exhibiting a preference for particular partners with whom they share common institutions,
cultural and ideological values, and economic interests.

The second

claims that states form alliances with countries whose domestic-political values resemble their own.

The third maintains that a country's

domestic situation and needs may encourage states to seek alliances or
share involvement in foreign commitments.

The fourth argues that alli-

ances are more often undertaken for the purposes of self-preservation
and modernization.

The fifth holds that an unstable regime faced with

domestic pressures may actively court allies in the hopes of gaining
outside support for its legitimacy.

This contention is supported by a

sixth, which argues that domestically unstable states have a tendency to
align themselves with ideologically similar states to bolster their
internal legitimacy.

The following will illustrate these propositions.

While all the Arab Gulf states are ruled by dynastic regimes,
they differ in their degree of openness, ranging from less traditional
states such as Kuwait and Bahrain, to the moderately traditional, such
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as the UAB, Qatar and Oman, to the very traditional Saudi Arabia.

The

exercise of power and monopolizing of influential political positions,
such as prime minister, foreign minister, defense minister, and interior
minister, remain virtually in the hands of members of the ruling dynasty
(Table 3.6).

This expression of family-centered rule has characterized

the Gulf states since their inception as modern, independent states.
The preservation of dynastic regimes has served as a rallying point and
has brought all Gulf leadership into an implicit agreement to come to
each other's aid in case of adversity.

The issue of political represen-

tation remains subject to the interpretation of each state in accommodating the rising expectations of their citizens.

Since the 1970s there

has been movement toward a careful, gradual relaxation of political
restrictions, especially in the smaller Gulf emirates.

The political

systems of the Arab Gulf states share two common characteristics that
identify them with each other:

being conservative and relatively less

democratic than many countries of the world.
The outcome of the rentier state experience in the 1950s and
1960s was the appearance of authoritarian states in the Arab world,
particularly in the Gulf region.

The emergence of several dynasties as

sole owners of such states has lead to widespread opposition and insurgency because of policy shifts that have deprived certain power groups
of their customary political status.

Among the traditional social

forces were the bedouin tribes and the religious sects, which began to
lose their effective traditional positions with the rise of the ruling
families and the groups which surrounded them.

Table 3.6.

Distribution of dominant ministerial posts in the Arab Gulf states as of 1980.

Country

Prime Minister

Minister of Foreign Minister of Interior
Affairs

Minister of Defense

Bahrain

Brother of the head
of state

Paternal cousin of
the head of state

Paternal cousin of
the head of state

Son of the head of
state

Kuwait

Paternal cousin of
the head of state

Brother of the head
of state

Brother of the head
of state

Paternal cousin of the
head of state

Oman

Head of state
himself

Head of state
himself

Head of state
himself

Head of state himself

Qatar

Head of state
himself

Paternal cousin of
the head of state

Paternal cousin of
the head of state

Son of the head of
state

Saudi Arabia

Head of state
himself

Paternal nephew of
the head of state

Brother of the head
of state

Brother of the head of
state

UAE

Head of state
himself

A member of the
family

A member of the
family

Son of the head of
state

Source:

Al-Naqeeb 1990:104

f-'

'"
"'-I
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The influence of petrodollars on Gulf societies altered their
social fabric.

This process began with rapid social mobility away from

the more traditional parts of the states, in towns and villages, toward
the new, expanding centers of economic prosperity in cities, mostly in
the eastern part of each state.

The immediate consequence was destruc-

tion of the traditional economic sectors and the displaced status of
various groups from their former social ladders, such as seamen, local
merchants, divers, boat captains, artisans, craftsmen, herders, and
peasants.

The displacement of such groups at first strengthened the

hand of the ruling families because it fragmented the cohesiveness of
social units in each state and weakened the ruling families' traditional
opposition, which primarily came from these groups.

But soon some of

these groups underwent a process of restructuring in their new places of
work and residence.

"The nucleus of the new middle classes was formed

from these uprooted groups simultaneously with the beginning of the
influence of petroleum wealth, especially with the spread of modern
education and in the increase in levels of social mobility" (Al-Nageeb
1990:92).

The foundations of the new middle class began to swell and

the process of politization followed in earnest, giving such groups an
active role on the political stage in the 1970s.
The heightened awareness that popular political participation is
a natural component of a modern, just system of government increased the
restlessness of the middle class, especially when the response of the
ruling families to the people's political demands had been inadequate.
Disruption ensued.

Opposition groups differed in their tactics and
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goals, ranging from worker strikes in the Gulf oil fields in the 1950s
to military coups in the 1960s, and finally to religious upheavals in
the 1970s.
gators.

In each case the government dealt harshly with the insti-

Less able members of the royal families were also replaced in

their duties by others.

Most importantly, in 1964 King Saud of Saudi

Arabia was replaced by his brother, King Faisa1; and in 1970, the Sultan
of Oman was overthrown by his son.
into exile.

The king and the sultan were sent

In the UAE, the assassination of emirs by their own bro-

thers was a hallmark of the 1960s.
Gulf monarchies exhibited other similar characteristics.
was the absence of government elected by the people.
prohibition of political parties.

First

Second was the

Third was the absence of a written

constitution or the suspension of the constitution, if it ever existed.
Fourth, civil as well as political rights were either annulled or arbitrarily frozen.

Fifth, the legitimacy of the ruling families was either

secured through the manipulation of oil and religion or the employment
of coercive, violent means against those who wished to challenge the
status quo.
Surviving against all political odds, the Gulf states have
matured and grown even stronger in the late 1970s.

The rapid enhance-

ment of rulers' personal power has been superseded by a very gradual
transfer of that power to state institutions.

The influence of ruling

families at the state level has declined to the degree that state machinery and institutions have become more visible and complex.

Political

participation and representation necessarily have become more forma1-
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j.zed.

Thus the need has grown for national governing bodies, such as

representative assemblies or consultative councils, with either elected
or appointed members (J. Peterson 1988:2).
was synonymous with the ruling families.

In the past the government
Leadership gradually evolved

into a mixture of royal family members and members of society who were
well educated or well grounded financially.

Nevertheless, ruling

families continued to discretely monopolize power.

What is popularly

recognized is the urgency of moving toward institutionalizatlon and
constitutionalization.
The modernizing Gulf monarchies also sought legitimacy based
upon reference to an idealized notion of traditional power:

the sharing

involved in their older tribal societies, when the leader behaved like a
chairman rather than a ruler, consulting tribal, religious, and merchant
notables before taking action on behalf of the community.

However, as a

conservative Moslem, the ruler also had to govern in accordance with
Islamic teachings, which emphasize the principles of "shura" (consultation) and "ijma" (consensus) (J. Peterson 1988:8).

The Holy Quran

emphasizes that true believers and, for that matter, good rulers, are
those "whose affairs are conducted by mutual consultation" (Ash-Shura
38:1487).

The Quran further stressed the ideals of the Islamic state.

In fact, it is obligatory for the leader of the state to apply such
prinCiples and to seek advice from the people--to "consult with them in
affairs" (Ali - Imran 159: 190) •

However, in Islam there is no dis tinc t

division of authority between executive, legislative, and judicial
functions, giving the ruler a free hand in dominating law and order.
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Each Gulf state also has its own philosophy of addressing the Islamic
meaning of government.
Since its inception, Saudi Arabia has adopted no formal constitution other than the Quran and other sources of Islamic law, such as
records of the Prophet's words and deeds.

This framework has provided

the Kingdom with religious credentials and a somewhat flexible, informal
system of government.

In 1954 the Kingdom established a Council of

Ministers, presided over by the King.

Members were appointed to aid the

king in wielding legislative, executive, and judicial power.

In March

1980 a constitutional committee was entrusted to draft a formal constitution; however, the constitution never materialized (Amin 1984:196).
The Omani legal system is based upon Islamic law, administered
by religious imams from the Ibadi sect, who adhere to a literal interpretation of the Quran.

Compared to other Gulf states, Oman was late in

developing its legal and political structures because until 1970 the
former ruler kept his territory in absolute isolation.

The sultan

exercises a total monopoly upon political and moral legislation and
is the head of most ministries (Amin 1984: 200) •

In 1980 the sultan

secretly ordered the formation of a small ministerial committee to draw
up plans for a national council.
Kuwait is by far the most liberal of the Gulf states.

It has

sought some measure of democratic institutions and has the longest tradition of council creation.

Upon its independence, Kuwait transformed

its leadership from an absolute monarchy to a constitutional system.
In 1963 a national assembly was set up, electing 50 members out of 205
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candidates to 4-year terms of office.

From its inception, the national

assembly refused to rubber stamp the policies of the ruling family and
it emerged as a forum for criticism of government decisions and the expression of a modern national identity (J. Peterson 1988:38).

Tensions

increased between the government and the national assembly, leading to
its suspension in 1976.
Bahrain was the second Gulf state to create an elected parliament but was the first to suspend it.

In December 1972 the ruler

convened an elected constituent assembly to draft a constitution.

The

assembly was comprised of 22 elected members, 8 members nominated by the
ruler, and 12 cabinet minister members (Amin 1984:201).

The assembly

was disbanded in 1975 due to opposition by elected members against state
policies.
In Qatar, members of the first semi-legislative body in the
state's history (called the consultative council) were appointed by an
April 23, 1972 decree issued by the ruler.

Qatar's 1972 constitution

restricted the council's membership to native Qatari nationals over the
age of 24.

The Qatari Consultative Council is not a legislative body

but rather a rubber stamp for the ruler's policies.

Members only give

their opinions in the form of recommendations (Amin 1984:203).
In its 1971 Provisional Constitution, the UAE stressed preservation of each emirates' autonomy.

However, the constitution provided

for a Supreme Council of Rulers, in which Abu Dhabi and Dubai had the
right to veto.

The UAE also has a federal government, a federal

national assembly (with advisory power), and a supreme federal court.
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UAE laws tend to differ from those of each emirate in the legislative
branch.

The National Assembly began its first session in November 1972

(Amin 1984:203).
The constitution and governing body of each state identify Islam
as its source of laws and regulations as well as emphasizing the spirit
of democratization.

However, the similarity between states tends to be

manifest in the discrepancies between what is written and practiced
(Table 3.7).

The national attributes of the Arab Gulf states exhibit

certain commonalities which facilitate the creation of an alliance and
its endurance.
Economic Systems
The six Arab Gulf states are likely to be selective in their
choice of allies, exhibiting a preference for partners with whom they
share common financial institutions and economic interests.

They are

characterized by a homogeneity in socioeconomic process, identical economic conditions, and modes of production.

Oil has placed these states

at the heart of the world's economy and has influenced all aspects of
their developmental plans.

Economic issues in the six states correspond

to one hypothesis, which maintains that a convergence of economic
interests helps establish a favorable atmosphere for alliances.

Another

one states that countries join alliances or form new ones because of the
economic and security goals they might achieve.

The following will

illustrate these assumptions.
Earlier Gulf societies were characterized by a homogeneous
social order.

There were three principal social groups, two sedentary

Table 3.7.

Movement toward consultative bodies in the Arab Gulf states as of 1980.

State

Type of National
Council

Years

Status of the
Council

Comments

Means of
Selection

Bahrain

National Assembly

1972-75

Suspended

Began to challenge
the policies of the
ruling family

Elected by the
people and also
some by appointment

Kuwait

National Assembly

1962-76

Suspended

Began to question
policies of the
ruling family

Elected by the
people

Oman

Plans for Consultative Council
were initiated in
1980

Qatar

Advisory Council

1972

Functioning

Kept with no real
Appointed by the
power (rubber stamp) government

Saudi Arabia

Promised consultative council in
1962 and again in
1980

UAE

Federal National
Council

1972

Functioning

Kept with minimal
Selected by the
power (rubber stamp) federal
government

-

Nonexistent

f-I
-..J
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and one nomadic.

The former lived in scattered oases along the eastern

edge of the Arabian peninsula, like Buraimi in Oman, Al-Hassa in Saudi
Arabia, and Jahra in Kuwait.

This relatively sedentary group lived a

life of virtual self-sufficiency, based upon its animal and agricultural
products.

The other sedentary groups were in town-like settlements that

grew up along the coast, such as Dubai and Sharjah in the UAE, Doha in
Qatar, Darain and Jubai1 in Saudi Arabia, and Kuwait City.

The people

in these settlements made their living from fishing, trade, and pear1ing.

The nomadic social group was the bedouin, who roamed the desert

in the northern and eastern Arabian Peninsula in search of water and
pasture.

Interaction between these three groups was unhindered and

profitable as each group tried to fulfill its economic needs from the
other (Rumaihi 1986:26).
Pearl diving was the Gulf's most important economic activity
before the discovery of oil.
income for generations.

Pearls had been the primary source of

The pearl-diving season was roughly the summer

months (from May to September).

Most of the work force was employed for

no more than five months out of the year.

Income generated in these few

months had to sustain the diver and his family for the entire year.
The Gulf waters played a pivotal role in forming urban settlements, which became the focus of population movements from the interior
of the Arabian Peninsula.

These centers of commerce on the Gulf shores

formed the basis for development of the political units that are known
today as the Gulf states.

Gulf-related activities were the prime income

source for people of the Gulf until the discovery of oil.

These f10ur-
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ishing activities included shipbuilding, fishing, and pear1ing as well
as shops providing household necessities and other craftwares.

The

clear, shallow, warm waters of the Gulf were ideal for pearl banking.
The pearl business created a wealthy class of families that
solidified their fortunes and became rulers as well as merchants.
Relations between Gulf states ranged from cooperation to competition in
acquiring and selling pearls.

However, in the 1930s the effects of the

worldwide depression and the inception of the cultured pearl industry
(especially in Japan) deprived the Gulf states of the bulk of this vital
source of revenue (E. Peterson 1988:36).
For a short period the Gulf suffered from a depressed economy
until oil discoveries by Western firms changed the face of the Gulf for
all generations to come.

Had it not been for oil, the Gulf states would

have been among the poorest nations on the entire globe.

The inland

population comprised one of the most stringent, harsh societies, living
mostly in a hostile desert environment with very limited natural
resources.

Small, scattered populations lived barely at a subsistence

level, in traditional, isolated, backward conditions that were characterized by tribal feuds, high child mortality, and low life expectancy.
During the worldwide depression in the 1930s, the Gulf was at the nadir
of its economic fortunes.

The situation changed dramatically with the

discovery of oil and its subsequent exploitation.

Indeed, without oil

the Gulf states would have remained outside the mainstream of the
world's political economy, with little or no interest in the outside
world.

However, by striking it rich, the flow of oil from the Gulf to

177
the rest of the world put the Gulf area, in general, at the heart of the
world's economy.
The modest discoveries that began in Bahrain in 1932, followed
by the rest of the Arab Gulf states in the late 1930s and early 40s,
soon led these six countries to realize that they floated on the largest
body of known oil reserves on earth.

The importance of this discovery

grew with the increasing demand for oil as a vital energy source.

Later

on the Gulf states discovered that they also possessed vast reserves of
gas, associated with oil, which were not utilized at first and which
flared into the atmosphere as a wasted economic asset.
Time and events have given the Arab Gulf states the prominence
and fortune that have long slumbered beyond their imagination.

Immedi-

ately after World War II, rapid industrialization and technological
innovation required steady reliance on cheap oil imported from the Gulf,
dominated by Western companies.

In 1946 oil returns were modest but

nevertheless symbolic of economic progress.

Revenues totaled $16.9 m.

Saudi Arabia received $12.5 m, Kuwait $3.2 m, and Bahrain $1.2 m.
revenues jumped approximately four times by 1950.

Oil

The Gulf states began

to witness an oil-consciousness period in which they began to look more
favorably on the issue of nationalization.

They also negotiated more

lucrative oil concessions with foreign companies between 1950-1970 (A1Sowayegh 1984:194).

Major shifts in fortunes came with the Iranian oil

crisis of 1951, when the Persian statesman Mosadeq nationalized the
Iranian oil companies, which had been dominated by Britain since 1908.
Iran had been the first Gulf country to discover oil (E1-Azhary 1984:3).
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The Arab side of the Gulf, encouraged by outside pressure, increased its
oil exports.
In 1955 oil revenues increased tremendously, with Kuwait earning
$282 m, followed by Saudi Arabia with $275 m, Qatar with $35 m, and
Bahrain with $9 m.

The 1956 Suez crisis furthered Arab Gulf gains as

they bandwagoned with Egypt in its bid to nationalize the Suez Canal.
This movement culminated in the establishment of the internationally
known oil cartel, OPEC, which in 1960 had four Arab Gulf states as
active members:

Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Qatar, and Abu Dhabi.

These

countries have exerted their influence since as they are major producing
members.
As OPEC members began to negotiate with Western oil companies
for favorable shares of production and revenue from the sale of their
own resources, oil companies resisted the pressure, with support from
consuming countries.

Differences among OPEC members prevented them from

forming a united front against the oil companies.

Arab states began to

reach for other organizational arrangements.
In 1967 the Arab-Israeli war increased Arab Gulf frustration on
account of Western aid to Israel.

In 1968 the exclusively Arab OAPEC

was born, with the active membership of all Arab Gulf states except for
Oman.

By 1970 the Arab Gulf states had begun to enjoy the fruits of

their oil exports, with a huge increase in their revenues.

Saudi

Arabia's revenue was $1.2 b, Kuwait's $895 m, the UAE's $233 m, Oman's
$194 m, Qatar's $122 m, and Bahrain's $35 m (Table 3.8).

The six

Gulf states have undertaken some measures of economic development to

Table 3.8.

Oil revenues of the Arab Gulf, 1946-1980 (millions of dollars).

State

1946

1950

1955

1960

1965

1970

1975

1980

Bahrain

1.2

3.3

9.0

15.0

22.0

35.0

154.9

365.0

Kuwait

3.2

11.0

282.0

465.0

671.0

895.0

7,886.0

17,246.0

29.0

194.0

1,439.0

3,280.0

Oman
Qatar
Saudi Arabia

12.5

1.0

35.0

54.0

69.0

122.0

1,757.0

5,387.0

57.0

275.0

355.0

655.0

1,200.0

27,897.0

102,372.0

3.0

33.0

233.0

6,817.0

19,456.0

892.0

1,479.0

2,679.0

45,940.9

148,106.0

UAE
Total
Source:

16.9

72.3

601.0

IMF, International Financial Statistics, various issues; OPEC, Annual Statistical Bulletin,
various issues
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ameliorate their societal problems and have brought themselves up from
obscurity and isolation to the doorsteps of world financial markets.
However, oil revenues were comparatively modest since the price of oil
remained constant from 1950 to 1970 at $1.80 dollars per barrel.
state oil revenues were even lower:

Gulf

84.2 cents for Saudi Arabia, 81.5

cents for Bahrain, Qatar and Abu Dhabi, and 78.5 cents for Kuwait
(Mutwali and Abu Alala 1985:242).

Nevertheless, the amount received was

enough to raise the standard of living of the Gulf state population,
which was estimated around 5 million in 1950 and 8 million in 1970.
From the initial stages of oil production, the Arab Gulf states
were in a favorable position vis-a-vis most other oil-producing and
exporting countries because of low extraction and other productionrelated costs.
a minimum.

The low number of wells per field held capital costs to

The lower cost to operate wells is attributed to the fact

that oil production was based on natural pressure instead of the more
expensive extraction methods.

Wells were also closer to the surface and

were near coastal outlets (E. Peterson 1988:36).
In the 1970s dramatic changes occurred that were initiated by
the independent status of the Gulf states.

Bahrain, Oman, Qatar, and

the UAE joined the U.N. as new states that sought to conduct their oil
policies freely, along with Kuwait and Saudi Arabia.

National political

assertiveness in the Gulf was growing in the midst of a more interdependent world.

The "oil shock" of 1973-74, a result of the Arab-Israeli

war, followed by the 1979-80 Iranian revolution and the Iran-Iraq war,
were milestones in Gulf economic history.

Suddenly these peripheral
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states were called upon to assume a central international role in maintaining the world's economic and financial health (Beb1awi 1984:3).

The

states gained greater power and confidence in their ability to realize
their common objectives:

to lessen the influence of oil companies and

to capitalize on the increase in oil prices and revenues.

Steady price

increases combined with the nationalization of oil companies gave the
Arab Gulf states a boom in oil business due to great international demand as well as supply scarcity.

Arab Gulf state oil revenues increased

from $56 b in 1975 to more than $148 b in 1980 (Table 3.8).
The impacts of oil revenues on Arab Gulf states were tremendous
and penetrated all aspects of these societies in a very short time.
Thus, the single commodity that the Gulf states depended on as a prime
public asset impacted development plans, po1iticization of the oil
sector, and the states' strategic military planning.
Economic Development
The six Arab Gulf states more than any other states in the Arab
world have been influenced by the huge financial returns from the
production and sale of oil.

Petrodollars have touched every aspect of

the social and economic aspects of their societies.

This could be

illustrated by the hypothesis which maintains that the distance between
countries in terms of socioeconomic and values similarity are major
contributors to integration.
the closer the distance,

People are swayed by their commonality:
the more likely integration will occur.

Another proposition states that countries are attracted to others which
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can benefit them financially through closer relations.

What follows is

an illustration of these assumptions.
Since 1971 the Arab Gulf states have undergone some of the most
ambitious programs of modernization and economic transformation on the
globe as a result of the vast amount of money acquired from the sale of
a single commodity--oi1--which the world desperately needed and continues to demand.
Gulf societies.

However, oil wealth differs in its impact upon various
It is responsible for the wealth of the richest of

them, such as Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, the UAE and Qatar, to the less
fortunate but nevertheless oil-producing:

Bahrain and Oman.

Arab Gulf states witnessed phenomenal economic growth in the
1970s, considering that combined gross domestic product (GDP) was only
$11.082 b in 1971 compared to $66.974 b in 1975 and $163.287 b in 1980.
Rapid economic expansion in these states increased the value of manufacturing production, construction, and service sectors.

Arab Gulf balance

of trade has shown a positive return for most states.

In 1971 Bahrain

had a balance of trade of -$45.1 m, Kuwait $724.1 m, Oman $101.3 m,
Qatar $202.2 m, Saudi Arabia $2.3 b, and the UAE $520.5 m.

By the end

of the decade the Arab Gulf registered huge balance of trade surpluses.
In 1980 Bahrain had $414.2 m, Kuwait $12.0 b, Oman $1.9 b, Qatar $4.2 b,
Saudi Arabia $38.5 b, and the UAE $12.8 b (Tables 3.9-3.14).
The dominant role of oil in the economies of the Arab Gulf
states has provided capital for rapid economic growth.

The GDP expan-

sion, coupled with small population increases, benefited individual Gulf
residents.

Per capita income rose from an average of about $7000 in

Table 3.9.

Bahrain's expenditures on GDP, 1971-1980 (in millions of dollars).

Country

1971

1972

1973

1974

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

Export of Goods
and Services

285.4

369.1

509.2

1351.0

1277.9

1629.2

1997.5

2128.5

2699.6

4113.4

Import of Goods
and Services

330.5

398.8

547.0

1194.5

1269.33 1753.3

2133.2

2216.0

2610.2

3699.2

Balance of Trade

-45.1

-29.7

-37.8

156.5

8.6

-124.1

-135.7

-87.5

89.4

414.2

Private Consumption

229.8

267.0

563.0

502.1

548.7

842.3

1024.6

1347.3

1688.9

2170.5

Public Consumption

59.0

58.6

99.8

136.0

234.6

242.9

375.1

356.9

451.4

554.0

Total Consumption

288.8

325.6

662.8

638.1

783.3

1085.2

1399.7

1704.2

2140.3

2724.5

Total Investment

17.9

7.5

19.0

84.9

137.0

290.4

360.2

383.3

256.1

410.7

261.6

303.5

644.1

879.6

929.0

1251.5

1624.2

2000.0

2485.7

3549.3

Total GDP
Source:

Arab Monetary Fund, National Accounts for Arab States, various issues; Kubursi 1984:6
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Table 3.10.

Kuwait's expenditures on GDP, 1971-1980 (in millions of dollars).

Country

1971

1972

Exports of Goods
and Services

2574.5

3053.1

Import of Goods
and Services

724.1

Balance of Trade

1973

1974

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

3907.0 11047.0

9674.8 10234.3 10182.6 10936.1 19470.6 21204.4

920.0

1204.1

1799.9

3127.1

3275.2

6141.8

6180.6

1850.4

2133.1

2702.9

9247.1

7547.7

5959.2

4040.8

4755.4 12175.9 12044.0

Private Consumption

1179.5

1299.3

1485.4

1922.7

2609.1

3522.1

4618.2

5406.3

5941.0

7460.5

Public Consumption

486.6

603.9

726.6

951.9

1329.3

1478.6

2055.2

2261.3

2659.8

3195.7

Total Consumption

1666.1

1903.2

2212.0

2874.6

3938.4

5000.7

6673.4

7667.6

8600.8 10656.2

Total Investment

363.9

414.1

516.6

881.0

1529.7

2172.3

3429.9

2826.7

2522.7

3880.4

4450.4

Total GDP
Source:

7294.7

9160.4

3569.4

5431.5 13002.7 12015.8 13132.2 14144.1 15249.7 23299.5 26269.7

Kuwait Central Statistical Office, Hinistry of Planning, Annual Statistical Abstract,
various issues; Kubursi 1984:8
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Table 3.11.

Oman's expenditures on GDP, 1971-1980 (in millions of dollars).

Country

1971

1972

1973

1974

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

Export of Goods
and Services

198.1

217.8

327.7

1213.4

1416.3

1595.8

1619.6

1598.1

2279.7

3748.1

Import of Goods
and Services

96.8

160.5

266.6

786.0

1062.8

1176.9

1207.3

1324.3

1520.0

1844.2

Balance of Trade

101.3

57.3

61.0

427.3

353.5

418.9

412.3

273.9

759.7

1903.9

Private Consumption

51.5

91.5

115.8

143.6

333.2

340.5

590.3

784.6

893.5

917.5

Public Consumption

62.6

108.7

179.7

570.9

663.0

705.0

645.6

723.8

820.8

1185.9

Total Consumption

114.1

200.2

295.5

714.5

996.2

1045.5

1235.9

1508.4

1714.3

2103.3

Total Investment

85.7

109.4

126.6

504.1

747.0

929.9

899.8

813.5

920.7

1271.6

301.1

366.9

483.1

1645.9

2096.7

2394.3

2548.1

2595.8

3394.6

5278.8

Total GDP
Source:

1980

Arab Monetary Fund, National Accounts for Arab States, various issues; Kubursi 1984:10
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Table 3.12.

Qatar's expenditures on GDP, 1971-1980 (in millions of dollars).

1974

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

617.1

2015.5

1807.3

2209.3

1999.5

2317.3

3719.8

5671.6

140.4

194.7

270.8

409.4

832.9

1225.1

1183.9

1425,3

1439.7

202.2

256.3

422.8

1744.7

1397.9

1376.5

774.4

1133.4

2294.5

4231.9

Private Consumption

70.3

92.5

143.9

160.3

168.9

176.0

185.0

198.4

224.2

254.2

Public Consumption

68.6

90.3

140.5

223.5

271.9

452.1

554.6

571.1

591.6

615.5

Total Consumption

138.9

182.8

284.4

383.8

440.8

628.1

739.6

769.5

815.8

869.7

Total Investment

58.9

71.3

87.1

272.9

449.9

699.2

920.1

853.9

797.4

939.5

399.9

510.4

793.9

2401.4

2288.6

2703.8

2534.2

2756.7

3907.7

6041.2

1971

1972

Export of Goods
and Services

310.9

396.7

Imports of Goods
and Services

108.7

Balance of Trade

Country

Total GDP
Source:

1973

Arab Monetary Fund, National Accounts for Arab States, various issues; Kubursi 1984:12
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Table 3.13.

Saudi Arabia's

expenditu~es

on GDP, 1971-1980 (in millions of dollars).

Country

1971

1972

1973

Export of Goods
and Services

3385.3

4792.2

8108.3 24135.7 32539.3 34074.8 39806.6 41406.0 43809.3

78925.9

Export of Goods
and Services

1160.0

1520.6

2234.8

7748.8 12142.5 17786.8 26916.6 31978.9

40385.2

Balance of Trade

2225.3

3271.5

5873.5 19827.9 24790.6 21932.3 22019.9 14489.4 11830.4

38540.7

Private Consumption

1429.1

1668.3

2133.3

2768.3

5128.2

6771.3

9750.8 16062.8 18104.1

21097.5

Public Consumption

846.5

1033.8

1441.4

2778.6

4523.2

8182.1 11640.5 13835.3 21394.7

26514.2

Total Consumption

2275.6

2702.1

3574.7

5546.9

9651.4 14953.4 21391.3 29898.1 39498.8

47611.7

Total Investment

607.6

844.0

1507.5

2601.3

5244.0

30013.2

Total GDP
Source:

5108.6

1974

4307.8

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

9722.3 14759.8 21915.5 22920.2

1980

6817.6 10955.7 27976.1 39685.9 46607.9 58171.0 66303.1 74249.3 116165.7

Saudi Arabia, National Accounts for Saudi Arabia, various issues; Kubursi 1984:12
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Table 3.14.

The UAE's expenditures on GDP, 1971-1980 (in millions of dollars).

Country

1971

1972

1973

1974

1975

1976

Export of Goods
and Services

957.3

1246.0

2361.8

7439.5

7367.1

9133.7 10572.0 10363.9 14904.6 23087.0

Import of Goods
and Services

436.8

568.4

937.7

2015.1

2842.0

3630.3

5580.5

6146.7

7701.4 10215.9

Balance of Trade

520.5

677 .5

1424.1

5424.4

4525.1

5503.4

4991.5

4217.2

7203.2 12871.1

Private Consumption

152.7

198.7

384.2

543.2

1568.9

1946.6

2960.9

3280.9

3995.4

5116.3

Public Consumption

150.5

195.9

321.5

674.9

823.2

1175.8

1899.2

2108.6

2515.9

3234.6

Total Consumption

303.2

394.6

705.7

1218.1

2392.1

3122.4

4860.1

5589.5

6511.3

8350.9

Total Investment

306.2

398.5

720.8

1218.7

3044.2

4284.0

6396.2

6065.0

7244.3

8403.5

1130.0

1470.6

2850.7

7861.2

9961.4 12909.7 16247.7 15671.8 20958.8 29625.6

Total GNP
Source:

1977

1978

1979

1980

Arab Arab Monetary Fund, National Accounts for Arab States, various issues; Kubursi 1984:16
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1975 to $11,000 in 1979 and $17,000 in 1980.

In 1975 Kuwait's per

capita income was the greatest, Qatar's was the highest in 1979, and the
UAE's the highest in 1980; Oman's was in sixth place at all times (Table
3.15).

The Gulf states' 1980 per capita income was the highest in the

Arab world as well as higher than that of the U.S. ($11,360), Britain
($6,700), and West Germany ($12,220).
The Arab Gulf states, enjoying identical economic interests in
building and modernizing their societies, have also embarked on cooperative measures to cement their :relations.

Bi1a tera1 as well as

multilateral economic ventures began to flourish throughout the 1970s,
accompanied by the high visibility of official meetings which promoted
economic and financial joint projects to further enhance inter-Gulf
developmental plans and to encourage future coordination and cooperation
in the social and economic spheres (Appendix D).
The Po1iticization of Oil
Economic issues are heavily politicized in developing countries,
and the six Arab Gulf states are no exception.

These states have recog-

nized that oil policies could serve them well and help them achieve
their national aspirations.

Oil has not only placed them in the fore-

front of Arab politics but has given them world status and a position of
influence.

Arab Gulf leaders are nevertheless rational decision makers

who sought to maximize oil utility through manipulation to meet their
needs.

Oil can be considered as an Arab Gulf collective good which they

produce and consume.

Further, oil has been the basis for collective

security and alliance formation.

A few propositions will illustrate the
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Table 3.15.

Per capita income in the Gulf states (U.S. dollars),
1975-1980.
1975

1979

1980

2,423

5,460

6,500

11 ,500

17,270

22,840

Oman

2,275

2,970

3,600

Qatar

11 ,000

16,590

26,080

4,200

7,370

11 ,260

11 ,000

15,590

30,070

7,066

10,875

16,725

Bahrain
Kuwait

Saudi Arabia
UAE
Average
Source:

World Bank World Devel0.ement Report, various issues; Mutwali
and Abu Alala 1985:250-251
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linkage between oil and alliances.

One maintains that alliances produce

collective goods in the form of deterrence through collective action.
The second assumes that alliances permit sharing of security costs among
countries.

The burden on anyone state is likely to be lower than what

it would pay for security in the case of no alliance.

The third hypo-

thesis maintains that economic issues are heavily politicized in developing countries, so an economic union is unlikely to lead to a political
union through gradual politization.
is more likely to lead to economic

Depolitization of economic issues
in~egration.

The subsequent discus-

sion will explain these assumptions.
The Arab Gulf states, blessed with a great quantity of oil
reserves and revenues, have looked upon their oil treasure in many ways:
as a means of appeasement toward potential threats, a strategic asset to
help them maneuver toward political goals, and above all, as a diplomatic and political weapon.

This awareness of the value of their oil

and its capacity to hurt industrial countries as well as create panic in
the world economy has given them leverage to be reckoned with.

Never-

theless, by influencing world oil policies they have acted in accordance
with the dictates of the political needs of the Arab world.
The recognition of the essential nature of oil began with the
most able Arab leader of them alL

During his historic 1943 meeting

wi th President Roosevelt, King Abdul Aziz of Saudi Arabia expressed
to his host that "whoever controls the still untapped oil fields of
the Middle East will have power to make war and peace" (al-Sowayegh
1984:93).

This realization was evident throughout the long struggle

192
between Arabs and Jews over Palestine during several wars as well as the
determination of Western countries to keep Gulf oil out of the reach of
hostile forces, first when the British set up bases on the Arabian
Peninsula to protect its financial investments, followed by the American
commitment to Arab Gulf countries through its presence close by on the
sea as well as at nearby scattered land bases.

Needless to say, the

Soviet Union has tried to reach out to the Gulf through intimidation,
threats, and use of its Arab clients.
The decision by oil-producing states to reduce output and place
an embargo on oil exports to Western countries has come to be known as
the "oIl weapon" in the Arab-Israeli struggle.
cant1y in all wars but that of 1948.

Oil figured signifi-

As a diplomatic weapon against the

West and against Israel, oil was used as a deterrent to influence the
pace of events and to assert Arab political rights.

This oil strategy

began in Syria in June 1946 when the Arab League passed a set of resolutions, one of which called for denial of oil to the West based on the
anticipated help the West would provide to the Zionist movement in its
takeover of Palestine.

However, when fighting broke out in May 1948,

the decision to embargo was not implemented due to Saudi opposition,
which called for a separation between oil and politics (Ali 1987:48).
At that time the Arab states did not fully control decisions over the
fate of their oil, which were in the hands of foreign companies.
Because the Arab world was engulfed by several revolutions in
the 1950s,

the po1iticization of oil eventually became part of the

revolutionary spirit of the time, which conservative Arab Gulf rulers
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had to accommodate as part of the political currents which manifested
the nationalistic nature and Arabness of oil.

When Britain, France, and

Israel attacked Egypt in 1956, the Arab states, particularly those of
the Gulf, blocked the flow of oil.

Saudi Arabia and Iraq ordered clos-

ure of their pipelines to the Mediterranean.

Communication between the

superpowers forced attacking forces to withdraw from the Suez and
encouraged the Arabs to abandon the oil embargo (Ali 1987: 49).

The

embargo lasted six months then was lifted, along with the reopening of
the Suez Canal.
The leader of pan-Arabism in the 1950s as well as Israel's chief
opponent was President Nasser, whose country did not figure prominently
in the oil market.

He repeatedly asserted that oil power was to be used

in the cause of all Arabs.

Nasser stated that "Petroleum is the vital

nerve of civilization, and without it civilization cannot possibly
exist" (al-Sowayegh 1984:93).

Thus when Arab countries gained indepen-

dence, most importantly the Arab Gulf, they found that oil and their
political considerations were inseparable.

While Gulf state oil reve-

nues were phenomenal to some of them, oil remained a political rather
than an economic issue.

Arab Gulf state influence in OPEC and OAPEC has

continuously given them effective leverage and has provided Saudi Arabia
with a leading role since it has the largest production, exports, and
reserves in the Middle East.
The situation in early June 1967 was much more critical than the
mere failure in 1956 of the tripartite invasion of Egypt.

With the out-

break of the third Arab-Israeli war, Arab oil-producing states such as
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Saudi Arabia, Iraq, Libya, Kuwait, Algeria, Qatar, Bahrain, and Abu
Dhabi as well as the Arab countries possessing oil pipelines (Syria and
Lebanon) agreed to implement an embargo against the United States and
Bri tain because of Egypt's contention that both countries actually
assisted Israel militarily.

West Germany was added to the list because

of its sale of gas masks to Israel (Daoudi and Dajani 1985:34).

The oil

embargo lasted a few weeks without attaining any political gain because
non-Arab oil-producing states came to the forefront and increased their
production to offset Arab oil shortages.
Within two weeks of the October 1973 outbreak of the ArabIsraeli war, OAPEC members met in Kuwait and again decided to use oil as
diplomatic leverage.

They began to cut oil production and exports by 5%

a month against countries that aided Israel until that point when Israel
withdrew from occupied Arab territories.

This decision was made to

gradually reduce the flow of oil to levels that would not undermine
their economies or their national Arab obligations.

However, following

massive deliveries of American arms to Israel, a complete halt in oil
exports to the United States and the Netherlands was undertaken only by
Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, the UAE, and Algeria (Ali 1987:54).

Saudi Arabia

assumed the leadership role in the 1970s, which was transferred from
Egypt to the Gulf states due to Saudi and Kuwaiti financial commitments
to the Arab world through their 1970s policies of checkbook diplomacy.
The Gulf area once more gained world attention in 1979 when the
Iranian revolution erupted, causing oil shortages which were intensified
by the 1980 Iran-Iraq war.

Not only did Arab Gulf states increase oil
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production and exports to bridge the gap between high demand for oil and
sudden low supplies, but they used their influence to check Iran politically in order to contain any revolutionary spillover.
The effectiveness of the Arab oil weapon in securing tangible
Arab political rights was questioned.

Many attribute oil's failure as

an instrument of economic and diplomatic pressure to a number of decisions taken hastily at different times during each conflict which, when
combined, revealed considerable lack of planning and coordination.

Soon

the po1iticization of oil was abandoned because the countries concerned
turned their attention to managing the sharp increases in oil revenues
and to absorbing their huge surpluses of petrodollars (Alnasrawi 1991:

89, 106).

In fact, Arab oil power was labeled a mirage and far from

reality because the "mere possession of large reserves of a natural
resources does not necessarily guarantee demand for the resource or
monopoly power for its owners" (Kanovsky 1990:88).
Oi11ess Arab countries have felt the negative outcomes of oil
embargoes more than the producing countries.

King Hussain of Jordan

stated that "oil is a formidable weapon if i t is used properly" (Ali

1987:51).

Oil is effective as a diplomatic weapon if sufficient funds

are available to sustain the arduous task of implementing an embargo as
well as helping the have-nots in the rank and file of the Arab world
(Ali 1987:51).

Saudi Arabia's oil minister, Ahmed Yamani, admitted that

the oil weapon has been a fiasco, maintaining that "if we do not use it
properly, we are behaving like someone who fires a bullet into the air,
missing the enemy and allowing i t to rebound on himself" (a1-Sowayegh
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1984:99).

For example,

oil cuts financially harmed oil-exporting

countries when, in 1967, Saudi Arabia and Kuwait felt an acute pinch due
to

c~sh

depletion.
While the oil embargo created sudden panic and reaction in world

markets, it nevertheless missed the target for many reasons.

First was

a lack of commitment by all Arabs to stick with every decision they
made, as well as conflict resulting from their differing interests.
1948 Saudi Arabia opposed an oil embargo.

In 1956 oil was in the hands

of foreign companies and coal was still in use.
Algeria did not go along with the Arab boycott.
join.

In

In 1967 Libya and
In 1973 Iraq did not

The 1979-80 oil shock came at a time when Arabs were fractured in

their support for the Iranian revolution as well as divided over whom to
support in the Iran-Iraq war.
Second, the oil embargo was very short, ranging from a few weeks
in 1967 to a few months in 1973.

Third, non-Arab oil-producing coun-

tries did not show sympathy toward the Arabs and continued business as
usual.

Western countries also remained somewhat immune to the embargo

because they were either self-sufficient or reduced their energy dependence through energy conservation policies.
Foreign Aid
The six Arab Gulf states have been among the most able countries
in the world to donate a great deal of their economic returns to those
in need.

They have several motives.

The amount of economic aid contri-

buted by the rich Arab Gulf states surpassed that of the majority of the
Arab world and many industrial countries, placing them in a distinctly
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advantaged position in the world economy.

Financial gain and economic

aid can push countries to look for allies who can provide them with
assistance or at least complement their economies.

This proposition is

supported by a few hypotheses which have been raised to illustrate the
relationship between alliance formation and economic aid.

One maintains

that nations join alliances to obtain certain side payments, such as
foreign aid, that are either unrelated or only indirectly related to the
alliance's purpose.

The second holds that side payments are an effec-

tive method of attracting allies or neutralizing potential adversaries.
The third states that the greater the aid, the tighter the resulting
alliance.

The fourth assumes that provision of military or economic

assistance gives suppliers significant leverage over recipients.

The

following data correspond to these assumptions.
The Gulf area was known for its relative prosperity and importance as a trade route before it experienced the severe depression of
the 1930s.

Although each state or sheikdom experienced economic

hardship in varying degrees, they were resilient against such sudden
adversity, which contributed to increased harmony among them.
its economic abilities assisted the others'

Each with

shifting populations as

people moved from one emirate to another in search of a livelihood.

The

blessing of oil, which was discovered in different states at different
times, necessitated that the whole Gulf population adjust to new economic realities and do so in a very short time.
observed:

As Edward Henderson
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Even more heartening was the readiness with which one
newly-enriched sheikhdom came to the aid of a poorer
neighbor:
Bahrain to help the Lower Gulf, when she
herself had very little oil and that little was almost
used up; Qatar to help Dubai, Sharjah and the other
Northern Emirates, when she herself had only just begun
her development. Help for the Lower Gulf likewise came
from Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. It was this sisterly help
from one state to another that made swift and smooth
development possible in the Lower Gulf. (Henderson 1981:

37)
After World War II, development aid was confined to a one-way
association between givers from industrial nations on the one hand, who
gave aid and dictated the terms, and on the other side the poor, underdeveloped countries, who recei ved aid and had no say in shaping the
international economic order or even their own domestic affairs.

This

donor/receiver relationship was transformed by the emergence of new,
major financiers and donors from Third World countries, of which the
Arab world comprised a large share, especially the Arab Gulf states.
In the mid-1970s, the Gulf states accumulated vast amounts of
petrodollars that their economic institutions could not absorb.

They

had to give a good deal of that money as grants and loans to underdeve1oped countries and toward investment in developed states.

Arab aid was

handled through bilateral arrangements or multilateral development
institutions such as the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund,
and OPEC accounts.

However, a great amount of Arab Gulf aid was not

given for purely altruistic motives.
diplomatic expectations were behind it.

In many cases political or
Such aid has helped influence

events, making monetary aid an instrument of Gulf foreign policy.
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In the early 1970s, the emergence of oil-producing states in the
underdeveloped parts of the world changed the dichotomy of hemispheric
relationships between the rich and developed north, and the poor and
underdeveloped south.

The context of these new economic relations is

seen through the developing triangular relationship associated with the
emergence of the developing countries of the Third Wor1d--in particular
in the Middle East.

This was especially in the Gulf states in light of

their quick pace of progress and enrichment (Rizvi 1980: 130).

The oi1-

rich states have experienced an unprecedented transfer of wealth in a
relatively short time, which accumulated as capital surpluses that
enabled them to launch ambitious foreign aid programs.

Their recent

membership in the club of financial donors stemmed from their willingness to share with other rich countries the responsibility for mitigating the hardships of poor states and closing the widening gap between
the economies of developed and underdeveloped countries.

The Arab Gulf

states have been placed in a distinctly advantageous position in the
world economy because their aid has been consistently sought.
have been stepped up to provide greater grants and assistance.

Efforts
In the

1970s their economic aid record was better than any other country in the
world.
The total flow of Arab aid in the period 1970-73 was around
$3.5 b although it increased tremendously after the oil price adjustment
in 1973, placing the Arabs at the economic and political centers of the
world.

Between 1973-80 Arab countries distributed $43.5 b in official

assistance, of which $36.4 b was concessiona1 aid (Imady 1982:29) (Table
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3.16).

However,

Saudi Arabia's official statistics show that the

Kingdom contributed $56 b in concessional assistance from 1974-78,
representing 4.65% of the GDP on average (Ministry of Finance 1988:12).
This assistance has been extended to 70 countries, including 30 in
Africa, 22 in Asia, and the rest to countries on other continents.
In terms of the ratio that concessional assistance bears vis-avis the GNP, the record of the Arab Gulf states is even more impressive.
Arab Gulf aid represents a very high percentage of the GNP of donor
countries.

At the top of the list of major world aid givers is the UAE,

which has disbursed an average of 6.9 percent of its GNP since 1973.
For Kuwait, the average has been 5.8 percent.
the most in absolute terms:

3.5 percent.

Saudi Arabia contributed

Qatar, though a relatively

small donor compared to the other three Gulf states, has given 7.2
percent of its GNP.

In the years 1975-80, three of the world's ten

largest concessional aid donors were Arab Gulf states.

In 1975 and 1976

Saudi Arabia disbursed the most aid, both on bilateral and multilateral
bases; Kuwait and the UAE follow close behind (Imady 1982:29).

In 1979

Saudi Arabia was only second to the United States in its contribution to
the International Monetary Fund (IMF).
If donor countries were classified in terms of ratio of aid to
GNP and in comparative terms for world groupings, Arab countries would
rank at the top of the list.

Relative to GNP, in 1980 the seven OPEC

Arab donors gave almost seven times as much as the 19 OECD donors and
39 times as much as Eastern bloc donors.

The Arab Gulf contribution in

particular is significant compared to the 0.7 percent of GNP that the

Table 3.16.

Concessional assistance by Arab countries, net disbursements, 1971-1980 (millions U.S.
dollars).

Country

1971

Kuwait

108

1972

Qatar
Saudi Arabia

1973

1974

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

345

632

976

621

1,517

1,270

1,055

1,188

94

185

339

195

197

100

277

319

160

204

305

1,029

1,997

2,415

2,410

1,719

2,298

3,040

50

74

289

511

1,046

1,059

1,238

717

1,115

1,062

Algeria

25

47

41

54

47

44

272

83

Iraq

11

423

218

232

61

172

847

829

UAE

Libya

53

64

214

147

261

94

115

160

105

281

Total

371

494

1,283

2,974

4,878

4,670

5,585

4,187

5,988

6,802

Source:

Nonneman 1988:129; Porter 1988:191; Ayabi 1984:120

N
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U.N. suggested in 1970.

However, while Arab Gulf states' individual

contributions exceeded that by a large margin (Table 3.17), out of the
developed countries only Sweden and Holland have managed to reach 0.7
percent.

Still, even their contributions are well under one percent of

GNP (Imady 1982:29).

There exists a fundamental difference in aid

contributions between Arab Gulf states and the industrial countries.
In the former, GNP and aid programs are assets obtained from a depletion
of oil wealth.

In the latter, they were derived from a sustainable,

productive, renewable industrial base resulting in exports to outside
countries.
By the early 1970s aid from OPEC countries was substantial,
amounting to $1.7 b in 1973.
staggering rate.

Thereafter disbursements increased to a

In 1980, for example, the seven Arab members of OPEC

alone disbursed $6.8 b, over 88 percent in the form of grants.

The

largest GNP share allocated to foreign aid was given by Qatar in 1973
and 1975 (15.6 percent), the UAE in 1973 (12.6 percent), followed by the
UAE in 1975 (11.68 percent), the UAE in 1976 (9.21 percent), and Kuwait
in 1977 (10 percent).

In comparison, the U.S. share of GNP earmarked

for aid is less than 1 percent and has generally declined, going from
.32 percent in 1970, to .27 percent in 1975, to .19 percent in 1979.
For France, corresponding figures are .66 percent, .62 percent, and .29
percent.

In Germany and the United Kingdom, foreign assistance was

between .32 and .52 percent for the same years (Oweiss 1983:116).

As

a percentage of the combined GNP of Arab donor countries, Arab net
disbursements accounted for 2.3 percent, which is very high compared to

Table 3.17.

Concessional assistance by Arab countries, net disbursements as percentage of GNP,
1971-1980.

Country

1971

1972

1973

1974

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

Kuwait

3.50

4.11

5.72

5.81

8.11

4.56

10.02

7.37

4.09

3.88

15.67

9.25

15.62

7.95

7.91

3.57

5.89

4.80

Qatar
Saudi Arabia

3.76

3.66

4.04

4.45

5.62

5.15

4.10

2.66

3.01

2.60

UAE

3.85

4.63

12.69

7.05

11.68

9.21

8.49

6.05

6.87

8.96

Algeria

0.28

0.37

0.28

0.33

0.24

0.18

0.87

0.21

Iraq

0.21

3.98

1.65

1.45

0.33

0.76

2.53

2.12

3.32

1.26

2.31

0.63

0.65

0.93

0.45

0.92

3.46

3.80

4.99

3.84

3.80

2.56

2.79

2.34

Libya

1.33

Total

2.94

1.38
a

3.18

a

a Average of aid-giving countries
Source:

Nonneman 1988:133; Imady 1982:30; Oweiss 1983:117
N

0
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u.s.

aid, which fell below 0.27 percent of its GNP in 1980 (a1-Sowayegh

1984:24).
Arab economic assistance has been criticized for being se1fserving and biased.

This is echoed by the notion that:

The oil rich have taken care of their own kith and kin,
leaving the other hard-hit underdeveloped countries out
in the cold. • • • The only conclusion that can emerge
from these statistics • • • is that despite all statements to the contrary, OPEC and Arab solidarity with the
Third World is more a myth than a reality. (Lottem 197980:32)
While this attitude and others might not be entirely incorrect, other
countries have also gained from Arab assistance.
Arab oil-producing countries have established several institutions to channel funds to development plans in the Third World.

Out of

these institutions, the Arab Gulf states contribute the greatest funds
because of their huge petrodollar surpluses.

In 1980 the Arab world was

the recipient of only 39% of total fund disbursements while Asian countries received 32 percent; other developing nations outside these two
regions received 29 percent.

Thus, non-Arab developing states received

more loans and grants than their Arab counterparts (Oweiss 1983:120).
The largest lender in 1980 was the Saudi-based Islamic Development Bank
($422 m), followed by the Saudi Fund for Development ($331 m) and the
Kuwaiti Fund for Arab Economic Development ($266 m) (Oweiss 1983:121).
Most funds were allocated to improve infrastructures in aid-receiving
states and to finance foreign trade.
The Arab Gulf states have mainly followed three patterns of aid
disbursement.

The most common is a bilateral method in which aid is
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provided on a government-to-government basis.

Second is multilateral

assistance, both regionally and internationally.

The third is contri-

butions through specialized national agencies which channel aid to their
counterparts.

Other methods are through special official envoys or

private contribution when capital is collected for a specified cause or
project in recipient countries.
Arab Gulf motives in offering economic assistance to developing
countries in general and to other Gulf and Arab states in particular
vary from one donor to another and ace based on economic and political
grounds.

The need for economic assistance was triggered when non-oil

countries were confronted with balance of payments difficulties following increasing expenditures on imported oil.

Their deficits grew

rapidly while at the same time surpluses in oil-producing countries were
increasing equally rapidly (Simmons 1981:12).

A responsibility rested

on the shoulders of oil-rich countries to help bailout needy states and
improve their social and economic conditions.

To illustrate the nature

of this problem, at the first Afro-Arab summit in Cairo on March 7,
1977, in response to the African states' request for $2 b in economic
aid to compensate for increased oil prices, Saudi Arabia announced an
offer of $1 b in aid to Africa.

This offer was augmented by $.5 b in

aid from Kuwait, Qatar, and the UAE (Simmons 1981:22).
Arab Gulf states have attempted to cushion friendly governments
from the frustrations of their own populations which result from economic stagnation and rising economic expectations.
few monies to address these overwhelming needs.

However, there are
For example, in 1976
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the Arab Gulf states created the Gulf Organization for the Development
of Egypt (GODE), with initial capital of $2 b jointly provided by Saudi
Arabia (40%), Kuwait (35%), the UAE (15%), and Qatar (10%).

Its purpose

was to help finance Egypt's developmental needs and economic growth
(Ayubi 1984:119).

Moreover, the Gulf states also sought to assist other

countries with financial aid for a variety of economic reasons and
because the Gulf states could afford to give such aid.

The Arab Gulf

states had broken out of many decades of dependency and economic depression which alone helped them to identify with other developing countries
in their times of need.
In addition to economic considerations, there were many political reasons for offering foreign aid.

Following the Arab-Israeli wars

of 1967 and 1973, it took Arab defeats to stimulate major aid commitments from the Gulf states to poorer Arab countries.

At the 1967

Khartoum summit, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, and Libya pledged $266 m annually
to the three front-line states:

Egypt, Syria, and Jordan.

Between 1970

and 1972, total Gulf aid amounted to an average of over $400 m annually.
This amount increased after the 1973 war to over $1.8 b in 1973 to
$3.4 b in 1974, reaching a peak of $9.7 b in 1980 (Porter 1988:190).
Arab states in general and Arab Gulf states in particular sought to
mobilize world opinion behind their policy of confrontation with Israel.
The flow of Arab aid was expected to establish political sympathy for
Arab political rights in international forums, especially in the U.N.
Their economic power was aimed at increasing Arab political and
diplomatic influence in international politics, which led to a growing
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solidarity with developing states in Africa, Asia, and Latin America
(Simmons 1981:15).

U.N. resolutions, mainly 242 and 338 emphasize the

rights of Palestinians to self-determination and put emphasis on peace
for land as the probable solution to the Arab-Israeli conflict.

The

1975 U.N. resolution equating Zionism with racism could not have passed
without Third World solidarity with the Arabs.
Gulf states have also given aid to selected countries in order
to influence domestic policies, such as opposition to Marxist and radical elements in states such as the Yemens, Jordan, Sudan, Afghanistan,
and Oman.

Another goal was channeling aid to appease countries and

organizations and to persuade them to decide against measures which
might jeopardize the political stability of the donors.
The Arab Gulf states gave aid to pacify radical tendencies in
the Arab world, which in turn would reduce radical Arab influences in
the domestic affairs of the

conservative,

oil-rich states (Ayubi

1984:112).

For Arab donors, poli tics and ideology have mingled wi th

economics.

Massive assistance was given within a

Arabism,

particularly regarding Arab unity.

framework of pan-

In fact,

assistance to

other Arab states from several funds set up by the Arab Gulf states has
often gone to countries whose policies were not in harmony with the
donor country.

However, since the major share of inter-Arab development

assistance is direct

government-to-government aid, which is often

undocumented, it is clear that political considerations have played and
continue to play an important role (Nonneman 1988: 87).

In countries

such as Syria, Iraq, Egypt, and most importantly the PLO, funds were
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established to be used as a means of asserting the independence of the
Arab Gulf states.

Foreign aid was decisive after Kuwait declared its

independence in 1961 vis-a-vis Iraqi claims over its terri tory.

Aid

from other Gulf states aimed at drawing world attention to Gulf states'
political independence and their willingness to be an active part of the
world community.

The assumption here is that Arab Gulf foreign aid has

been very effective in fulfilling the donors' political and diplomatic
goals.
Saudi Arabia, Kuwait,

the UAE,

and Qatar are aid givers.

Bahrain and Oman, despite being oil-producers, have not ceased being
recipients of concessional assistance,
neighbors.

especially from their Gulf

However, the exact distribution of assistance was, from the

beginning, a closely held secret, to avoid resentment from recipients
since all Arab Gulf states considered themselves homogeneous, tending to
complement each other.

During adverse economic times, financial assis-

tance was provided to the southern Arab Gulf by northern states.
The extension of direct financial aid or the establishment of
development institutions in one Arab Gulf state by another was initiated
as early as 1953, when Kuwait established the General Board of the South
and Arab Gulf to provide cultural, scientific, and health services to
the lower Gulf states.

"Implicit in this program was the realization

that the economic condition of the region as a whole is critical to the
viability of each of its parts.

The program also reflected the natural

propensity of the Arab Gulf states to provide assistance to other Arab
Gulf states that were presented with economic difficulties" (E. Peterson
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1988:50).

The Gulf has witnessed the proliferation of individual as

well as collective Arab Gulf funds.

Following its independence, Kuwait

set up the Kuwaiti Fund for Arab Economic Development.

This model was

emulated by the Abu Dhabi Fund for Arab Economic Development in 1971 and
the Saudi Development Fund in 1974.

Jointly the Arab Gulf established

the Arab Fund for Economic and Social Development and the Islamic
Development Bank.

Inter-Arab Gulf assistance has created a sense of

belonging to the same Gulf communi ty and has furthered the tendency
toward greater cooperation among them for religious, political, and
strategic reasons, especially after the 1970s oil boom.

However, such

assistance was not devoid of political expectations, exerted by the
donor over the recipient.
(Table 3.18).

In 1980 loans and grants totalled $1.923 b

While Saudi Arabia sent most of its Gulf aid to Bahrain,

the UAE helped Oman the most.

Kuwait helped Bahrain and Oman equally,

based on who needed i t the most.
giving to Oman.

Qatar has helped the least, mostly

However, in comparative terms, Arab Gulf aid was mini-

mal with respect to total aid to Arab countries.
received only $278.2 m, or 2.04% of the aid.

From 1974-78 Bahrain

Oman, on the other hand,

received $599.7 m, or 4.4% of aid for the same period (Table 3.19).
Other forms of aid have been channeled to Oman to assist it in meeting
external threats from Marxist rebels in South Yemen.
In religious terms, Saudi Arabia has assisted certain Arab Gulf
states in building Islamic sites in order to achieve a minimal level of
religious conformity with Saudi religious conservatism.
the Kharfakan Mosque in Dubai (UAE) in 1975.

Among these is

Saudi Arabia also built
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Table 3.18.

Aid from Arab funds, 1980.
Loans and Grants Committed
(millions U.S. $)

Bilateral agencies
Abu Dhabi Fund for Arab Economic Development

203

Iraqi Fund for Arab Economic Development

253

Kuwait Fund for Arab Economic Development

268

Saudi Fund for Development

331

Subtotal

1,055

Multilateral Agencies
Arab Bank for Economic Development in Africa

81

Arab Fund for Economic and Social Development

107

Islamic Development Bank

429

OPEC Fund for International Development

250

Subtotal

Total

a 1.1 billion of this was grant aid
Source:

Ayubi 1984:122

868
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Table 3.19.

Arab Gulf aid to Arab countries, 1974-1978.
Amount of Aid
(millions of $)

Percentage of
Total Aid

Egypt

5,307.7

38.97

Jordan

1,275.3

9.36

Syria

2,646.5

19.43

9,229.5

67.76

Bahrain

278.2

2.04

Lebanon

321.9

2.36

Iraq

36.0

0.26

Oman

599.7

4.40

North Yemen

785.7

5.77

South Yemen

303.5

2.23

2,325.0

17.07

Algeria

49.7

0.36

Morocco

310.1

2.27

Tunisia

129.9

0.95

489.7

3.59

74.0

0.54

Mauritania

402.0

2.95

Somalia

477 .0

3.50

Sudan

623.2

4.58

1,576.2

11.57

Country by Region

Frontline States

Total:

3

The Arab East

Total:

6

The Arab West (Africa)

Total:

4

Remaining Arabs in Africa
Djibouti

Total:

3

Note:

1974-78 is the period after the 1973 war and before Egypt's
expulsion from the Arab League.

Source:

Porter 1988:193; Nonneman 1988:136
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the Um Al-Hasm Integrated Mosque in Bahrain in 1979.

Others mosques

were built in Qatar and in Sharjah (UAE) in the late 1970s (Ministry of
Finance 1988:47).
Politically, Saudi Arabia has sought to foster uniformity among
the Gulf states in their respective political systems.

Fearing the

effect of spillover from modern political compromise in Kuwait and
Bahrain, the Saudi government has advised them to slow down the democratization process.

In August 1976 Kuwait's ruler decided it was

necessary to suspend the constitution and dissolve the Assembly.

This

decision was welcomed by the Saudi government, which was concerned lest
radical Kuwaiti elements gain the upper hand and win popular support if
allowed to dominate the Assembly (Amin 1984:198).

This act violated the

1962 Kuwaiti constitution.
Saudi Arabia has advocated strong conservative policies for the
Gulf states, ranging from the banning of alcohol to adherence to Islamic
principles in order to strengthen government control in internal affairs
to recommending to Gulf states that they shun closer relations with
communist states.

It was Saudi pressure that finally caused Bahrain's

ruler to dissolve the National Assembly in 1975 (Zah1an 1989:133).
Bahrain's economic needs drew it within the Saudi political sphere.
King Faisa1 ordered construction of a $1 b causeway linking Bahrain with
the mainland, paid completely by Riyadh.
Saudi oil to operate its refineries.

Bahrain also depends upon

Moreover, in the late 1970s 20% of

total assets and close to 25% of total deposits in Bahrain's offshore
banks were made by Saudi Arabia, and to a lesser extent Kuwait.
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Needless to say, there exists a state of interdependence among
the six Arab Gulf states.

The reliance of smaller or weaker states on

the larger and stronger has nevertheless created a natural environment
for political influence which,
unhealthy.

Furthermore,

in the final analysis,

is not at all

economic aspects of Gulf relations indicate

similarities which encourage them to construct their own economic club
to influence international as well as regional economies.
Military Structure
The Arab Gulf

states have never figured prominently in the

military structure of the international system.
World War I

In the period before

the Gulf was fought over by the two dominant empires, the

British and the Ottoman, who established a bipolar system and divided
the Gulf region into two spheres of influence.
through proxies,

Destabilized by conflict

each empire sustained as best it could the meager

military capabilities of its preserve, which was mostly characterized by
tribal feuds.

This situation was to alter dramatically with the con-

clusion of the great powers'
Turkish empire,

and

the

contest,

rise

the virtual dismantling of the

of unipolar,

imperial system of

British, who stood unchallenged in Gulf affairs.

the

The British settled

tribal conflicts and acted as protector and arbiter.

They sought to

define boundaries among disputant families and aided the most loyal
entities in its attempts to rule.

The British nevertheless encountered

local opposition and engaged in conflict with them several times.

Being

no match for the superior foreign force, the Gulf sheiks were forced to
capitulate to British rule after witnessing the destruction of their

214
ships and towns.

The Arabs accepted British protection, based on the

renewing of earlier treaties.
The six Arab Gulf states were subjected to threats from all
direc tions.

Being small and militarily weak, they sought assistance

from Western powers, resorted to balancing strategies in their bid to
coexist with or neutralize regional powers or threats, and bandwagoned
wi th aggressive ones in order to stay aloof from their aggression.
Therefore the assumption is that external threats rather than national
strengths or weaknesses was the primary reason behind alliances.
Balance of Power
The six Arab Gulf states have maintained a defensive posture and
have sought to create a defensive alliance, avoiding offensive and
aggressive ones because of their vulnerability.

Nevertheless, they have

worked to acquire military weapons to further domestic and foreign their
objectives.

The balancing behavior of these states corresponds with

several hypotheses.

One asserts that nation-states join forces to

aggregate sufficient capabilities to achieve a defined external policy
as well as national goals.

The second claims that the alliance process

supplies the means to maintain a balance of power, whether through
parity or manipulation by a balancer.

The third maintains that balance

of power is a system in which no single state nor alliance of states has
an overwhelming or preponderant power with respect to the rest of the
system.

The fourth asserts that small states are generally indifferent

to the global balance of power because they are too weak to affect that
balance.

Therefore, by employing military indicators such as expendi-
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tures, manpower, number of tanks, aircraft, and battle experience, one
may realize that the six states are in a disadvantaged position in the
regional military structure and that balance of power is neither
relevant nor applicable to small and minor states in the international
system.

The following illustrates these hypotheses.
On the eve of World War II, the Gulf as well as the Arabian

Peninsula were firmly under Western domination and looked to be a solid
asset on the side of the Allies.

Saudi Arabia, as the only independent

Arab Gulf state, had already consolidated its power on the peninsula,
ending disputes with the Yemeni government and hastily settling its
borders with the Gulf emirates, under British supervision.

The Saudi

government joined the Allies against the Axis, which helped enhance
Saudi Arabia's growing political stature.

The local balance of power

was also in favor of Saudi Arabia, which had won the war with its
southern neighbor and had the upper hand in negotiations with the
British over the eastern part of the Arabian Peninsula.
The Saudis' growing interest in the Gulf was matched by Iran and
Iraq, which were also under Western domination and growing rapidly.
These three regional actors have dominated Gulf affairs since 1945 in a
subordinated, dynamic, balance of power.
Bri tain emerged from World War II with grossly diminished
economic and military capabilities.

The overextended British empire was

gradually dismembered and withdrew from the Gulf in stages.

Kuwait

gained independence in 1961, followed by the independence of the lower
Gulf states ten years later.

At the same time the already-independent
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countries of the Gu1f--Iran,

Iraq, and Saudi Arabia--incrementally

upgraded their military forces and international status as a result of
petrodollars, as well as with military assistance from the two superpowers.

In 1958 Iraq shifted to the Soviet camp while Iran became an

American ally and at the same time sought good terms with the Soviet
Union.

Saudi Arabia remained faithful to the Western camp.

In the rest

of the Arabian Peninsula, South Yemen was the only Arab country to
experience a Marxist regime.

Kuwait and North Yemen were neutral,

obtaining assistance from both superpowers.

However, Oman and the

remaining lower Gulf states remained firmly within the Western sphere.
After British withdrawal, British advisors remained behind to train the
armies of the newly emerged emirates.
The superpowers conducted their relations carefully, shunning
direct confrontation with local Gulf states and managing to support them
in acquiring military hardware.
only through,

Their intervention was limited to, and

their regional clients, either to establish military

parity or to tip the balance in favor of local allies.

The U.S. enjoyed

a better position in the Gulf area and acted as a balancer whenever a
conflict ensued between its allies or area clients.

The U.S. also

sought to complement the British role and share some of the military
burden.
Prior to 1971 Britain had assumed responsibility for the foreign affairs and defense requirements of the small Arab Gulf states.
Kuwait's army numbered 6000 men, the UAE's 1600, Oman's 1400, and
Bahrain and Qatar each had fewer than that.

British military facilities
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in Bahrain and Oman served to rescue the Gulf states from external
threats; local Gulf armies assumed responsibility for internal order and
the policing of day-to-day events (Cottrell et ale 1980:159-168).

Saudi

Arabia, on the other hand, began to organize its military forces in
1944, when the Ministry of Defense was established, which became the
Ministry of Defense and Aviation in 1952.

The Saudi government in-

creased its military capabilities through direct U.S. assistance and
military purchases through the 1960s, a period of destabilization in the
Arabian Peninsula.

The country's land forces were about 30,000 men,

divided equally between the National Guard and the Royal Saudi Army.
The navy had 1000 men and the air force comprised 5000 men (Cottrell
et al.

1980:140-42).

The two Yemens combined had marginal military

forces and would have been no match for Saudi Arabia had it not been for
Egyptian intervention in the north, which began in 1962.

The South was

under British protection until 1969.
The two remaining dominant powers in the Gulf--Iran and Iraq-individually had greater capabilities than the rest of the Gulf states
combined.

Iraqi armed forces were formed in the 1920s under the British

mandate.

At the time of independence in 1932, Iraq had an organized

army.

However, the army radicalized its policies after the Baath Party

took over and launched a concerted effort to upgrade its military capabilities, depending on the Soviet Union for armaments.
withdrawal from the Gulf,

Before Britain's

Iraq's armed forces had total manpower of

82,000 men divided between three main branches--the army, navy, and air
force~-with

70,000 troops in army uniform, a 2000-man navy, and a strong
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air force of 10,000 (eSIS 1969:81).

The growth of Iraq's armed forces

triggered an early attempt at regional armament, which was only matched
then exceeded by Iran.

The Iranian military tradition began in 1921,

when Riza Khan removed Soviet officers from the Persian army, staged a
successful coup against the Qajar dynasty, and assumed leadership in
1925.

His son Mohammed took power in 1943 and by 1953 began to modern-

ize imperial Iranian forces.
totaled 180,000.

By the end of 1968 Iran's armed forces

Ground forces numbered 164,000, the navy had 6000 men,

and the air force had 10,000 (eSIS 1969:80).

It was evident that

together Saudi Arabia and the smaller Arab Gulf states were in the
disadvantaged position in the Gulf military structure.

While Iran and

Iraq vied to balance each other's capabilities, the rest of the Gulf
states enjoyed tacit protection from both the U.S. and Britain.

They

also interacted among themselves to enhance security arrangements.

Thus

the conservative Arab Gulf states remained passive actors, playing a
minor role in the Gulf military equation.
The 1970s began with a wide variety of security dilemmas due to
the absence of a great power to ensured Gulf tranquility by acting as a
balancer or arbiter in inter-Gulf interactions and containing any actual
hostilities or potential external threats to Gulf regimes.
Gulf states were now responsible for their own survival.

The Arab

Vulnerable as

a result of the void left by the British, they began to deal more seriously with their own defenses and to improve their military postures.
The Gulf international system emerged as a dynamic balance of
power, played out by three major actors:

Iran, Iraq, and Saudi Arabia.

219
Within such a structure, the Saudis acted as spokesmen for the rest of
the Arab Gulf states' fears and security concerns.

Interactions among

Gulf actors became more intense and direct toward each other, and not
primarily as participants in a larger Middle Eastern system or global
balance of power (Martin 1984:23).
This dynamic balance of Gulf power assumes that there exist a
number of actors (three) with relatively equal military capabilities.
Being dynamic avoids the common but static image of two relatively equal
alliances, with a major actor being the balancer upholding the' balance
(Martin 1984: 11) •

International behavior within this system exhibits

those characteristics wherein alliances and wars tend to be frequent and
sometimes short-lived.

Alliance shifts make conflict resolution easier

since actors can be induced to defect from even wartime alliances and
conclude a separate peace.

Defecting actors can choose a neutral posi-

tion or be encouraged to join the opposing alliance.

Actors also seek

to oppose potential dominant or hegemonic actors in coalitions because
those jeopardize the security of lesser actors or outside the coalition.
Diplomacy is exceedingly flexible because of the real need for compromises to settle conflicts and reform alliances.

However, no actor can

be trusted to remain in an alliance or to restrain from joining an
opponent.

Hence, every actor or coalition is perceived as a potential

friend and a potential enemy (Martin 1984:12-13).
The Gulf situation between 1971 and 1980 exhibited several
attributes, such as the presence of destabilizing factors, frequent
conflict, changes in alliance configuration, and repeated efforts at
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diplomatic maneuvers to settle disputes.

The three major actors were

Iran, Iraq, and the Saudi coalition, including all the smaller Arab Gulf
states, who had little politico-military power and could scarcely resist
ultimatums from any of the three large Gulf states.

Nevertheless, ideo-

logical and nationalistic differences tended to balance each other out,
restraining the larger Gulf powers from imposing their will on the
smaller states.

In many incidents, Iraqi claims and aspirations in the

Gulf were checked by the dynastic, conservative Saudi Arabia and Iran,
whereas Iranian national claims and aRpirations were restrained by Arab
nationalism, which was shared by the conservative Saudis and the radical
Iraqis.

The resulting political equilibrium allowed the smaller Gulf

states some scope for independent political decision making (Long
1978:45).

Thus, lack of military capabilities were offset by political

dynamics and close cooperation with Saudi Arabia.
The military capacities of the conservative Gulf states were
relatively small.

In 1973 Saudi Arabia and the smaller Gulf states had

114,000 men in uniform and spent $1.623 b on the military, or an average
of 11.9% of GNP.

In terms of ratio Oman was the greatest, with 39.4% of

its GNP; the UAE was the lowest with 0.6% of its GNP.

In contrast, Iran

had 285,000 armed forces and spent $3.122 b on the military or 8.3% of
its GNP.

Iraq's army comprised 105,000 soldiers, and it spent $1.486 b,

equal to 26% of its GNP.

The two Yemens were in a marginal position.

The North had 31,000 men and spent as much as $38 m, or 3.6% of its GNP.
The South's army was even smaller, with 12,000 men, which consumed $39 m
or 10.5% of its GNP (Table 3.20).

Table 3.20.

Country

Gulf and Arabian Peninsula military expenditure (ME) and as a percentage of gross
national product (ME/GN), 1971-1980 (millions of current dollars).
1971

1972

Bahrain
Kuwait
Oman

Iran

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

16
4.6

25
3.5

15
2.1

25
2.3

38
2.6

108
5.9

143
6.4

157
5.3

219
5.6

246
5.8

589
4.9

682
5.4

1014
7.0

889
5.4

649
3.6

806
2.9

939
2.9

46
15.9

77
23.9

121
39.4

342
28.3

698
40.9

785
36.8

616
29.0

688
31.6

700
23.3

1059
22.1

25
3.9

60
7.8

60
2.4

85
3.5

142
4.5

211
6.2

260
7.0

475
9.2

604
9.3

797
11.1

1166
13.2

2606
10.9

6267
17.4

9062
19.1

8513
15.3

10
0.9

14
0.6

22
0.3

34
0.4

85
0.7

525
3.4

573
10.1

UAE
Total

1974

185
4.8

Qatar
Saudi Arabia

1973

9629 12,390 14,990
14.3
15.9
18.1
822
5.1

197
5.6

1724
5.7

7,781 11,113 10,792 12,156 15,711 19,473
804
1,124
1,623
3,644
10.9
9.9
10.3
11.5
8.4
11.6
11.7
10.3
9.1
11.9
2644
8.4

2241
8.9

3112
8.3

8955 13,440 14,720 19,320 25,370 16,620 14,700
6.6
7.9
15.3
15.6
11.9
13.8
17.6
N
N

I-'

Table 3.20--Continued
Country

1971

1972

1973

1974

1975

1976

1977

Iraq

762
12.3

734
14.9

1486
25.5

3037
21.6

3286
17.4

3876
17.2

6800 10,010 11 ,350 19,810
14.9
22.5
19.2
18.8

North Yemen

36
4.6

35
4.0

38
3.6

52
4.5

69
5.6

125
5.9

80
6.6

107
5.9

259
12.2

225
9.3

South Yemen

22
9.4

39
10.5

32
10.7

35
11.5

34
11.2

50
12.0

59
10.7

97
14.4

110
14.1

127
15.7

Source:

1978

1979

1980

United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, World Military Expenditure and Arms
Transfers, various issues

'"

'"'"
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Hence, the radical countries such as Iraq and South Yemen as
well as conservative Oman spent more of their GNP on the military than
the rest of the Gulf and Arabian Peninsula states, which can be seen in
their acquisition of tanks, aircraft, and total arms imports.

In 1973

the conservative Arab Gulf states had 125 main medium battle tanks and
128 combat aircraft, with approximately $400 m spent on arms imports.
In comparison, Iraq had 990 tanks, 224 aircraft, and spent $625 m.
had 920 tanks, 159 aircraft, and spent $525 m.

Iran

The Yemens varied:

the

South possessed 50 tanks, 20 aircraft, and spent $40 m; the North had
30 tanks, 28 aircraft, and spent $5 m (Table 3.21).

In terms of combat

experience, Iraqi armed forces have had relatively large-scale combat
experience in the Arab-Israeli wars of 1948, 1956, 1967, and 1973.

The

two Yemens have had a violent civil war as well as inter-Yemeni wars in
1972 and 1979 and have engaged in conflicts with Saudi Arabia and Oman.
Conservative Arab Gulf states' military modernization programs
continued to be formulated in the context of regional trends.

In the

beginning of the 1970s there were tendencies to orbit around Saudi
Arabia since it was the most influential state in the peninsula.
Iranians repeated threats against the lower Gulf states.

The

Iran's 1971

occupation of the three Arab islands, coupled with Iraqi intimidation
toward Kuwait and its occupation of a Kuwaiti police post in 1973,
further intensified the need for alignment with the Saudis.
The rivalry between Iran and Iraq was already in full swing.
Apart from obtaining economic and military aid, on April 9, 1972 Iraq
signed a 15-year friendship treaty with the Soviet Union.

The American

Table 3.21.

Gulf and Arabian Peninsula total arms imports, 1971-1980 (millions of current dollars).
1971

Country

1972

1973

1974

1975

1976

1977

1978

Bahrain
Kuwait
Oman

5

5

10

5

10

10

Qatar

1979

1980

Total, All
Years

20

20

40

50

80

310

300

60

50

860

40

10

50

270

10

100

515

10

0

40

20

20

90

180

100

80

340

250

440

875

1100

925

1400

5530

10

10

50

30

100

130

40

150

160

680

35

120

100

400

380

630

1405

1730

1185

1820

7805

Iraq

320

525

525

1000

1200

2000

2500

1900

1600

220

11,790

Iran

40

140

625

625

675

1000

1500

1600

2100

1600

9905

10

5

10

20

20

30

90

450

490

1125

20

40

40

40

40

120

140

250

240

935

Saudi Arabia

20

UAE
Total yearly

North Yemen
South Yemen

5

- Either not available or nonexistent
Source:

United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, World Military Expenditures and Arms
Transfers, 1971-80
N
N

.t:--
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presence in the Gulf was tied to the security of Iran, Saudi Arabia, and
the Gulf emirates.

The u.S. continued to deploy naval forces in Bahrain

and on Diego Garcia, which has been operational since 1971, and through
its growing naval presence in the Indian Ocean as a spinoff of the
growing rivalry between the two superpowers (Singh 1976:494).
The 1973 Arab-Israeli conflict had ramifications concerning the
Gulf states wherein Iran demonstrated sympathy toward Israel then
refrained from using oil as a bargaining chip, which put Iran at odds
with its Arab neighbors.

Increased oil money helped the Gulf states

escalate the process of arms acquisition and armed forces modernization.
The allocation of great sums of petrodollars to purchase modern
armaments stimulated a regional arms race, which naturally led to a
competitive arms buildup, especially among the three dominant Gulf
powers.
Saudi Arabia entered the Gulf arms race following massive Iranian investment in military extensive weapons, with the stated Iranian
objective of becoming the superpower or policeman of the Gulf.
thing,

For one

the Saudis did not appreciate Iran's political and military

influence, which was gradually spreading to the Arab side of the Gulf.
For another, the Iranian presence in Oman in the early seventies helped
the sultanate fight insurgency, which was a case in point where Saudi
Arabia, as the most prominent member of the Islamic world and the most
able country in the Arabian Peninsula, wished to sustain such control
(Mutam 1984:79).

Consequently, Saudi money and arms were sent to the

Omani government to check Iranian influence.
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Further,

Iranian-Saudi interactions were troubled by growing

differences over oil production and pricing.

Since oil revenues were

the lifeblood of security planning and therefore of security itself,
such differing orientations were certainly not solely economic.
Arabia was not placed within the United States'

Saudi

twin-pillar policy

because Iran had the upper hand in such arrangements due to the enormous
gap between the two countries in terms of manpower and military quality
and quantity.

Clearly, by 1976 Iran exceeded the capabilities of all

the Arab Gulf states combined (Hameed 1986:4).

However, Saudi Arabia's

unique economic power enabled it to project its influence within and
beyond the Gulf region.

If Iran had prepared itself to be the Gulf

military policeman, the Saudis have attempted to use their tremendous
financial influence to achieve similar results.

Saudi economic and

military assistance were massive and effective in the Yemens and in the
countries of the Red Sea.
Saudi Arabia and the Gulf sheikdoms became particularly concerned with the Iran-Iraq arms race, which was fueled by massive arms
purchases from the Western and Eastern blocs, respectively.

There was

occasional fighting between Tehran and Baghdad over control of the Shat
A1-Arab waterway and Iranian attempts to support the Kurdish rebels
opposing the Iraqi regime.

The result, from Saudi Arabia's point of

view, was to create two regional superpowers in the Gulf and diminish
its political-military influence.

Increases in Iranian and Iraqi armed

forces in terms of highly trained manpower, aircraft, armor, and other
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capabilities allowed them to project military might into the Gulf and
the Arabian Peninsula (Cordesman 1984:155).
In the mid-1970s the military strength of all conservative Arab
Gulf states combined, while growing steadily, remained smaller than that
of Iran or Iraq.

One option was to play Iran and Iraq against each

other as well as balancing them in terms of cooperation or lack of it.
This strategy proved effective.
In 1975 political changes in the Gulf eased military tensions
when the two major rivals,

Iran and Iraq, initiated a process of

detente, mediated by the OPEC countries in Algiers.

Tehran and Baghdad

realized that a stable Gulf offered better alternatives for the attainment of their national objectives.

The two countries settled the dis-

puted issues of equal navigation in Shat Al-Arab and the Kurdish revolt
(Singh 1976:494).
Gulf detente has no doubt constituted a breakthrough in Gulf
politico-military relations and established a basis for cooperation in
the region.

Oman managed to successfully defeat the insurgency and to

put an end to chaos in the southern part of the sultanate.

The Iraqi-

Saudi dispute over the neutral zone was settled in July 1975; the area
was divided equally between the two countries.

However, despite move-

ments toward inter-Gulf cooperation, the military status quo continued
as the major Gulf countries raced for more armaments in a dynamic
balance of power that was characterized by a tripolar system, each kept
in check by the rest, or by a latent influence from outside, especially
the U.S., which remained interested in a stabilized Gulf.
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By the end of the 1970s, three sets of events had radically
altered the structure of Gulf military balance of power and threatened
to destabilize the already uncertain politics of the conservative Arab
Gulf states, encouraging further armament as well as regional and
international rivalries.

The shah projected himself as the strong man

of the Gulf while ignoring the pace of events in his own domain.

Under

intense domestic pressure, the policeman of the Gulf left Iran in January 1979.

This was followed by the establishment of an ultrareligious

system, guided by Imam Khomeini, who viewed Arab secular governments and
Gulf monarchies with distaste.

The rise of the Islamic Republic of Iran

in March 1979 further intensified tensions on the western shore of the
Gulf and polarized Gulf affairs, forcing the dynastic Arab systems to
flock toward Iraq to curb the new political hegemon.
The other event that had grave military implications for Gulf
regimes was the Soviet invasion and occupation of Moslem Afghanistan in
December 1979, which brought Moscow's threats within striking distance
of the Gulf and heightened fears of the defense-oriented Arab Gulf
states.

Iraq denounced the move, which met with the approval of the

monarchies, who were uncertain about their new Arab ally.

The final

development that broke the camel's back was Iraq's incursions into the
western borders of Iran, which triggered an all-out war that necessitated yet another Gulf arms race.

Gulf politico-military configurations

were bipolarized into the Arab west of the Gulf and the Persians to the
east.

Naturally these crises have brought the conservative Arab Gulf

regimes into an alliance, headed by Saudi Arabia.
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The Gulf military balance required that Arab Gulf states
increased their defensi ve military capabilities.

These remained re1-

ative1y smaller than that of either Iran or Iraq but larger than that of
the Yemens.

Consequently, from 1976 to 1980 the value of arms transfers

exceeded $6.715 b, mostly from Western countries.

Saudi Arabia spent

the most--$4.7 b--and Bahrain the least, totalling only $40 m.
arms transfers were $8.3 b, followed by Iraq's total of $7.8 b.

Iran's
Both

major countries dealt with most of the world's major arms suppliers,
wi th Iraq tilting more toward the Eastern camp.

North Yemen spent

$1.1 b, mostly from the Soviet Union, and South Yemen bought arms from
the Soviet Union, totaling only $775 m (Table 3.22).
The Gulf states shaped their power and stability in line with
the military dynamics of the region.
tended to be the exceptions.

Conservative Arab Gulf states

As examples, Saudi Arabia and Kuwait had

oil wealth which gave them politico-diplomatic and economic power far
greater than the size that their military forces would indicate.
However, military power is the single most effective factor in regional
balancing acts, and the ability to use military means ensures internal
control.

Nevertheless, it is no surprise, given the Gulf's wealth in

the late 1970s, that it has experienced the fastest rate of military
buildup of any region in the world (Cordesman 1984:483).

Reviewing the

region's military development, one may argue that" the mos t important
military balance in most Gulf nations is the one that prevents its own
military forces from seizing power" (Mansur 1980:44).

Table 3.22.

Recipient

Gulf and Arabian Peninsula value of arms transfers by seller, 1976-1980 (millions of
current dollars).
Total

USSR

USA

Bahrain

40

Kuwait

800

Oman

430

10

Qatar

170

5

Saudi Arabia 4700
UAE

50

-

575

Total

6715

Iran

8300

625

Iraq

7800

5000

North Yemen

1100

625

South Yemen

775

775

Note:
Source:

France

5

20

390

130

Britain

West
Germany

Czecho- Italy
slovakia

Poland

Switzerland

Yugoslavia

Others

20

5
220

10

400

10

70

90

10

2000

700

975

350

150

20

450

60

40

10

6200

200

250

380

300

950

90

160

170

80

10

90

130

380
10

100

130

30

5

100

10

250
675

625
100
10

Figures shown may not add up to the total due to rounding.
United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, World Military EXEenditure and Arms
Transfers, 1971-80

N

w
0
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Growth in Gulf military capabilities was tremendous, particularly in the case of the conservative Arab Gulf states, which could
create and upgrade a
develop active,
ments.

formidable regional force if they intended to

organized,

collective security and military arrange-

In light of 1980 statistics, the conservative Arab Gulf states

had 158,000 soldiers;
or 9.9% of GNP.

their total military expenditure was $19.473 b,

Number of medium battle tanks increased to 684, which

were modern and Western-made;
(Tables 3.23-3.25).

combat aircraft numbered 294 fighters

The Saudi air force is well known for its effec-

tiveness and quality, with major bases and air fields throughout the
Kingdom.
Iraq possessed a quantitative edge.
430,000.

Iraqi armed forces totaled

Military expenditures were staggering,

equivalent to 22.5% of its GNP.

reaching $19.810 b,

Its predominantly Soviet-made medium

battle tanks numbered over 2600; its effective Soviet- and French-made
combat aircraft numbered 332 fighters.
Iran's dedicated armed forces, which matched Iraq's strength,
numbered 305,000 men.

The Iranian government reduced military expendi-

tures in 1980 but they remained very high, totaling $14.7 b or 6.6% of
its GNP.

Iran's American-, and to a lesser extent Western-made medium

battle tanks numbered over 1,735.

The Iranian air force,

effec t i ve military power in the Gulf,

the most

a legacy from the shah's era,

relied on the U.S. for sophisticated fighters, of which they had 445.
In the southern Arabian Peninsula, the two Yemens, who sought to
balance each other, experienced a border conflict in 1979, adding to

Table 3.23.

Gulf and Arabian Peninsula armed forces, 1971-1980 (thousands).

Country

1971

1972

1973

1974

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

Bahrain

2

3

3

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

14

14

14

15

25

25

10

10

11

12

4

4

8

10

12

12

12

12

13

15

2

3

3

5

5

5

5

5

6

75

75

75

75

75

75

75

79

79

10

11

19

21

27

25

25

25

44

Kuwait
Oman
Qatar
Saudi Arabia

75

UAE
Total

95

108

114

124

140

146

129

129

135

158

Iran

255

265

285

310

385

420

350

350

415

305

Iraq

105

105

105

110

155

190

140

362

444

430

North Yemen

13

20

31

35

42

42

40

40

36

36

South Yemen

10

13

12

14

19

21

20

20

20

23

Source:

United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, World Military Expenditures and Arms
Transfers, various issues

N
W
N

Table 3.24.

Gulf and Arabian Peninsula medium battle tanks, 1971-1980.
1971

Country

1972

1973

1974

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

80

100

100

100

100

112

124

280

280

12

12

24

Bahrain
Kuwait
Oman
Qatar
25

25

25

55

175

325

475

325

350

380

Total

25

105

125

155

275

425

587

677

546

684

Iran

860

860

920

1160

1160

1360

162-

1620

1735

1735

Iraq

860

860

990

1390

1200

1200

1350

1700

1700

2600

North Yemen

30

30

30

30

30

220

232

864

South Yemen

50

50

50

200

200

260

260

375

Saudi Arabia
UAE

- Either not available or nonexistent
Source:

International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance, various issues
N

w

W

Table 3.25.
Country

Gulf and Arabian Peninsula combat aircraft, 1971-1980.
1971

1972

1973

1974

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

Kuwait

26

30

28

32

33

49

49

50

50

Oman

15

12

12

47

44

50

32

35

38

Qatar

4

4

4

4

13

4

4

4

4

71

70

90

95

97

137

171

178

136

12

12

18

26

26

38

46

52

52

Bahrain

Saudi Arabia

75

UAE

Total

75

128

128

152

204

213

278

282

300

294

Iran

140

160

159

216

238

317

341

459

447

445

Iraq

220

189

224

218

247

299

369

339

339

332

North Yemen

28

28

24

28

22

26

11

49

South Yemen

20

39

27

27

33

34

109

111

- Either not available or nonexistent
Source:

International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance, various issues
N

w

.p-

235
regional tensions.

They were relatively smaller than their neighbors.

The North had 36,000 men, spent $225 m or 9.3% of its GNP, and possessed
a relatively good number of tanks, which totaled 864.
small aircraft were a liability, numbering only 49.

Hmqever, its

The North's mili-

tary used a combination of Western- and Eastern-made weapons.

The

South's armed forces numbered 23,000, and military expenditure totaled
$125 m, or 15.7% of its GNP.

South Yemen had a good number of Soviet-

made tanks and aircraft, numbering 375 and Ill, respectively.
The Iran-Iraq war marked a watershed in perceptions of Gulf
security and the regional balance of power and also exposed a reluctance
by Gulf dynastic regimes to overtly become an indivisible part of it.
However, by the end of 1980, when Iran began to push back the Iraqi
advancement, the Gulf states had no choice but to join the gathering
polarization in the Arab world.

Jordan, Saudi Arabia, the smaller Arab

Gulf states, North Yemen, Tunisia, and Morocco joined the Iraqi axis.
The Iranian counter-axis attracted Syria, Libya, Algeria, and South
Yemen (Taylor 1982:92-93).

Each bloc had sufficient military power to

ensure a protracted war and strong propaganda machine, which not only
created distinct,

opposing poles but fragmented Arab politics and

destabilized the Middle East in general.
Bandwagoning Effect
The six Arab Gulf states, realizing that their power base is
insufficient to balance the power of their immediate neighbors, have
employed other tactics such as politico-economic manipulation and, most
importantly, the bandwagoning strategy when facing aggressive designs
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from more powerful states.

The bandwagoning behavior of the six states

is illustrated by a few hypotheses.

One maintains that states will seek

to bandwagon with a source of danger in an attempt to appease it.

The

second asserts that by bandwagoning with the stronger power, the bandwagoner hopes to avoid an attack by diverting it elsewhere.

The third

assumes that allying with the dominant power might lead to hegemonsatellite relationships.
threat.

A safer strategy is to ally with the lesser

The following will explain these propositions.
Throughout history the conservative Arab Gulf states have been

forced to bandwagon and seek protection from more powerful countries,
which have in turn deprived the bandwagoners, or the protected entities,
of their basic rights to self-determination and independence.

The

British role in the Gulf for over 150 years has played into this dynamic
(Al-Ebraheem 1984:52).

Since 1945 the tendency to ally with rather than

against the dominant power has been common in the Gulf area.

Not

surprisingly, the smaller Arab Gulf states were attracted to strength,
either out of fear of the repercussions of not respecting the power or
in an attempt to be part of that power for its political prestige.
During the 1950s the conservative Arab Gulf states were exposed
to threats from the pan-Arabist forces of Nasserism and Baathism.
was a time of upheaval.

It

Being underpopulated and militarily weak, the

Gulf regimes realized that they could not afford to incur the hostilities of stronger forces, which led them to bandwagon with superior Arab
forces.

However, in the 1960s the smaller Gulf states began to encoun-

ter pressures from within the Gulf region itself.

Iraqi belligerence

237
against Kuwait in 1961 and its repeated threats have convinced the
Kuwaitis of the logic of appeasing its leadership to avoid Iraqi
aggression.
Oman was also exposed to Iraqi pressures, especially after 1968,
when Iraq gave financial and ideological support to the Dhofar rebels.
When the Sultan of Oman's repeated attempts to appeal to the Iraqi
leadership to cease its support failed, Oman sought military assistance
from Britain, Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Jordan.

Beginning in 1975 Iraq

withdrew its support, and in June 1976 Iraq closed all offices of the
Popular Front for the Liberation of Oman in its territory (McNaugher
1984:518).
Since the 1958 revolution, the Iraqi regime has targeted Saudi
Arabia by providing a safe haven for Saudi opposition as well as the
physical deployment of forces along the Iraqi-Saudi border and support
for both Yemens in their conflict with the Saudis.

However, the Saudi

government successfully minimized Iraqi threats through policies of
political appeasement and financial aid (Safran 1985:265).
Arab Gulf relations with Iran have always been problematic and
have exhibited tendencies by the conservative Arab regimes to bandwagon
with the shah of Iran.

Arab suspicion of hegemonic ambitions by the

strongest party in the Gulf has been coupled with historical events and
memories of Iranian invasions of the Arabian coast of the Gulf.

This

combined with Iranian claims on Bahrain in the 1970s, Iran's swallowing
of the three Arab islets, policing of the Gulf through forceful inspections of Arab vessels,

Iranian coast guard ships in the Strait of
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Hormuz, and the continental shelf boundary between Iran and all the Arab
Gulf states, have been additional sources of tension.

This proximate

Iranian danger and the gap in military capabilities between the Arabs
and their neighbor were of sufficient magnitude to alert Gulf leaders to
the need to avoid agitating the shah's regime and to somehow reach
security arrangements that were sometimes favorable to Iran (Martin
1984:50).
Serious threats to the stability of the conservative Arab Gulf
states have come from forces within the Arabian Peninsula itself, either
from the two impoverished but restless Yemens, which have been dealt
with through carrot-and-stick policies, or from within the Gulf states
themselves against each other.
In the past the ruling families have contested each other over
tribal or religious issues and have remained haunted by lingering rivalries and territorial disputes.
the 1970s.

However, tensions among them subsided in

The conservative Arab Gulf states have not been plagued with

the type of intractable conflicts that have befallen other Arab states.
The most remarkable fact about the Arab Gulf states is their demonstrated ability to peacefully settle the numerous territorial disputes
which have arisen since their independence (Ramazani 1979: 831) •

This

fortunate trait could be attributed to the bonds that have bound them
together, and most importantly to the stabilizing role that Saudi Arabia
has played in the Gulf, which has consistently made it an attractive
target for bandwagoning behavior by the smaller states.
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Because of its enormous economic power and size, Saudi Arabia
has gradually become the most dominant state on the Arabian Peninsula.
However, Saudi relations with the rest of the conservative Gulf states
were not always trouble-free.

The oil concession triggered a bitter

dispute between Saudi Arabia (supported by the United States on the one
hand) and Oman and UAE on the other, aided by Britain.

The turbulent

affair in the lower Gulf, which became known as the Buraimi crisis,
began in 1952, when Saudi Arabia sent a military contingent to accompany
an Aramco exploratory party into some of the dispute areas which lay
between the three Gulf states.

When negotiations failed, British forces

intervened on behalf of its protectorates and forcibly evicted the Saudi
contingent, which was still based in Buraimi.

In 1955 Britain divided

the oasis, giving three of the villages to Oman and the remaining four
to Abu Dhabi (Zah1an 1989:121).
Saudi Arabia resumed hostilities and began to encourage tribal
feuds in Oman and Abu Dhabi.

In 1957 Omani tribes opposed to the

central government launched an attack on the sultanate.
left with no choice but to call for British assistance.

The sultan was
His request

came a few months after the Suez crisis and it met with heated British
parliamentary debate.
embroiled in Arabia.

There were fears that Britain might become
External protests ensued, with Saudi Arabia and

Egypt leading a vocal opposition within the Arab League and the U.N.
The outcry against British colonialism was taken up by sympathetic Third
World countries and was intensified by Anglo-American rivalry in the
Gulf (J. Peterson 1986:86).

In an unlikely combination, the radical
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Iraq government aided tribal insurgency by setting up camps on Iraqi
territory in conjunction with Saudi Arabia.
Saudi Arabia refused to acknowledge Omani and Abu Dhabi rights
to Buraimi.
the UAE.

In 1971 Saudi Arabia withheld diplomatic recognition from
It was not until 1974 that an agreement was reached between

Saudi Arabia and the UAE whereby Saudi Arabia obtained a corridor to the
sea through Abu Dhabi in return for Saudi recognition of UAE and Abu
Dhabi rights in Buraimi (Zahlan 1989:121).

Borders between Saudi

Arabia, Oman, and the UAE remained unctemarcated.
Saudi Arabia's eastern borders with Bahrain, Kuwait, and Qatar
were thorny issues in inter-Gulf relations.

After intense negotiations

and some threats, Qatari-Saudi borders were settled through a 1965
boundary agreement; the Saudi-Bahrain border agreement was concluded in
1958.

However,

it was difficult to reach permanent settlement of

Kuwaiti-Saudi border issues.
Neutral Zone.
shore islands:

In 1963 the two countries partitioned the

However, both countries disputed ownership of two offQaru and Umm al-Haradim.

The issue was politicized in

June 1977 when Saudi Arabia occupied both islands.

The move may have

been part of Saudi pressure to keep Soviet advisors out of Kuwait as one
component of a 1976 Soviet-Kuwaiti military assistance deal; the $400
million arms package would have brought Soviet advisors to the area as
well as arms (Martin 1984:54).
The Arab Gulf states continued to experience border problems
with each other, but the magnitude of the threats was marginal relative
to that from Saudi Arabia.

Throughout the 1970s "Saudi Arabia gradually
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drew its mantle of protection over the smaller Gulf states, and viewed
its relationship with them as part of a wide regional perspective • • •
[and] thus replaced Britain in seeking to consolidate the established
territorial order of the region" (Zahlan 1989:126).

The Gulf states

have enjoyed a sense of security, and some have ridden free in terms of
security costs while the Saudis shouldered the burden.
The Gulf pattern of bandwagoning resumed, reaching its height in
1979 as a result of the Iranian revolution and the subsequent 1980 IranBeing the lesser of two evils, the Arab Gulf states joined

Iraq war.

Iraq against Iran, which made them the targets of Iranian sabotage and
assassination.
Balance of Threats
The six Arab Gulf states, in their attempts at self-preservation
and maintenance of their respective regimes, have managed to deter or
neutralize external as well as internal threats utilizing their financial resources and assistance from outside powers.

Their acute sense of

survival has enabled them to successfully balance threats rather than
powers.

The six states'

hypotheses.

balancing strategies correspond to several

One maintains that states join alliances to balance threats

and that power is only one important element in any calculation.
Geographic proximity, offensive capabilities, and perceived intentions
complement state power.

The second asserts that balance of threat

occurs when states balance not mainly against superior powers but also
against actual or perceived threats.

The third puts forth that threat

is a broader concept than power and more accurately describes the dyna-
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mics of alliance formation.

The subsequent discussion will illustrate

these hypotheses.
The conserva ti ve Arab Gulf states have experienced a great
number of threats and destabilizing events which have jeopardized their
security and threatened the survival of the Gulf regimes.

These threats

have inspired them to come to terms wi th each other in order to deal
wi th the dangers and to coordinate their politics to neutralize or
balance menacing events, such as those which intensified in 1979 (Table
3.26).
Saudi independence and unification of the entire country in 1932
was not an easy task for King Abdul Aziz.

The expanded Kingdom and

consolidation by the ruling family were marred by tribal infighting and
conflicts between Saudi Arabia and its neighbors, especially the Yemens.
Yemeni attacks and attempts to annex Najran were met by a counterattack
that led Saudi forces into the outlying streets of the Yemeni capital
(Badeeb 1986: 9).

Years of antagonism and revenge culminated in the

assassination attempt by a Yemeni against King Abdul Aziz, who was saved
by his son, Saud, who took the stabbing in his place.
Saudi-Yemeni relations fluctuated, reaching their lowest point
during the Yemeni civil war.

Saudi Arabia aided royalist forces agaj.nst

the emerging republican regime, a stance emulated by the Gulf states.
Saudi Arabia's conflict with Marxist South Yemen was also a concern.

In

1969, South Yemen forces attacked the military post of Alwadiah on the
Saudi-Yemeni border.
them out.

Saudi forces engaged them in skirmishes and drove
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Table 3.26.
Date
1970

Threats to Gulf security, 1970-1980.
Events

Outbreak of conflict between central government in Oman and
the Dhofar rebels
Qaboos bin Sultan ousts his father in a military coup
Border conflicts between Saudi Arabia, Oman, and Abu Dhabi
Sporadic fighting between tribes on the Saudi-Yemeni borders

1971

Iran invades and occupies three Arab Gulf islands:
Abu Musa

Tanbs and

Feuds between Bahrain and Qatar over territorial waters
1972

Outbreak of conflict between the two Yemens; Saudi Arabia
sides with the North

1973

Iraq attacks Kuwaiti police posts
Arab-Israeli war, and the oil embargo

1975

Assassination of King Faisa1 of Saudi Arabia

1977

Saudi-Kuwait border dispute

1978

Military coups and assassinations in the two Yemens

1979

Chaos in Iran, and departure of the Shah
Outbreaks of the Yemeni war; Saudi military assistance to the
North
Establishment of the Islamic Republic of Iran, headed by Imam
Khomeini
Seizure of the Holy Mosque in Mekka, Saudi Arabia
Demonstrations in parts of the Arab Gulf, expressing sympathy
with Iranian revolution
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan
Saddam Hussein assumes power as president of Iraq

1980

Outbreak of the Iran-Iraq war, and polarization of Arab
policies
Iranian sabotage in Arab Gulf countries
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Egyptian-Saudi rivalry in Yemen destabilized the Arabian
Peninsula.

Saudi Arabia managed to balance Egyptian threats through a

coalition of its own which included help from Britain, the U.S., Jordan,
and Iran.

Despite its involvement in the Yemeni conflict, Saudi Arabia

soon found its forces moving eastward, participating in the salvation of
the newly independent Gulf states.
By 1960,

threats to Kuwait's security were thought to have

diminished sufficiently to end the British protection that had held sway
since 1899.

After a period of domestic political unrest, the sheikdom

began to enjoy remarkable political stability due to firm government
measures, which took steps to improve its public security forces.
However, while Kuwait was confident of its ability to maintain internal
security, it was dubious that the sheikdom could withstand an outside
threat, most likely to emanate from Saudi Arabia or Iraq.

Pursuant to

British pressure, Saudi Arabia's ambitions and threats against Kuwait,
which had reached a climax during the 1920s-30s, decreased.
But Iraqi ambitions with regard to Kuwait were more complicated
due to historical claims that were based on Kuwait's having been a part
of Ottoman Iraq through the outbreak of World War I.

Iraqi independence

did not put an end to that claim (Alani 1990:53); the Iraqi monarchy did
not provide any indication that it would abandon its claims to Kuwait.
Commencing in 1958, revolutionary Iraq was also unlikely to do this.
Relations between Kuwait and Iraq were cordial prior to Kuwait's
independence.

Iraqi-Kuwaiti commercial dealings flourished, and Iraq

helped Kuwait obtain admission to more than eight Arab and international
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organizations.

On the whole,

Iraqi conduct suggested that the Iraqi

leadership viewed Kuwait as a separate,

autonomous state.

Growing

internal and external pressures on Kuwait and world opinion against the
British Gulf presence led Britain to formally quit Kuwait in January
1961 (Alani 1990: 54).

Republican Iraq began to focus its propaganda

machine against Kuwait and asserted its legal rights over the sheikdom
on June

19,

1961,

the day that Kuwait terminated the Anglo-Kuwaiti

agreement of 1899 and its official accession to independence.
Arabia was the first to welcome the development.

Saudi

Egypt and the Arab

world's reaction was warm and favorable except for Baghdad, which
initiated hostilities by labeling Kuwait part of Basrah Province and
officially reviving its claim.
Kuwaiti allegations of an Iraqi military threat were made on
June 30, coupled with an intense campaign by the Egyptian press against
Iraq and the reputed ill intentions of Kasim,

its leader.

British

intelligence informed the Kuwaiti government of Iraqi military movements
southward and of the expected invasion.

The Kuwaiti ruler formally

requested British military assistance; an immediate decision was taken
by Britain to deploy forces on July 1.

Iraq categorically denied any

aggressive intentions toward Kuwait (Alani 1990: 96) •

Under pressure

from the Arab League, Kuwait asked for a British withdrawal and agreed
to a joint Arab peace-keeping force.
The Kuwaiti crisis drew worldwide attention because it was
then the world's fourth largest oil producer and its oil reserve was the
largest in the Middle East (Assiri 1990:21).

Because of these resour-
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ces, Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and Iraq all had their eyes on Kuwait.

Saudi

Arabia withdrew its 400-man peace-keeping force from Kuwait in 1963 as
the threat subsided.

The Kuwaiti government began to utilize financial

assistance to appease its neighbor, giving Iraq an $80 m interest-free
loan.

With its new regime, on October 4, 1963, Iraq officially recog-

nized Kuwaiti independence and announced it would adhere to the 1932
border agreement (Assiri 1990:25).
In the early 1970s, as Iran-Iraq relations worsened over Shat
Al-Arab, Iraq began to exert pressure on Kuwait to allow Iraq to station
a military force on Kuwaiti territory to protect Iraq's port of Umm Qasr
from Iranian attack and to gain access to deep water.

The Kuwaiti

response was positive, allowing Iraqi forces on Kuwaiti land.

By the

end of 1972 the Iraqis had built a road through Kuwait, leading to their
stationary force at the Gulf.

Iraq also expressed its intentions to

convert their de facto presence into a de jure presence and occupied AlSamitah, a Kuwaiti police post.

When Kuwaiti soldiers tried to stop

them, the Iraqis shot at them and a skirmish ensued which claimed the
lives of a few soldiers on both sides (Assiri 1990:54).
The Kuwait-Iraq crisis triggered a Gulf response in which Saudi
Arabia took the lead in expressing support for Kuwait, followed by the
rest of the Arab Gulf, Iran, Syria, and Egypt.

As the crisis intensi-

fied, Saudi forces moved to the Kuwaiti border to assist Kuwait.

In

August 1973 Iraq insisted that the two Kuwaiti islands of Bubiyan and
Warba be leased to Iraq.

Iraqi demands were neutralized by the 1975
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relaxation of tensions in the Gulf, and in July 1977 Iraq agreed to
withdraw its troops unilaterally from Kuwait (Assiri 1990:55).
The situation in Oman differs from that of other Arab Gulf
states in that the country was torn by two civil wars.

In the Buraimi

conflict, Saudi Arabia was militarily involved by occupying part of the
oasis then aiding separatist tribes opposing the sultanate.
flict ended in the mid-1960s.

The con-

However, implications for Omani security

during the second civil war and the rebellion in the Dhofar region were
much more serious than the previous threat.

Popular discontent with the

central government threatened the ruling family's survival.
By 1970 the Omani situation was so acute that the old sultan had
to be deposed.

The war in Dhofar consumed up to 50% of Oman's GNP,

necessitating the need for financial aid.

Saudi Arabia and the Gulf

states contributed financially to the Omani treasury to balance its
payments while Iranian forces (which by 1973 numbered 3500 troops)
assisted the Omani army (E. Peterson 1988:66).

In late 1975 air attacks

on the rebel command center in South Yemen had already neutralized the
insurrection.
The UAE federation has put an end to tribal feuds among the
seven emirates.

Saudi-UAE tensions ended in 1974, leaving Iran as the

only threat to the emirates.

Iran's occupation of the three islands on

the eve of the British withdrawal brought Iranian forces yet closer to
the Arab side of the Gulf.

It has been alleged that Britain ignored

the Iranian occupation as a price for terminating Iranian claims over
Bahrain.

"Moreover, Iran's rights to these Gulf islands have been
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disputed by Iraq, which proclaimed their recovery as one of its war aims
in 1980" (Martin 1984:49).

The Gulf states have had to deal with one

another in small-scale armed conflicts over territorial disputes.
Kuwaiti and Saudi mediation attempts have cooled tensions, but border
issues remained unsettled.
At the end of the 1970s major threats to the security of the
conservative Arab Gulf states subsided.
fighting one another.

The two Yemens were busy

Iraq had become the big brother and sought to

mend fences with the rest of its neighbors.

Most important, while there

were still serious reservations about Iranian ambitions in the Gulf, the
shah had improved relations with the Arab states, had actively participated in defending Oman, and had provided financial aid to the smaller
emirates to make up for his occupation of their islands.

There was a

widely acknowledged sense of normalized relations in the entire Gulf.
Yet it did not take long for the Gulf monarchies to realize that no
previous threat paralleled the one they were about to experience in
early 1979.
The Iranian revolution and its ramifications were so profound
that it dramatically changed every balancing behavior in the region.
The Islamic fundamentalism that took power in Iran threatened to spread
to the Arabian Peninsula.

The spillover effect was augmented by the

striking similarities between the Iranian and the Arabian Gulf societies.

Religious fundamentalism was on the increase.

Social discontent

with their regimes were attributed to an acute stratification of wealth,
which led to popular resentment toward the elite; the extreme oppression

249

of political opposition by internal security apparatuses; the allocation
of enormous amounts of national revenues to militarization at the
expense of social programs; and above all, the reluctance of the monarchies to carry out significant political reforms and lessen economic
corruption (E. Peterson 1988:76).
Similarities between the countries became even more impressive
on an international level.

Iran and the conservative Arab Gulf states

were Middle Eastern, Islamic, and oil producers.
was a monarchy; so were they.

Iran under the shah

Iran was a Western ally; so were they.
The oil

Iran was undergoing economic modernization; so were they.

wealth that was supposed to act as a lubricant to prevent political
explosions was clearly mismanaged.

Mounting socioeconomic and political

pressures had let loose in Iran, opening up immense prospects for instability in the Gulf.
The Iranian disa1ignment with Western countries and its
aggressive nonalignment with the superpowers made the revolution more
appealing to the Islamic masses.

It was accepted by Arab and non-Arab

Muslims as a lesson as to what they could do if they challenged foreign
influences and their regional agents.

The takeover of the American

embassy and purges of Marxist groups were made out to be victories that
ought to be emulated in order to assert Islamic power.
ment,

the Gulf rulers were clearly at a disadvantage.

In this moveUnlike the

Iranian clergy, they were neither able nor prepared to confront the
enemies of Islam as Iranian theological leadership demanded.

On the

contrary, many were allied with the same forces that humiliated the
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Islamic faith.

When Iran called on the faithful to rejoice with it on

account of its triumph over these hostile forces, people took to the
streets in cities from Baghdad to Dubai (Dawisha 1983:7).
Other elements resorted to violent means even if they did not
identity with Iran's brand of Islam.

The puritanical movement that took

Mekka's holy shrine hostage as well as the people present for prayer,
and the inability of Saudi forces to eject them, coupled with the
militants who clashed with security forces in the Gulf states, have
increased strains on the rather fragile social and religious structure
of these countries and heightened tensions within them.

"No one

questioned the substance of the message; the masses were seduced by the
imagery and the symbolism.

The other Muslim rulers could do little more

than wait and hope that the crisis would pass.

To the rulers of the

small Gulf s ta tes particularly, the power of the ayatollahs seemed
overwhelming and at times even unstoppable" (Dawisha 1983:7-8).
The Islamic Republic of Iran struck a very responsive cord in
the Arab Gulf.

Paranoia toward external threats from Iran might encour-

age internal uprisings.

The Khomeini regime's mission of spreading its

ideological form and the export of revolution to the neighboring Arab
Gulf countries as well as revival of the Iranian claim to Bahrain and
the politization of the Mekka pilgrimage were taken by the regimes as
direct challenges to their authority.

Hence a decision was made to take

proper measures to deter such hostile intentions, individually as well
as collectively, through security cooperation.

251
Internally, cooperation has consisted of an exchange of data on
the presence and activities of expatriates and foreign organizations.
Target populations also included Arabs of Iranian origin, pro-Iranian
indigenous Shiites, Sunni fundamentalists, Palestinian radicals.

Reform

dictated the need for security arrangements to balance such threats.
Surveillance data on travel, news censorship, harassment of suspected
plotters or potential opponents were part of inter-Gulf cooperation.
These measures have particularly agitated Shiite populations, who
continue to commit violent acts in the Arab Gulf states.

The government

met them with even more repressive measures, which further intensified
Iranian-Arab tensions.
Shia communities concerned Arab Gulf leaders the most because
they constituted the majority of the population in several states.

For

example, Bahrain's Shia comprise almost 72 percent of its citizens, the
UAE's 42 percent, Kuwait's 23 percent, Qatar's 80 percent, Oman's
7 percent, Saudi Arabia's 5 percent, Iraq's 60 percent.

Iran is the

largest Shia-inhabited country in the world, comprising 95 percent of
its population (Ramazani 1986:33, 259).

Internal and security coordi-

nation between the Arab Gulf states grew, especially after government
buildings in Kuwait, Bahrain, and eastern Saudi Arabia were blown up.
Prince Naif, Saudi Arabia's Interior Minister, took the initiative and
toured the Arab Gulf states, which led to the conclusion of a number of
bilateral domestic security arrangements and finally to the establishment of a collective security agreement between all of them in November
1980 (Al-Ashal 1988:31).
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Joint regional military exercises between the Arab Gulf states
were held in Saudi Arabia in July 1979 and again in early 1980.

The

Arab Gulf states recognized their defensive shortcomings and that they
alone would have to confront them.

They knocked on the doors of every

country that wished to sell arms.

The quantity and quality of arms

purchased were, at best, adequate to deter Iranian threats.
However, the Arab Gulf states may have been spared their extra
trouble through other developments.

First, the Iranian government was

busy settling old scores and executing its opponents, which resulted in
a domestic upheaval that led to a wide range of problems for the clerical regime, proving that this governing body was as repressive as its
secular predecessor.

Second, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and the

emergence of a puppet communist regime helped distract Iranian officials
and caused them to pay more attention to their own borders with Afghanistan.

Third, and the strongest balancer to Iranian threats, was Iraq's

invasion of Iran, which caught Iran unprepared.

Needless to say, they

began to collect what was left of their energies to deal with that
threat.

In fact, Iran was held in check as much by its own political

recklessness as by hostilities from its neighbors.
Internationally, the Arab Gulf states' strategic importance and
the oil factor have made them more dependent on Western countries for
protection.

Iranian hostage-taking as well as proximate Soviet threats

to the Gulf helped the U.S. determine to become part of Gulf security
arrangements.

While the U.S. sought to isolate Iran diplomatically and

economically, it began easing restrictions on military sales to the Arab
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side of the Gulf.

The AWACs and F-15s package deal to Saudi Arabia and

other deals with the rest of the Arab Gulf states were only the tip of
the iceberg.

The increased American presence in and around the Gulf as

well as its commitment to defending American interests in the area
obliged it to follow through, -even if- that entailed using force.

The

dichotomy of that message may have been as directed toward the Iranian
threat as it was toward Soviet expansionism.

The U.S., if necessary,

would have to intervene to maintain the status quo.
Overtly, the conservative Arab Gulf states acted as if they
wanted to maintain their questionable nonalignment and keep both
superpowers out of the Gulf.

However, covertly and desperately, they

welcomed any assistance from the U.S. and were ready to pay for if it
necessary.

One way of course was by increasing the oil supply to the

West and another was by expanding their bases in Bahrain and Oman.
War and Alliances
The six Arab Gulf states are newcomers to large wars and conflicts as a result of their passive stands in regional and international
crises as well as the protection they have enjoyed from interested
powers.

Nevertheless, they have encouraged rather than discouraged the

outbreak of conflicts between neighboring states to keep the combatants
busy fighting one another in order to weaken any chance of threatening
their own countries.

The warlike behavior of the six states is

illustrated by several hypotheses.

One assumes that war involvement is

strongly and positively correlated with an alliance commitment.

The

second asserts that dyadic war involvement can be characterized as an
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infectious, contagious phenomenon.

War situations were likely to spread

and spillover to the rest of the allies.

The third maintains that

alliance membership affects the expansion of wars rather than their
outbreak.

The fourth offers that alliances among developing small

states are unlikely to become a self-sufficient basis for regional order
because alliances are met by countera11iances.

The latter, if effec-

tive, may exacerbate the threat that the original alliance was created
to meet.

The fifth asserts that states tend to pass the buck in order

to avoid bearing costs or because they expect their relative position to
be strengthened by standing aloof from the mutual bloodletting of other
powers.

The following will explain these propositions.
Whether or not the conservative Arab Gulf states' collective

security frameworks on the one hand, and their alliance with Iraq on the
other, were catalysts for Baathist Iraq to invade Islamic Iran, is a
controversial subject.

The outbreak of the conflict marked what was to

become the most immediate and serious threat to the non-belligerent Gulf
states (E. Peterson 1988:81).

The coalition on the Arab side of the

Gulf has nevertheless fueled the war by promoting the need for armaments, which transformed regional military configurations and produced a
countera11iance.

Unlike in 1979, when revolutionary ideology consti-

tuted the main threat to Gulf security, in 1980 the actual manifestation
was an inter-state war which might prove contagious.

The major oil

terminals of Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, Qatar, and the UAE, and refineries in
Bahrain are situated just across the Gulf from Iran and could be hit
easily by Iranian aircraft.

The threat to Kuwait was even greater
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because of its close geographical proximity to Iran (Dawisha 1983: 1314).
Six weeks before Iraq's invasion its president visited Riyadh.
Saddam Hussein's visit lasted three days, which was unusual for a leader
who was known to dislike monarchies and who rarely left his country.

It

remains unconfirmed if Saddam spelled out his intention to attack Iran
to his Saudi hosts.

But the invasion was met with silence in Riyadh.

It was only a few days later that the Saudi government expressed its
"interest and good fraternal feelings" toward Iraq.

The Iraqi press

interpreted the message as signifying "the support of the Kingdom of
Saudi Arabia to Iraq" (Parrott 1986:42-43).

The Saudi government also

expressed its concern and called on the two Moslem countries to settle
their differences peacefully.
According to Ghazi Al Gosibi (1992), the Saudi ambassador to
Bahrain, Saddam Hussein indeed discussed Iraqi intentions to invade Iran
with King Fahd (then crown prince), who advised the Iraqi leader not to
commit the act.

However, after the outbreak of the war, Saudi Arabia

threw its full weight behind Iraq (AI Ghosibi 1992:42-43).

This

indicates that Saudi or Gulf consultation did not lead to the outbreak
of war but to its expansion and escalation.
Iraq had been working on policies to mollify its Arab Gulf
neighbors and has gotten along well with them since 1975, when IraqiSaudi border disputes were settled.

Once again Iraq withdrew its forces

from Kuwait in 1977 and reassured Gulf leaders that it had no intention
of meddling in Arab Gulf domestic affairs.

Egypt's departure from the
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Arab scene gave Iraq the opportunity to assert its dynamic role in
inter-Arab affairs by hosting the two major summits that isolated Egypt
pursuant to the Camp David accords.
Iraq's attempts to muster Arab support are seen in the Iraqi
Proclamation of the Arab National Declaration on February 8, 1980, which
included eight points and can be summarized as follows:
1.

Rejection of the presence or the facilitation of the presence of
"foreign armies and military bases" on Arab soil.

2.

The "prohibition of the use of force by one Arab country against
another."

Disputes among Arab countries would be settled peace-

fully.
3.

No use of force against a neighboring country "save for self
defense."

4.

Solidarity among Arab countries would be maintained in the event
of an "attack against the sovereignty" and territorial integrity
of any Arab state.

5.

The affirmation of Arab commitments to observe all the laws and
conventions governing the use of water, air space, and land in
relationship to any country that "is not at war with any Arab
country."

6.

The adoption of a neutral and nonaligned stand in any conflict
or war in "which Arab sovereignty and territorial integrity are
not involved."

7.

The adoption of constructive plans leading to "joint Arab economic cooperation and Arab unity."
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8.

Iraq would enter into discussion with any other Arab country
that was prepared to achieve the goals embodied in this declaration.

The purpose of this declaration was not to supersede but

to "reinforce the Arab League Treaty of Joint Arab Defense and
Economic Cooperation" (Khadduri 1988:119-20).
After a close look at the Baghdad declaration, the reader will
get a sense of Iraq's intentions in securing its borders with its Arab
neighbors.

The declaration may have spelled out Iraq's earlier designs

for the war with Iran and its attempt to guarantee Arab backing.

Its

immediate Arab neighbors welcomed the Iraqi points but Syria and Libya
chose to ignore them, showing disunity with Iraq.

Hence, the war was

not a sudden explosion of hostility but rather was on the horizon, which
encompassed all the differences imaginable between dyadic regimes.
The Iranian revolution, which revived all the old historic,
religious, cultural, border, and ethnic tensions and infused them with a
new, unrelenting vigor, may have served Iraq's intentions as well (Jha
1984:108).

Iraq too was restless and ready to unleash its forces.

Dis-

satisfied with the Iran-Iraq agreement in Algiers as concessions to the
shah, on September 17 Saddam Hussein, in a speech before the National
Assembly, formally abrogated the 1975 agreement, now asserting Iraqi
sovereignty over the entire Shat Al-Arab.

In an attempt to win over

Arab Gulf regimes, he demanded the return of the Arab islands of Abu
Musa and the Tunbs and extended Iraq's support to Iranian minorities
(Safran 1985:364).
subversion,

Hostilities escalated from propaganda warfare, to

to assassination attempts, to the murder of potential
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supporters, to sporadic border skirmishes, and to the final phase, when
fighting erupted into full-scale war.
Iraq may have ignored the fact that even though Iran was in
domestic turmoil, no single event could unite Iranian nationals like
perceived or actual threats from outside, especially from Iraq.
over, Iran was still a powerful country.

More-

As one observer maintained at

the beginning of the war, "Regardless of who wins the present round of
fighting,

the real result of Iraq's attempt to win fifty years of

military supremacy will be fifty years of hatred and instability that
will threaten whatever oil facilities survive" (Mansur 1980:51).
At the war's onset, cautiously seeking to ensure their survival
and maintain security on all sides, the conservative Arab Gulf states
simultaneously aided Iraq, tried to appease Iran, and reinforced links
with the U.S.

Gulf Arab willingness to coexist with Iran and avoid

friction with the ayatollahs were ways to stay aloof from direct
involvement (Rubin 1989: 122).

Their formal reactions indicated that

there were no common strategies between them.
securi ty requirements,

And wi th regard to

the Arab Gulf could be divided into three

categories.
First, some advocated the use of diplomacy, whether unilaterally
or collectively, to keep the conflict from spreading.

Kuwait, Qatar,

the UAE, and Bahrain seem to have taken this position.

Second, others

viewed the war as a more serious threat to their existence and held that
diplomacy alone would be inadequate.

To make diplomacy more effective,

they advocated greater dependence on military preparedness and Western
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aid.

Oman was forceful in this assertion.

Third, the rest sought a

combination of the two measures as the best way to achieve regional
security.

Saudi Arabia subscribed to this method (Khadduri 1988:124).

In general, the third option was plausible because it stressed
keeping a distance from the Iraqi attack on Iran.

Realistically, for

the most influential of them all, Saudi Arabia had good reasons.

Iraq

had designs on the Gulf region, which Saudi power and diplomacy could
not counter alone.

Presumably any Iraqi action that caused fragmenta-

tion of Iran or the emasculation of Iranian capabilities would level out
the essentially bipolar nature of Gulf politics as regards the war and
would render Saudi foreign policy much more problematic.
More important, the conflict between Iraq and Iran would entail
the likelihood that hostilities would escalate out of control.

The

Saudis and Kuwaitis in particular would stand to lose a great deal if
the war spilled over into the Gulf territories.

One would be disruption

of oil production and interference with routes through the Strait of
Hormuz (Parrott 1986:43).

Second, any coalition between Iraq and the

rest of the Arab Gulf states would chain them together and drag them
into the war with it.

Hence conservative rulers could not see them-

selves marching into the war alongside the Iraqi regime.

In fact, they

preferred to pass the buck than to physically join the war.
The reluctance of Arab Gulf states to appear to solidly support
Iraq had other implications.

Kuwait took the view that if Iran won,

they would be next in line to receive direct or indirect aggression,
which might trigger a domino effect that would consume the whole Gulf.
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Thus, the attitude of Arab Gulf states helped them keep their enthusiasm
for Iraq within tolerable limits while they diplomatically alternated
between the two combatants to accommodate them both.
The confusion in inter-Arab affairs was illustrated in their
first meeting immediately after the war's outbreak.

Arab League members

directed verbal attacks at each other instead of finding ways to settle
the conflict.

The meeting produced no agreement or consensus.

However,

the first Arab country to declare its unqualified support of Iraq was
Jordan.

King Hussein left for Baghdad on September 24, 1980.

Even

before that, Jordanian armed forces were placed on alert and Jordanian
airfields were offered to Iraqi aircraft as safe shelters (Khadduri
1988:122).
Iraqi leadership was discontented over the Arab reaction.

In a

speech to the nation on September 28, Saddam Hussein attacked proponents
of conflict mediation and expressed reluctant tolerance toward countries
that adopted "stands of silence," which was understood to include the
conservative Arab Gulf states.

This attitude indicated his need for

their support (Safran 1985:368).
As the Gulf war intensified, Arab countries exchanged accusations.

When Libya criticized Saudi Arabia for accepting protective

American aid, Riyadh broke diplomatic relations with Tripoli on October
28, 1980.

A point of confrontation was reached over the November 25

Arab Summit in Amman, which was boycotted by Syria, Libya, Algeria, the
PLO, Lebanon, and South Yemen.

The rest of the attendees declared their

support for Iraq (Taylor 1982:93).
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By December 1980, Iraqi advances were halted by Iranian resistance and the war stalemated with no successful cease-fire.

Iranian

aircraft had fired missiles at Kuwaiti territory after learning that
Kuwait and Saudi Arabia had, respectively, made their Gulf and Red Sea
ports available for military shipments to Iraq, especially from the
Soviet Union.

The prospect of a prolonged conflict was ever present.

Trusting no other power, the conservative Gulf states intensified their
meetings and security coordination, which were promising to take on a
collective shape.
Conclusions
A quantitative tally of the hypotheses and theorems developed by
scholars studying primarily the Western culture will reveal that not all
these propositions were relevant to the Arab Gulf states.

There were at

least 145 such theoretical conceptualizations, but only about 45 were
applicable to the six states as factors leading to the formation of an
Arab Gulf alliance.

(The number 145 is not exact because there are

several repetitions and redundancies in the presentation of propositions
covered by numerous authors and scholars in Chapter 2.)

Conversely,

there were events in the Arab Gulf states since 1945, particularly the
1970s, which cannot be related to theorems known in the literature dealing with these six conservative countries.

Hence, it is reasonable to

argue that in this study we have uncovered new data that lend themselves
to new hypotheses and therefore research verification in the field of
alliance formation and political fragmentation.
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The theoretical conceptualizations in Chapter 2, which can be
organized into eleven categories about the dichotomy of alliance
formation and fragmentation, are broken down in Table 3.27.
Table 3.27.
Rank No.

Theor.etical conceptualizations.

Category

Number of
Hypotheses

Percentage

1

National attributes

39

27

2

War and alliances

20

14

3

Economic systems

17

12

4

Political fragmentation

13

9

5

Balance of power

11

8

6

Foreign aid

10

7

7

Bandwagoning strategy

9

6

8

Integrative process

9

6

9

Gaming and alliances

7

5

10

Balance of threats

6

4

11

Chain gang and passed-buck strategies

4

3

145

100

Total

Review of the categories in Table 3.27 indicates that some are
better represented and hence more dominant than others in their contribut ions to the formation of alliances.

For example, the national

attributes category has 39 assumptions, or 27 percent of the entire
theoretical conceptualizations employed in this study and nearly double
the number of the next important category, which is the association
between war initiation and alliance formation, with 20 hypotheses or
14 percent of the theoretical works.

Economic systems, with 17 propo-
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sitions or 12 percent, is listed as the third leading factor in alliance
formation; balance of power is ranked fourth, with 11 hypotheses or 8
percent of total studies.

Another indication is that the distribution

of the theoretical conceptualizations illustrates that commonality of
domestic attributes in addition to similarities in economic systems
occupy nearly 50 percent of the hypotheses, which overrides expediency
associated with conflictual behavior and military structure; war and
balance of power categories represent 28 percent of the studies.

More-

over, the category of political fragmentation is fairly represented,
with 13 assumptions or 9 percent of the total hypotheses, proving that
scholars focus on the dismemberment or rupture of alliances as well as
factors leading to their formation.

The remaining categories of alli-

ance formation illustrate that the hypotheses of chain gang and passed
buck, followed by balance of threats, are ranked low in the distribution
of theoretical conceptualizations but nevertheless represent updated and
creative avenues of inquiry about nation-states'

attempts to form

alliances.
The availability of theoretical conceptualizations is an important manifestation of the political science literature.

However, the

operationalization or applicability of such to the Arab Gulf states is a
different matter, with interesting results.

The six conservative Arab

states' events and interactions which facilitated the move toward forming an exclusive Arab Gulf alliance corresponded to 45 hypotheses, which
represent 31 percent, or nearly one-third the total hypotheses compared
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with the 100 nonoperationalized hypotheses, which represent 69%.

These

are broken down in Table 3.28.
Table 3.28.
Rank

Comparison of theoretical conceptualizations.
Number of
Hypotheses
Applied

Category

Rank

Category

Number of
Hypotheses
Not Applied

14

1

National attributes

25

Balance of power

6

2

War and alliances

16

3

Economic systems

5

3

Political fragmentation

13

4

Foreign aid

4

4

Economic systems

12

5

Bandwagoning

4

5

Gaming and alliances

7

6

Balance of threats

4

6

Foreign aid

6

7

War and alliances

4

7

Integrative process

6

8

Integrative process

3

8

Balance of power

5

9

Chain gang/passed buck

1

9

Bandwagoning

5

10

Gaming and alliances

0

10

Chain gang/passed buck

3

11

Political fragmentation

0

11

Balance of threats

2

1

National attributes

2

Total:

145 (100)

45 (31%)

100 (69%)

As Table 3.28 shows, out of the 45 operationalized hypotheses,
the category national attributes dominates the rest.

It ranked first

with 14 assumptions, which clearly equates to the combined number of the
three following categories of balance of power, economic systems, and
foreign aid.

More interestingly, national attributes alone, which

includes external influence, principle, and affiliation theorems, and
which is identified with the paradigm of commonality among nationstates, is equal to the total number of balancing behavior categories,
which includes balance of power, balance of threats, and bandwagoning,
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with 14 propositions altogether.

Therefore, the domestic makeups of the

six Arab Gulf states exhibit similar characteristics which facilitated
the move toward an exclusive alliance among these states.

They share

identical dynastic regimes, with tribal descent and historical rights of
rulership, and are allied by their fear of radical change and a preoccupation with self-preservation and maintenance of the status quo, with
the United States' assistance.

The indication is that in the domain of

Gulf alliance formation, commonality overrides either economic utility
or military expediency.

However, application of the rest of the theore-

tical conceptualizations breeds other interesting observations.
The national attributes category is essential to the Gulf area
and is matched by that of balancing strategies.

Also economic variables

of the six conservative states are important, as illustrated by five
propositions relating to economic systems and four assumptions regarding
foreign aid.

This reveals that the health of the oil-based economies of

these Arab states has nevertheless solidified and ensured continued
cooperation in developmental planning,

joint economic ventures, and

financial institutions short of economic integration, as illustrated by
three hypotheses.

However, the last two categories, gaming and politi-

cal fragmentation, exhibit no applicable hypotheses and are devoid of
validity and operationalization vis-a-vis the Gulf situation.

Perhaps

gaps exist in our knowledge because of the secretive nature of decision
making in these six states.

Their leaders might be devising gaming

strategies based on a calculus of costs and benefits of coalition
building known only to themselves.

However, some of the six states are
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small and newcomers to bargaining and gaming and probably lack the
sophistication to do so.

Moreover,

the six polities have sought

coordination and the lessening of hostile behavior in their midst which
might create rupture in their relations and thus fragment attempts to
associate themselves in a selective alliance of their own making.
Further, the category of war and alliances illustrates that the linkage
between Gulf conflictual behavior and its impact on alliance formation
exis ts, having four operational hypotheses, indicating that the six
states participated in the expansion of war but not its outbreak by
tilting toward the Iraqi position in its war with Iran.

The six conser-

vative states, while supportive of Iraq, preferred to ride free through
a strategy of buck passing, as illustrated by one theorem, and refrained
from contributing military troops in support of Iraqi belligerence.
In a comparative analysis of theoretical conceptualizations
(Table 3.28), the hypotheses that could not be operationalized clearly
outnumbered that of the applied ones by a great margin of 100 propositions, or 69 percent of total theorems.

The 2-to-l ratio indicates that

the Arab Gulf states are not amenable to the majority of the assumptions
but are selective and command a relatively unique perspective related to
number and nature of factors leading to the formation of an alliance
among themselves.

For example, the national attributes category is

dominant in both applied and non-applied hypotheses, but there were
twice as many theorems in the latter as the former.

A

~ogical

explana-

tion for this discrepancy is that the political cultures of the six
states are much more peculiar in manifesting their domestic and foreign
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policies than polities known in the West.

Moreover, issues such as

ideological rationalization of alliances, historical experience, and
nonalignment were not associated with events and circumstances pertinent
to the Arab Gulf states.

Furthermore, the second ranking category is

the linkage between war and alliances.

This category also ranked second

in nonoperationa1 assumptions, with four times the number of applied
propositions.

War preparation and initiation was a weak indicator of

alliance formation among the six states but had to do with their a11iances with actors within the Gulf region.

Therefore the theoretical

studies, which were developed mostly to explore the conf1ictua1 behavior
of powerful Western countries, fell short of validity in the case of the
six small Gulf states.
Economic utility indicates that the category of economic systems
also has a sizable number of nonapp1ied propositions (more than two
times that of applied ones).

Economic theories have focused mostly on

the costs and benefits of alliances as well as the production and consumption of alliance goods in the form of armaments and deterrence.

The

Arab Gulf situation tends to differ because oil was the sole significant
collective good produced by the six states and consumed by others.

In

many instances oil was a political power rather than an economic lever,
used for collective goals and to serve national aspirations.

However,

the category foreign aid was relatively balanced in its theoretical
application, illustrating that the six states were among the leading
countries in their gifts of economic aid.

But the relationship between
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aid and alliance formation in the Gulf exhibits a stronger association
with other states in the world, not among themselves.
The category of balancing behavior reveals yet another interesting outcome of theoretical conceptualization, indicating a more
important illustration of the operationalized hypotheses, far more meaningful than those of the nonapplied ones.

The balance of power category

shows a relatively equal number of hypotheses in the operational and
nonoperational classes but leads in terms of ranking in favor of applied
propositions.

Balance of power is important in issues of system stabil-

ity and maintenance, distribution of power, and its flexible association
with other categories since power is a concept with many aspects.

How-

ever, when employing certain military indicators to the Gulf area
(manpower, number of aircraft, tanks, etc.), the six states' aggregate
of power available to balance that of neighboring countries is not
supported by data.

Thus balance of power is irrelevant to alliance

formation among the six Arab Gulf states.

The bandwagoning category

illustrates that it has a somewhat equal number of hypotheses on both
sides of the operationalization, but its order of ranking is better in
application than nonapplication.

The six states exhibited a tendency to

ally with more powerful and aggressive states, such as Iraq and Iran, to
appease them and avoid hostile acts.

However, within the framework of

the six states' relationship, the bandwagoning strategy is not a strong
indicator of alliance formation among them.

Most interesting and

provocative is the balance of threats strategy.

Its operationalization

indicates that it is important in both number of hypotheses applied and
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ranking order.

Balance of threats was last in not-applied hypotheses,

with two propositions, but ranked in sixth place in applied propositions, with four assumptions.

This shows that the six states' attempt

to form an alliance was more in line with tendencies to balance external
threats more than any other balancing behavior.
As Tables 3.27 and 3.28 have shown,

only about one-third of

known theorems and tested hypotheses about alliance formation applied
to the six Arab Gulf states.

The bulk of data in Chapter 3, however,

provides new propositions that we1'e hitherto unknown and therefore
untested.

These might be viewed as a further contribution to the study

of alliance formation.

They are derived from events pertinent to the

six conservative Arab states of the Gulf and are categorized in accordance with Chapter 2 as follows.
National Attributes
States sharing similar historical experiences tend to look more
favorably toward forming an alliance.
States experiencing similar outside influences are more likely
to form an alliance because of that factor and will become part
of the sphere of influence of that country.
Outside influence is indifferent to the domestic political
situation, and vice versa.
Dynastic regimes are more selective and particular about their
partners in any prospective alliances and exhibit slow, cautious
movement toward alliances.
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Dynastic regimes are inclined, above all, to keep themselves in
power and join alliances to further that goal.
Countries with shared borders exhibit a greater tendency to form
an alliance, especially within the geographical setting of a
great land mass.
Economic Systems
The greater the commonality in economic commodities among certain states, the greater the possibility of forming an alliance.
States which depend on a single economic commodity are more
inclined to form an economic grouping.
The greater the number of bilateral and multilateral economic
ventures among states, the greater the possibility of building a
successful alliance, regionally as well as internationally.
The greater the financial returns from a single commodity, the
stronger the commodity will be politicized, for the benefit of
both national purposes and inter-state alliances.
Foreign Aid
The greater the money donated, the more attractive the donor is
as an alliance partner, in the eyes of recipients.
Foreign aid affords better possibilities for influence, penetration, and control by the giver over those alliance members who
are on the receiving end.
Balancing Behavior
External military threats are forceful precipitators of alliance
formation.
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Political regimes which face similar domestic insurgencies or
foreign acts of sabotage tend to seek alliances to ensure their
survival.
Balance of power is neither relevant nor applicable to small and
minor states in the international system.
The weaker the states or the alliance in military terms, the
greater the need for superior power to act as a balancer and to
guarantee protection.
Balance of threats is superior to other balancing strategies in
the calculations of small states or alliances.
War and Alliances
Small states or minor alliances encourage rather than discourage
the outbreak of conflict between neighboring states.
Small states or minor alliances tend to shun participation in
the initial stages of a nearby war but join on the side of the
less threatening to prolong the conflict.
Small states or minor alliances exhibit mixed-motive tendencies
by conducting diplomatic overtures while supporting one or both
sides in a conflict.
Small states remain on the sidelines and decline to chain themselves to, ur become entrapped, in a belligerent state's camp.
Small and rich states in an alliance prefer to contribute
financially instead of militarily when entering a conflict.
The conservative Arab Gulf states share common attributes in
their evolution and march toward global politics.

Western, and par-
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ticu1ar1y American influences, have penetrated their societies and
also helped to maintain their existence in the turbulent Gulf.

u.s.

commitments to the Gulf states have evolved around the notion that the
security and stability of friendly regimes are vital to U.S. interests
in the region.

This has been made clear to every concerned party in and

around that part of the Arab world.
Socioeconomic and political similarities have facilitated
attempts by the six states to form an exclusive alliance that will
bridge gaps among them and bolster

e~onomic

and financial cooperation.

Oil has further enhanced their strategic importance.

Through economic

aid, the most able of them have carved a distinguished position in the
international economy that legitimized their role as power brokers,
especially in the Arab world.

Further, Arab Gulf states have used their

economic power to pursue modernization, economic prosperity, political
deterrence, and most important, military acquisition.
The military configuration of the six Arab states has not been
as impressive as that of their neighbors, such as Iran and Iraq, and was
short of the capacity to balance regional forces.

The conservative

states thus resorted to balancing acts, with the aid of much superior
powers, to neutralize actual or perceived threats.

However, their deci-

sion to side with Iraq since 1979 may have been interpreted by Iraqi
decision makers as encouragement to wage war on Iran to curb menacing
Iranian acts.

Eruption and expansion of the 1980 conflict nearby

accelerated the need for collective security and created an atmosphere
congruent with alliance formation which solidifies the six Arab Gulf
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countries.

Political developments in the 1970s have highlighted

movement toward cooperative measures in the Gulf, disrupted in many
instances by competitive undertakings that spilled over into the 1980s.
Therefore national attributes, coupled with the fear of external threats
and the will to balance them, have been forceful elements in creating a
Gulf security alliance.

The next chapter will demonstrate this and

investigate more theoretical aspects surrounding the formation of the
Gulf Cooperation Council and its endurance as a subregional, exclusive
alliance which emphasizes commonality of interests and the urgencies of
self-preservation and modernization in an area that is endemic with
uncertainties.
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CHAPTER 4
COOPERATION AND CONFLICT IN THE
GULF COOPERATION COUNCIL
Since gaining independence,

the Gulf countries have been

relentless in their efforts to create some sort of regional arrangement
to provide much-sought security and cooperation in the area.

The two

powerful countries of the Gulf in the late 1970s, Iran and Iraq, took
advantage of the period of Gulf detente to bring the smaller Arab Gulf
states under their influence, each with its own scheme to win them over
in regional security pacts, against one another.

However, the Arab Gulf

monarchy systems had no interest in joining up with either the radical
Iraqi Baathists or the conservative Iranian monarchy.

Furthermore, both

Baghdad and Tehran's ambitions balanced and eventually neutralized each
other.
Iraqi-Iranian moves designed to curb each other's influence and
dominate the Gulf area spurred the conservative Arab Gulf states to
forge closer links with each other because any collaboration with one
side would no doubt anger the other.

Moreover, they sought regional

cooperation and security arrangements to keep the Gulf out of the sphere
of hostile military influence as well as ensure the territorial integrity of the Arab Gulf states.
The theoretical conceptualizations presented in Chapter 2 have
helped us recognize and utilize the appropriate theories in Chapter 3 to
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illustrate the factors and circumstances that led to the creation of the
GCC prior to 1981.

The results indicate that a combination of national

attributes of the six Arab Gulf states, their economic systems, and
military structures have worked in conjunction with extraordinary
regional events to build an alliance as a shield under which they
coordinated their policies to preserve their polities, achievements, and
status in world affairs.

The formation of the Council may have been an

easy task, but its maintenance and endurance have not.

Therefore, the

aims of this chapter are to trace the dynamics of the GCC from 1981 to
1990, pointing out both cooperative and noncooperative behaviors among
the six states and between them and the rest of the actors in the
international arena, and to employ the pertinent theorems and hypotheses
which correspond with the process of formation and continuity of the
Council.
Formation of the Gee
The conservative Arab side of the Gulf was more prone to selective Gulf cooperation than its immediate neighbors.
to undertake such a path.

Efforts were made

To work out an Arab Gulf consensus, in May

1976 Sheikh Jaber Al Sabah, the present emir of Kuwait and crown prince
at that time, toured the Gulf to call for a Gulf union as a means of
ensuring cooperation in all spheres.
Abu Dhabi, and Muscat.

He visited Riyadh, Manama, Doha,

The Kuwaiti initiative was viewed as the genesis

of the GCe, which was to be born a few years later (Bishara 1987: 13;
Christie 1986:4).

Again on December 6-20, 1978, a Kuwaiti delegation

led by Crown Prince Sheikh Saad Al Sabah visited the five Gulf capitals
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his brother had toured in 1976, urging greater coordination and cooperation on a wide variety of issues to strengthen Arab Gulf relations and
bring about unity among them (Assiri 1990:76).
found receptive ears in these capitals.

The Kuwaiti proposal

Consultations with the respec-

ti ve leaders were very successful and all officially endorsed the
concept of Gulf cooperation.

The pace of events in and around the Gulf

in 1979 and 1980 had threatened the stability of smaller Gulf states.
They were faced with the urgent need for closer association.
The issue of forming a Gulf organization was discussed by the
heads of the Gulf states when they convened at the Arab League summit
conference in Jordan on November 25, 1980.

It had become apparent that

the disintegration of the Arab world and the incompatible views of
Arab leaders over regional issues such as the Iran-Iraq conflict had
persuaded Arab Gulf leaders that they were better off forming a unified
framework that institutionalized their pragmatic views and cooperation
with each other.

Communication between Arab Gulf leaders intensified at

the Islamic summit in Taif, Saudi Arabia, January 25-27, 1981.

Leaders

of the six Arab Gulf states joined in principle to form a Gulf association, excluding Iraq as a belligerent state that was involved in an
ongoing conflict.

Including Iraq would have placed the conservative

Arab Gulf regimes at the center of the confrontation with Iran.

Fur-

thermore, Baghdad's ruling Baaths did not share their sociopolitical and
economic orientations.
(E. Peterson 1988:99).

North Yemen was excluded for similar reasons
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Arab Gulf leaders instructed their foreign ministers to act upon
these matters with speed and vigor.

On February 4, 1981, the ministers

met in Riyadh and officially agreed to form a regional, exclusive
organization among the six states,

setting the stage for several

constructive meetings by an Experts Committee that formulated the
procedural details needed to realize the proposed association.

The

foreign ministers met again in Muscat on March 9, 1981 and approved the
preliminary draft.

The foreign ministers met once more in Abu Dhabi on

May 23, 1981 to finalize the document to be sanctioned and signed by the
leaders in their first summit two days later (Al Ashal 1988:26).
In one of the most essential steps in Gulf affairs, the heads of
the six Gulf states--Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, and the
United Arab Emirates--met in Abu Dhabi on May 25-26, 1981.

They affixed

their signature to the document establishing the Gulf Cooperation
Council.

The leaders formally adopted one of the most important

resolutions in the modern history of the Arab Gulf states, paralleled
only by their emergence as independent countries and the formation of
the United Arab Emirates.

The Gulf states had brought to reality what

had been sought all along:

a strategy for Arab Gulf fraternal intercon-

nection.
Organization and Structure of the GCC
The charter is the principal organizational instrument that
spells out the nature, aims, and activities of the GCC.

The charter

consists of a preamble and 22 articles that embody Arab and Islamic
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values and set forth the higher goals of the states, based upon
coordination, cooperation, and integration of the GCC states.
The Supreme Council is the GCC's highest organ.

It consists of

the leaders of member states, who possess equal voting power.

The

Supreme Council ratifies resolutions and recommendations drafted by
subordinate bodies.

The presidency is rotated, and the council convenes

for one regular session annually.

Approval on substantive matters is

accomplished by unanimous vote.
The Ministerial Council is comprised of the foreign ministers of
member states.

Its function is to recommend and propose to the Supreme

Council positions on a variety of issues that are important and relevant
to the GCC.

This body convenes once every three months; unanimity is

required on any essential matter.

Other ministerial committees have

been created in all spheres to complement the ministers' functions.
The Commission for the Settlement of Disputes makes recommendations to the Supreme Council in cases of disputes among member states.
Commission members are not specified ahead of time and consist of GCC
nationals from states not involved in the dispute at hand.

Resolutions

are carried by a majority vote.
The Secretariat General is divided into six sectors of activity:
political affairs, economic affairs, environment and human resources,
legal affairs, financial and administrative affairs, and information.
The Secretariat General functions as an executive organ and is entrusted
to prepare summaries on GCC proposals and to monitor implementation of
the Council's decisions.

The secretariat head is appointed for a period
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of three years by the Supreme Council.

It has a large staff stationed

at GCC headquarters in Riyadh.
Terms of the GeC' s constitution are comprehensive and farreaching as well as ambiguous and uneven.

The GCC charter, which went

into effect the moment it was signed by the leaders, acknowledges that
GCC states are convinced that "coordination, cooperation and integration
between them serve the higher goals of the Arab Nation."

The objective

is gradual movement toward eventual Arab Gulf integration and facilitation of overall Arab world unity, either as a consequence of GCC actions
or as a natural historical occurrence.

It is this ambitious scope that

invites controversy as we observe the evolution and dynamics of the GCC
since its inception.
Judging from official communiques, alliance is an elusive
concept to GCC member states which is generally side-stepped by the
Council's framers in an attempt to soothe the feelings of radical Arab
states (as well as Iran) and to avoid reprisals.

To the heads of the

GCC, alliance formation conjures up images of a militaristic organization, hence diminishing the GCC's other activities, such as diplomatic
and political overtures, economic cooperation, and domestic security
coordination.

Such a limited interpretation has turned alliance into an

unpopular concept, at least at the GCC's onset.

This sensitivity can be

divined in statements by the heads of GCC states and their foreign ministers as well as those made by the general secretary of the Council, who
is the organization's spokesman.
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Aside from the symbolism and emotional commitments spelled out
in the Council's charter, its founding fathers sought a positive and
constructive interaction, sustained by complementary characteristics and
perceived destiny and goals.

As spelled out in Article 1, the official

name of the organization is the Cooperation Council for the Arab States
of the Gulf, referred to as the Gulf Cooperation Council.
flects the framers' intentions:
relations.

The name re-

to work toward closer and more systemic

From May 25, 1981 to December 31, 1990, the Council has

moved from cooperation, to coordination, to alliance, as measured by its
achievements and challenges.

The GCC is perhaps the most sympathetic,

ambitious alliance attempt in the Arab world, measured by its continuity
in the face of much adversity.

Therefore, the role of the GCC as an

alliance configuration of the six conservative Arab Gulf states can be
understood through several aspects of alliance formation that are
pertinent to its own members, making it a larger entity.

But neither

integration nor unity are essential aspects of its enduring nature.
Nevertheless, they have remained hopeful aims that are beyond the time
frame of this study.
The GCC As A Political Alliance
The GCC states share a similar outlook in their political
orientations.

Their bid to create an image of an organization free

from troubles is not free from inconsistencies.

The political behavior

of the members can be illustrated through the following hypotheses.
First, identical interests may provide linkages that forge an alliance
and bonds between states.

Personal relationships among ruling dynasties
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are critical factors that determine the health of any alliance.

Second,

however, fragmentation assumes a significant decline or rupture in the
mutual interdependence of alliance members.

Third, the national asser-

tions of individual members might stir up problems.
ments by third parties weaken alliances.

Fourth, infringe-

The following discussion

illustrates the applicability of these hypotheses.
The GCC acts as a forum for personal interactions between Gulf
s ta te leaders.

These leaders discuss disagreements over many issues,

iron out their differences, and attempt to find appropriate solutions.
Members realized that through collective effort, each would gain more
than when acting alone, thus helping to ensure the survivability of the
status quo that they wished to preserve.

The GCC has represented its

members in negotiations with other states to maximize common benefits.
The GCC also managed to contain the radicalization of its societies and
to further the practical aspirations of its citizens for a progressive
outlook in world affairs.

In short,

the Council articulated the

political wishes of its leaders for stability and development but
stopped short of promoting full-fledged political reforms toward popular
participation in the sense of democratization and human rights.
has no power over the policies and politics of its members.

The GCC

Rather, it

gradually established a distinct Arab Gulf entity through high levels of
interstate ties while preserving the sovereignty of its founders and
respecting their individual wishes and internal conformation.

This

feeble but practical outlook has been responsible for the existence of
the Council and its persistence.

The GCC had learned the lessons of
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previous Arab attempts at unification by avoiding ideological fervor and
immediate calls for unity and instead resorted to a pragmatic, cautious
outlook in its political dealings.

The characterization of the Council

as an elitist organization stems from the fact that it was overwhelmingly controlled by the heads of states and their envoys while little
chance was given for a voice by a representative cross-section of their
societies.

GCC actions were influenced by the characteristics of its

leadership.

Hence mos t

GCC decision-making remained secretive and

confined to the inner circles.

In light of these factors, the GCC could

be termed an organization of leaders rather than of citizens.
Declarative Conferences
Vi tal to the continuation of the GCC is the commonality of
interests, shared purposes, and the honoring of identified obligations
communicated by the heads of the states and worked out by several
specialized ministries and committees.

Direct, formal meetings of GCC

officials have been one of the successful facets of the Council since
its inception.

The highest degree of cooperation among the member

states resulted in the full participation of the founders, who possess
the ultimate power, and thus facilitated summit alliances which gave the
GCC a positive, expedient, and elitist outlook of an effective nature.
GCC declarations, while comprehensive, were actually cleverly
drafted expressions of individual states.

State leaders wished to prac-

tice a political interaction and cooperation that rested upon alliance
patterns sustaining the legal sovereignty of each state.

From the

initial summit in the UAE to the eleventh summit in Qatar on December
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22, 1990, the heads of state framed issues in an international context.
Deliberations in these meetings were honest, argumentative, and farreaching.

In that time, the leaders conveyed to the globe a message of

peace and willingness to cooperate in all fields necessary to attain
stability for their region and prosperity for the whole world.
agreements have not been made public.

Dis-

Meetings were conducted with

patience so that explosive matters would not surface, thus allowing time
not only to reach consensus and cohesion but to work out compromises.
Inter-Arab Gulf relations were given a prominent position in the
leaders' discussions.

The GCC was based upon an equitable distribution

of political power in the sense of a voting system in which Bahrain, the
smallest state in the Council, had the same obligations and privileges
as the largest partner, Saudi Arabia.

GCC leaders have distributed

political influence in such a manner as to satisfy individual attitudes.
Riyadh was chosen as GCC headquarters, and Abdullah Bishara, a Kuwaiti
diplomat, was selected as secretary genera1.
secretaries general:

There are two assistant

Ibrahim Subhi, an Omani diplomat, in charge of

political affairs, and Abdallah El-Kowaiz, a Saudi economist, in charge
of economic affairs.

The royal heads of state meet once at the end of

every year, in a different capital city of the member states, to review
the year's achievements and plan meetings for the following year.
The le aders have played their poli tics well at all summi ts ,
helping the GCC appear to be an organization of all things to all
people.

In pan-Arabist terms, the communiques stressed the just cause

of the Palestinians, Lebanese rights to stability and secure boundaries,
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solidarity with the Arabs in their conflict with Israel, prosperity for
the Arab world, as well as peaceful resolutions to inter-Arab feuds.
Perhaps the only exception was when Iraq invaded Kuwait, a founding
member of the GCC.
than usual.

The political wording of communiques was harsher

The Islamic community was ever-present in spirit.

Declar-

ations included the call for the two Moslem countries, Iraq and Iran, to
settle their war.

The GCC extended an offer of mediation to bring an

end to the war.

The Afghan struggle against Soviet occupation was

praised and supported.

Internationally, the leaders made it clear from

the beginning that they opposed foreign interference in their own
affairs and declared their intentions to keep the Gulf free from superpower competition.

However, by 1990, the Gulf situation necessitated

the presence of foreign forces to liberate Kuwait (Appendix E).
Political Fragmentation
GCC summits have reflected the leaders' commitment to collective
actions to minimize inter-Gulf disputes, especially when the issues on
their agenda were volatile to the point of jeopardizing the future of
their organization.

The eventful state of the Gulf has created tensions

among the GCC leaders themselves, which they have worked relentlessly to
subdue.

Troubles that have plagued the area are numerous, but few of

them were so intense that they have required immediate and total attention to compromise.
In the GCC's first year Kuwait and Oman found themselves disagreeing over two proposals, each bearing upon the nature of the future
of the Council.

Kuwait desired a form of economic cooperation that
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would lead to an integration of a nonaligned nature.

Oman, on the other

hand, insisted that the GCC should fully and openly coordinate security
arrangements and that military planning should include the United
States.

Intense negotiations ensued, during which Oman threatened to

withdraw from the Councilor risk being expelled.

The Council has

survi ved such feuds by studiously avoiding a military alliance and
delaying any decision on military strategies.
favor of the Kuwaiti proposal.
shelved (Christie 1986:4).

Thus, the Council was in

The Omani position was temporarily

Kuwaiti-Omani feuds have not ended.

They

have required cont:l.nuous mediation by the heads of states to suppress
disagreements between these two rather contentious members.
Tensions among member states have surfaced on occasion and
threatened to handicap the Council.

In April 1986, the ruling families

of Bahrain and Qatar were at each other again.

III feelings were

triggered by Bahrain's attempt to construct a military harbor at Fasht
a1-Dibe1, a man-made islet, near the disputed Hawar Islands.

Bahrain

claimed to have GCC approval for a project designed to monitor Iranian
attacks on shipping close to the western area of the Gulf.

Qatar has

long been incensed by the fact that Bahrain claimed the Hawar Islands,
which are located just off the western coast of Qatar.

With no warning,

the Qatari military was dispatched to retake the islet and arrest the
contractors working on the project.

As Bahrain prepared to respond in

kind, the GCC leadership intervened to prevent further animosity.

The

allies had become adversaries, and this time the latent antipathy was
between the smaller GCC members (Robins 1989:65).

King Fahd's mediation
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put this GCC embarrassment on hold, but the issue has continued to spoil
GCC summit meetings.

The GCC has failed to settle such political and

territorial competitions through its commission for the settlement of
disputes.

Oman and the UAE tilted toward the Qatar's position.

other hand, Kuwait and Saudi Arabia supported Bahrain.

On the

By December 1990

the issue had gone into the International Court, pending a settlement.
The Bahrain-Qatar division accentuated inter-GCC territorial episodes;
each of the six member states has continued to experience a boundary
cleavage with one of its neighbors.
Arab Gulf suspicions and the personal vendettas that have rocked
the region were very intense, most visibly in 1990.

On August 2, the

GCC witnessed the disappearance of one of its members into the domain of
a country which was resentful over the rejection of its bid for GCC
membership.

Iraq not only had a historical claim over Kuwait but its

leader also had a personal grudge against the GCC royal families, especially the Al Sabah of Kuwait.
the score.
cover,

At the onset,

The Iraqi military was used to settle

the GCC alliance seemed to scrambled for

being no match for the very military establishment they had

helped build.

Diplomacy failed, and international military forces were

called upon to help restore Kuwait's sovereignty.

GCC leaders met in

December 1990 and declared that Kuwait's liberation was their paramount
goal.

By itself, this issue had helped GCC members to realize their

weaknesses and moved them to strengthen their alliance.

However, the

Kuwaitis were not at all happy when the sultan of Oman received Iraq's
foreign minister after the crisis.
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Inter-Gee maneuvering remains the hallmark of the organization,
but political footwork at summit meetings has managed to keep the
organization intact.

As Toma and Gorman (1991) argue, personal contact

between leaders more often than not speeds up accords and gives rise to
greater understanding between players.

However, heads of state tend to

lack full diplomatic skills and are seldom experts in international
affairs.

Therefore, pre-summit agreements are required ingredients for

poli tical success instead of the theatrics of summitry (1991: 165).
Hence, the role of skilled ministers, special committees, and envoys
becomes essential before summit meetings to iron out differences and
negotiate agreements to facilitate the work of the leaders in pursuing
specified goals.

The Gee excels in such undertakings, as measured by

the formal meetings of its officials, each of whom has specific responsibilities.

Conferences are not voluntary affairs but are mapped out

ahead of time, based on the priori ties and urgencies a t hand.

The

eleven GCC summits came into being as a result of the functionings of a
spectrum of representatives who were dedicated to their own area of
specialization.

From 1981 to 1990, GCe ministerial meetings have

exceeded 200, encompassing all aspects of inter-Gee relations.

They

ranged from the high of 48 conferences between foreign ministers to only
two meetings of health ministers.
In short,

the GCC held an impressive number of meetings of

leaders and senior officials, which has consolidated the dynamism of the
institution.

The council secretary general and his senior staff also

maintain strong contact with leaders in individual member states.
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Moreover, there is a high level of bilateral visits among senior leaders
of GCC states.

There exists a level of contact, a pattern of familiar-

ity and working relationships among policymakers that is expected to
gain even greater momentum in the 1990s.

Members will then pursue

mutual interests and go beyond a mere alliance structure by avoiding
drift and inertia in inter-GCC interactions.

It is this high diplomatic

visibility that has partially guaranteed the continuity of the Council.
Political Ideology
The GCC states conform to the proposition which maintains that
states form alliances with countries whose domestic political values
resemble their own.

They also correspond with the hypothesis which

argues that ideological factors play an important role in maintaining
alliances and strengthening relationships.

In alliances which are

ideologically homogeneous, there will be fewer problems of performance
than in those that are ideologically heterogeneous.

Moreover, ideo-

logically similar nations are more apt to form alliances and are also
likely to coordinate their intra-alliance behaviors more effectively
than ideologically dissimilar states.

The following will illustrate

these assumptions.
GCC member states hold to quintessentially Islamic politics,
buttressed by a

remarkable degree of socioeconomic homogeneity.

Poli tical forms

in the

six countries have moved from patrimony to

rationalized bureaucratic systems,

to slow,

nondeliberate

characterized

political reform,

transformation of their economies.

calculated,
by

and somewhat

the continuous

Obviously, none of these systems is
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a

theocracy,

nor are they absolute dynasties nor medieval sheikdoms.

Neither are they constitutional monarchies in the British sense nor
consti tutional republics as in the American system.

Perhaps their

politics defy specific definitional and classificatory schemes, but they
project a blend of familial, tribal, religious, and technocratic rule
that has been able to maintain both a social and psychological connection between the king,

sultan,

or amir and their fellow citizens

(Braibanti 1987:206-207).
In their written constitutioIls, the Gee states describe themselves as democratic and committed to political participation in the
sense of sharing political privileges with either elected or selected
bodies.

However ambiguous as it may be, ruling families continue to be

the ultimate power brokers.

No devolution of that paramount attribute

is in sight (J. Peterson 1988:13).
jus t

The evolution of parliamentary and

representation through popular councils is hampered by lack of

voluntary initiatives by the rulers as well as the disjointed organizational and mobilizational process.

Low-key political demands for

democratization have gone unanswered, triggering an ideological schism
that

is

just short of agitation between the rulers, who cling to

historical rights to leadership, and the educated urban centers, which
seek to make government accountable through elected representatives or
the

consultative body of Shura.

This uneven balance has further

encouraged Gee leaders to delegate greater authority to members of their
families,

which has created a

political climate that contrasts the

peoples' expectations with the regimes' low level of political reforms.
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Throughout the communities of the GCC, there exist two opposing
ideologies.

One favors the status quo, and the other advocates politi-

cal responsiveness.

The first is essentially authoritarian and self-

serving, maintaining that keeping things as they are stabilizes the
The latter argues that the

GCC states through their strong regimes.

democratization of the present family rule will ensure greater security
over the long run (Nakhleh 1986:105).

The clash between these two

philosophies is inevitable if no compromise is reached.

However, the

perpetuation of family rule might be an outdated mode of political
reasoning, and radicalization is what the GCC states are trying to
prevent.

Ruled and rulers alike share the same ideals of security,

prosperity, and progress.

It is illogical to rule out political reform

unless the GCC regimes wish to risk being paradoxical to the will of
their own people.

Rigid political ideologies are no longer fashionable

and neither is stagnation of the political process.

Clearly, the GCC is

witnessing an increasing strong fundamentalism in the absence of viable
alternatives.

Frustration and the politization of the youth are evident

and may not bode well for a sound future.

The people of the GCC, if

given the choice, would flock to the side of political evolutionism
rather than revolutionism.
Sociopolitical Change
The GCC states' domestic makeups exhibit certain commonalities
in the sociopolitical and economic sectors.

Their demographic trends,

sociopolitical awareness created by education, and similar patterns of
human resources are factors to be concerned with.

Therefore, few
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hypotheses can be used to illustrate the domestic dynamics of the six
states.

The first maintains that nation-s'tates are likely to be selec-

tive in their choice of allies, exhibiting a preference for partners
wi th whom they share common institutions, cultural and ideological
values, and economic interests.

Second, similarities between nations'

domestic attributes can play leading roles in seeking and being
attracted to a particular alliance.

Furthermore, the distance between

countries in terms of social and values similarity are major contributors to integration.
closer their distance,

People are swayed by their commonality:

the

the more likely that integration will occur.

The following will provide an explanation for these hypotheses.

Gee member states entered the 1980s with the general outlook of
the 1970s.

That is, they had preserved their mutual characteristics in

the sense that they exhibited similar social attributes.

Overall, they

shared the realization that slow, measured political change was in their
best interests in order to guarantee the survival of the type of systems
they possessed and to prevent political and ideological rupture.

In a

troubled region, Gee security continues to be linked to internal
cohesion and external stability.

Gee states exhibit a combination of sociopolitical conditions
that render them unique.

This novel makeup had facilitated rapid

economic development and social change,
traditional form of government.

juxtaposed against their

However, these common attributes have

exposed Gee domestic politics to repercussions and reverberations from
regional and international political pressures (Snider 1988:461).

These
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factors have also identified the Gee states as vulnerable and sustained
their willingness to keep their alliance viable as a buffer against the
political explosions that might result from leaders' insensitivity to
political demands placed upon them by their citizens.
The social characteristics of Gee member states have witnessed
progressive movement toward amelioration of their political systems and
a greater need for public participation in deciding the issues that
touch their lives.

Several pertinent elements have influenced the urge

for system re-creation rather than system maintenance, through detachment from conventional methods of governing to more adaptable, sensitive
ruling elites.
Demographics
Population change in the GCC states has been described as the
sleeping lion of the Gulf.

Demographics is a critical issue, of central

concern to planning and development, which has not been fully appreciated in terms of population growth and the relationship between nationals and non-nationals (Birks 1988:131).

The Gee states do not promote

family planning and are very highly supportive of population expansion.
The population has grown rapidly, from 12 million in 1981 to 21 million
in 1990 (Table 4.1).

This increase makes Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and the

UAE the most populous countries in the Gee.

However, in 1987, Kuwait,

the UAE, and Qatar were the leading states in terms of percentage of
birth rate increase.
This population increase is a positive domestic trend because
these states continue to be underpopulated relative to the rest of the

Table 4.1.

Population of the GCC, 1981-1990 (in millions).

Country

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987

1988

1989

1990

Bahrain

0.40

0.40

0.38

0.39

0.40

0.41

0.42

0.42

0.49

0.49

Kuwait

1.44

1.5

1.6

1.64

1.71

1.79

1.87

1.96

2.05

2.04

Oman

0.92

1.1

1.14

1.19

2.05

2.11

2.18

2.24

2.31

1.5

Qatar

0.23

0.30

0.28

0.29

0.34

0.37

0.39

0.40

0.42

0.42

Saudi Arabia

8.65

9.9

12.14

12.48

12.48

13.22

13.61

14.02

14.44

14.62

UAE

0.85

1.1

1.26

1.26

1.31

1.31

1.31

1.31

1.74

1.7

12.49

14.30

16.75

17.25

18.30

19.21

19.77

20.34

21.44

20.77

Total GCC
Source:

Gulf Cooperation Council, Economic Bulletin, 1986-1991; Kubursi 1984: 70; International
Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance, 1990-91:100-120

N
\0
Vol
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Arab world and Iran.
prosperity.
increase.

It is also an indicator of economic and political

The problem lies in the distribution of this population
For example, in 1986, almost 51 percent of Gee nationals were

men and 49 percent women.

This brought about the need for mixed mar-

riages (which are highest in the UAE and lowest in Oman).

This brings

wi th it social repercussions that are slowly changing the cultural
identity of the Gulf and that run counter to Gee governmental policies.
There is a steady increase in inter-Gee marriages, but the highest
number of legal marriage contracts indicates that male Gee citizens are
oriented toward marrying outside the area, especially Egyptians, Palestinians, Indians, British, and Americans.
the Gee is very striking.
women.

The profile of foreigners in

Nearly 78 percent are men and 22 percent are

Such a high imbalance (highest in Saudi Arabia and lowest in

Kuwait) invites social unconformity and brings on the presence of a
great number of non-national families,
economic capacities of Gee states.

which puts strains on the

These states were already suffering

income shortfalls in the 1980s due to the decline in oil revenues.
Socioeconomic development and the enhanced economic progress
in the major cities of Gee states left the rural areas unattended.
Urbanization continues unabated, involving an average of 77 percent of
Gee populations in the mid-1980s
lowest).

(Qatar is the highest, Oman the

Citizens prefer the cities because of greater vocational and

educational opportunities, luxuries, utility availability, and a higher
standard of living.

Consequences range from increase in crime in these

swollen cities to the abandonment of agricultural and small-scale
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industrial crafts in the rural areas.

The smaller Gulf countries have

been more vulnerable to some of the problems associated with population
increase.

Population density in Bahrain is the greatest in the Gulf

(595.4 persons/sq km)
persons/sq km).

compared to the much larger Saudi Arabia (5.2

Government and bureaucratic policies have not facili-

tated the movement of GCC citizens into other GCC states to ease the
pressures of population density patterns.

Education
The GCC states have supported the trend toward education and
specialization.

Gec societies are witnessing a huge increase in

literacy rates.

Citizens and non-citizens alike are gaining greater

education through general and private schooling,

complemented by

ambitious programs of adult education and literacy campaigns.

The

number of students in domestic and foreign universities and technical
and vocational centers has also increased dramatically.

Literacy in GCC

states stood at 61 percent in the mid-1980s; Kuwait is the highest (70%)
and Oman the lowest (50%) (Table 4.2).
The GCC's middle class has grown.
shortcomings in their communities,
nature.

Technocrats are aware of the

especially those of a political

Intellectuals have generally been the social element that most

demanded political change and opposed the burdens of political decay.
The educated sectors of GCC states have sought improvements in the
governmental and legal sectors and, moreover, continue to demand freedom
of speech,

consultation in legislative matters, and more equitable

distribution of wealth.

Table 4.2.

Social makeup of the GCC in the 1980s.
% of
Foreigners
in Population

Population (1986)
%

National
M

F

% NonNational
M

F

% NonNational

% of
National
~~ of
Labor
Popu% of
% of
Urban
Force to
% of
Active Natural
lation
%
Total
in the
Nationals Age,
Birth Density
in Popu- 15-64 Increase (Per2on/
Popu- Lit- Working
lation eracy Population lation
years (thousands) km)

1986

1986

1986 1980

1985 1980 1985

1985 1985

1987

1986

63.5 64.4 11.7

11.8

597.4

Bahrain

50.3 49.7

75.4 24.6

32

82.7

68

45.3

43.6

69

Kuwait

49.8 50.2

61.3 38.7

59

82.0

69.6 21.7

19.4

41.6 40

58.6 50.4

47.8

100.6

Oman

47.3 52.7

73.6 26.4

38

50.1

50

48.2

81.8 75.2 53.2 38.8

41.5

7.1

Qatar

49.9 50.7

70.1 29.9

73

88.1

68.4 17.4

23.5

40.9 47.7 63.8

8.4

9.1

25.4

Saudi
Arabia

51.1 48.9

88.8 11.2

31

73.1

53.6 47.3

37.3

75.2 69.3 52.8 18.2

20.8

5.2

UAE

51.4 48.6

73.8 26.2

74

86.6

54.4 10.3

12.4

28.7 36.2 66.7 41.5

45.2

17

GCC

50.7 49.3

77.5 22.5

40

77 .1

60.6 33.7

30.7

68.7 63.3 59.9 28.2

29.4

125.5

Source:

60

Gulf Cooperation Council, Economic Bulletin 1988:77, 165, 167, 168; Gulf Cooperation Council,
Attaawun December 1988:231, December 1990:184
N
\0
0\
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As more educated and politically conscious nationals enter
government positions and participate in social reform activities, the
urge toward greater political participation and democratization cannot
be suppressed.

Gee citizens are not generally politically violent.

They have observed radical movements and revolutions close to home and
realized that they held out more promises than actual achievements.

In

fact, the Iraqi, Iranian, and Yemeni revolutions as well as the violent
situations in Lebanon and elsewhere in the Arab world have created in
those countries confused and de-nationalistic generations who perceive
themselves to be worse off now than before the upheavals.

The new

political paradigm never proved better than the one it was attempting to
replace.

The distribution of wealth in revolutionary states is not

equitable and has not penetrated all layers of societies.

Political

democratization is scarce, and radical social change has become the ill
of the people rather than their will.

Gee nationals appreciate the strains upon their political
systems which resulted from external threats in the 1980s and early
1990s.

However,

this awareness has never proved to be a successful

strategy to prevent gradual trends toward reform.

The old preventive

measures of numbing the demands for political progress through the
generous use of oil wealth, or the pacification of intelligentsias and
technocrats with social and vocational privileges, no longer work as
well.

It was an insult to the Kuwaiti people when their ruler suspended

their fledgling parliament in 1986.

It was equally puzzling why the

Saudi government kept putting off the promised consultative assembly.
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Moreover, the ceremonial national councils in the rest of the Gee states
are exactly that; they are not considered to be representative of the
citizens' aspirations for rational, practical political reforms.
Human Resources
The scale and nature of GCe development as presently envisaged
ensure that international migration in search of employment will remain
a permanent dynamic.

On the whole, native populations in Gee states are

small, young, and poorly directed in realizing their full potential.
Tradition generally prohibited females'

participation in the salaried

work force, and local customs discouraged manual labor.

Moreover, the

GCe's high standard of social welfare and its extensive public sectors
absorbed the available youthful indigenous manpower.

Citizens in the

age range of 15-64 years predominate in GCe populations, reaching 60
percent in the mid-1980s.

Gec states are relatively homogeneous in

terms of percent of youthful citizens, with the UAE leading (66.7%) and
Saudi Arabia last (52.8%) (Table 4.2).
The demand for foreign workers, who constituted up to 40 percent
of the population in 1986 (74% in the UAE in contrast to 31% in Saudi
Arabia) was linked to the decision by Gee governments to create welfare
states.

Governing elites are opposed to the redistribution of political

power and will instead support policies that bring about a statecoordinated redistribution of wealth.

Governments are the largest

employers in the GCe, and hence the population remains dependent upon
them.

Moreover, foreigner workers tend to be politically passive, espe-

cially those of non-Arab origin, and they are more vocationally active,
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assisting Gee states in diversifying their economies.

According to Tim

Niblock (1985), nationals are not a dominant factor in the urban working
class, which is largely comprised of non-nationals.

The expanding

middle class is mostly comprised of the indigenous population.

The

growth of this mid-stratum brings out the paradox of oil economies.

The

increase in production and revenue leads not so much to the strengthening of the national working class as it does the expansion of the middle
class (1985:43).
International migration has affected Gee countries' socioeconomic and political systems.

From an economic standpoint, this human

factor is the facilitating engine for the Gulf economic expansion.
Imported workers constitute an extremely high percentage of the total
labor force in some Gee states, such as the UAE with 74% and Qatar with
73%.

Their presence and contributions cannot be underestimated.

Arab

professionals (Egyptians, Palestinians, Jordanians, and Lebanese) have
dominated the fields of medicine and education in most Gee states.

In

fact, if the Egyptians withdrew from the Gee states, their educational
systems would likely come to a standstill.
The presence of foreigners has altered many traditional social
habits and customs.

In many parts of the Gee, women were not allowed

to socialize with men.

They were basically restricted to the home.

However, the influx of foreign women into the labor force has strongly
contributed to the liberalization of certain female populations.

Female

migrant workers have also helped preserve certain local customs, such as
keeping Gulf women at home.

There is little need for them to go out to
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work.

Furthermore, socialization in schools, where most teachers are

Arabs hired from other countries, has had an impact upon the political
attitudes of the young.

Gee societies have borrowed and incorporated

much from other societies through their labor forces, such as foreign
languages and Western, Asian, and African music.
discomfited by this mass immigration.

Po1icymakers are

The concentration of investments

and expatriate workers in the larger cities has led to urban congestion,
housing shortages, and volatile real estate speculation.
An overwhelming concern for Gee states is national self-sufficiency.

Planners are extremely concerned about their future dependence

upon an expatriate labor force.

Yet by entrusting a vast developmental

vision largely to the hands of expatriates, they are doing just that.
The distribution of expatriates by economy sector underlines the nature
of the problem when comparing Gee nationals and non-nationals.
citizens are predominantly found in the service sector.

Gulf

Thousands of

jobs have been created in government, which are largely manned by
unskilled nationals.

While easy money has permitted this course over

the short run, this clearly works against the goal of national se1fsufficiency.

In contrast, non-nationals predominate in key industries

such as manufacturing, construction, and trade.
Indeed,

in the late 1980s the Gee shifted its labor-import

policies by obtaining a more highly technical work force and maintaining
its existing projects.

Demand for foreign labor lessened but socio-

po1i tical repercussions continued to dominate planning.

Since Gulf

economies are still utterly dependent upon oil, the decline in income
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has raised many questions about the future of these migrant labor
forces.

This will become a controversial issue throughout the 1990s as

people begin to debate the great outflow of capital through foreign
workers while local economies are not as healthy as they used to be.
GCC states have undoubtedly offered their citizens better living
conditions and socioeconomic living standards than most of the world's
societies.

An increase in educated youthful populations has made GCC

states even more susceptible to political change than at any time
before.

Communication with the outside world through travel abroad and

the penetration of progressive ideas has begun to alter the traditional
composition of GCC states.

Lewis Snider (1988) maintains that the

fundamental problem confronting GCC rulers'

efforts to manage the

effects of rapid sociopolitical change is how to form political institutions to accommodate domestic pressures for broader participation in the
political process without establishing political alternatives to their
own systems.

Concurrent is the challenge of building modern, effective

military establishments to protect their states without creating a wellarmed internal threat to the regimes that built them (1988:461).

This

dilemma can only be solved through mutual trust between the government
and its people in building a real, pragmatic movement to carry out
political reforms that are representative in nature but accommodate all
sectors of society, including customary ways of life.

This will create

an equitable system and frustrate movement toward radical political
change.

Only then will the GCC be viewed as a more popular organ, not

primarily as an instrument for high-level governmental interactions.
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Gee

By 1990 the

states had passed a milestone in economic

achievement, but they found themselves at a crossroad in the political

Gee

domain.

leaders were allied in their fears of what political change

might mean to the status quo.

However, they came to realize that the

greatest menace to their regimes would probably be instigated by outside
influences rather than by internal societal components.

Gee

The loyalty of

citizens could not be questioned when the Iraqi military establish-

ment failed to find one Kuwaiti leader who would collaborate after it
Once again the people put their demands for

overran that country.

political participation aside and, in the face of adversity, gave unequivocal allegiance to their ruler in order to preserve their national
identity.

This same commitment was apparent in all other GCC member

states.
The legitimacy of existing political systems can no longer be
sustained through coercive measures.

Gee

regimes will have to initiate

and faithfully execute meaningful steps toward a true democratic process
in order to peacefully coexist with popular yearnings for political
change.

In essence,

Gee

governments should fear the uncertainty of

sociopolitical stagnation much more than sincere, voluntary political
modernization.
The

Gee

As An International Alliance

At the international level, in their interactions with other
states in the world the

Gee

states have acted according to the notion

that utility and expediency override commonality.

They have been

attracted to and dealt with divergent ideological entities--Arabs,
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Moslems,

capitalists, and communists--with the attitude that true

friends will see each other through in times of need.

The GCC's

constructive relations with the outside have helped them in times of
adversity.

This pattern can be illustrated by several hypotheses.

One

maintains that alliances can be concluded by dissimilar states, but
their duration depends upon the existence of a common enemy.

The second

says that nations form alliances as instruments of statecraft regardless
of close or open polities or their size and development.

Alliance

partners are chosen on the basis of common goals and needs, not for the
reasons of shared values, shared institutions, or a sense of community.
The third maintains that security considerations are more important than
ideological similarities.

Alliance policies are a matter of expediency

rather than of principle.

Abstract ideological principles or cultural

similarities matter little in the formation and maintenance of alliances.

The subsequent discussion will explain these hypotheses.
The GCC is an active player in the international arena.

The

Council was influenced by the dynamism of its founders, who individually
and collectively launched aggressive diplomatic overtures to ride the
tides of Gulf insecurities.

The greatest advantage available to GCC

member states is the successful utilization of their economic resources
(checkbook diplomacy) in various areas of the world to maximize their
political gain.

Economic diplomacy was employed to cover domestic

shortcomings, in the absence of effective military establishments and
demographic viability.

GCC activism in world politics was oriented to

opposing radicalism and fundamentalism, presenting itself as a moderate,
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peace-seeking, and self-preserving alliance with a keen understanding of
the games of survival in one of the most turbulent regions on the globe.
Quiet, professional diplomacy has paid off, resulting from the wish of
each Gee state to embark upon a diversity of diplomatic concerns while
allying their goals and coalescing their ranks on the political front.
In general, the Gee states built diplomatic bridges to other areas of
the world, their international relations representing a synthesis of
interesting and diverse perspectives on global interaction.

Each

individual approach constitutes a building block in the larger diplomatic structure of Gee alliances.
Gee-Arab Relations
The Arabian Peninsula serves as a bellwether of harmonization
be tween Arab politics, or lack of it.

Relations between the eight

member states (seven in 1990) fluctuated, depending upon domestic
policies and foreign interference.

When the Gee was proclaimed in May

1981, South Yemen, Ethiopia, and Libya formed an alliance, according to
the Libyan leader, to check imperialist designs and their regional
surrogates.

The Gee states looked inward and undertook diplomatic

gestures to counter regional radical influences upon Arabia.
At their November 1981 summit meeting in Riyadh, Gee heads of
states communicated to the rest of the Arab world their desire to settle
inter-Arab disputes.

One nagging territorial and ideological issue had

been the longtime conflict between Oman and South Yemen, which had
sabotaged efforts to establish diplomatic relations.

The Gee's deter-

mination to end the conflict led to the formation of a high-level
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mediation team in July 1982, comprised of Kuwait and UAE officials.

On

October 27, 1982, Oman and South Yemen signed an agreement in Kuwait
City terminating the 15-year-old war, based on mutual recognition,
noninterference in domestic affairs, and regional security.

The speedy

rapprochement between Muscat and Aden was a great GCC achievement which
surprised most observers (Ramazani 1988:124).

Economic considerations

and diminishing Marxist doctrines in South Yemen as well as the maturing
of Omani politics have done their share to ease tensions in southern
Arabia.

The 1986 coup and resulting civil strife in South Yemen brought

to power a faction favorable to improving relations with neighboring
states.

Ministerial visits to GCC states resulted in greater coopera-

tion and financial assistance.
Containment of the spread of the Iran-Iraq war was another
ambitious GCC diplomatic undertaking.

The war was the catalyst which

permitted the GCC states to adopt joint policies, coordinate security
and military efforts, and cooperate with outside powers to prevent a
spillover.

The war was on top of the GCC's agenda.

When Iran declined

every effort to end the war,

the Gee (particularly Kuwait and Saudi

Bag~dad,

extending generous financial assistance

Arabia) tilted toward
to Iraq.

The amount of aid and loans to Iraq is still debated, but the

estimate of Saudi and Kuwaiti loans may figure at $26 band $12 b,
respectively; the rest of the Gee contributed smaller sums (Al-Gosibi
1992:19).

The Gee's air and sea ports were open to Iraqi war imports,

which enabled it to endure the conflict.

Moreover, with Saudi help,

Iraq constructed pipelines to carry its oil from its southern territory
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to the Saudi city of Yanbu, on the Red Sea, which fed the Iraqi war
machine.
When Iran began to gain momentum in the war, threatening the GCC
with verbal and physical bombardment, Saudi Arabia increased its diplomatic pressure on the U.S. to normalize relations with Iraq.
and Washington did so in 1984.

Baghdad

The Saudis also financed some Iraqi arms

purchases from France, and Kuwait bought a few military items from the
Soviet Union to supply Iraq with spare parts for its air force.

More-

over, when Syria increased its support to Iran, Kuwait decreased its aid
to Damascus.

It has been argued that without GCC assistance, Iraq would

have faced a much more difficult time in resisting Iranian advances.
The GCC states mobilized their good offices to various areas in
the Arab world to bring about an end to the civil war in Lebanon, which
had been an open wound in the Arab side, bleeding out the Arab resolve
to come to terms wi th its own inner tensions.

As a result of the

Lebanese national meeting in Taif, Saudi Arabia, Lebanon was nearly on
the threshold of its national reconciliation.

GCC states have made it

clear that the reconstruction of Lebanon would be an Arab responsibility, first and foremost, and that the Council states would be the
largest contributors to that goal.

Nearby in the occupied territories,

the Palestinian uprising was gaining worldwide attention.

From the

beginning, GCC states had been generous donors to the Intifada, calling
for unity among Palestinian factions.
Egypt's readmission into the Arab fold at the 1987 Amman summit
was welcomed by the GCC states.

The Council members reestablished
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diplomatic relations with the government of President Mubarak, who
shortly visited all the GCC capitals.

The GCC resumed financial

assistance to Egypt; the latter would export military equipment to the
Arab Gulf states.

Egypt accepted its new responsibilities for the GCC's

defense as a counterweight to Iran's influence.
Arab regional groupings became fashionable.

The GCC states,

having led the way, witnessed the formation of the Arab Cooperation
Council and the Maghreb Union in early 1989.

While carrying messages of

congratulations and conducting diplomatic visits, GCC member states were
nevertheless distressed over these developments.

Iraq reportedly urged

Kuwait to join the ACC, which was open to any Arab state, an indication
that some ACC states were sensitive to being excluded from the GCC.

A

larger membership would have broken down the exclusiveness of the Gulf
Council (Twinam 1991:108).

The four members of the ACC formed a natural

barrier, containing all the GCC states, who saw themselves surrounded by
a much stronger Arab grouping.

The reality of being encircled triggered

extensive consultations between the GCC and the ACC to determine the
real and hidden intentions of the newly formed bloc.

While Jordan and

Egypt assured the GCC states of their fraternal attitudes toward them,
the Saudis in particular were wary of close Iraq-Yemen ties on the
fringes of the Arabian Peninsula.

GCC anxiety was fueled further by the

role that Libya might play in an alliance of the five North African Arab
states.

It has never been a secret that the ever-restless Libyan leader

bore ill feeling toward the GCC royal clans.

However, GCC fears were

dampened by the King of Morocco, who was and is a personal friend of the
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Gee monarchies, and who probably has more to gain from the Gee than from
the Maghreb union, of which his country is a founding member.

It is

this diplomatic readiness that distinguishes the Gee states from other
Arab groupings.

They are responsive to other initiatives and are often

suspicious of other alliances.

Furthermore, the Gee's alertness is less

complicated by international events.

They command a history of surviv-

ing odds, from the Yemeni dispute to the Arab-Israeli conflict, finally
emerging from the Iran-Iraq war barely untouched.

However, the Gee

states were soon to experience the most critical occurrence of their
times.

Diplomacy, self-reliance, and economic power together would not

be adequate to meet the fate that awaited them.
In early 1990 the Arab nation was rejoicing:

inter-Arab feuds

were minimal, economic prosperity was following a decade of austerity,
the Gulf war had ended, the two Yemens were united, and the Palestinian
issue was commanding world attention.
pion.

Moreover, the Arabs had a cham-

Iraq was a world power that threatened to strike Arab enemies.

According to Saddam Hussein's fiery rhetoric, Iraq's weapons would
consume half of Israel if it attacked Iraq or any Arab state.

Saddam

was seen as a savior--a leader who could work to restore Arab unity and
pride.

Arab leaders identified with him.

gression pact with Iraq.

Saudi Arabia signed a nonag-

Syria's president laid down only one rhetori-

cal condition to attending the 1990 Arab summit:

a union with Iraq.

Libya's leader was moved when listening to Saddam's militaristic
speeches against Zionism and imperialism.

Above all, Kuwait's ruler

repeatedly requested the honor of a visit by Saddam to his state.
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Unfortunately, he did just that.

Saddam's na tiona1is tic fervor and

radical articulations captured the imagination of the Arab masses.

The

Iraqi leader pulled off a major political stunt by misleading them all.
Saddam Hussein picked a fight with Kuwait, alleging misbehavior in oil
policies, and warned of reprisals.

The

GCC states geared up into a

diplomatic frenzy to defuse the problem but to no avail.

The Iraqi

decision to invade Kuwait was tantamount to a failure of pan-Arabism.
There is ample evidence that the GCC maintained vigorous diplomacy
within the Arab system, yet in the end it became burdensome for the
organization to handle the Arab Gulf crisis alone.
The GCC and the Islamic Community
GCC states have a special position in the Islamic community.
Saudi Arabia is the custodian of the two holiest shrines in Islam and
thus had obligations toward the wellbeing of Moslems.

Conflict among

Islamic states weakens the faith and creates friction among believers.
The GCC takes its nourishment from this outlook and seeks to be a
respected Islamic organization,

pursuing ways of bringing about a

peaceful interconnection within the universality of Islam, in the
context of the Islamic Conference Organization (ICO).

GCC economic aid

to Moslem countries is undeniably very effective, which enhanced the
posi tion of the Council.
criticism.

However, the GCC has never been free from

Various Islamic movements have called upon Moslems to wrest

power from the Saudis and become the populist guardians of holy places.
That sort of agitation, fueled by Islamic regimes, persuaded King Fahd
to change his royal titles in 1986.

From then on one of his official
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titles would be Custodian of the Two Holy Shrines.

This symbolic

gesture reaffirmed that Saudi Arabia is the sole protector and servant
of Mekka and Medina; however, Saudi Arabia also has a responsibility
toward A1 Quds (Jerusalem) because it is the third most holy site in
Islam.
GCC states maintained normal relations with the majority of
Islamic countries, based upon mutual respect.

However, while the Soviet

occupation of Afghanistan had aligned them, the Iran-Iraq war became a
reason for friction between Moslems.

The Afghan crisis became a rally-

ing point among Moslems who opposed communist intervention in a kindred
state.

Saudi Arabia and the GCC states were instrumental in aiding the

Afghan freedom fighters and recognized the Mujahadeen (Islamic warriors)
as the legitimate government of Afghanistan, to the dismay of the Afghan
Marxist party and its Soviet masters.

The GCC's money, weapons, and

volunteers, in conjunction with a GCC diplomatic whirlwind, rallied
world consensus on behalf of the dislocated Afghans.

This effort hit a

responsive chord in the U.S. and China, who adopted similar strategies
to weaken the Soviet occupation.

After Gorbachev's January 1988

initiative, arrangements were made to resolve the issue within a time
frame that included a Soviet withdrawal and a halt to all assistance to
the Afghan rebels.

On February 28, 1988 an interim Afghan government

was formed, comprised of Mujahadeen factions.
first to recognize it.

Saudi Arabia was the

On April 15, 1988, representatives of the

Marxist Afghan government, Pakistan, the U.N., USSR, and the U.S. met
in Geneva and signed an agreement ending the conflict.

However, the
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Mujahadeen were not included, which weakened any chance for peace
(Al Ishal 1990:142).

The GCC states issued a statement maintaining that

a comprehensive settlement would have to include the Mujahadeen.

The

Council continued to support the interim government, which was located
on the Afghan-Pakistan border.

In December 1988 Saudi Arabia hosted a

meeting in Taif between representatives of the Soviet government and the
Mujahadeen to narrow their differences and sponsored meetings between
the interim government and Afghan officials to end the protracted
conflict, but no resolution was in sight.

Furthermore, the GCC states

also made efforts to support Moslem communities in the Soviet Union,
China, and India and their rights to practice their faith free from
coercion and prosecution.
GCC-Iran relations were explosive to say the least.
rejected GCC mediation efforts for several reasons.

Iran has

The first was the

Iranian government's sensitivity toward the Council and its formation
which, as the Iranians view it, is against them.

GCC aid to Iraq, which

become more pronounced in the mid-1980s, fed Iranian dislike of the Gulf
rulers.

Second, Iran tenaciously held to its conviction that Saddam

Hussein's regime would eventually collapse and that the defeat of Iraq
was equal to the defeat of Arab nationalism.

Third, turmoil within the

Iranian government blocked any agreement on whether or not to take GCC
diplomatic initiatives seriously.

Decisions on the timing of war and

strategies for launching offensive attacks on Iraq dominated the
politics of fundamentalists in Tehran (Kholi 1986:102).
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In the early stages of the conflict, GCC states appealed to the
Arab League and the ICO to persuade Iran and Iraq to reach a compromise,
but Iran declined all diplomatic overtures because of the Iranian
contention that the two organizations were dominated by countries which
supported Iraq in the war.

Algerian, Turkish, and Pakistani diplomatic

initiatives went nowhere, compelling the GCC states to rely less on
third parties, to take the conflict seriously, and to launch their own
proposals in light of Iranian attempts to push the war into GCC territories and provoke riots during the annual pilgrimage (Hajj) as well as
assist local Shiites in their domestic uprisings.
In each summit communique, GCC leaders declared their support
for efforts made to end the war and endorsed U.N. resolutions to settle
the conflict.

They also decided to send a representative to Iran to

persuade it to ease up on its intransigence.

In 1981 Saudi Arabia asked

Pakistan to send special forces to serve in its territories, but by 1987
Egypt was asked to shoulder that responsibility and the Pakistanis were
sent back because Pakistan had made it clear that its forces would not
fight Iran.
On the diplomatic front, the GCC Supreme Council was briefed on
UAE president Zayid' s consultations with Iranian leaders in November
1982 to propose mediation to end the war.

The Iranians chose to under-

mine attempts to peacefully settle the war (Kechichian 1991: 97).
GCC pressed harder to end the war.

The

In 1983 and 1984 the UAE and Kuwaiti

foreign ministers visited Tehran and Baghdad, but once more mediation
efforts stalled.

The UAE proposed an economic plan to rehabilitate
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Iranian and Iraqi areas which had been destroyed in the event of a cease
fire (Ramazani 1988:122).

In spite of the negative results of previous

media tion, relations between the Gce and Iran have never completely
broken down.

Iran conducted initiatives of its own by inviting the

Saudi foreign minister for a visit.

In May 1985 Saud Al Faisal, the

first Saudi official to visit Iran since 1979, left for Tehran to
negotiate with Iranian leaders.

His Iranian counterpart, Velayatie,

repaid the visit in December 1985 and communicated Iran's conditions for
an end to the war and better

relation~

with the Gee.

These included Gee

condemnation and punishment of Iraq as the aggressor and a halt to
assistance to the Baghdad regime (Braun 1989:94).

Iranian demands were

communicated to separate Gee states from Iraq and drove a wedge between
Gee member states, which blocked any peace efforts.

Saudi Arabia

severed diplomatic ties with Iran on April 26, 1988, citing the Mekka
riots and Iranian attacks on Gec vessels in the Gulf.

On the other

hand, Kuwait and Iran resumed diplomatic relations on September 29, 1988
to keep balanced contact with Tehran.
tained low-profile relations with Iran.

The rest of the Gee has mainEconomic trade has kept that

link alive.
The Gee was successful in salvaging limited Islamic solidarity
and mobilizing the international community to end the war.

On July 18,

1988, Iranian acceptance of U.N. resolution 598 surprised the world and
elated the Gec.

The Council's contacts in the Islamic community

improved tremendously after the 1990 Kuwaiti crisis.

While Iran

maintained positive neutrality in the conflict, it was relieved to see
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the Arab alliance that was formerly against it crushed by the same
individual who had constructed it.

The great majority of Islamic

countries sympathized with Kuwait's plight, and military forces were
dispatched to Saudi Arabia from as far away as Senegal and Bangladesh.
The GCC and the Communist States
Ideological differences between the GCC and the communist bloc
have slowed normalization of diplomatic relations but have never halted
economic and trade agreements.

Political and diplomatic antipathy

between the two bodies was replaced by guarded pragmatism and an
exchange of ideas on how to improve relations as communist states
adopted a more flexible attitude toward GCC states and more tolerant
policies toward the large Moslem populations within the Soviet Union,
China, and Eastern Europe.

Soviet openness and restructuring of

policies initiated by President Gorbachev, as well as Chinese support
for the Afghan Mujahadeen, were favorably received by the GCC.

Gulf

conflicts dictated the need for the relaxation of diplomatic barriers
between the GCC and the communist bloc.
Eastern European countries have limited diplomatic contact with
the GCC, aside from Kuwait, which had practiced active Eastern European
diplomacy since the 1960s.

Countries such as Czechoslovakia, Hungary,

and Poland have registered surpluses in their economic dealings with the
GCC.

For example, from 1981 to 1986 Saudi Arabia exported oil products

worth $1 b and imported machinery and small industrial appliances estimated at $2 b (Al-Farsy 1990:292).
for the rest of the GCC.

The economic balance has been modest

Kuwait had made some military purchases from
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Eastern Europe and has kept lines of communication open due to their
support of Arab causes in the U.N.

GCC relations improved in 1990 as a

result of Iraq's invasion of Kuwait.

Czechoslovakia sent 200 chemical

warfare experts and physicians to Saudi Arabia in late 1990 and the
Kingdom purchased large quantities of gas masks.

Gce relations with

former communist states are expected to be fully normalized in the
1990s.
GCC countries have enjoyed good relations with the People's
Republic of China (PRC).

On March 20, 1971, Kuwait became the only GCC
Chinese solidari ty with Third World

country to recognize the PRC.

countries and their support of the Palestinian cause, as well as
favoring the Arab position in the Arab-Israeli conflict, stimulated
greater cooperation with the PRC.

China was the traditional communist

rival to the Soviet Union, and when Soviet troops landed in Afghanistan
the PRC joined the opposition.

The small strip of land that links China

with Afghanistan became a logistical line through which Chinese arms and
ammunition made their way to the Afghan Moslem rebels.

Saudi religious

missions to the PRC have been seen as further diplomatic and political
gestures.

The Mecca-based Muslim World League began a mission to

Chinese Moslems in June 1981, and Saudi Arabia has sponsored the
journeys of many Chinese Moslems to the annual Hajj.

China adopted a

neutral position toward the Iran-Iraq war but later tilted toward Iran,
triggering a diplomatic confrontation with the GCC states, which soon
relaxed.
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China welcomed formation of the GCC and praised its economic
aspects, encouraging GCC states to build upon that warm reception.

The

GCC's importance to China and vice versa grew, if anything, as Beijing
reached out to the GCC capitols and for investment capital.
1986 Oman exchanged diploma tic relations with China.

In July

The Chinese

embassador to the UAE arrived on May 5, 1985, and the UAE sent its
representative in March 1987.
Saudi Arabia began its diplomatic exchange in 1989; Qatar and
Bahrain would follow suit by 1990.

Kuwait not only had a healthy trade

with China but has invested in several Chinese projects.
transferred two loans to China.

In 1982 Kuwait

The first was for $50 m to build the

Ningguo Cement Plant in Anhui province.

The second was $35 m to

construct a wood products plant in Hunan province.

By the end of 1983,

total loans amounted to over $150 m (Calabrese 1991:142).
tions expanded, as did economic joint ventures.

Kuwaiti rela-

In 1985 Kuwait invested

in fourteen separate projects, topping $300 m.

Again in 1988, two

projects were funded by Kuwait, supplying $10.56 m for construction of
the Ginan-Yao Shian Airport and $18.27 m for phase one of the Jinzhou
Harbor project.

In return, China has supported Kuwait's position in

OPEC, agreeing on several occasions not to increase Chinese oil production during the 1980s oil glut.

Sixty thousand Chinese workers in

Kuwait have sent home $530 m from 1979-1986 (Calabrese 1991:143).
Sino-GCC relations appear to have developed impressively as
China committed itself to more evenhanded policies in the region and as
GCC states used their relations with the PRC to maneuver around super-

317
power rivalries in and around the Gulf.

Since 1982 the annual value of

Chinese exports to Saudi Arabia have surpassed $100 m, making the
Kingdom the PRC's leading GCC trading partner.
of trade was mostly in favor of the PRC.

The Sino-Saudi balance

From 1980-86 the Chinese

accumulated a nearly $1.3 b surplus in their trade balance with Saudi
Arabia, which included textiles, agricultural products, clothing, accessories, iron, and footwear (Shichor 1989:16).

In 1987 China exported

goods to Saudi Arabia worth $231.4 m, and Saudi exports to China
amounted to $66.8 m (Calabrese 1991:148).

However, as China imports

more Saudi chemicals and plastic products, trade is expected to become
balanced.
GCC sensitivity to Iranian threats and

u.s.

unresponsiveness to

Saudi Arabian security concerns forced the Kingdom to look eastward to
purchase military equipment from China.

Exchange of official visits

between China and GCC states increased dramatically in the late 1980s.
In 1987 Sino-GCC relations took another drastic turn.

Iran intensified

its tanker war against GCC ships in the Gulf, using Silkworm missiles
which Iran had previously purchased from China.
the Chinese position in favor of Iran.

The GCC felt tilt in

This coincided with revelations

of covert American arms transfers to Iran.

When Saudi Arabia requested

weapons from the U.S., including Lance surface-to-surface missiles,
Washington declined, which worried Saudi officials.
question American reliability.
deal.

GCC states began to

Soon after, news broke of a Sino-Saudi
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In early 1988 the Saudi Arabian ambassador to Washington was
sent to Beijing to cultivate Sino-Saudi military cooperation.

The

politics of arms purchases produced a missile deal that included mediumrange rockets (DF-3).

The missile, which was first tested in December

1966, is a mobile,

single-stage missile capable of delivering 1-3

megaton nuclear warheads an estimated 2,800 km.

The DF-3 is 1iquid-

fueled; it was updated and is in the PRC's stockpile.

Chinese and Saudi

officials insisted that the missiles would only carry conventional,
high-explosive warheads.

It was estimated that Saudi Arabia bought

between 12-70, at a cost of between $.5-1.5 b, including ground support
systems, training, and maintenance (Shichor 1989:29-30).

The missiles

have been installed south of Riyadh and are operational.
In 1990 the Chinese position on the Iraq-Kuwait crisis was
appreciated by the GCC states.

China sympathized with Kuwait concerning

U.N. resolutions to get Iraq out of Kuwait and made efforts to persuade
Saddam Hussein to withdraw his forces.

If and when Soviet influence is

eroded in the Gulf, China is expected to play an effective political and
economic role in the GCC arena.

China's military relations will be a

long-term strategy designed to capitalize on the possibility of GCC-U.S.
disagreements.

Sino-GCC cooperation in the 1980s took place despite a

failure to establish diplomatic contacts.

Now that relations have been

established, the 1990s will provide great opportunities for trade and
diplomacy.
During the GCC' s first year of existence, official Soviet
attitudes and commentary were hostile.

The Soviet Union was uncomfort-
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able with a pro-U.S. Council and feared that the organization would
invite a stronger American military presence in the region despite members' articulations to the contrary.

By 1982 Moscow began to develop a

more favorable view toward the GCC and praised its calls for no foreign
interference in the region (Katz 1986:182).
neutrality in the superpowers'

Kuwait's drive toward

rivalry and its economic and military

deals with the USSR have altered Soviet views.

Until 1985 Kuwait was

the only GCC member to maintain constructive relations with Moscow.
Kuwait-Soviet rapprochement was solidified by Soviet military
transfers to Kuwait.

When Washington refused to sell Stinger missiles

to Kuwait in 1984, the Kuwaiti government struck a deal with Moscow in
August 1984 for a $325 m air defense system.

In summer 1988 Kuwait

signed another arms agreement with Moscow, in part to offset a planned
major purchase from the U.S.

The Soviet deal included 245 BMB2 armored

personnel carriers, estimated at $300 m.

Moreover,

in 1989 Kuwait

requested advanced military equipment from Russia and Yugoslavia,
including tanks and recovery vehicles valued at $800 m to replace its
French Chieftain tanks (Assiri 1990:81-82).
The Soviet Union was critical of the stationing of British and
American forces in Oman.

However, the 1982 Omani-South Yemeni recon-

ciliation talks, mediated by the GCC, improved Soviet prospects in the
Gulf and would help the USSR improve its image there.

At the same time,

the GCC states accused the Soviet Union of throwing its full weight
behind Iran in spring 1982 after the Iranians had moved on the offensive
against Iraq.

Thus, to the relief of the GCC states, the USSR resumed
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sales of weapons to Iraq after a halt which began in 1980 (Page 1987:
160).

From 1983 on, GCC officials increased their visits to Moscow to

improve relations and request Soviet support in ending the Iran-Iraq
war.

Iranian attacks on Gulf shipping in 1984, coupled with the resump-

tion of relations between Iraq and the U.S. in December of that year,
contributed to the move toward GCC-USSR diplomatic normalization to
lessen Gulf dependence on Washington and curtail superpower rivalry.
On September 26, 1985, Oman became the second GCC member to establish
relations with Moscow, followed by the UAE on November 15, 1985.

The

rest of the members maintained that Soviet l'Tithdrawal from Afghanistan
would be the catalyst for normalization of relations with Moscow.
By the time Gorbachev assumed power in March 1985, GCC-Soviet
relations had warmed.

But as the Soviet leader began to implement his

pragmatic philosophy in international affairs, anti-Soviet rhetoric in
the GCC press decreased as Soviet activities in Afghanistan and the
Arabian Peninsula indicated that there were no intended threats to
GCC members.

The GCC states endorsed the idea of an international

conference on the Arab-Israeli conflict, with Soviet participation.
Commercial connection increased as Saudi Arabia began, in late 1985,
to export oil to
(Page 1987: 165).

the Soviet Union to pay for Iraqi arms purchases
These measures apparently demonstrated that the GCC

was no longer seen as an imperialist tool, that the Soviet Union was
not considered an ideological menace, and that the status quo that had
played into U.S. hands would not be maintained in the Gulf.
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The most important Soviet breakthrough occurred in relations
with Kuwait.

On December 10, 1986, with the consent of the GCC states,

the Kuwaiti government asked the U.S. to protect its oil tankers from
increasing Iranian attacks launched in retaliation for Kuwait's support
for Iraq.

Washington initially refused because it was hoping for better

relations with Iran.
request to Hoscow.
Kuwaiti tankers.

Kuwait almost immediately proffered the same

In January 1987 the Soviets agreed to reflag five
The U.S. government responded after the Kuwait-Soviet

deal was revealed and reversed itself, offering to protect all Kuwaiti
Kuwait received a U.S. commitment to ref1ag 11 Kuwaiti vessels

tankers.

and chartered three Soviet oil tankers (Caron 1990:155).

By agreeing to

protect Kuwait's oil exports, the USSR gained, for the first time ever,
an ac ti ve role in defending the GCC states.

Moscow has hoped for

greater involvement in the Gulf, and with the GCC (Katz 1990:143).
Soviets'

quick,

The

responsive attitude toward GCC security needs was

appreciated when it was announced that the Kuwait Foreign Trading
Company had loaned $150 m to the Soviet Foreign Trade Bank (Saivetz

1989:83).

Kuwait also purchased Soviet military weapons in 1988, and on

August 1, 1988 Qatar established diplomatic ties with the Soviet Union.
Soviet influence in the Gulf was expected to erode now that the
Iran-Iraq war was reaching its end.
decreased.

Moscow's arms supplies to the Gulf

The GCC states were no longer intimidated by the Soviet

presence in and around the Gulf as a result of Gorbachev's initiative to
settle the Afghan crisis and the responsible role that Moscow had played
in the Gulf.

However, an era of contention arose to spoil GCC-Soviet
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rapprochement.

The number of Soviet Jews immigrating to occupied terri-

tories increased dramatically.

The result was that the Soviet Union

might be losing the new foothold it had worked long and hard to secure.
The political earthquake that occurred in the Gulf in August 1990 slowed
the Soviet's diplomatic demise in the area.
In 1990 the Soviet Union found itself in an unwanted position.
Iraq, the oldest and strongest Soviet Gulf ally, invaded Kuwait, a GCC
member and Soviet friend for decades.

The GCC states went on the offen-

sive and launched an organized, effective diplomatic front throughout
the world.

Moscow had to make a choice between acting cooperatively,

maintaining and improving relations with the GCC states and the West, or
acting obstructively and weakening them.

Moscow decided to support

international sanctions ordered by the U.N. and to exert diplomatic
pressures on Iraq, directly and through a summit declaration between the
superpowers in Helsinki in September 1990.

These moves revealed the

degree to which the Soviet Union valued its newfound relations, both
regionally and internationally (Chubin 1991:140).
The Soviet Union was now in the center of world developments as
one of the protectors of the new world order.

The Gorbachev-Bush align-

ment in the Kuwaiti crisis effectively terminated any previous attempts
by the U.S. to keep the Soviet Union on the sidelines and initiated
Moscow as a major participant in the Gulf and Middle East political
process (Taylor 1991:178).

The Soviet alliance with the GCC, insisting

that Iraq quit Kuwait without terminating its relations with Saddam
Hussein's government, proved to be a calculated economic and diplomatic
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move.

Led by Saudi Arabia, the GCC awarded the Soviet Union $4 b in

economic assistance.

Further, Saudi Arabia and Bahrain normalized

relations with Moscow in late 1990.

Thus GCC-USSR diplomatic ties were

at last restored, but perhaps too late.
The GCC and the Capitalist Countries
In comparative terms, GCC states' relations with Japan, Western
European states, and the U.S. are the most important and productive.
Interdependency has been characteristic of such connections as a result
of the vitality of oil and security concerns.

The GCC states continue

to be important suppliers of oil to Japan, and Japan remains a great
source of their national revenues.

In 1985 percentage of each country's

oil export sales to Japan was 22 percent for Saudi Arabia, 41 percent
for the UAE, and 52 percent for both Qatar and Oman.

Realization of

mutual benefits has prevented diplomatic disruption, and political
differences have been minimal (Okazaki 1989:47).
Japan has maintained good relations with all Gulf countries and
played a diplomatic role,

inducing Iran and Iraq to moderate their

policies and settle disputes peacefully.

The Japanese government

shunned the military campaign, even when it came to the protection of
oil lines, and resorted to economic aid to keep all countries content
with Japan's role.

The GCC states have come to trust the careful,

passive, financial diplomacy of the Japanese and their neutral stand,
which sought to prevent war from spreading as more Japanese tankers were
hit in 1987.

GCC-Japanese relations were enhanced in the 1980s as a

result of the responsible role that Japan assumed as a major financial
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contributor.

In the mid-1980s Japan was the largest financial contri-

butor to Saudi Arabia (63.2%), the second largest for Oman (15%), the
UAE (42.1%) and Qatar (30.5%), and third largest for Kuwait (12.1%)
(Nishihara 1980:177).

However, Japanese aid to the GCC was modest

because they are rich countries, but the Gulf war had disrupted their
economies.
The 1990 Iraqi-Kuwaiti crisis created a strong reaction against
Iraq and sympathy toward Kuwait.

Japan and the GCC members once again

found themselves vulnerable and pressured as the result of a conflict
and its ramifications.

Kuwait was much more important than Iraq to the

Japanese because of the insignificance of Iraq's oil contribution to the
Japanese economy.

However, while Japan supported Kuwaiti rights, it

declined to join the international military alliance against Saddam
Hussein and resorted instead to aiding the GCC states and the U.S.-led
coalition against Iraq in an economic capacity.

Therefore, the economic

alliance which links Tokyo to every GCC capital is lucrative and will
keep growing in the foreseeable future.

In fact, they share more than

oil; they have interests in seeing security prevail and the competitive
awareness that Asia might dominate the world economy more strongly
pursuant to the European regrouping of the 1990s.
From the GCC's birth, its founders sought to create an economic
community similar to the European Economic Community (EEC) and to
maintain good relations with all western European countries.

The GCC

initiated a series of discussions with the EEC on how to strengthen
political security and economic ties between the two regional groupings.
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As a result, the center of interest for the EEC became the Gulf area,
and therefore the GCC.

The EEC is the GCC's foremost economic partner

in terms of both imports and exports, followed by the
and Japan in imports.

u.s.

in exports

The EEC also has greater trade with the GCC than

with other similar regional organizations.

EEC trade with the GCC in

the early 1980s was worth $20 b, much higher than EEC-ASEAN trade, which
totalled $8.8 b (Novati 1985:116).
The GCC's economic relations with the EEC rest on the concept of
mutual advantage and the common objE:ctives of stabilizing the world's
economy through cooperation in oil policies and assistance to less fortunate countries.

GCC-EEC efforts to transfer European technology and

industrial components and agricultural products to the GCC states led to
reciprocal decisions to invest a great deal of GCC financial surplus in
European banks and joint ventures.

However, economic competition and

protectionism have made the two groupings aware of trade problems and
imbalances.

GCC countries built modern petrochemical plants which ran

at full capacity in the late 1980s and began to break Western monopolies
in world markets.

Moreover, high GCC production penetrated EEC markets

and threatened to compete with local production, forcing EEC countries
to adopt a strategy of protecting their markets by slowing GCC penetration through high tariffs and selective quotas on certain items.
Negotiations were not to the GCC's advantage, so the Council shifted its
policy by competing with the EEC in other countries, capturing markets
in China, African states, and Asian countries.

GCC-EEC diplomatic ties

were motivated by historical and colonial affiliation and the urge to
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reduce GCC political dependency on the United States.

Individually and

collectively, GCC members continue to have a healthy alliance with
Western Europe, recognizing the EEC's influence in international organizations and the ever-present need for Gulf security, which has been a
traditional concern for Europe, not only in terms of oil supplies but
also for the stability of friendly GCC politics.
GCC-EEC security arrangements and military assistance have been
a salient feature of their cooperation.

GCC military arsenals include

sizeable amounts of European-made w€:!apons.

Some GCC states such as

Bahrain and Oman have the capacity for a European presence in the Gulf.
Oman in particular has been largely dependent on British military might.
In 1980, 49 percent of Oman's armed forces officers were comprised of
British nationals compared to 38 percent in 1985 (Eickelman 1988:170).
GCC states have a tendency to diversify their military acquisitions to
avoid complete dependence on one country or a particular region.

When

Saudi Arabia purchased AWACs from the U. S., the Saudis simultaneously
made a deal with France to build shelters and runways for them.

But

most importantly, in 1984, when Saudi Arabia's request to buy a huge
military package from the U.S. including F-15s was rejected by the U.S.
Congress, France and Britain lobbied to meet Saudi Arabia's needs.
Saudi air defense officials preferred British Tornados over the French
Mirage 2000.

In September 1985 Saudi Arabia negotiated a deal with the

British which included 48 attack versions of the Tornado, 24 air defense
versions of the Tornado, and 60 trainer aircraft.

The deal was esti-

mated at between $7-10 b, most of it paid for with Saudi oil marketed by
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British companies (Cordesman 1988:291).

The rest of the GCC followed

suit and made deals with Britain and France.

Hence, the structure of

GCC defense systems was shifted from major dependance on the U.S. to
gradual reliance upon Europe.
The Iran-Iraq war was met by EEC countries with varying degrees
of involvement.

Britain's approach was to adhere to a policy of strict

neutrality, encouraged by its perception of Iran as the key geopolitical
actor over the long run.

Germany and Italy kept economic contact with

both Iran and Iraq but subscribed to Britain's neutrality.

For France,

neutrality meant a tilt toward Iran, and hence they identified with the
GCC states' position and favored Iraq's side (Moisi 1989:60-61).

France

blamed Iran for most of the terrorist attacks on its soil and for the
hostage-taking of French nationals in Lebanon.

Bombing of the French

embassy in Kuwait, along with that of the U.S., confirmed French suspicions.
The EEC states were committed to the security of GCC countries,
which was illustrated when several of them established a naval presence
in and near the Gulf.

In late 1987 Belgium, France, Italy, the Nether-

lands, and Britain became part of the great international naval armada.
West Germany was not present in the Gulf but sent four ships to the
Mediterranean to take over NATO duties, thereby allowing European ships
to be diverted to the Gulf (Robins 1991:155).

Countries like Denmark,

Ireland, Luxembourg, and Portugal showed little interest in Gulf
military strategies and played negligible roles in diplomatic efforts.
However, they maintained economic trade with the Gulf countries.

Greece
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and Spain have historical relations with the Gulf states and participated in international efforts to settle the conflict.

GCC countries

will continue to be lucrative markets for EEC products and for oil
supplies, which will keep relations at meaningful levels into the 1990s.
After the 1988 cessation of hostilities, the EEC began to
disperse its ships and mine sweepers from the Gulf, only to reassemble
and deploy their forces with greater magnitude and intensity two years
When Iraq annexed Kuwait in August 1990, the European states

later.

were acutely sensitive toward naked aggression against a small, friendly
ally t
trade.

coupled with uncertainty over energy security and disruption of

An immediate response was articulated by British Prime Minister

Thatcher, whose genuine enthusiasm was surpassed only by u.S. president
George Bush.

Gulf crisis management was not the issue once Kuwait was

involved because of Britain's historical experience there.
issue rested on ejecting Iraqi forces from the emirate.

The only

The EEC states

came to the aid of the GCC states, once more with divergent military
policies.

The European states stood with Kuwait diplomatically, but for

Britain, France, and Italy, military participation was in order.

The

bulk of the international alliance against Iraq was composed of EEC
countries, behind only the U.S., which led the coalition.

Europe was

not about to witness the collapse of its interests in the GCC states
through the reckless behavior of a country or individual.

There was too

much at stake, and the EEC states had no intention of falling short in
their historical ties and the prospects for future economic gain.
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It is, however,

in North America where much of the GCC' s

security is planned and guaranteed.

Canada maintained good relations

with Council members, based on mutual economic and cultural benefit, but
it refrained from military postures in the Gulf and was content being
supportive of the U. S • role.

The Canadian government watched events

closely when Iraq and Iran were adamant about prolonging their conflict.
But when Iraq invaded Kuwait, its attitude was different.

Canada joined

the international alliance against the Iraqi occupation, but its role
was mainly played within the larger context of Western security, which
emphasized stability for GCC member states.

Through the 1980s, the U.S.

consistently made it clear that the GCC states were in the center of its
world military alliance and kept a security umbrella over that part of
the Middle East.
When President Reagan came into office in January 1981, security
realities in the Gulf were far from stable.

The Soviet occupation of

Afghanistan was employed as a catalyst for the American commitment to
fight communism and to contain its expansionist tendencies southward,
into the Gulf region.

In essence, the U.S. continues to consider the

Gulf an American concern that should not be spoiled by ideological extremism, either by Marxism or local fundamentalism.
U. S.

President Reagan's

policies came as a set of doctrines which asserted America's

commitment to moderate allies in the area.

GCC states' policies became

identical with American interests, and concerted cooperation in security
matters was erected to aid the Afghan Mujahadeen and dampen domestic and
foreign threats.
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The Gulf situation made it much more challenging for the u.s. to
construct a comprehensive policy in the region.

The U.S. was hopeful

that Iran might reconsider its position and refrain from further frustration of Gee regimes, and in turn, American interests.

By 1981, Iraq

de-radicalized its stand and called for a peaceful settlement.
all,

the Gee states were sending mixed messages to Washington.

Above
In

February 1981, at the end of the first summit, the leader of the Gee
reaffirmed that the region's security and stability were the responsibility of its people and its countries.

Further, they called for

keeping the entire region free of international conflicts, especially
the presence of superpowers' military fleets and foreign bases.

This

public declaration was privately contradicted by the leaders' wishes to
keep U. S.

forces nearby, in bases located in Bahrain and Oman and

facilities in Saudi Arabia and the rest of the emirates.
Iran launched a counteroffensive in late 1981 and drove the
Iraqis back into their territories.
cracking under the pressure.

Iraqi defensive strategies were

Iran also encouraged local Gee nationals

to rise up, creating a tense situation which upset both rulers and citizens as terrorists acts spread.

Gee states sent signals of alarm to the

U.S., which articulated yet another doctrine that was tailor-made for
the Gee states.

President Reagan made several statements in October

1981, warning that Saudi Arabia and the conservative Gulf states would
not be permitted to become another Iran.

It was clear that the u.S.

would intervene in the domestic affairs of the Gee states in case of a
revolution or coup.

The U.S. would act to prevent any violent change of
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regimes

(J.

E.

Peterson 1986:174).

The dramatic developments that

followed met the GCC-U. S. alliance words with deeds.

America became

embroiled in the Gulf conflict directly and indirectly and paved the way
for a greater presence of American forces in the area.

Willingly, the

U.S. jumped to the forefront and became part of GCC security arrangements.

Unwillingly, the GCC states had to accommodate this new U. S.

protection, with few political irritations.
In early 1982, the U.S. negotiated a deal with Saudi Arabia to
stockpile military equipment in several areas of the Kingdom, the
provision of spare parts for several squadrons of USAF F-15s and AWACS,
and U.S. military engineers to help the Saudis build several military
cities, some of which would accommodate more than 50,000 soldiers, as
well as a great deal of military hardware.

The U. S • also secured a

preliminary agreement that Saudi Arabia and the other GCC states would
invite in the U.S. military in case of serious threats against them and
make available to the U.S. spare parts, bases, munitions, facilities,
and support equipment (Acharya 1989: 113).

The Reagan administration

initiated a program that expanded the RDF from 220,000 to 440,000 men.
In January 1983 the Reagan administration transformed the RDJTF into the
Central Command (CENTCOM) to alleviate bureaucratic impediments and
unify the Southwest Asia command and communications.
at its heart (Kupchan 1987:141).

GCC security lay

Reagan's policy was to upgrade GCC

military capabilities by approving, on October 1981, the sale of five
AWACs to the Saudis, which were delivered in 1986, along with F-15 spare
parts and Sidewinder air-to-air missiles.

Oman and the small emirates
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also obtained military equipment, and the U.S. negotiated with Bahrain
and Oman for the renewal of leases on bases used by U.S. forces.
military deals were overpriced.

Such

Saudi Arabia paid billions of dollars

to acquire the desired quantity and quality of equipment.

The Saudi

government demonstrated its appreciation and loyalty to its alliance
with the U.S. when, in 1985, King Fahd, through his ambassador to Washington, paid more than $32 m for U.S. covert operations in Nicaragua.
The U.S. Congress had banned any U.S. assistance to the Contra rebels.
U.S.-Saudi anti-terrorist activities in Lebanon and elsewhere were also
financed by the Kingdom.
Iran increased its attacks on GCC states.

The Iraqi defensive

was weakened in the face of Iran's human waves and its military offensive.

GCC countries were in no position to take part in the conflict.

In 1984, at the height of the tanker war, Iran threatened to close the
Strait of Hormuz.

The U.S. took the matter seriously, and in May 1984

some 10,500 U.S. military personnel were deployed aboard naval ships in
the Gulf and Arabian Sea in addition to more than 1,000 U.S. personnel
stationed in GCC states.

The U.S. Navy began to escort U.S.-flagged oil

tankers in the Gulf, and the U. S. administration hinted that ground
troops might also be sent to the Gulf (Acharya 1989:134).

The U.S. went

further, initiating a serious campaign known as Operation Staunch, to
stem the flow of arms to Iran in order to isolate it and force it to
accept a peaceful settlement (Hunter 1991:148).
The Reagan administration began making a few blunders which
undermined its credibility in the Arab Gulf, heightened Iraqi fears,
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and made the GCC states nervous.

A radical shift in American-Iranian

connections began at a May 1985 meeting between American and Israeli
officials to obtain American consent to transfer arms to Iran in
response to a formal request by the Tehran government.

Israel and Iran

shared an interest in breaking the Iraqi military war machine.
and the u.s. had a common aim, which was arms for hostages.

Iran

The U.S.

and Israel were funneling overpriced arms to Iran, and the Iranian
government, in turn, was channeling money to the Contra rebels.

The

Irangate scandal would not only harru all parties concerned but was a
catalyst for the creation of two odd axes:
Cairo-Baghdad.

Tehran-Tel Aviv and Riyadh-

Both were hostile toward one another, and both turned to

the u.s. for aid to continue fighting the other (Ban1-Sadr 1991:186).
Although few hostages were released, Iran got the better deal.

Along

with intelligence information, on August 30, 1985 Tehran received, via
Israel, 100 Tow missiles.

This was followed by another delivery of

408 Tows on September 14, 1985.
dramatically.

u.S. arms transfers to Iran increased

On November 30, 1985, 120 HAWK missiles were to be

delivered to Israel, to be followed later by 3300 Tows.

On January 17,

1986, a presidential order was issued to the CIA to purchase 4000 Tows
from the U.S. Department of Defense and send them directly to Iran.

In

February Iran asked for 240 different spare parts for the HAWKs, some of
which arrived in Iran on May 25, 1986 (Lenczowski 1991:237-239).

These

secret dealings and missions, which involved Saudi Arabian, Iranian,
American, and Israeli nationals and officials, gave Iran an edge.

With

the capture of Iraq's Faw Peninsula, Iranian forces reached the Kuwaiti
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border in February 1986.
occupation.

Other parts of Iraq were also under Iranian

The situation for the GCC was bleak because the Iranian

fighting spirit was boosted and acts of sabotage against GCC states
increased.
In the beginning of 1987 the Gulf countries were in disarray.
Every international power was out for profits in the area.

The Soviet

Union provided Iran with 200 Scud-B missiles in exchange for two ELINT
(electronic intelligence) monitoring stations on its soil; China
increased its sale of Silkworm missiles to Tehran; and oil tankers were
subject to attacks from both Iran and Iraq (Kechichian 1990:104).

The

U.S. appeared compelled to salvage its tarnished credibility in the GCC
states in the wake of Irangate.

It agreed to reflag Kuwaiti ships and

increased its naval armada, which itself became military targets.

The

USS Stark was hit by an Iraqi Exocet missile on May 17, 1987, which
killed 37 Americans.

The war was internationalized, which was exactly

what Iraq and the GCC wanted.

When Kuwaiti tankers became the favorite

targets of Iranian missiles and mines, the U.S. beefed up its presence.
On July 24,

1987 the USS Bridgeton struck a mine north of

Bahrain while escorting Kuwaiti tankers.
mines made retaliation difficult.

Uncertainty about who laid the

But in September an Iranian landing

ship, the Iran Ajr, was caught laying mines in the northern Gulf by U.S
helicopters.

In October, Iran fired a Silkworm missile into the Sea

Isle City, a Kuwaiti tanker under U.S. protection, from Iranian-occupied
Fao.

The U.S. retaliated by destroying the Iranian Rostum offshore oil
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platform, which had been used as a communications center to coordinate
strikes in the Gulf (McNaugher 1990:116).
The war escalated as Iran and Iraq engaged in many more destructive tactics, showering major cities with missiles in February 1988.
Iran resumed mine-laying, hitting the destroyer USS Roberts in April.
U.S. warships destroyed two Iranian offshore oil platforms in the southern Gulf.

One of them (Sirri) was responsible for roughly 8 percent of

Iran's oil exports.

The U.S. also crippled or destroyed several Iranian

frigates as they tried to challenge the U.S. Navy (McNaugher 1990:117).
In the midst of these actions and counteractions, the war became more
aimless.

Iraqi bombing raids used chemicals against the Kurdish village

of Ha1abjah, which Iranian forces were about to occupy in March 1988,
killing a few thousand.

The tragic downing of a commercial Iranian

aircraft by the USS Vincennes killed all 290 passengers and crew.

War

weariness and the terrible toll in human lives began to convince the
warring parties that they should terminate their hostilities.
The cease-fire of late 1988 could not have come at a better time
for these Gee states, who did not enjoy being part of such senseless
destruction and whose economies were in shambles.

Saddam Hussein

declared a fragile victory, and Khomeini swallowed the poison of defeat.
Reagan left the presidency, claiming part of the credit for the havoc
that had befallen the Gulf area.

1988 than in early 1981.
more vengeful.

The Gee states were worse off in late

Iraq was stronger than ever, and Iran was even
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President Bush's succession to the White House in January 1989
brought normalization and promise for U.S.-GCC relations.

He had built

good personal relationships with Council leaders over the years and had
an understanding with them regarding the lucrative business of oil and
the symbolism of Arab causes.

In world affairs, the Soviet Union was no

longer a threat, and Bush and Gorbachev jointly pledged themselves to a
new world order that would put an end to superpower rivalry and would be
based on economic prosperity and the right of every state to selfdetermination.

However, lack of a mature political order in the Arab

world seemed to be the rule, making that geographic area the least
susceptible to peace and tranquility.

The growing political restless-

ness and economic discontent in several areas of the Arab world was the
cause, not the effect, of diplomatic complications.

The Gulf region was

a political volcano that was soon to erupt once again.
In April 1990 Saddam Hussein assembled Arab leaders in Baghdad
and launched a verbal attack against Western countries and their Gulf
clients.

This was the initiation of a larger conflict than anything the

GCC members had ever witnessed.

Political bashing against Kuwait was

diplomatically muddled with Iraqi blackmail as well as Kuwaiti recalcitrance toward settlement its economic and territorial problems.

The

Iraqi military rolled into Kuwait City in the early morning of August 2,
1990.

An exclusively Arab solution to the crisis was clearly not going

to materialize,

judging by Arab friction over the invasion and the

ensuing annexation.

The quick, dramatic U.S. response to Iraq's occu-

pation instituted a new era in U.S.-GCC relations and firmly cemented
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security ties and interdependency.

President Bush articulated his

doctrine and his commitment to the stability and well-being of his Gulf
allies.
Iraq's invasion of Kuwait may have resulted from diplomatic
oversights by the U.S., and Kuwait may have been used as political bait
for the American administration to bring about the collapse of the
fourth largest army in the world.

Ironically, Iraqi military strength

had been aided by the same countries that were now subject to its menace
and by the same superpower that was now seeking its demise.

On April

12, 1990, five U.S. senators went to Mosu1 in northern Iraq to meet with
President Saddam and assure him that the U.S. administration had no ill
feelings toward his regime, and that criticism in the Western media over
his human-rights abuses has nothing to do with official U.S. attitudes.
They further appealed to him to ease his rhetorical threats to attack
Israel with chemical weapons.

They chatted with Saddam and, i f any-

thing, legitimized his dictatorship and gave him the impression that he
was a leader of significant stature and that the U.S. was not particularly upset over his tyrannical leadership.

On July 25, 1990, Saddam

summoned April Glaspie, U.S. ambassador to Iraq, so that she could send
a message to President Bush.

Saddam talked about Iraq's pride and what

Kuwait and the UAE were doing to deprive Iraq's people of higher economic standards by violating their OPEC quotas and singling out Kuwait
for expansion at the expense of Iraqi territory while Iraq was busy
fighting the Iranians.

After the Iraqi leader finished discussing his

country's economic deterioration and the desire of the Iraqi people to
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live proudly or die, the U.S. ambassador replied that she had instructions from President Bush to seek better relations with Iraq and complimented the Iraqi leader for his attempts to rebuild his country.

She

further stated that:
We have no opinion on Arab-Arab conflicts, like your
border disagreement with Kuwait • • • and that issue is
not associated with America. James Baker has directed
our official spokesmen to emphasize this instruction.
We hope you can solve this problem using any suitable
methods via Klibi [the Arab League] or via President
Mubarak.
All that we hope is that these issues are
solved quickly. (Sifry and Cerf 1991:119, 122, 130)
The ambassador left the Iraqi leader with the impression that he was
free to do whatever he deemed necessary for his country.

Iraq increased

pressure on Kuwait, paying no attention to Saudi and Egyptian diplomatic
efforts to defuse the problem.

When Kuwait did not yield to Iraqi de-

mands that they abandon part of its territory to Iraq, lend Iraq $10 b,
and forgive the Iraqi war debts, Iraq's invasion seemed to be justified.
On July 31 John Kelly, Assistant Secretary of State with
responsibility for the Middle East, testified before the Middle East
subcommittee of the House of Representatives that if Iraq crossed the
Kuwaiti border for whatever reason, the U.S. had no treaty and no
commitment that would oblige it to use American forces to defend Kuwait.
Kelly's statement came at a crucial time, and Saddam interpreted it as a
pledge of noninterference (Salinger and Laurent 1991:69).

On the same

day, events in the Gulf grew more tense when the Kuwaiti ruler declined
to meet with Iraq's president at a summit meeting in Saudi Arabia hosted
by the Saudi king.

The amir sent his crown prince instead.

Saddam took

the Kuwaiti response as a personal insult but nevertheless sent Vice
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President of the Revolutionary Command Council, Izzat Ibrahim, to the
meeting.

On August 1 Kuwaiti and Iraqi delegations convened in Jeddah.

The conference was a tragic failure.

Kuwait agreed to lend Iraq only

$9 b and demanded the demarcation of Iraqi-Kuwaiti borders.

King Fahd

invited the delegations to a dinner, attended by King Hussein of Jordan,
and announced that Saudi Arabia would pay the disputed $1 b as a gift to
Iraq.

However, the Kuwaitis pressed Iraq on the border issue, followed

by a heated conversation in which Izzat Ibrahim told the Kuwaitis that
"We know perfectly well how to get the money we need from you and the
Saudis."

The crown prince was equally provocative, maintaining, as he

stood up in anger,

that his country had received assurances from

Britain, Egypt, and the United States that Iraq would not attack, and
further replied with rage, ". • • don't threaten us.
powerful friends.

We too have allies.

the money you owe us"

Kuwait has very

You'll be forced to pay back all

(Salinger and Laurent 1991: 75) •

Kuwai t has

maintained all along, through its foreign minister, that it would not
bargain over any part of its territory, and if Saddam Hussein crossed
the border, the Americans would get him out.

Such statements were not

helpful at the time of a crisis of such magnitude.
The U.S. miscalculated Iraqi intentions and the seriousness of
the problem despite reports from the CIA and spy satellites of the U.S.
National Security Agency that the deployment of Iraqi military forces
was of an offensive nature and that the vast mobilization of tanks and
heavy artillery suggested an imminent invasion.

There was no U.S.
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diplomatic pressure to deter the Iraqis and no threats of economic
sanctions or military commitments.
The Iraqi leadership, too, made some deadly miscalculations.
Saddam Hussein had banked on the idea that his war with Iran was a great
service to American Gulf interests and for the GCC states and that he
should be rewarded for it.

According to former Iranian president Bani-

Sadr, two months before Iraq attacked Iran in 1980 a meeting took place
in Amman, Jordan, between Zbigniew Brzezinski, President Carter's
national security advisor, and Saddarn Hussein, in which the U.S. gave
its approval to an Iraqi plan to invade Iran.

Iraq could never have

attacked without a green light from the Americans (1991:13).

In 1982

the Reagan administration took Iraq off of its list of countries
supporting terrorism, and in 1984 the U.S. normalized relations "lith
Iraq.

The Iraqi leader also misperceived U.S. strategic vitality and

resolution.

Shortly before his Kuwaiti invasion, he told the American

ambassador that the Americans had lost their stomach for fighting wars
beyond their immediate frontiers and stressed that after Vietnam,
America was a society that could not accept 10,000 dead in one battle
and that the U.S. could not risk a big war.

Above all, Saddam was a

leader who took violent means for granted as a natural method for
settling personal scores and vindictiveness toward perceived enemies.
Saddam Hussein has remained bitter over the U.S. Irangate affair
and against the Kuwaitis who were conspiring with the U.S. to undermine
his regime and wage an economic conflict against his war-ravaged
country.

The Iraqi leader was living in a world of his own creation,
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kept paranoid by the threat that little Kuwait was posing against his
country.

In view of U.S. indifference, he rationalized the invasion as

a last means of correcting imbalanced relations between Iraq and its
neighbors.
Within a few hours on Thursday, August 2, 1990, the Iraqi army
stormed Kuwait and occupied all of it, controlling 20 percent of the
world's oil reserves and over 100 miles of Kuwaiti coastline, giving
Iraq direct access to the Gulf, the fulfillment of Iraqi strategic and
historical aspirations.
ni ty was in turmoil.
acted at once.

Stunned by the move, the international commuColossal errors had been committed.

President Bush ordered that Iraqi and Kuwaiti assets be

frozen, and he imposed economic sanctions.
world against Iraq through the U.N.
dent said.

The U.S.

Bush sought to mobilize the

"This will not stand," the presi-

"This will not stand, this aggression against Kuwait."

This

was the articulation of the U.S. position toward the Gulf crisis.

A

massive deployment of American troops to Saudi Arabia, under the code
name Desert Shield, actualized the U.S. military commitment to the
defense of the GCC states.

Forces included more than one-half million

troops, backed by ample quantities of materiel from all sectors of the
American military establishment.

The U.S. led an impressive coalition

that turned Saudi Arabia, for the first time in its history, into a
vast, militarized zone.

The U.S. also sponsored a set of U.N. reso-

lutions, starting with resolution 660 of August 2, which condemned the
invasion and demanded the immediate withdrawal of Iraqi forces and
restoration of its legitimate ru1ership.

This led to the most critical
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resolution, number 678 on November 29, which authorized U.N. member
states to use all necessary means to eject Iraq from Kuwait on or before
January 15, 1991.

President Bush's speech on August 8, 1990, in defense

of Saudi Arabia, initiated the mobilization of American forces to meet
U.S.

obligations toward the security of its Gulf allies.

As the

president stressed, "the sovereign independence of Saudi Arabia is of
vital interest to the United States.

This decision grew out of the

longstanding friendship and security relationship between the United
States and Saudi Arabia" (Sifry and Cerf 1991:198).
by her interests and her spheres of influence.

America had stood
Moreover, President

Bush's personal friendship with King Fahd, which went back to when Bush
was eIA director and Fahd the interior minister, cemented defense policy
coordination to put an end to the Iraqi aggression.

Defense Secretary

Cheney left for Saudi Arabia to facilitate a Saudi invitation to
American troops to come into the Kingdom and to convince the Saudi
leadership that Iraqi troops were marching toward the Saudi-Kuwaiti
border.

The Saudis agreed and urged the Americans to internationalize

the crisis with utmost determination.

The U.S. secured the collabora-

tion of the Soviet Union and an array of forces from allover the globe.
A unipolar power structure was about to be born, leaving the U.S. the
undisputed world superpower.
The Gee Economic Alliance
The Gee's economic progress has been hampered by stress and
strain due to regional events and lower demands for oil supplies.

While

economic cooperation in the Gce alliance was evident, it nevertheless
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failed to successfully integrate the six economies due to bureaucratic
restrictions on freedom of goods .and services, customs, and slow movement toward a common currency, free market, and citizen travel.
GCC's economic situation corresponded to some hypotheses.

The

First, a

convergence of economic interests helps establish a favorable atmosphere
for alliances.

Second, financial gain and economic aid push countries

to search for allies who can provide them with assistance, or at least
complement their economies.

Third, economic issues increase alliance

unity, which gives economic and financial transactions a prominent role
in the formation and maintenance of alliances.

Moreover, while one GCC

goal is to integrate economies, another hypothesis maintains that it is
not likely that the very fact that alliances force together a group of
actors in pursuit of a common goal will lead to greater consolidation
and integration.

The following data will provide illustrations for

these propositions.
The GCC's economic objectives,

spelled out in the Unified

Economic Agreement that went into effect in 1983, ensured unrestricted
movement of human and capital resources, economic interaction, and
creativity among member states.

Economic complementarity, increasing

productivity, as well as the enhancement of fair competition for GCC
goods and services at local and international levels have been and still
are the goals of the Council framers.

However, the GCC' s economic

activities from 1981 to 1990 could be characterized as overcommitment
coupled with underachievement.

Elite interactions at summits and

conferences were not matched by increased communication between the GCC
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private sectors which are, after all, the basis for economic productivity and liberalization.

The overall picture is that coordination and

cooperation, which form the building blocks for GCC economic activities,
have been pursued in a leisurely manner due to domestic stresses and
foreign pressures in the decade since the GCC's formation.
less,

Neverthe-

the GCC has made considerable progress toward fashioning its

economic future more professionally than many of its counterparts,
especially in the Arab world.
The initial area of economic institutionalization was the Gulf
Investment Corporation (GIC), founded in 1983 with capital of $2.1 b,
divided equally between all six Gulf states.

GIC aims were to study

areas of economic productivity and the needs of Gce states for projects
that promote self-sufficiency and economic prosperity.
evaluated 72 regional projects.

The GIC has

Nineteen are under development, five

are about to be implemented, and fourteen others are under consideration.

Investments include major dairy projects in Qatar and the UAE,

stee1-wire products in Jubai1, Saudi Arabia, and a factory in Bahrain to
produce 45,000 tons of titanium dioxide a year (a pigment used in the
manufacture of paint, plastic, paper, and textiles).

The GIC is also

involved in a $1.6 b project to link the six countries in an integrated
electric-power grid (Christie 1990:36).
Creation of an economic citizenship has been encouraged to ease
capital movement within GCC societies, activate a sense of belonging to
a larger Arab Gulf entity, and to identify with the homogeneity of the
culture,

customs, and economic outlook of GCC communities.

While
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movement remained cautious, progress has been made.

From 1983 to 1989,

the number of licenses issued to GCC citizens to conduct economic activities in other member states totaled 964.

The UAE issued 439 permits,

Saudi Arabia 263, Kuwait 132, Bahrain 75, Oman 46, and Qatar only 9
(GCC Economic Bulletin 1991:98).

Activities included crafts, small

businesses, and the export and re-export of commodities.
The Council charter stipulates that GCC citizens should receive
the same treatment in terms of work, residence, and rights to ownership.
GCC citizens have the financial ability have taken advantage of these
privileges.

Until 1989, GCC nationals have obtained real estate in

other GCC states.

Out of the six member states, Bahrain has been the

most favorable target for real estate ownership, issuing 2999 permits,
mostly to Kuwaitis (527), followed by Qataris (270).

Kuwait's 308

permits were mostly bought by Saudis (233), followed by Qataris (29).
Saudi Arabia issued 154 licenses, obtained first by Kuwaitis (117) then
Bahrainis (17).

Qatar granted 143 permits, mostly to Bahrainis (64),

followed by UAE citizens (35).

Finally, Oman only issued 4 permits:

2 were bought by Kuwaitis and the other 2 by UAE nationals (GCC Economic
Bulletin 1991:99).

Most of these 4869 real estate transactions were

dominated by Bahrainis due to relaxation of regulations, coupled with
the businesslike, Western atmosphere in Bahrain.
GCC states which share common problems of development and
economic means have sought to expand inter-GCC trade to strengthen local
economies and gradually bring their markets together to facilitate the
desired integration.

Lack of economic diversification and the existence
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of duplicate manufacturing sectors as well as the less absorptive
markets for local products have encouraged greater export-import
activities.
Reliance on foreign products has hampered GCC efforts to reach
self-sufficiency in their local economics.

The GCC's trade activities

testify to healthy economic activities, with an increase in outside
transactions (GCC Economic Bulletin 1986:93, 1991:56).

In 1981 inter-

GCC trade totaled $9.242 b, split evenly between exports and imports.
There was a decrease in 1989 amounting to $6.6 b, with $3.97 b in
exports and $2.63 b in imports.

Trade indicators fluctuated, depending

on place of origin of external financial transactions.

GCC-Arab world

trade in 1981 was $6.64 b in favor of the GCC; exports amounted to $5 b
and imports $1.64 b.

In 1989 trade decreased to $2.97 b, of which ex-

ports accounted for $1.95 b and imports $1.02 b.

GCC~Islamic

community

trade indicators amounted to $5.85 b in 1981, in favor of GCC's exports
of $4.91 b and imports of $939 m.
Strongest economic activity occurred between the GCC and the EEC
totaling $69.22 b in 1981, of which GCC exports were $50.08 band
imports $19.13 b.

This amount plummeted in 1989 to $24.77 b, of which

GCC exports totalled $9 b and imports $15.77 b in favor of the EEC.
GCC-U.S. trade was lucrative for both sides.

In 1981 total trade was

$28.56 b in favor of the U.S., and in 1989 it was $15.50 b in favor of
the GCC states.

GCC-U.S. trade in 1981 included $17.96 b in exports and

$10.60 in imports compared to 1989, which reached $9.27 b in exports and
$6.23 for imports.

GCC states have also done trade with the rest of the
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world.

Transaction indicators for 1981 were strongly for the Gee, only

to be reversed in 1989, with balance of trade showing transactions
favoring other world economies.
The Gee's huge and active trade was basically in the hydrocarbon
sector, which gave Council members a lucrative export orientation but
uneven opportunities for economic creativity.

Non-oil sectors of Gee

economies have shown gradual movement toward diversification.

The

agricultural and industrial manufacturing sectors have registered an
increase in productions in several areas.

For example, Saudi Arabia has

reached self-sufficiency with several agricultural commodities and has
exported a great deal of them to the rest of the world, including other
Gee states.

Oman has also made progress in agricultural production, and

to a lesser degree the UAE and Bahrain.
has risen since 1981.

Production of petrochemicals

Saudi Arabia has two large industrial cities,

Jubai1 and Yanbu, which incorporate the most modern factories for the
manufacture of petrochemicals, chemical fertilizers, cement, and aluminum.

The rest of the Gee occupies various niches for shares of world

markets.

The Gee forms a negotiating team to market their products and

combat international restrictions and protectionist policies.
The urge to widen the contribution of non-oil sectors to Gee
economies stemmed from the fact that oil depletion is a source of
frustration to long-term economic planning.

This is associated with the

fear that the industrial countries who depend on Gee oil might devise
alternative forms of secure energy which will render the Gee oil business obsolete and ruin the Gee societies which depend upon petrodollars
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for their economic survival.

Moreover, the uncertainty which surrounds

the fate of oil due to instabilities that inhabit the Gulf region and
fluctuations in oil demand and supply which plunged oil revenues and
precipitated some degree of economic hardship in the 1980s.
factors have been common elements in GCC economies.

These

Despi te these

considerations, the GCC states have continued to be important to the
health of world economies and have maintained their reliance on oil and
gas resources.
Proven GCC crude oil reserves have commanded world attention.
In 1981, 40.4 percent of the world's oil was located beneath GCC
territories; by 1990 that share increased to 45.6 percent.

Saudi Arabia

commands the greatest share of the world's proven oil reserves.

All Gce

states have shown an increase in oil availability except Bahrain, whose
supplies seem to be heading toward depletion in the forseeab1e future
(Table 4.3).

The 1970s were prosperous years for GCC economies relative

to the 1980s.

A world recession and sudden decrease in the world's need

for oil have not been comfortable experiences in terms of GCC income.
In 1981 GCC crude oil production amounted to 56.5 percent of OPEC
production and 22.6 of the world's; it decreased to 36.8 percent and
11.3 percent, respectively, in 1985, by far the lowest 1980s share of
world production.

In 1990 GCC oil production increased, totaling 42.3

percent of OPEC and 17.4 percent of world production.

The Kuwaiti

crisis shocked the oil markets but was saved by an immediate infusion by
other GCC members and world producers (Table 4.4).

Table 4.3.

GCC's proven crude oil reserves, 1981-1990 (millions of barrels, year end).

Country

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987

1988

1989

1990

Bahrain

200

200

200

200

160

140

140

110

126

ll2

67700

67200

66748

92710

92500

94500

94500

94500

94530

94525

Oman

2600

2700

3494

3977

4001

3957

4000

4100

4100

4250

Qatar

3400

3400

3300

3400

3300

3900

3150

3300

3900

4500

164800

168300

169020

168960

169183

169580

169970

252400

254960

254959

32200

32400

32300

32500

33000

33000

98100

98100

98110

98110

Total GCC

270900

274200

275062

301747

302144

305077

369860

452400

456400

456456

Total World

760300

688700

691300

719400

721000

724500

887700

990800

996370 1001572

Kuwait

Saudi Arabia

UAE

GCC % World
Source:

40.4

39.8

39.8

41.9

41.9

42.1

41.7

45.9

45.8

45.6

GCC General Secretariat, Economic Bulletin, various issues; OAPEC, Secretary General Annual
Report, various issues; British Petroleum, Statistical Review of World Energy, various
issues
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Table 4.4.

GCC's crude oil production, 1981-1990 (thousands of barrels/day).

Country

1981

1982

Bahrain

46

44

41.8

41.9

41.9

1130

823

1052.3

1163.3

1061.3

1416

1465

1463

Oman

328

336

389

416

498

560

582

619

640.5

658

Qatar

405

328

294

402

290

334.7

293.1

341

380.5

387

Saudi Arabia

9808

6483

4539

4079

3174.8

4784.2

4124

5178.4

5332

6215

UAE

1502

1248

1118

1142

1309

1370

1501

1578

1845

2101

GCC Total

13219

9262

7434.1

7244.2

6375

8507.3

8006.8

9222.4 10050.2 10483

OPEC Total

23390

19925

18435

18470

17340

19625

19115

21090

23340

24775

Total World

58479

55971

55073

55776

56614

5982

60106

61694

62371

60317

Kuwait

1983

1984

1985

1986
42.4

1987
41.7

1988
43

1989
42.2
1741

1990
42
1080

GCC % OPEC

56.5

46.5

40.3

39.2

36.8

43.3

41.9

43.7

43.1

42.3

GCC % World

22.6

16.5

13.5

13

11.3

14.2

13.4

14.9

16.1

17.4

Source:

GCC General Secretary, Economic Bulletin, various issues; OAPEC, annual reports of the
Secretary General, various issues; Oil and Gas Journal Data Book, various issues; British
Petroleum, Statistical Review of World Energy, various issues
w
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The prominence of Gee countries' roles in the international
economy is not only confined to proven and potential oil reserves, high
production, low cost of extraction, and adequate capacities at oil
installations but is also a function of its extensive share of oil
exports and willingness to deal with world markets through flexible
policies.

Gee states supplied the world with 47.4 percent of its energy

needs in 1981, decreased to 25.4 percent in 1985, and inched up to 28.5
percent in 1989.

With the exception of Bahrain, Gee states export oil

to world consumers and can stabilize or destabilize international
marke ts, depending on security circumstances.

Keeping this fact in

mind, tranquility in the Gulf is an essential priority for the U.S. and
Europe and will continue to be in the long run.

Saudi Arabia is the

largest exporter of oil in the world, which gives it a special place in
the strategic calculations of Western countries.

In 1981 Saudi Arabia

possessed the capacity to export more than 9.5 mb/day, which decreased
to 4.4 in 1989; this figure remained higher than all other Gee exports
put together in every year.

The UAE, followed by Kuwait, occupied

second and third place in the 1980s.

Qatar, which was the fourth

largest Gee exporter in 1981, became the fifth in 1989, while Oman began
to increase its exports (Table 4.5).
The Gee has another commodity associated with oil which is
equally exhaustible.
oil extraction.

Natural gas has been wasted for many years during

However, in the 1980s Gee states have formed economic

strategies to exploit natural gas and export it.
one of the largest pools of gas reserves.

Gee territories cover

In 1981 Gee states accounted

Table 4.5.

GCC's crude oil exports, 1981-1990 (thousands of barrels/day).

Country

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987

1988

1989

1990

Bahrain

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Kuwait

1094.6

739.2

958.7

1052.9

968.8

1281

1160

1333

1540

Oman

329

320

374

369

452

509

540

550

570

Qatar

404.2

334.4

296.3

412.2

308.3

343

295.1

349

395

Saudi Arabia

9502.8

6147

4310

3629

2725

3978.1

3437.9

4171.1

4408

UAE

1476.7

1212.7

1138

1134.4

1069.8

1243.6

1364

1462

1805

Total GCC

12807.3

8753.3

7077

6597.5

5523.9

7354.7

6797

7865.1

8718

Total World

27000

GCC % World
Source:

47.4

23854
36.7

22596
31.3

23006
28.7

21750
25.4

23867
30.0

24194
28.1

25724
30.6

30590

31441

28.5

OPEC, Annual Statistical Bulletin, various issues; U.S. Department of Energy, International
Energy Annual, various issues; British Petroleum, Statistical Review of World Energy,
various issues
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for 8.5 percent of proven world reserves.

This modest share jumped to

10.2 percent in 1985 and rose to 15.3 percent in 1990.

In 1981 Saudi

Arabia was the largest, followed by Qatar; but in 1990 the UAE, with its
continued exploration, jumped to first place, with Saudi Arabia and
Qatar competing for second place (Table 4.6).

Recent discoveries of one

of the largest, if not the largest single field of natural gas, located
between Iran and Qatar, will boost the latter's economy within the GCC
framework.

In 1981 natural gas production was only 5 percent of the

world's share, which decreased to 4.6 percent by 1989.

Saudi Arabia and

the UAE have continued to produce relatively more natural gas than the
rest of the GeC states (Table 4.7).

The efficiency of natural gas is

expected to gain it greater utilization and will help lessen reliance on
oil for energy.
feldspar,

GCe states also have mineral resources.

Clay, salts,

asbestos, gypsum, sulphur, and metals are found in Saudi

Arabia, Oman and the UAE, with sufficient quantities for development.
Gee economies have encountered a great deal of economic strains
and contractions.

Glutted oil markets disrupted the financial power and

economic planning of oil states due to the sudden plunge in prices as
supply exceeded demand by a large margin.

Spot crude prices for Arabian

Light/Dubai plummeted from a high of $34.32 dollars per barrel in 1981
to $12.97 in 1986, up to $20.50 in 1990.

The extent to which oil

revenues dropped could be seen in the fact that Gee oil revenues, having
reached $157.8 b in 1981, plummeted steadily to $60.1 b in 1985 and took
a dive to $45 b in 1989.
phenomenal occurrences.

Saudi Arabia was the hardest hit by these

It had enjoyed the high income of $111.5 b in

Table 4.6.

GCC's proven natural gas reserves, 1981-1990 (billions of cubic meters/year).

Country

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987

1988

1989

1990

Bahrain

243

223

210

206

201

198

195

190

190

184

Kuwait

981

966

879

1038

1037

1167

1205

1378

1380

1377

76

76

80

209

170

213

269

264

263

262

Qatar

1699

1756

4249

4249

4193

4306

4437

4437

4620

4620

Saudi Arabia

3346

3433

3544

3610

3544

3688

4136

5195

5198

5137

658

810

884

906

926

963

5762

5706

5688

5688

7003

7264

9846

10218

10074

10535

15997

17170

17339

17268

82441

85652

93206

96375

98699

102946

107544

113244

112663

113006

Oman

UAE
Total GCC
Total World
Gec % World
Source:

8.5

8.5

10.6

10.6

10.2

10.2

14.9

15.2

15.4

15.3

Oil and Gas Journal, various issues; GCC General Secretariat, Economic Bulletin, various
issues; OAPEC, Secretary General's Annual Report, various issues; The Economist Intelligence
Unit, Country Report, various issues
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Table 4.7.

GCC's natural gas production, 1981-1989 (millions of cubic meters/year).

Country

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987

1988

1989

Bahrain

4618

5244

5270

5547

6368

6020

7445

7255

7235

Kuwait

6312

4610

5437

5816

5360

5800

7200

9327

9130

Oman

2977

2956

3566

3938

4020

4420

4650

4783

4783

Qatar

6272

6006

5788

6114

6074

6740

6400

6218

7270

Saudi Arabia

52382

33564

26900

32440

32080

35700

39250

41455

46500

UAE

16140

14880

14880

19670

23560

25400

27410

23837

28100

Total GCC

88701

67260

61841

73525

77462

84080

82815

92444

102269

1780268

1721086

1695606

1845433

1931303

1966066

2193506

2254467

2271465

Total World
GCC % World
Source:

5.0

3.9

3.6

4.0

4.0

4.3

3.8

4.2

4.6

GCC General Secretarial, Economic Bulletin, various issues; OAPEC, Secretary General's
Annual Report, various issues; The Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report, various
issues
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1981, which sharply declined to $17.5 b in 1989 (Table 4.8).

The UAE,

Kuwait, and Qatar have felt the stress of financial burdens.

However,

Bahrain and Oman were not severely hurt by these trends due to diversification in their smaller economies.

Gee economic structures managed to withstand fluctuation in
their oil earnings partly because of several realities.
the oil price declines,
completed.

By the time of

large-scale infrastructura1 projects were

The economic contraction that ensued thereafter led to

postponement of some planned projects, interruption of some unfinished
ones, and a general slowing of rapid development (E. Peterson 1988:144).

Gee states followed two financial patterns.

One was allocation, prac-

ticed by Saudi Arabia; the other was savings and investment, conducted
by Kuwait.

The Saudi strategy was to deposit money budgeted for a

project immediately after government approval to guarantee the necessary
capital.

When revenues became scarce, money was already secured.

The

Kuwaiti policy was to save part of its oil revenues, with 10 percent
deposited for the coming generations; the rest was to be invested in
foreign ventures, especially in Western countries.

Interest from sav-

ings and investment ran into the billions and was utilized when needed.
The adaptability of Gee societies to both high and low income saved them
from financial dislocation or disorientation.

Gee citizens had grown

accustomed to harsh lifestyles before the oil era and enjoyed huge
surpluses in the 1970s.
in the 1980s.

They were thus content to accommodate to trends

Table 4.8.

GCC oil revenues, 1981-1990 (billions of U.S. dollars).

Country

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987

1988

1989

Bahrain

3.9

3.1

2.6

2.7

2.4

1.8

1.8

1.8

2.1

Kuwait

14.2

9.1

10.1

11.0

9.7

4.9

4.6

4.5

10.4

Oman

4.4

4.1

4.2

3.9

4.7

2.0

3.4

3.0

3.1

Qatar

5.5

4.2

3.0

4.2

3.3

1.6

1.8

1.5

1.7

111.5

73.3

44.8

36.3

27.5

20.0

17.6

17.7

17.5

27.8

18.3

14.5

1l.4

12.4

12.5

6.1

7.9

6.6

10.2

16.1

157.8

108.3

76.1

70.5

60.1

36.4

37.1

35.1

Saudi Arabia
UAE
Total GCC
Source:

1990

6.5

45

OAPEC, Secretary General Annual Reports, various issues; The Economist Intelligence Unit,
Country Report, various issues; Gulf Cooperation Council, Economic Bulletin, various issues
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While Gee societies absorbed the shocks of economic instability
with few manifestations of dissatisfaction, this task was more burdensome for the governments.

Gulf conflicts drove home the need for

greater military expenditures, which exerted pressure on ruling bodies
to come up with the required capital to meet the challenge.

As welfare

states, their leaders were also responsible for the social and economic
well-being of their citizens.

Nevertheless, decision makers skillfully

maneuvered around these issues, cutting programs, trimming foreign aid,
selling government stocks and bonds to private sectors, and above all,
borrowing from foreign banks to raise the needed funds.

Gee financial

surpluses and reserves were estimated in the hundreds of billions in
1981, but as the harsh politicoeconomic and security climate dominated
the 1980s, Gee members became debtor nations.

By the end of December

1990 the Gee states' debt from Western banks and nonbank trade creditors
totalled $38.06 b.

Most of this unprecedented borrowing was shouldered

by Saudi Arabia ($15.03 b), followed by the UAE ($10.72 b), Kuwait
($8.17 b), Oman ($1.74 b), Qatar ($1.36 b), and Bahrain ($1.04 b).

In

comparative terms, Saudi Arabia's debt topped that of all the Gulf and
Arabian Peninsula.

Iraq's debt came next, with $14 b; Iran's was $10.63

b, and the least was Yemen's, which owed only $797 m for the same period
(Middle East Business Weekly 1992:6).

Western banks were more comfort-

able loaning to Gee states than to others in the area because of their
low political and business risks and their promising economic forecast,
despite the Kuwaiti crisis, which had been the cause of most of the
Gee's debts.
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GCC state economies are based upon an exhaustible resource.
They have not been assured of the constancy of the growth of their
domestic product and have consumed both accumulated and temporary
surpluses.

Dependence upon petrodollars is illustrated by the high

ratios of oil exports to gross domestic product (GDP).

Their reliance

on oil is also manifested in the contribution of oil revenues to total
exports,

to goods and services, and to government revenues.

GCC

countries lack a national system of taxation (Askari and Dastma1tschi
1987:90) and sizable income from sustainable economies, such as agricultural or non-oil manufactured products.

In the 1980s GCC states

found themselves struggling to survive the erosion of oil wealth and
dealing with recent current-account deficits in most of the states.

The

GCC's expenditure on GDP is one indicator of the unpredictability of
members' finances.

The bigger the economy and more dependent upon oil,

the harder it was hit.
Bahrain's GDP has fluctuated, registering more than $4 b in 1981
to a decrease to $3.5 b in 1989.
in 1981 to $552 m in 1989.

Balance of trade decreased from $1.1 b

Consumption has steadily increased, more

into the public than the private sector (Table 4.9).

Bahrain's economy

is not completely based on oil, and it depends on aid from other GCC
states, especially Saudi Arabia.
Kuwait's GDP was influenced by oil, experiencing a decrease from
$24.8 b in 1981 to $23 b in 1989.

Balance of trade also decreased, from

a surplus of $7.8 b in 1981 to $2.3 b in 1989, incurring two years of
deficits, in 1986 and 1988.

Total consumption has risen from $12.8 b in

Table 4.9.

Bahrain's expenditure on GDP, 1981-1989 (in millions of dollars at current prices).

Country

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987

1988

1989

Export of goods and
services

5251

4108.5

5255

3793.3

3680.5

2995.5

3515.4

3290.7

3478

Import of goods and
services

4125

3614.1

3261.7

3479.5

3106.6

2407.7

2910.4

2647.6

2926

Balance of trade

1126

494.4

260.3

313.8

573.9

587.8

605

643.1

552

Private consumption

1399.7

1518.6

1669.9

1789.3

1719.9

1511. 7

1206.1

1367.6

1451

Public consumption

572.3

651.1

689.4

733.2

764.4

748.7

826.9

984

988

Total consumption

1972

2169.7

2359.3

2522.6

2484.3

2260.4

2033

2271.6

2439

Total GDP

4295.9

4643.6

4550.4

4611.6

4262.9

3678.2

3169.7

3358.8

3471

Source:

Gulf Cooperation Council, Economic Bulletin, various issues; Gulf Cooperation Council,
Attaawun, various issues
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1981 to $16.2 b in 1989 (Table 4.10).

Kuwait's outside investment has

been a good policy and has sustained Kuwait's financial status in 1990
after the Iraqi invasion.
Oman's GDP, which witnessed increased reliance on oil exports,
jumped from $7.7 b in 1981 to $8.4 b in 1989.

Balance of trade

decreased from $2.4 b in 1981 to $1.4 b in 1989, with one year of
deficit in 1986.

Total consumption swelled from $3.6 b in 1981 to

$15.8 b in 1989 (Table 4.11).

Oman also received financial aid at the

beginning of the 1980s from wealthier GCC states.
Qatar's small economy depends heavily on oil exports.

Its GDP

decreased from $8.7 b in 1981 to $6.6 b in 1989, and its trade balance
also decreased from $3.4 b in 1981 to $839 m in 1989.

Total consumption

escalated by almost $1 b (Table 4.12).
In the 1980s the Saudi economy registered a sharp decrease in
GDP and value of exports.

Total GDP plummeted from a high of $157 b in

1981 to a low of $81 b in 1989.

Total consumption increased from $59 b

in 1981 to $64 b in 1989, leading to a decrease in balance of trade from
$63 b in 1981 to a deficit of $608 m in 1989.

The predominantly oil-

based economy of Saudi Arabia has experienced deficits since 1984 (Table
4.13).
The UAE's economy, which also relies on oil, accumulated $33 b
in 1981, decreasing to $27 b in 1989.
in 1981 to $17 b in 1989.

Total consumption rose from $13 b

Balance of trade decreased from $11 b in 1981

to $4 b in 1989 (Table 4.14).

Table 4.10.

Kuwait's expenditure on GDP, 1981-1989 (in millions of dollars at current prices).

Country

1981

1982

Export of goods
and services

17414

14233

Import of goods
and services

9641

13674

9963.3

9533.3

Balance of trade

7773

559

2377.6

Private consumption

9257

13468

Public consumption

3566

5026

Total consumption

12823

18494

13522.8 13393.5 13127.1 13783.2 16765

Total GDP

24763

25783

20893.7 21210.3 21324.6 17271.3 21002.2 19973.5 23058.5

Source:

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987

1988

1989

8613.6

9345.2

8224

12670

8185

8875.4

8807.2

9281.5 10363.9

3304.1

3731.2

-261.8

538

9067.1

8884.5

8111.4

8617.9 11826.5 12016.6 10755.4

4455.7

4509

5015.7

5165.3

12340.9 12837.4 11916.2

4938.5

-1057.5

4955.9

2306

5453.4

16972.5 16208.5

Gulf Cooperation Council, Economic Bulletin, various issues; Gulf Cooperation Council,
Attaawun, various issues
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Table 4.11.

Oman's expenditure on GDP, 1981-1989 (in millions of dollars at current prices).

Country

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

Export of goods and
services

4700.5

4424.9

4270.4

4435.4

4985.5

Import of goods and
services

2290.4

2658.1

3051.5

3315

Balance of trade

2410.1

1739.8

1218.9

Private consumption

1711.6

2303.1

Public consumption

1902.3

Total consumption
Total GDP
Source:

1987

1988

1989

3178.9

3354

4057

3720.3

3315

2629

2642

1120.4

1265.2

-136.1

1547.5

725

1414

2322.5

2715.7

3386.2

3125.7

2417.7

3068.2

3302

2072.7

2257.7

2339.3

2588.6

2470.8

2376.3

2486.3

2537.3

3614

4375.8

4580.2

5055

5974.8

5596.5

4794

5554.5

5839.3

7715.2

8163.7

7932.5

8820.8

9999.4

8061.4

7809.1

7609.4

8402.1

Gulf Cooperation Council, Economic Bulletin, various issues; Gulf Cooperation Council,
Attaawun, various issues
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Table 4.12.

Qatar's expenditure on GDP, 1981-1989 (in millions of dollars at current prices).

Country

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987

1988

1989

Export of goods and
services

5897.8

4602.5

3503.6

3695

3160

2013.7

2246.4

2260.4

2685.9

Import of goods and
services

2489.8

2695.3

2279.1

2070.6

1815.9

1694.2

1744.6

1696.8

1846.9

Balance of trade

3408

1907.2

1224.5

1624.4

1344.1

319.5

501.8

563.6

839

Private consumption

1479

1612

1584.5

1628.3

1545.6

1458

1745.4

1763.5

1897.7

Public consumption

2237

1988

2253.6

2478.3

2165.4

2303.3

2407.7

2738.8

2860.6

Total consumption

3716

3600

3838.1

4106.6

3711

3761.3

4153.1

4502.3

4758.3

Total GDP

8661.4

7596.8

6484.9

6870.3

6153.3

5017.3

5439

6030

6641.4

Source:

Gulf Cooperation Council, Economic Bulletin, various issues; Gulf Cooperation Council,
Attaawun, various issues
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Table 4.13.

Saudi Arabia's expenditure on GDP, 1981-1989 (in millions of dollars at current prices).

Country

1981

1982

Export of goods
and services

110805

104100

Import of goods
and services

47356

55070

Balance of trade

63449

49030

Private consumption

34558

Public consumption
Total consumption
Total GDP
Source:

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987

1988

1989

63533.6

47452.5

31243.2

23221.4

26447

27523

30292

56531

52912.9

38070.7

31120.4

31821

30692

30900

7002.6

-5460.4

-6827.5

-7899

-5374

-3168

-608

37107

43802.5

44670.2

43785.8

87847.2

36192

36965

38239

24636

37697

36726.7

34438

31581

28724.6

28760

24633

25994

59194

74804

80529.2

79108.2

75367.3

66571.8

64952

61598

64233

156569

153902

120217.4 105598.4

86676.2

73208.6

73552

75292

80895

Gulf Cooperation Council, Economic Bulletin, various issues; Gulf Cooperation Council,
Attaawun, various issues
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Table 4.14.

The UAE's expenditure on GDP, 1981-1989 (in millions of dollars at current prices).
1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

Export of goods and
services

22790

19498

16582

16346

15872

Import of goods and
services

1l1l0

10938

9988

8744

8292

8615.6

9199.1 10258.8 12270

Balance of trade

11680

8560

6594

7602

7580

1690.6

4028.9

2473.4

Private consumption

5856

7313

7482

7285

7402

8141.1

9090.2

8966.5 11420

Public consumption

6795

59930

5184

4821

5308

5147.6

4862.4

5077.6

Total consumption

12645

13306

12666

12106

12710

13288.7 13952.6 14944.1 16880

Total GDP

32988

30627

28633

27744

27081

21554.9 23642.1 23377.7 27270

Country

Source:

1986

1987

210306.2 13228

1988

1989

12732.2 16190

3970

5460

Gulf Cooperation Council, Economic Bulletin, various issues; Gulf Cooperation Council,
Attaawun, various issues
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Economic data from GCC member states demonstrated that their
financial status in the 1980s was worse off than in the 1970s, which
The consequences have delayed

preceded Lormation of the Council.
efforts to forge an integrated economy.

Each country was preoccupied

with protecting its own economy and balancing its trade.

The smaller

Council economies, which were not as troubled as those of the larger
partners,

sought

to slow the process of transactions,

fearing the

negative effect of seeing their economies overwhelmed by the depressed
economies of their allies in the Council.

Another indicator of the

regression of GCC economies is per capita income.

Average per capita

income decreased from $17,000 in 1981 to $10,000 in 1989.

Oman, the

lowest, decreased from $6,000 in 1981 to $3,500 in 1989.

Bahrain's

decreased from $9,000

in 1981

to $7,000 in 1989.

decreased from $13,000 in 1981 to $5,500 in 1989.
from $21,000 in 1981

to $11,000 in 1989.

$25,000 in 1981 to 16,000 in 1989.

Saudi Arabia's

Kuwait's decreased

The UAE's decreased from

Highest per capita was that of

Qatar, which decreased from $28,000 in 1981 to $15,000 in 1989 (GCC
Economic Bulletin 1986-91).

The decrease in per capita income among GCC

states is a source of dissatisfaction because the Omanis and the Saudis
are not content with the idea of having only one-third of capital gain
relative to neighboring Qatar and the UAE.
Cooperation among GCC states has occurred more slowly than
expected.

There is a tendency in the Council to deal economically with

those countries which are closer geographically.
GCC trading partner is Bahrain.

Saudi Arabia's largest

The fact that the Saudi-Bahraini
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causeway opened in 1986 and passengers and products have to go through
six checkpoints to satisfy legal and commercial agencies and to review
customs and travel documents, hinders the flow of goods and restricts
the free movement of populations.

Moreover, within the Gee framework,

the UAE's trade is greatest with Oman.

But the two countries also have

regulations which do not facilitate economic exchange.

Oman does not

have an embassy in the UAE and restricts the entrance of other Gee
nationals into its territories.
The concept of customs has been difficult to implement due to
differences between Bahrain and Qatar.

Bahrain, which relies on customs

for its economy, sought to increase customs on Gee products entering its
ports.

However, Qatar, which is a welfare state and does not depend on

tariffs or customs, insists on a decrease in customs.

Kuwait's commer-

cial adventures have.been slowly restricted in other Gee states, which
fear that the Kuwaiti orientation toward investment might lead to their
owning a great deal of real estate and commercial firms,

thereby

stimulating competition with indigenous businesses and leaving them
disadvantaged.
Real estate acquisitions by other Gee citizens are done mostly
for purposes of residence, not commercial, and is done in specified
areas.

Such restrictive policies have not brought resolution of the

issue of economic integration any closer.

Furthermore, standardization

of Gee currencies and formation of the Gulf common market have not seen
the light due to member states' preferences for dealing with U.S.
dollars and the realization that Gee economies are very small and
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redundant.

The continued reliance on international products to satisfy

domestic needs has created the attitude that indigenous products are not
comparable to those of foreign origin, even though a number of domestic
products would prove the opposite.

The issue is not one of a govern-

mental or procedural problem, but rather, a consumer orientation which
needs to be readjusted and attracted inward.

The Council's various

bodies have had insufficient funds to help them pursue their commercial
and economic aims.
for a large,

The GCC's budget is only $21 m, which is very modest

regional organization that serves financially capable

states.
GCC states have faced a decade of political-economic upheaval
due to external influences.

The two Gulf conflicts have created many

obstacles to achieving the progressive steps toward the larger economic
construction that would have elevated the GCC from a mere alliance of
financial entities to a more comprehensive arrangement that brings about
integration.

Iraq's occupation of Kuwait has done more devastation to

GCC economies in a few months than ten years of the Iran-Iraq war.

The

ramifications have been dislocated people, frustrated economic planning
and destabilized economic systems, as measured by greater military
spending and the exhaustion of national monetary reserves.

One positive

outcome is that the Kuwaiti crisis has brought more harmony to GCC
populations and economies and has given life to the popular yearning for
solid steps toward some sort of unification.

It was as if the GCC

countries needed assurance that they were better off together.
Iragi menace has given them sufficient proof.

The
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During its eleventh anniversary, the GCC's most salient achievement is its endurance and determination to reach its stated economic
objectives.

The timing appears to be irrelevant as to when and how to

fulfill the GCC's desires for economic integration.
GCC economies will undoubtedly continue to rely upon oil revenues.

In the past, coordination of policies in the hydrocarbon sector

in both production and export quotas has not been fully exercised.

This

led to the defection of Kuwait and the UAE from the 1990 OPEC agreement,
giving Iraq a pretext to accuse them of waging an economic war against
it, thus leading to the horrific consequence of the Iraqi invasion.
Oil has been an economic blessing to GCC development, but in a
few instances, like the 1990 crisis, it was turned into a liability,
placing GCC members in harm's way.

Petrodollars should be used to

create non-oi1-based industries to diversify GCC economies and to
prepare member states for the post-oil era.

Saving and investment for

future generations is to be taken seriously.

Above all, economic cor-

ruption must be tackled in order to formulate sound economic development
for the future.
The GCC Military Alliance
The GCC states have played their security arrangements very
cautiously to avert antagonizing their powerful neighbors, Israel, Iraq,
and Iran, who sought to undermine the stability of the conservative
regimes.

The Council's founders also pragmatically refrained from a

securi ty and military orientation in the charter due to inter-GCC
disagreement over the form and extent of any defensive cooperation.
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Nevertheless, the expression of support to each other's stability was
evident in the articulations of the heads of states and their respective
ministers through GCC communiques.

This has undoubtedly made it

abundantly clear that the security of the six members could not be
compromised and would be protected by all necessary means.

Concerns

over the severely limited military capabilities of the GCC states have
repeatedly been assuaged by military and diplomatic assistance from
their friends and allies, particularly the U.S.

GCC states have also

expanded their military modernization programs and made massive
purchases of sophisticated weapon systems to offset any gaps as well as
their indigenous manpower shortages.
GCC member states have grown accustomed to all types of security
threats and have acquired a keen sense of survival in the face of countless adversities.

They have effectively manipulated their economic

resources, accompanied by shrewd deployment of the political, moral, and
military strategies necessary to deal with all actual and potential
dangers.

In essence, GCC decision makers have mastered the game of

survival and have outlived all security problems to date.
The Iran-Iraq War
GCC military cooperation and coordination have played pivotal
roles in safeguarding the security of the six states from domestic as
well as foreign threats.
internal uprisings,

While the GCC has been successful in taming

its military capabilities remain inadequate to

balance the power of neighboring states.

Using military indicators such

as number of tanks, aircraft, troops, etc., we realize that GCC combined
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forces remain at a disadvantaged level.

The military alliance of the

six states corresponds to several assumptions.

One maintains that

alliances are formed out of sheer necessity to serve the goal of selfpreservation.

This requires a pledge by all signatories to an alliance

that an attack on one member constitutes an attack on all.

Second,

increasing external threats are more likely to lead to alliance formation and cohesion because states cooperate to redress their growing
security predicament through coordination.

Third, alliances are seen as

catalysts for armament and military spending because they not only
trigger counteralliances but also increase rather than decrease defense
costs and purchases of military weapons by alliance members.

Fourth,

alliances produce collective goods in the form of deterrence through
collective action and military spending.
free ride,

Fifth, smaller members tend to

and the responsibility for increasing allies' deterrence

rests more upon larger allies.

The following data will illustrate these

assumptions.
The Iran-Iraq conflict imposed dangerous realities on the Gee
states,

forcing them into a reluctant balancing act with Iraq to

counteract Iranian threats, only to find themselves subjected to Iranian
schemes to overthrow existing systems.

Spillover from the Gulf hostili-

ties was a lethal contagion to be contested, along with an array of
perceived threats.

In 1981 the Gee responded strongly to formation of

the tripartite alliance among South Yemen, Ethiopia, and Libya, which,
with its radical orientation, leaned toward Iran.

They reached out to

the Marxists in Yemen and managed to neutralize their animosity by
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settling the Oman-South Yemen dispute.

However, Iran was adamant about

its revolutionary doctrine and its intentions of applying it forcefully
on the western side of the Gulf.
In December 1981 the abortive Iran-backed coup to overthrow the
Bahraini regime precipitated individual security agreements among GCC
states.

They also formulated a collective security pact.

In February

1982 GCC interior ministers assembled in Bahrain and signed a comprehensive security accord.

The content of the agreement took the GCC's

resolve out in the open and declared that:
Gulf security is indivisible. An attack on anyone Gulf
state in considered an attack on the other states. The
responsibility for confronting an attack on any Gulf
state falls on all member states of the Gulf Cooperation
Council. An interference in the internal affairs of any
Gulf state from whichever source will constitute an
interference in the internal affairs of all Gulf states.
(Dawisha 1983:14)
According to that commitment, GCC security arrangements would be defensive in nature.
member.

Military capabilities would be deployed to assist every

Self-preservation became the guiding principle of the GCC

security and military alliance.

The weakest link in security coordina-

tion was the state of Kuwait, which expressed reservations until Iran
began sporadic missile attacks on Kuwaiti economic installations, and,
more importantly, the attempted assassination of the amir on May 25,
1985.

He escaped with minor injuries, but his motorcade was demolished.
The GCC was more determined than ever to support the Iraqi

regime and feed its war machine in order to rebuff Iranian aggression.
Iran's successful offensive military campaign against Iraqi-fortified
defenses, which crossed Shatt aI-Arab and occupied the Fao Peninsula,
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brought the war to GCC doorsteps in early 1986.

The GCC' s strategy

became more aggressive and alert and managed to defy Iranian efforts to
spread the conflict.

In fact the war and Iran's projected threats were

not only the engine for GCC coordination in defense matters, but also
the most influential catalyst in their military buildup and continued
cooperation (Ramazani 1988:61).
The Gulf region has been the center of one of the largest arms
buildups in the world.

The GCC was forced to restructure its military

power to keep up with the dramatic spending of the two belligerents.
The war involved a wide range of regional and international states vying
for influence and exporting weapons, which kept fueling the war.

Never-

the1ess, the arms race did not lead to uncontrolled conflict because
external military intervention kept the flow of oil going.
and Iraq still had to export their most lucrative product.

Both Iran
The mobili-

zation of large military forces was not intended to lead to total war
(Cordesman 1989:76).

GCC involvement during the eight years of a war of

attrition was limited to a few encounters with Iran.

On June 5, 1984, a

Royal Saudi Air Force jet, guided by AWACS sentry aircraft, intercepted
intruding Iranian war planes and destroyed one F-4 Phantom fighterbomber.

This Saudi action marked the first military involvement by a

GCC member state against Iran (Kechichian 1990:101).

One successful

Saudi dogfight, while militarily insignificant, was important in two
respects.

It illustrated that any Iranian encroachment on GCC terri-

tories would surely be dealt with.

Saudi resolve boosted the morale of

the smaller GCC states, which depended primarily on Saudi military
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deterrence.

Both Iran and the GCC showed restraint.

Iran's under-

response was matched by the GCC's low profile (Ramazani 1988:63).
The GCC's increased self-confidence was enhanced by the need to
undertake bolder military steps to integrate their defense systems.

The

aerial coverage that was entrusted to the Saudi Air Force was complemented by creation of a rapid deployment force (GCCRDF) comprised of the
armies of the six countries.

The unified command of the 10, OOO-man

ground force, which came to be named Peninsula Shield, was headed by a
Saudi brigadier general and was stationed at King Khalid military base
in the Saudi City of Hafr al-Batin, close to the Iraq-Kuwait border.
The GCCRDF formed the basis for military deterrence and was intended to
be used in a variety of contingencies in GCC territories (E. Peterson
1988:204).

Annual GCCRDF exercises consisted of armored ground units

with fighter aircraft and attack helicopter support, anti-aircraft
missiles, and parachutes, conducted in various parts of Arabia.

The

GCCRDF was intended to demonstrate GCC alliance and determination toward
increased self-reliance.
The substantial buildup of sophisticated GCC arms inventories
has not altered the Gulf's balance of power.

The GCC states combined

remained far behind the forces of Iran and Iraq individually.

GCC

military power was underscored by limited competence, exacerbated by the
inability to deploy large numbers of trained soldiers.

Underpopulated

GCC armies have not been radically improved to match other regional
powers.

GCC active armed forces clearly showed that continued fatigue

had befallen their defensive postures of effectiveness and readiness.
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In comparative terms, total GCC forces in 1981 were 133,000
soldiers; in 1990 these were increased to 175,000.

Compared to the

GCC's neighbors, this manpower situation is a glaring disadvantage.
1981 Iranian forces were 195,000, augmented to 504,000 in 1990.

In

Iraq's

impressive army, which had 252,000 in 1981, climbed dangerously to one
million by 1990.

The two Yemens combined fell short behind the GCC,

numbering 57,000 in 1981 and increasomg to 66,000 in 1990 (Table 4.15).
GCC countries tend to exaggerate their populations.

They are matched by

the two Yemens and are exceeded by Iran's nearly 60 million and Iraq's
18 million.

GCC domestic concerns prevented them from building sizeable
Saudi Arabia and the UAE, which have noticeably increased

armed forces.

their armies, have not met the need for specialized units to operate the
complex mix of different equipment, especially medium battle tanks,
which form the bulk of any fighting army.
GCC states have made purchases from several countries in substantial financial deals, but Western countries have supplied the main
tanks and armor.

Diversification of

milit~ry

hardware has complicated

GCC military cooperation and in no way bridges the disparity with other
countries in the region.

GeC states possessed 987 tanks in 1981; by

1990 the total had risen to 1043.

When matched against nearby potential

adversaries, the Gee's collective military capabilities were less than
impressive.

Iran is not far ahead, with a total of 1410 tanks in 1981;

this decreased substantially to 500 in 1990.

Iraq's number in this

category mushroomed surprisingly, with 2600 tanks in 1981, upgraded to
5500 in 1990.

The two Yemens had a larger quantity than the GCC,

Table 4.15.

Gulf and Arabian Peninsula active armed forces, 1981-1990 (thousands).

Country

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987

1988

1989

1990

Bahrain

2.5

2.55

2.7

2.8

2.8

2.3

2.8

2.85

3.35

6

Kuwait

12.4

12.4

12.4

12.5

12

12

15

20.3

20.3

20.3

Oman

14.5

18

23.55

21.5

21.5

21.5

21.5

25.5

25.5

29.5

Qatar

9.7

6

6

6

6

6

7

7

7

7.5

Saudi Arabia

51.7

52.2

51.5

51.5

62.5

67.5

73.5

72.3

65.7

67.5

UAE

42.5

48.5

49

43

43

43

43

43

43

44

Total GCC

133.3

139.65

145.15

137.3

147.8

152.3

162.8

170.95

164.85

174.8

Iran

195

235

355

555

305

704.5

654.5

604.5

604.5

504

Iraq

252.25

342.25

517.25

642.5

520

845

32.1

32.05

21.55

North Yemen

36.55

36.55

36.55

1000
36.8

1000
36.6

1000
36.5

1000
38.5
66

South Yemen
Source:

24.3

26

25.5

27.5

27.5

27.5

27.5

27.5

27.5

27.5

International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance, various issues
w
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possessing 1089 tanks in 1981 and 1195 in 1990 (Table 4.16).

This

comparison clearly indicated the vulnerability of the Gee in any ground
assault targeting their territories.
Saudi Arabia and Kuwait have a relatively large number of main
battle tanks.

However, given Saudi Arabia's vast land mass, the Kingdom

would not be able to project the necessary defense in case of conflict
or threat from whichever direction.

Mobilizing its existing ground

forces to one front would expose other frontiers and render them
defenseless.

Saudi Arabia's most effective defense option is its air

force.
Gee countries planned the expansion of their air force and to
bridge gaps in ground and naval forces by obtaining advanced Western
fighter planes.

The long shores of the Gulf and the Arabian and Red

seas require constant surveillance and advanced attack and interception
capabilities to ward off intruders.

Maintenance of the formidable air

defense already acqui:Led by Gee states required further purchases of
communication systems, F-15s and F-18 fighters,

sophisticated radar

equipment, missiles, and construction of modern military bases covering
the entire Arabian Peninsula.

According to the Encyclopedia of the

World's Air Forces, as of 1988 the Gee states had already built 28
bases.

Thirteen of them were in Saudi Arabia, including seven large

military cities.

Oman has seven bases, the UAE five, and Kuwait three.

Bahrain and Qatar were each building one large military base.

In

comparison, Iraq has thirteen bases, Iran nine, and the two Yemens have
nine (six in the South and three in the North).

Air defense systems of

Table 4.16.

Gulf and Arabian Peninsula medium battle tanks, 1981-1990.

Country

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987

1988

1989

1990

Bahrain

0

0

0

0

0

0

60

60

54

54

240

240

240

240

240

240

260

270

275

245

Oman

18

18

18

33

33

39

39

39

39

39

Qatar

24

24

24

24

24

24

24

24

24

24

630

450

450

450

450

450

550

550

550

550

75

118

118

118

136

136

136

136

131

131

987

850

850

865

883

889

1069

1079

1073

1043

Iran

1410

1110

940

1000

1000

1000

1000

1000

500

500

Iraq

2600

2300

2360

4820

3750

4500

4500

4500

5500

5500

714

714

714

664

664

659

683

764

664

715

Kuwait

Saudi Arabia

UAE
Total GCC

North Yemen

1995
South Yemen
Source:

375

470

450

450

450

470

470

470

480

480

International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance, various issues
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GCC members took a collective step forward when, in November 1982, the
Supreme Council agreed to support a $1 b aid program for Bahrain to pay
for a modern air base and to aid Oman with $1.4 b to improve its ability
to defend the Strait of Hormuz (Cordesman 1988:153).
GCC military cooperation also encompassed the sharing of
military information, intelligence gathering on the Iran-Iraq war, and
tracking of ships in the Gulf and aircraft near GCC territories.

All

communications were linked through Saudi-U.S. coordination from the
Dhahran military base.
The proliferation of fighter aircraft has been the backbone of
the GCC's military capabilities in its bid to counteract the inventories
of its neighbors.

GCC combat aircraft are mostly F-15C types in Saudi

Arabia, Tornados in Oman and Saudi Arabia, and Mirages in Kuwait, Qatar,
and the UAE.

In 1981 total GCC fighting power included 287 aircraft,

expanded to 414 fighters in 1990.

GCC states have clearly tried to keep

up in terms of air defense with other countries in the region.

Iran had

100 aircraft in 1981, which increased to 185 by 1990, mostly Sovietmade fighters.

Iraq's air defense included an important variety of

Soviet and French aircraft, numbering 335 in 1981 and greatly expanded
to 689 in 1990.

The two Yemens, which relied heavily on Soviet deliver-

ies, had 183 fighters in 1981 and 181 in 1990 (Table 4.17).
air strength is nowhere near that mentioned above.

Actual GCC

Number of types of

aircraft and air systems under consideration or on order indicated that
progress toward the purchase of the same model of combat airplanes is
still limited.

Appropriate changes in training methods and facilities

Table 4.17.

Gulf and Arabian Peninsula combat aircraft, 1981-1990.

Country

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987

1988

1989

1990

Bahrain

0

0

0

0

0

6

12

12

12

24

Kuwait

50

49

49

49

76

80

80

70

36

35

Oman

38

37

37

52

52

52

53

51

63

57

Qatar

9

9

11

11

17

23

23

23

13

18

139

128

170

203

205

216

226

182

179

189

51

52

43

43

42

42

65

44

61

91

Total GCC

287

275

310

358

392

419

459

382

364

414

Iran

100

90

70

95

80

68

60

50

121

185

Iraq

335

330

330

580

500

500

500

500

513

689

65

75

75

76

76

95

73

73

83

87

Saudi Arabia
UAE

North Yemen

181
South Yemen
Source:

118

114

113

103

103

113

62

117

114

94

International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance, various issues
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will take a long time, aside from Saudi Arabia, which had a wellplanned air defense system.

Airpower in the remaining Gee states

appears to be more for show than readiness (Hameed 1986:139).
Gee military spending has taken up a sizable share of member
states' economics, reflecting an awareness of endemic security problems.
Gee military expenditures are characterized by high levels relative to
other regional states, which emphasized collective Gee fears over Gulf
uncertainties.

The amount of capital spent on the military in 1981 put

Gee expenditures second only to Iraq.

However, in 1985 Gee states

registered incremental growth in their expenditures, followed by Iran.
By 1990 Gee expenditures were far ahead of all Gulf and Arabian
countries combined, despite the substantial decrease in total amount
spent.

The shift in Gee states' military accounts is demonstrated by an

estimated amount of $24 b in 1981, $27 b in 1985, and $20 b in 1990
(Table 4.18).
Military spending as a percent of GDP has taken its toll on
regional economies.

In comparison, in 1981 Iraq spent as much as 45

percent of its GDP, followed by Oman (23%), South Yemen (17.8%), Qatar
(13.6%), Saudi Arabia (12.1%), North Yemen (11.2%), Iran (6.8%), the UAE
(6.3%), Bahrain (6.3%), and Kuwait (2.8%).
1990 indicated yet other figures.

However, the situation in

Iran and Iraq lowered their spending

because of their devastated economies.

The Yemens maintained a high

level (20%), followed by Saudi Arabia with 18.8 percent and Oman with
16.5 percent.

The rest of the Gee states' expenditures fluctuated but

were maintained at low levels (Table 4.18).

Table 4.18.

Gulf and Arabian Peninsula military expenditure (ME) and as a percentage of gross
national product (ME/GNP), 1981-1990 (millions of current dollars).

Country

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987

1988

1989

1990

Bahrain

215
6.3

281
7.9

166
4.6

148
3.9

151
4.4

161
5.6

160
5.6

187
6.4

185
4.6

194
6.0

Kuwait

903
2.8

1179
4.2

1473
5.4

1505
5.3

1606
6.1

1369
5.3

1330
5.2

1340
5.1

1200
5.8

1100
4.8

Oman

1357
23.0

1512
24.4

1744
27.6

1894
27.0

1937
24.4

1731
27.1

1518
20.8

1371
19.1

1300
17.8

1400
16.5

Qatar

893
13.6

167
2.8

250
3.7

300
4.5

154.2
2.9

250
4.4

500
8.6

200
6.0

Saudi Arabia

UAE

14667
15224
16210
13560
20400
21340
17290
18410
22040
24800
18.8
22.7
20.9
19.4
16.5
19.8
19.7
12.1
17.0
22.0
2090
6.3

1980
6.4

1973
7.1

1932
7.0

1901
7.0

1580
7.3

1590
6.7

1587
6.8

1590
6.7

1439
5.4
19557

27235

Total GCC

23860

Iran

22240
24770
16210
18260
15940
7.9
5.2
7.2
6.8
6.7

Iraq

25940
18970
11580
25070
25260
24610
26
42.5
30.7
44.8
45.3
45.1

9700
3.0

9000
3.0

9900
2.2

8500
2.1

10720
12868
8000
23
24.2
24.3

8600
1.9
9268
8.2
w
w

00

Table 4.18.--Continued
Country

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987

1988

1989

North Yemen

319
11.2

435
13.2

447
12.8

351
9.5

306
7.8

299
6.8

310
6.5

566
9.9

390
5.7

1990

1060
20.0
South Yemen

Source:

169
17.8

162
16.0

177
17.5

186
17.0

180
18.0

194
22.0

221
22.2

220
18.4

232
18.5

Alpher et al., The Middle East Military Balance, various issues; United States Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency, World Military Expenditure and Arms Transfers 1989:87-70; Central
Intelligence Agency, The World Factbook 1990:23-342; Schumacher et al., World Defense Forces
1989:11-135

w

00
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The GCC' s

record on military spending has demonstrated an

increase in overall expenditure and arms imports since the Council's
formation.

GCC military inventories have also indicated a tendency

toward diversification of armament sources.

European suppliers have cut

lucrative deals with GCC states, but in general the U.S. continued to be
their preferred choice.

In 1981 the GCC's armament purchases were worth

over $3.5 b, which is expected to increase to more than $4 b in 1990.
Iraq's steady increase in the 1980s was only matched by Saudi Arabia
then Iran.

The Yemens, on the other hand, have spent more than most GCC

states individually aside from Kuwait (Table 4.19).
1985 the U.S. influenced Saudi Arabia's acquisitions.

Between 1981 and
Over the same

period Britain has played a significant role in Oman's and the UAE' s
military structure, and France has completed military deals with Qatar
and Kuwait.

Iran, Iraq, and the Yemens have been mostly supplied by

communist countries (Table 4.20).
The GCC states'
factor

military alliance has not been an imposing

in the overall regional power structure.

Their collective

capabilities fell short of threatening the outcome of the Gulf war.
Council members constantly needed a balancer in case of mounting dangers
from Iran.

The U.S. has sought to play that role, covertly at the

beginning of the 1980s and overtly at the end of the decade.

While Iraq

checked the Iranians on the ground, Saudi Arabia, with U.S. assistance,
guarded the GCC's airspace.
assurance
reflagging,

The U. S • naval presence has given added

that GCC security was paramount.

When Kuwait requested

the U.S. response was to guarantee the safety of all GCC

Table 4.19.

Gulf and Arabian Peninsula total arms imports, 1981-1990 (millions of current dollars).

Country

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987

1988

1990

Bahrain

40

5

30

40

10

50

370

30

70

Kuwait

120

110

130

450

410

130

140

190

600

Oman

60

130

350

310

140

100

100

30

230

Qatar

150

270

240

210

40

80

0

30

230

2900

3200

4COO

3400

3900

3800

5500

3000

2700

240

50

40

190

80

30

270

60

180

3510

3765

4790

4600

4580

4190

6380

3340

4010

Iran

925

1600

825

2400

1725

2300

1470

2000

2200

Iraq

4200

7100

7000

9200

4700

5700

5500

4600

4500

North Yemen

1000

420

490

80

230

280

390

400

260

Saudi Arabia
UAE
Total GCC

380
South Yemen
Source:

500

250

775

330

390

110

300

380

120

United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, World Military Expenditure and Arms
Transfers, 1989; Cordesman 1989:74-75, 79-112
w

CXl
0'1

Table 4.20.

Gulf and Arabian Peninsula value of arms transfers by seller, 1981-1985 (millions of
current dollars).

Country

Total

USSR

USA

France

U.K.

Bahrain

West China
Germany

115

0

20

10

5

60

0

10

1005

90

230

360

20

210

0

Oman

955

0

90

40

550

240

Qatar

895

0

10

650

230

14760

0

6400

4300

560

0

40

18290

90

Iran

6435

Iraq

Czechoslovakia

Others

0

0

10

80

0

0

15

5

10

0

0

70

0

0

0

0

0

5

1400

190

0

170

0

0

2300

130

220

70

0

40

0

0

60

6750

5490

2425

770

5

310

0

0

2460

370

0

0

100

0

575

0

20

30

5340

23925

7400

0

5100

170

700

3100

490

625

190

6150

North Yemen

1675

850

90

0

0

10

0

0

150

0

575

South Yemen

1110

1110

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

10

Kuwait

Saudi Araoia
UAE
Total GCC

Note:
Source:

Italy

Polmd

Figures shown may not add up to the total due to rounding.
United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, World Military Expenditure and Arms
Transfers 1986:145-146

w

00
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vessels.

Although Iran and Iraq ended their conflict in 1988, the

Western military establishment, particularly
to watch over the nervous Gulf peace.

u.s.

ships, stayed close by

It was in the realm of domestic

security that the Gee configuration made a substantial contribution,
with minimal aid from outside.
In dealing with acts of subversion, terrorism, and sabotage, the
Council conducted frequent exchanges and close coordination among
interior ministers and their senior subordinates.

Activities of local

dissidents in Bahrain, Kuwait, and Saudi Arabia and the assassinations
of GCC diplomats abroad augmented cooperation in the extradition of
suspects and sharing of information.

Moreover, the behavior of Iranian

pilgrims during the Hajj and Iran's use of this religious event to
spread its revolutionary ideology and to criticize GCC regimes have
triggered a nervous Saudi response, leading to the capture and execution
of certain saboteurs who followed the Shia persuasion, some of them from
Arab Gulf states.

Intelligence-gathering by the Gee security apparatus

has limited ac ts of violence in the member states but has never
completely prevented them.
The willingness of GCC states to provide financial support to
Iraq has contrasted with their reluctance to give military support.
Their nonbelligerent status was maintained through a collective GCC
agreement with the goal to prevent expansion of the Iran-Iraq conflict.
None of the six states wished to be dragged into a war with an outcome
which seemed dangerously unpredictable.

Moreover, Iraq's stated purpose
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of fostering Arab supremacy in the Gulf remained uninspiring (Kechichian
1990:93).
Allies and partners,

though,

the smaller GCC states have re-

sisted Saudi Arabia's Big Brother syndrome.

Of considerable importance

as a factor in this regard is the imbalance between GCC military forces.
Bahraini and Qatari armies are insignificant.
fragmented.

The UAE's is hopelessly

And while Oman and Kuwait are better prepared in some mili-

tary areas, both lack essential elements to make a dent in overall Gulf
military aggregation.
forces.

That leaves the paradox of Saudi Arabia's armed

Too limited to contend with most foreseeable external threats,

Saudi military power nevertheless tops the rest of the GCC.

Hence, any

increased military coordination within the framework of the GCC essentially means entrusting more security elements to Saudi hands.

This is

not an entirely attractive alternative (J. Peterson 1988: 106).

The

reluc tant allies have never been in favor of sacrificing certain
sovereign prerogatives and only express general, vague commitments to
common priorities.

The military cooperation which was supposedly to

lead to greater ideals of integration was frustrated by the fact that
the UAE was unable to unify its own armed forces.
The Iran-Iraq war engaged two powerful armies which balanced and
exhausted one another.

GCC states watched nervously but kept their

distance since no member was directly threatened.

However, the prospect

of peace was shattered when Iraq invaded Kuwait, challenging the fragile
Gulf military equation and exposing the Council to Iraq's merciless
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mili tary machine.

Only then did the parties to the GCC agreement

actively display a united front.
The Iraq-Kuwait Crisis
Termination of the Iran-Iraq war could not end Gulf tension and
conflict.

Iraq's leader repeated his 1980 pattern of aggression by

invading Kuwait in 1990.

This presented GCC members with the most

immediate and critical event since their independence.

The second Gulf

crisis and its ramifications could be illustrated by several hypotheses.
First, gaming is motivated by the intent of maximizing a share of gain
or profit by erecting a winning coalition.

Second, in the game of

prisoner's dilemma, the player is tempted to choose a noncooperative
strategy based on his suspicion that the other player will not cooperate.

Third, in the chicken game players must make a last-minute choice

between prestige and survival.

This is a contest in which each party is

trying to prevail over the other.

Fourth, allies are more likely to

come to the aid of, and less likely to fight against one another than
are non-allies.

Alliance commitments of individual members are more

likely to be honored if one member is involved in a conflict.

Fifth,

the chain gang strategy maintains that each state feels that its own
security is linked to the security of its allies.

As a result, any

nation that goes to war might drag its allies along with it because the
demise of a reckless ally would cripple the security of the rest of the
allies.

The following will illustrate these assumptions.
Iraq had emerged from its war with Iran a crippled nation.

The

Iraqi economy was wrecked, and estimates put the cost of reconstruction
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at $230 b.

Iraq's growing intervention in Lebanon, and Saddam's role,

together with Egypt's President Mubarak's, in sponsoring the PLO's
historic recognition of Israel's right to exist in late 1988, have been
directed against the regime of Syrian president Asad in retribution for
his support for Iran (Karsh and Rantsi 1991:200-201).
policies soured as he acquired more enemies.

Saddam's regional

On February 24, 1990,

during the Arab Cooperation Council summit in Amman, Saddam demanded
that American warships be withdrawn from the Gulf and called on Arabs to
use oil as a political weapon and to withdraw part of their wealth from
the U.S. and invest it in Arab countries.

Saddam communicated to

President Mubarak that "I need $30 billion in fresh cash.

Go and tell

them Saudi Arabia and the Gulf that if they don't give Iraq this money
we will know how to get it" (Darwish and Alexander 1991:246).

The

Egyptian president angrily made i t clear to him that he would not be
part of an extortion bid.
The constant massive buildup of Iraq's military machine, coupled
with Saddam's threat to launch chemical warfare upon Israel, increased
his aggressiveness.

General Ehud Barak, deputy chief of the Israeli

military force, minimized the Iraqi danger, stating on April 15, 1990
that "Saddam Hussein's trying to fool the world.
attack Israel.

You should look south from Iraq.

really looking" (Salinger and Laurent 1991:27).

His plan isn't to
That's where he is
The Israeli official

was referring to Kuwait.
Escalation of Iraq's confrontational intentions was articulated
at the Arab summit in Baghdad in May 1990.

The Iraqi leader showed no
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gratitude for the Arabs who had supported his war with Iran and particularly picked on the Gee states.

He accused them of conspiring against

his country with Western states to bring on the collapse of "the eastern
gateway" to the Arab world, which had blocked Iran from ruining the Arab
Gulf states, notably Kuwait.

At horrendous cost in Iraqi lives and

assets, Saddam asserted that the salvation of the Gee states imposed on
them a moral and material debt to Iraq.

Iraq urgently needed to recon-

struct its economy and expand its industrial-technological infrastructure.

This could only be achieved if Iraq increased its oil revenues,

its war debts to Gee states were cancelled, and if more money was forthcoming from them (Kha1idi 1991: 60) •

Saddam' s explosive potential had

been carelessly overlooked.
Iraq's economic grievances and mounting domestic pressures were
unbearable.

Its economic situation was spelled out in a note from the

Iraqi minister of foreign affairs, Tariq Aziz, to the secretary-general
of the Arab League on July 15, 1990, in which Aziz stated that the
Kuwaiti government was pursuing a deliberate policy of weakening Iraq by
increasing its oil production.

The collapse of prices between 1981 and

1990 had cost the Arab countries about $500 b; $89 b of this was lost by
Iraq.
economy.

Further decreases in oil prices would further harm Iraq's
The note also mentioned that Kuwait had installed an oi1-

producing infrastructure in the southern part of the Iraqi field at
Rumi1ah, and from 1980-90 Kuwait has extracted oil worth $2.4 b.

More-

over, Kuwait had built military installations and farms on Iraqi soil
(Salinger and Laurent 1991:225-228).

The Kuwaiti government sent a
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rebuttal to the Arab League disproving the Iraqi charges.

However, the

situation grew tense, fueled by the concentration of Iraqi military
forces on the Kuwaiti border and by Kuwait's dismissal of Iraq's
rhetoric as blackmail undertaken for reasons of territorial ambitions.
On July 28 the Kuwait Foreign Minister, Sabbah Al-Ahmed, issued a rigid
s ta tement, saying "We cannot bargain over an inch of terri tory.
against our constitution.
come.

It's

If Saddam comes across the border, let him

The Americans will get him out" (Salinger and Laurent 1991:67).

Clearly the Iraqi president was agitated and a decision was made to deal
with the matter abruptly.

When Arab mediation failed (particularly the

Jedda meeting between the Iraqi and Kuwaiti representatives), Iraq used
Kuwait as a scapegoat and captured it.
The Kuwaiti crisis represented an international political game,
with deadly misperceptions and miscalculations.

Each player tried to

optimize outcomes by rationalizing and maximizing gains.

Saddam wished

to fulfill Iraqi historical claims over Kuwait and complete the Arab
nationalist element of Baath ideology which advocated the restoration of
Arab fragments into a unity, even if it necessitated force.

He yearned

for popularity and political legitimacy in his country and in the Arab
world, through the division of Kuwaiti spoils among the Arab poor.

Iraq

would have expanded its economic and military payoffs.
Saddam calculated, or was led to believe, that his invasion
would be within the context of a "non-zero-sum game" in which Iraqi
gains were not necessarily at the expense of the entire GCC and Western
states.

Kuwait's integration into the motherland was natural.

Larger
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and stronger Iraq would be best suited to stabilize the world's economy
through regulation of the flow of oil and would protect Western interests.

Saddam had exaggerated his ability to change a conf1ictua1

situation into a cooperative arrangement through prolonged negotiations
that would, at the least, leave him with the northern part of Kuwait.
Before he ordered his troops into Kuwait, he was armed by a nonaggression pact with Saudi Arabia and a noncommittal attitude by the

u.s.

toward protecting Kuwait.
Saddam's absolutist dictatorship had blurred his vision and made
him blunder.

According to Bishara Bahbah (1991), the Iraqi leader made

five strategic mistakes.

First, given Saudi Arabia's long-standing

sensitivity and opposition to foreign troops on its soil, he assumed
that the Kingdom would not host
liberate Kuwait.

non-~1us1im

troops to defend it and

Second, Saddam overestimated his level of support from

the Arab world, especially the have-not states, given the unpopularity
of Kuwait.

Third, the Iraqi leader believed that the U.S. would not

interfere to liberate Kuwait, citing domestic constraints and the
Vietnam complex.

Even if the U.S. did intervene, a long war would not

be tolerated by the public.
Israel if a war erupted.

Fourth, Saddam was determined to attack

Israeli retaliation would break the interna-

tional alliance against his country.

Fifth, Iraq's victory over Iran

unleashed an unrealistic level of Iraqi confidence.

Saddam assumed that

his battle-hardened troops were committed to fighting for the sake of
retaining Kuwait (1991:53-54).
truth.

All these assumptions fell short of the
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Upon realizing that his perceptions were incorrect, Saddam' s
interaction with his adversaries were based upon competing moves.

The

more troops and equipment that poured into Saudi Arabia and the other

Gee

states, the more incremental was his military presence in Kuwait.

He dealt with the situation tit for tat:

annexing Kuwait, taking

hostages, playing for diplomatic chances, and stubbornly declining to
leave Kuwait without a bargain in hand.
the gaming of prisoner's dilemma.

Saddam's rationale could fit

He chose a noncooperative strategy

based on his suspicion that the allies would not cooperate in settling
the Kuwaiti crisis.

Even if Iraq withdrew from Kuwait, Saddam believed

that the coalition would come after him.

Any cooperative gestures by

him would not be reciprocated by the other side.

Saddam had imprisoned

himself through his own deeds, a dilemma with no graceful way out.

He

made the ultimate decision that the allies could not be trusted and that
his credibility could only be saved through political gain, regardless
of the military outcome.

He perceive no other alternative, even though

he realized that in a war with the allies his military would be crushed.
The
game.

Gee

states, backed by the United States, played a different

Their range of options and probable outcomes were abundant.

the very beginning of the crisis, the

Gee

At

states conducted a calculated

game of silence to avoid being overwhelmed by the Iraqis.

They were

induced to do this to ensure their survival and minimize cost.

Their

stated intentions were a peaceful resolution of the conflict, but they
had a different, tacit strategy in progress:

to coalesce the interna-

tional alliance, ensure absolute determination, prevent any defection.
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The GCC states then sought to maximize their gains:

the neutralization

of the Iraqi military machine in which they have invested heavily for a
decade.

Compromise, accommodation, and appeasement

~Tere

ruled out.

The

most rational strategy was a "zero-sum game"--sheer power politics-which meant that their gains were Iraq's losses.
GCC states sensed Saddam' s intentions and studied his perceptions.

He was a man of great pride and would not accept humiliation.

They wished to corner and strip him of all political or military gain in
the Kuwaiti theater.

He occupied a GCC member state, threatened the

rest, and should be made to pay for his aggression.

They upped the

ante, knowing that Saddam would match their moves in a noncooperative
fashion.

A huge military force was gathered in the Gce territories,

reducing the situation to a two-person competitive environment in which
Saddam Hussein was against the world.
The pattern that the allies constructed resembled a chicken
game, in which each player tries to prevail at almost all cost.

The

strategy was that head-on in the conflict, Saddam would blink at the
last moment and leave Kuwait or be faced with the probability of total
destruction.

They hoped to create a state of fear which would convince

Saddam to quit Kuwait.

The greatest GCC miscalculation was that they

overlooked Iraqi threats.
Realism asserted itself.

GCC members and the alliance sought to

finish Saddam Hussein militarily since economic sanctions were expected
to be ineffective.

Iraq was driven to the brink of war by its decision-

makers as well as the alliance's intransigent policies of insisting on
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not giving Saddam the benefit of a face-saving mechanism.

Iraq was

clearly at a disadvantage in light of the size of the alliance assembled
against it.

Forty entities, as small as 300 Mujahadeen from Afghanistan

and as large as the 540,000 soldiers of the U.S., forged a winning alliance (Table 4.21).

Iraq clearly had no chance of keeping Kuwait.

The

crisis was looming larger, threatening the Gulf with an imminent war.
The member states were chained together by the very defense commitment
they had signed on for during the GCC's earlier years.

Moreover, the

existence of an international alliance against Iraq increases the
likelihood of warlike behavior for some period into the future.
Conclusions
The opera t ionalization of the theoretical conceptualizations
derived from the general discussion in Chapter 2 about alliance formation and political fragmentation to the case of the Gulf Cooperation
Council reveals that the Council's formation and maintenance corresponded to some theorems and hypotheses.

Of the 145 propositions, only

29 assumptions, or 20 percent, applied to the GCC and illustrated the
eventful decade of the 1980s in the realms of cooperative and conflictual ramifications of the Gulf region.

(Few of the hypotheses used in

Chapter 4 were also used in Chapter 3 because of their relevance to the
two time-frames, before and after the creation of the GCC.)

The forma-

tion and endurance of the GCC were influenced by variables categorized
and ranked in Table 4.22.
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Table 4.21.

Allied forces in the Gulf theater.

Afghanistan
Argentina
Australia
Bahrain
Bangladesh
Belgium
Britain

Canada
Czechoslovakia
Denmark
Egypt
France
Greece
Honduras
Hungary
Italy
Japan
Kuwait
Morocco
The Netherlands
New Zealand
Niger
Norway
Oman
Pakistan
The Philippines
Poland
Portugal
Qatar
Romania
Saudi Arabia
Senegal
Sierra Leone
Singapore
South Korea

300 Mujahadeen troops
1 destroyer, 1 corvette, 2 air force transport planes
1 guided-missile destroyer, 1 frigate, 1 supply ship,
2 surgical teams
3,000 troops
6,000 troops
1 frigate, 2 minesweepers, 2 landing ships, 1 supply
ship, 6 C-130 transport planes
43,000 troops, 6 destroyers, 4 frigates, 3 minesweepers,
5 support ships, 168 tanks, 300 armored vehicles,
70 Tornado and Jaguar combat jets
2 destroyers, 1 supply ship, 12 C-130 transport planes,
24 CF-18 bombers
200 chemical-warfare specialists
1 corvette
40,000 troops, including 2 armored divisions and 5,000
Special Forces paratroopers
18,000 troops, 60 combat aircraft, 120 helicopters,
40 tanks, 100 armored vehicles, 1 missile cruiser,
3 destroyers, 4 frigates
1 frigate
150 troops
40 medical personnel
2 corvettes, 3 frigates, 1 supply ship, 4 minesweepers,
10 Tornado ground attack aircraft
medical personnel and supplies
11,000 troops
1,700 troops
2 frigates, 1 supply ship
3 C-130 Hercules transport planes, 1 medical team
500 troops
1 Coast Guard cutter, 1 transport ship
25,500 troops, 63 airplanes, 4 Exocet-armed ships
7,000 troops
medical personnel
2 rescue ships
1 naval logistics ship
8000 troops, 1 squadron of Mirage F-1E fighter planes
360 medical personnel, 180 chemical warfare experts
118,000 troops, 550 tanks, 180 combat planes,
8 frigates
5000 troops
30 medical personnel
35-man medical team
5 C-130 Hercules transport planes, ISO-man medical team
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Table 4.21--Continued
Spain
Sweden
Syria
U~

United States

Note:
Source:

1 frigate, 2 corvettes, 1 supply ship, 1 C-130
transport plane
field hospital and medical personnel
17,000 troops, 300 T-62 tanks
40,000 troops, 80 combat planes, 15 ships, 200 tanks
540,000 troops, 6 aircraft carriers, nuclear submarines, 2,000 tanks, 2,200 armored personnel carriers,
1,700 helicopters, 100 warships, 1,800 airplanes

The increase in GCC troops includes volunteers.
David 1991:64
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Table 4.22.
Rank

Comparison of theoretical conceptualizations.
Number of
Hypotheses
Applied

Category

Rank

Category

Number of
Hypotheses
Not Applied

11

1

National attributes

28

Economic systems

3

2

War and alliances

18

3

Political fragmentation

3

3

Economic systems

14

4

Gaming and alliances

3

4

Balanc~

of' power

10

5

Balance of threats

2

5

Political fragmentation

10

6

War and alliances

2

6

Foreign aid

9

7

Integrative process

2

7

Bandwagoning

9

8

Balance of power

1

8

Integrative process

7

9

Foreign aid

1

9

Balance of threats

4

10

Chain gang/passed buck

1

10

Gaming and alliances

4

11

Bandwagoning

0

11

Chain gang/passed buck

3

1

National attributes

2

Total:

145 (100%)

29 (20%)

116 (80%)

As Table 4.22 shows, the GCC as an Arab Gulf alliance fits into
the framework of knowledge about alliance formation and political fragmentation with divergent results in the application of theorems and
hypotheses.

Clearly the category of national attributes dominates all

other categories,

illustrating that common domestic characteristics

continue to play a pivotal role in the Council's formation and survivability.

Identical interests and preservation of the existing politi-

cal regimes provided linkages and bonds between the six conservative
states as measured by the homogeneity of their political ideologies,
slow and cautious movement toward political reforms and sociopolitical
change, and the high number of summits and ministerial visits to lessen
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the effect of any competitive attitudes among the Council's framers.
Moreover,

the similarity of national attributes of the six states

exceeds the importance of economic systems, utility, and expectations
by a margin of four to one, or eleven assumptions to three.

However,

economic uncertainties in the 1980s as a result of the huge decrease in
petrodollars and

the

fear

of reliance on an exhaustible commodity

increased economic cooperation among them.

Movement toward economic

integration was interrupted by individual states' rules and regulations,
which slowed the exchange of goods and services, as well as restrictions
imposed on customs and travels, giving the GCC a political and elitist
outlook more than that of an economic and social grouping.
The political fragmentation category, which was ranked third in
the

theoretical application,

members'

illustrates that despite the founding

commitment to minimizing inter-GCC disputes, vola tile events

threatened to fragment the newly formed organization.

From the begin-

ning, Kuwait and Oman proposed opposing strategies to shape the GCC's
future.

Furthermore, national assertiveness and territorial claims

brought Bahrain and Qatar to a clashing point,
rupture within the Council.

creating a

temporary

The most serious event was the infringement

of outside forces in the GCC's affairs, mainly the Iraqi invasion and
occupation of Kuwait,

which nearly brought on the collapse of the

organization.

political fragmentation was minimized by the

However,

declared commitment of the six members to negotiate their differences,
to come to one another's aid in crises, and to subdue actual and
potential threats.

Thus the GCC's survivability was ensured by the
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practicality of the decision makers and the mounting of external threats
and common enemies, which enhanced the Council's cooperation and coordination to combat outside intrusions.
The formation and continuation of the Council were served
greatly by its pragmatism in world affairs.

International GCC alliances

indicated that the six states maintained an active role in the global
arena, measured by applying propositions supporting the idea that the
Council's international activities were linked to economic utility in
conjunction with military expediency rather than commonality.

The GCC

states have conducted relations with many countries having dissimilar
ideologies and national makeups.

Thus the role of ideology or type of

poli ties was minimal in GCC foreign interactions because security
considerations and economic dealings were more important than cultural
and institutional principles.

The Iran-Iraq war and the Iraq-Kuwait

crisis illustrated that most countries of the world supported the
position of the GCC states and came to their aid when it became urgent,
among which were capitalists, communists, and Moslems.
The balancing strategies of the GCC states indicated that
balance of threats hypotheses were more influential than those of
balance of power and bandwagoning combined, illustrating that GCC states
were able to balance or neutralize external threats by either shifting
alliances or using their economic power to woo allies.

Further, the

aggregation of GCC military capabilities was not as effective and impressive as that of other neighboring countries.

To balance the threats

and power of hostile states, the GCC states mustered assistance from
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friendly and powerful countries, mostly from the West and particularly
the United States, which acted as a balancer and protector of GCC
terri tories.

Bandwagoning behavior was not evident because the GCC

states had the tendency to shift alliances, and menacing acts by Iraq
and Iran neutralized each other.

Therefore external threats and the

means and will to balance them prolonged the lifespan of the GCC and
tightened the alliance.
The GCC's military structure further indicates that the formation and maintenance of the organization was a response to the sheer
necessity of preserving existing political structures.

The six states

were committed to each other's security, as illustrated by the members'
support of Bahrain's sovereignty against radical revolutionaries who
were Iranian sympathizers as well as their own pledge to liberate Kuwait
from Iraqi occupation.

Such threats increased the Council's cohesion

through security coordination and substantial acquisition of military
weapons as deterrents to internal and external hostility.

Moreover, the

role that Saudi Arabia played as a unifier and consensus builder by
shouldering most of the cost and protection of free-riding states such
as Bahrain and Qatar,

guaranteed the organization' s survivability.

However, the Iraqi invasion and annexation of Kuwait proved that the GCC
states, despite huge spending on military weapons, remained weak and
exposed to outside pressures, which necessitated more armaments and
greater military spending.
The war and gaming behavior of the GCC states, illustrated by
five hypotheses, indicated that the GCC was a defensive alliance which
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lacked adequate capabilities to face down superior powers.

The Iraq-

Kuwait crisis was played as a game in which the GCe states, aided by the
United States, sought to create a winning coalition.

They were success-

ful, stripping the Iraqi leadership of any politico-military gain.

They

hosted an impressive array of international forces to liberate Kuwait
and reduced the conflictual situation into a two-person game in which
Iraq was pitted against the world.

Iraq's strategy was to alter a con-

flictual situation into a cooperative one through prolonged bargaining.
The GCC's strategy was to intensify the noncooperative atmosphere and
force Iraq to leave Kuwait or face destruction.

Moreover,

the GCe

states' commitment to the maintenance of the Council and its members was
honored because each state's security was inseparably linked to the
others' in case of war and conflict.

Therefore, military urgencies have

heightened the need for GeC cooperation and coordination, which in turn
guaranteed the Council's survival.
In comparative terms, as shown in Table 4.22, the number of
hypotheses not applied is four times that of the ones applied because of
the GCC's peculiarities in terms of lack of theoretical conceptualizations dealing not only with the formation but also with the maintenance
and cohesion of alliances.

Clearly, in both applicability and nonappli-

cability of theorems, the category of national attributes was more dominant than others by a good margin, illustrating that commonality among
the six states is strategically important in maintaining the Council,
followed by expediency based on balancing behaviors, of which balance of
threats is important to the survival of the organization.

Therefore,
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commonality of interests and a preoccupation with threats characterize
the Council as a security alliance which has survived all the odds.
However, data presented in Chapter 4 have provided us with added knowledge pertinent to the six states.

These data can be put in the form of

propositions grouped under several categories.
National Attributes
Outside influence is essential to alliance maintenance and
cohesion.
Less democratic states are indifferent to and ignore domestic
pressures and aspirations in forming and maintaining alliances.
The greater the number of summits and ministerial meetings, the
greater the tendency to form alliances and the better the
chances for the survival of these alliances.
The less public the interaction and the more governmental the
communication, the lower the possibility of integration in any
alliance and the more the alliance exhibits an elitist political
construction.
Dynastic regimes are staunch supporters of the status quo,
resent changes and shifts in power, and are allied by their fear
of sudden change.
Ideologically conservative regimes exhibit a greater tendency
toward forming and maintaining alliances that bring them
together.
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Economic Systems
The greater the disparity in economic contributions toward
collective alliance goals, the greater the tendency for free
riding and buck passing and the greater the likelihood for the
emergence of a group leader who will shoulder the economic
burden of initiating policies.
Economic integration is hampered by bureaucratic restrictions
and domestic priorities among developing states.
Economic aid neither garners allies nor prevents aggression by
recipients.
Balancing Behavior
Defensive alliances are more enduring than offensive and aggressive ones.
States which respond differently to similar threats will lack
cohesion in alliances.
Smaller states or minor alliances which encounter similar
military threats tend to maintain their alliance, even after the
termination of these threats.
States which do not pay their fair share in collective military
endeavors tend to be subject to domination rather than participation in the decision-making of existing alliances.
The richer the country or alliance,

the more money will be

allocated for military spending for show rather than substance.

407

War and Alliances
Small states or alliances abandon neutral positions or ask for
military assistance once a conflict threatens to spillover into
their territories and threatens their survival.
Small and rich states or minor alliances prefer to contribute
financially instead of physically when entering into a conflict.
Dynastic regimes or alliances prefer to muster military assistance in case of actual or perceived conflict rather than building their own armies because the former is a temporary menace
but the latter is a permanent internal threat.
Gaming and Alliances
Small alliance members play their games of survival carefully by
shifting alliances, either as rational or opportunistic actors.
Small states or minor alliance members are newcomers to gaming
and require more sophisticated partners to address the complex
strategies of deterrence, bargaining, and conflict resolution.
Gaming is irrelevant to underdeveloped states or minor alliance
members for they calculate their politico-military strategies in
a less sophisticated manner and prefer short- rather than longterm strategies for survival.
The Gee came into being in response to several factors.
nal political and economic realities paved the way to the Gee.

InterBut most

importantly, identical interests and external pressures in the form of
military threats from neighboring countries kept the organization
intact.

Gee member states were no match for either Iran or Iraq but
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relied heavily on the U. S. to ensure their survival.

This fact has

undermined the very essence of their political autonomy, allowing
foreign influences to dominate their decision making, measured by U.S.
attempts to dominate the political scene in light of Iraq's annexation
of Kuwait.

However, the economic alliances that Gee states forged with

other countries throughout the 1980s proved helpful.

Arab, Moslem,

communist, and capitalist states were invited to side with them in the
face of adversity.
The Gee states have been oriented toward more cooperative
measures with each other and with the rest of the world, demonstrating
an enduring alliance which has been unparalleled in the Arab world since
1945.

Similar interests and the high visibility of Gee summits and

conferences lessened the effects of some of the conflictual aspects of
their relations.

Furthermore, Iranian designs in the Gulf, and more

illustrative, Iraq's occupation of Kuwait, necessitated the abandonment
of inter-Gee animosities and showed the way to more serious attempts to
further integrate their societies.

While the Gee states enjoyed some

progress in socioeconomic achievements despite the world recession of
the 1980s, movement toward political reforms lagged, resulting in an
unbalanced inter-Gee connection.

This may prove to be a challenge that

Gee regimes will have to address throughout the 1990s.

Otherwise, the

Gulf alliance will continue to be confined to a circle of the elites,
rendering any hope for unity or integration an unfulfilled objective.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSIONS
The volume of literature dealing with alliance formation and
political fragmentation is extensive.

However, there is little known

about alliance formation in the way that it applies to the Arab Gulf
states.

Therefore, it was a conscious objective of this research to

examine the conditions, events, players, and ramifications leading to
alliance formation and continuation in that particular area.

Thus the

specific aims were, first, to illustrate that political fragmentation in
the Arab world has led to the creation of more homogeneous subregional
alliances, especially the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC); second, to
operationa1ize some of the known theoretical conceptualizations in the
social science literature to the formation and maintenance of the GCC;
and third, to trace the evolution of the GCC, its dynamics, and cooperative and conf1ictua1 tendencies among the member states as well as
others, particularly in the Arab world.
The formation of numerous politico-economic and military
alliances in the Arab world has been undertaken as a response to the
nonexistence of pan-Arabism, particularly in the 1980s.

The ironic

consequence is that subregional groupings have undoubtedly widened the
distance between these organizations and enhanced Arab differences.
Arabs were caught up in the new phenomenon of exclusive councils, with
the conservative Arab Gulf states paving the way.

Whether or not a more
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suitable alternative will emerge in the 1990s, this course of action is
bound to continue unabated, with no foreseeable reversal which would
bring harmony to inter-Arab relations in the near future.
The formation of the GCC was a deliberate attempt by its framers
to preserve their regimes and institute cooperation and coordination in
matters of mutual interest.

Similar -national attributes have been an

essential factor in bringing the six states together.

Ideological and

political orientations have legitimized their move to a selective alliance that binds together six of the must conservative states in the Arab
world.

The Council blends several contradictory elements, such as

Islamic obligation, political moderation, and Western affiliation.

This

has helped shape a pragmatic outlook and an active role in world
affairs.

In addition, similar historical experiences, contiguous land

and water frontiers, and population trends have all helped precipitate
the Council's formation and endurance.
The GCC's economic systems and development strategies have been
built on the foundation of the oil business.

This common denominator

underlies GCC economic achievements as well as future uncertainties.
Petrodollars transformed GCC societies into modern, complex states and
placed them firmly in the center of world economy.

However, hydrocarbon

depletion will constitute a serious handicap in the coming decades,
particularly since oil reserves in some Gulf states are limited and
numbered by few years.

This alarming reality cannot help but promote

the search for economic alternatives and will enhance the GCC grouping
rather than diminish it.

For example, Bahrain is expected to run out of
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oil sooner than the rest of the GCC members, which will hasten its
potential integration with Saudi Arabia, dictated by politico-economic
necessity.

That sort of move might convince the rest of the members to

follow suit within varying time frames, thus fulfilling the ultimate
objective behind the Council's formation.
The oil economy has served many ends:

a trading commodi ty, a

political shield from regional aggression, and barometer of the need for
militarization and foreign intervention.

Reliance on oil has instituted

a state of dependency wherein GCC governments are subject to international mood swings.

Oil-producing countries have proven incapable of

setting the tone for production and pricing.

Rather, the health of the

world's economy determines the market for available supplies.

Divisions

wi thin the rank of oil producers have also weakened their stand in
shaping the fate of their single commodity.

For example, the GCC states

attempted to coordinate their oil policies but failed to project a
united strategy for oil quotas.
Petrodollars have helped put modern military infrastructures in
place.

Moreover, oil is responsible for keeping Western interests alive

in the Gulf.

For example, the security of energy supplies has figured

in U. S. military strategy in the region.

Military means have been

utilized to ensure oil supplies; hence, GCC prerogatives of sovereignty
have been meddled with to serve the hegemony of external actors.

The

two Gulf conflicts, in 1980 and again in 1990, are testaments to this
realization.

This pattern is expected to continue for the foreseeable

future and will weaken national support for such intervention.

GCC
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citizens will come to view their polities as mere protectorates of
Western interests rather than independent states that engage in normal
alliances with outside powers.
Careful assessment of GCC military structures indicates that the
defense configuration of the six states is far from balancing the capabilities of neighboring countries.

In light of huge allocations of

capital for military purchases, GCC member states remain in a disadvantaged position relative to the hostile countries that surround them,
such as Israel, Iran, and Iraq.

This requires an immediate policy to

restructure the GCC' s military resources toward a greater state of
readiness.

Military capabilities would have to focus on technological

knowhow and quality of weapons rather than on quantity.

Each GCC state

must stiffen and upgrade its military status and allow voluntary as well
as mandatory conscription.

Public opinion is neither in favor of mili-

tary assurances from outside powers nor is it tolerant of leaderships'
paranoia toward a strong national army.

Military spending would have to

be justified as well as military alliances with other states.
The GCC states learned great lessons from regional conflicts.
The Iran-Iraq war has created a sense of collective security among them,
which was solidified by the 1990 Iraqi-Kuwaiti crisis.

The need for

closer association is no longer questioned, but rather, is an added
proof that the security of the six states is inseparable and warrants
further consideration toward speeding up their integrative process.

The

Iraqi move into Kuwait was the single most important variable that
forced the GCC states to rethink their pan-Arab stand.

Sadly, the
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strongest GCC advocate of Arab nationalism had been stricken by the
forces of yet a staunch supporter of the same ideology.

When Iraq

occupied Kuwait, it committed the unthinkable act of not only annexing
it but punishing its citizens for no good reason.

It is that particular

deed--when the Iraqi army turned its war machine against the Arab people
in Kuwait--that shattered the sense of panism in the Arab world.
reintroducing foreign military

The repercussions are vast:

forces into the region; the eventual destruction of one of the strongest
Arab military establishments--the shield that used to buffer the GCC
from Iranian aggression; and above all, fragmentation in the Arab world
for years to come.

Perhaps a few positive results can be salvaged from

this horrendous experience.

The GCC states have realized who their

friends are, as well as their foes.

Many hidden intentions have been

uncovered, particularly within the Arab region.

GCC populations have

come to appreciate the need for each other and for interdependency with,
rather than dependency, upon friendly nations.

The political capability

of their respective governments has been tested; their political demands
were identified and solutions sought.

There will be greater calls to

curb politico-economic corruption and to diminish if not abolish the
stratification between social classes.
together by security concerns.
no longer viewed favorably.

The GCC states are chained

Acts of free-riding and buck-passing are
Collectively, the GCC states are expected

to take serious measures to preserve their achievements and institutions
by all means possible.

Finally, the formation of the Council is a
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remarkable event that brought overall harmony to its members, despite
minor competitive attitudes that slowed integration.
However, as the GCC moves ahead, a few challenges ought to be
confronted by the GCC states in order to safeguard the organization from
friction. The preservation of the existing state of affairs is not very
promising and requires a genuine initiative toward political reforms.
Ideological rigidity can no longer be a manifestation of modernity or
political tolerance.

The people and their leaders must come to under-

stand that they are all investors in the same entity and identity.
Grassroots action is needed

to complement and cement the policies

implemented by their leaders.

Historical and territorial claims run

counter to the objective of unifying Arab Gulf territories.

A collec-

tive effort to settle individual claims is a sound method that will help
ensure consensus,

trust,

and enhance the function of the Council.

Economic cooperation will have to take into account oil depletion,
diversification of manufactured products, and full private participation.

Above all, internal security is paramount to the survival of

each GCC member.

Radical shifts in one state would undoubtedly take

their toll on the
regional limits.

remaining states.

The Council works to surpass

It is no longer an Arab and a Moslem entity but,

rather, an international body that takes its strength from international
solidarity.

The challenge is how to keep the GCC competitive with

similar organizations,
sustaining its own.

providing economic nourishment to others while
In any world order,

this should be the task of
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every regional or international configuration rather than the contest
for hegemony and military polarization.
Specific Findings
As the preceding chapters illustrated, the attempt to achieve
the objectives set for this research was met to some extent.

The author

has shown that the knowledge hitherto published about alliance formation
and fragmentation was not adequate to account for some of the peculiarities in the Arab Gulf states.

Hence, this study, in the researcher's

opinion, made a contribution to the general theory of alliance formation
in international relations.

These contributions can be summarized in

the following way as findings representing the main theses of this
research.
Alliance formation in the Arab world takes place according to
much the same process as in other countries.

The essence of alliance

building in the Gee involves a rational undertaking to increase power,
prestige, and security within a regional setting.

Furthermore, the Gee

alliance corresponds to several conceptual and theoretical works that
highlight the explanatory power of certain hypotheses.
Gee states share similar historical experiences, beginning with
colonial domination, most importantly by the British empire.
more,
vacuum.

Further-

the vigorous American presence since 1971, filled the power
Gee states continue to have warm relations with the Western

countries, especially the UK and the U.S.

Since 1945, the Gee states

have figured prominently in the strategic calculations of U.S. national
interests.

Declarations and commitments made by consecutive U.S.
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presidents regarding the survival of the Gee states have been operationalized.

These have kept friendly, moderate regimes on the Arab side of

the Gulf out of harm's way.

Indeed, the U.S. may have had a greater say

in the formation of the Gee and its maintenance than is apparent.
American intervention on behalf of the Gee states in both Gulf conflicts
(1980 and 1990) testify to the notion that American influence has been a
blessing rather than a curse for the survival of Gee members.
The Gee came into being as a result of striking similarities
among its members.

The six states are Arab, Moslem, dynastic, rela-

tively less democratic, and the societies are built upon tribal and
conservative foundations.

The Gee states are ruled by six families.

Members of these families overwhelmingly dominate the institutional and
decision making processes of their respective states and maintain
political power within hereditary bounds.

The ruling Gulf families are

very sensitive about which countries to ally with and indeed pay little
attention to domestic pressures within their political and alliance
construc tions.

The decision to form the Gee required no domestic

political consultation.

The leaders are highly supportive of political

arrangements as they are, support few political reforms and no major
shifts in alliance, oppose any political change, and have favored a
Western-leaning alliance all along.

This explains the fact that Gee

governments have worked relentlessly to safeguard the status quo for the
sake of self-preservation and maintenance of the existing regimes.
When scrutinizing certain characteristics of the Gee states, one
realizes that Gee societies are the products of tribal backgrounds; the
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northern states such as Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Bahrain, and Qatar are
closely related through tribal descent.
terri tories (the UAE,
tribal lineages.
differences.

However, the southern Gee

Oman, southern Saudi Arabia) include diverse

Furthermore, religious affiliations also manifest

While Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Bahrain, Qatar, and the UAE

are Sunni Moslem (especially their leaderships), they also encompass a
large Shiite population.

On the other hand, Oman subscribes to a

completely different religious sect (Abadism) and is more sympathetic to
the Shiite than the Sunni sect.

Demographic trends also ind:J.cate dif-

ferences in population size as well as international migration, either
for purposes of work or residence.

Oman has a low level of population

increase, a small expatriate work force, and less anxiety about the
socioeconomic and political fallout associated with non-national
populations.

The rest of the Gee states exhibit the opposite trend, but

with varying degrees of population development and movement.
Ideological construction is also subject to debate.

While the

Gee states are ideologically conservative, their degrees of openness
exhibit some variation.

Saudi Arabia is the most traditional; Oman, the

UAE, and Qatar are in the middle range (semitraditionalist); Kuwait and
Bahrain are the most open and least restrictive in societal and foreign
interactions.

Moreover, women's rights, political participation, and

civil rights in general favor the more open regimes over the closed
ones.

More importantly, ideology seems to matter more in terms of

domestic settings but carries less weight in Gee relations with the
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outside world.

Therefore, ideology is unimportant and irrelevant to Gee

international alliances.
Indeed, the Gee states share more commonality in the economic
realm than in their sociopolitical factors.

The lucrative oil business

has been influential in the Gee states, in the public and private
sectors alike.

Petrodollars have improved the social and political

consciousness of Gee nationals toward more just, equitable distribution
of wealth and political power.

Increased literacy and the growth of a

skilled, indigenous, educated population led to an increased awareness
of the sort of things that were missing in the Gee societies, such as
greater economic opportunities, a diminished gender gap, and more social
and political openness.
cannot be minimized.

However, homogeneity within the Gee states

The six states have greater sociopolitical and

economic commonalities than any other groupings in the Arab world, and
in many cases outside the region.
The Gee states form a natural and historical geographic entity
that is an indivisible part of the Arabian peninsula and which overlooks
the Gulf.

Being contiguous in land and water, close to some of the most

strategic straits in the world, gives Gee states a commonality that is
missing among many other neighboring states.

Saudi Arabia is the only

country that shares borders with all of them, giving it a special status
as a link among all Gee members.
The Gee was born as a result of good communication among its
framers and their subordinates.

Frequent and organized summits,

enhanced by bilateral and multilateral meetings other than those of
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the Council,

complemented by a high level of diplomatic visits and

exchanges, further increased the survivability of the GCC and ensured
uniformity in its elitist interactions.

The GCC has not been as atten-

tive to public participation and reform movements among its citizenry,
which gives it the character of an exclusive club of leaders rather than
of nationals.
In their economic
activities,

transformation from nomadic to sedentary

to the pearl business, and finally to oil as the primary

source of income,

the GCC states have shared similar attributes in

historical and modern times.

Commonality in modes of production and

consumption has facilitated

the drive to build the Council.

The

hydrocarbon sector has played a pivotal role in constructing modern Gulf
societies.

Oil has been responsible for developmental plans, ambitious

programs of modernization,
and urbanization.

communications,

transportation,

education,

Oil has touched every aspect of GCC societies.

Without it, the GCC states would have been in a terribly disadvantaged
position in the world's economy.

Such complementarity has not only

helped form the GCC alliance but has also added to its endurance.
Statistical data have shown that GCC oil reserves,

production, and

exports are among the largest in the world and have supported the notion
that oil has penetrated the public as well as the private sector.
The GCC states
Council was formed.
organizations,

sought economic cooperation long before the

A series of economic agreements,

joint working

joint publicly owned economic institutions, and high

levels of economic meetings have paved the way to the GCC.

Economic
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cooperation stemmed partly from the leaders' own calculations that
closer cooperation would breed economic benefits in the sense of utility
maximization.

Economic cooperation flourished after the formation of

the Council, which further helped maintain its existence.
GCC income differs from one member state to another; hence, the
contri bution of each member to common economic and security goals
differs as well.

Bahrain and Oman have contributed the least and Saudi

Arabia and Kuwait have contributed the most.

Qatar and the UAE have

paid more than the first group but leas than the second.

Thus, Bahrain

and Oman are classified as states that tend to free ride and pass the
buck at the expense of the other members.

Saudi Arabia has been the

largest contributor to GCC security and economic ventures, which gave it
a leading role in the Council.

Saudi Arabia tends to pay the highest

cost because it stands to lose or gain the most in any Gulf event.

For

example, Saudi Arabia aided Iraq to the tune of $26 b in its war with
Iran and paid more than Kuwait itself to liberate that country from
Iraqi occupation.

Thus, Saudi Arabia has acted as a leader, consensus

builder, and bankroller in GCC politics.
GCC states have utilized oil power as economic leverage to
dampen the menace of aggressors by paying them for the sake of appeasement or to neutralize perceived or actual threats.

Thus, the GCC has

paid friendly as well as unfriendly states for political favors.

Oil

has been used by the GCC states, especially Saudi Arabia, Kuwait,
and the UAE, as a bargaining chip for self-serving as well as Arab
nationalist causes, ranging from the Palestinian issue to the Gulf
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conflicts.

However, GCC oil power, while gaining short-term attention,

nevertheless was not as effective as was hoped.

The po1itization of GCC

oil may have been as helpful to their national goals as it was harmful
to their economic well-being.
The richer GCC countries (Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, the UAE, and
Qatar) have contributed to the economies of Oman and Bahrain.

However,

the greatest amount of GCC foreign aid was sent to Arab and non-Arab
countries alike in various parts of the world.

While economic aid has

been appreciated by its recipients, no solid evidence exists to conclude
that aid has led to influence or penetration.

On the contrary, in many

cases recipients have turned against the donors for politico-military
reasons.

Saudi Arabia was not successful in influencing Yemen, Jordan,

and the PLO in the 1990 Iraqi-Kuwai ti crisis.

Moreover, Kuwait was

subject to the aggression of a country that had received its aid.
Kuwait contributed $12 b to Iraq in its war with Iran.

Thus, foreign

aid is not a good indicator for alliance formation or GCC endurance.
In the military area, the GCC was built from the beginning as a
defensive alliance that neither threatened anyone nor stimulated
aggressive behavior toward neighbors.

The GCC came into existence in

response to expediency as a result of the Iranian revolution and the
Iran-Iraq conflict.
to form the Council.

Threats posed against GCC states dictated the need
The members were allied by similar fears and

stresses arising from regional instabilities.
revolution and religious fervor

•
alarmed

Iranian designs to export

the GCC framers because of the

uncertainty of their domestic politics and the fact that certain GCC
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population sectors were sympathetic to the Iranian model.

The desire to

shelter GCC societies from radical change was a strong factor in the
GCC's formation.

The GCC states survived threats from Iran, only to be

confronted by greater threats from Iraq, which guaranteed the persistence and cohesion of the Council long after those threats subsided.
GCC members are minor states in the region's military equation.
Balance of power was and is a weak factor in explaining the Council's
formation.

When utilizing GCC indicators such as military manpower,

number of tanks, aircraft, and battle experience, and when testing them
against similar indicators for either Iran or Iraq, results clearly
indicate that the GCC's power aggregation was inferior to other regional
states and that they do not stand a chance militarily.
illustrated when Iraq invaded Kuwait.

This was clearly

Balance of power has no explana-

tory power regarding the GCC states' national military capabilities.
However, the GCC's minor position in regional and international systems
has consistently required the presence of a credible power to guard the
status quo, maintain the survival of these states, and check regional
hegemons.

The United States has been that player and balancer.

The GCC is a formal alliance in the sense of the commitment
signed by its members for mutual security.

The Council has been con-

cerned about local and regional threats more than menacing superpower
acts.

The GCC has consistently reacted to external stimuli in the form

of threats.

Hence, the GCC alliance has been under pressure and has

been the target of aggressive neighbors, which makes it respond more
realistically with the balance of threats strategy.

GCC members have
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pooled their resources to meet various threats, but it remains a fact
that without

u.s.

assistance, the

stress.

Gee

states have cooperated and coordinated their policies

The

Gee

alliance would have crumbled under

to check threats using economic power, diplomatic overtures, and military assistance from interested parties.

They managed to deter Yemeni

threats by playing both countries against each other; they survived the
Iran-Iraq conflict by using and aiding Iraq; and they were saved from
Iraqi threats by depending upon

u.s.

intervention.

as long as outer threats have been evident.

The

Gee

has endured

Thus, smaller states are

able to balance threats rather than power through mutual cooperation.
In many instances, the

Gee

states have been forced to bandwagon

with much superior powers to avoid subjection to that power's aggression.

Iran and Iraq, who have offensive capabilities and are close

neighbors, have been favored for bandwagoning by

Gee

states under

different circumstances, depending on who posed the greater threat to
security.

However, bandwagoning is not common within the

because no real threat has been posed by a
others.

Gee

Thus, bandwagoning does not correspond with

Gee

alliance

member against the

Gee

alliance forma-

tion and maintenance in the 1980s.

Gee

states are not producers and consumers of collective goods,

such as deterrence, security, or armaments, but rather, importers and
consumers of such goods supplied by others.
collective

Gee

This entails payment for

security, but smaller states in the alliance have never

shouldered defense costs fairly.
a large share of the costs of

The ability of Saudi Arabia to assume

Gee

defense has been in line with Saudi
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strivings for

Gee

leadership.

The rest of the members have enjoyed

free-riding and have cooperated all along, as long as they continue to
derive benefits from Saudi Arabia's provision of security.
Arabia demanded payment, tensions would have erupted.

Had Saudi

Saudi Arabia is

expected to maintain or even increase its contribution, which gives it a
dominant role in the Council.

Since Saudi Arabia is relatively richer

than the rest of the alliance, it will increase its military expenditures, which has been an attribute of its policy to allocate a huge
amount of money for armaments.
All along the

Gee

states have exhibited a tendency toward

peaceful resolution of regional tensions.
Yemeni wars and Iran-Iraq conflict)

Gee

However, in many cases (the

members have found it in their

best interests to encourage conflict between countries that posed
threats to their survival.

The

Gee

states, and particularly Saudi

Arabia, had been informed of Iraq's intention to invade Iran shortly
before its eruption.

The

Gee

states were not involved at the initial

stage of the Iran-Iraq war, but after the outbreak they threw their
financial weight behind Iraq, which escalated the conflict and made them
vulnerable to Iranian sabotage.

However, throughout the conflict, they

found themselves in favor of appeasing Iran in order to stay aloof from
Iranian aggression.

This double dealing has never been appreciated by

either Iran or Iraq.
The
war.
the

Gee

states adopted conflicting strategies in the Iran-Iraq

While Saudi Arabia and Kuwait aided Iraq financially, the rest of

Gee

was not as committed as the two members closest to the conflict.
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However, the Gee's overall position was to conduct business as usual
with both warring states in order to avert being party to the conflict.
The situation was altered when the conflict became more menacing after
the 1986 Iranian breakthrough in southern Iraq.

The tanker war dictated

the need for U.S. intervention to alter the war's outcome.

The Iraqi-

Kuwait crisis brought cohesiveness to the Gee unlike any time before
because the threat was immediate and warranted massive U.S. deployment
in conjunction with a select international alliance.

However, even in

the 1990 crisis, the greatest Gee contribution was financial rather than
physical because they lacked military power, an outcome of a Gee
decision making not to build a strong army which might in turn bring on
the collapse of existing political structures.
The Gee states have been known for their acute sense of survival
in terms of their ability to play political games as rational decisionmakers, utilizing every resource they have in every situation to attain
their goals.

However, some of the outcomes were not the product of

careful calculation and sophistication but required help from those who
had already mastered the art of gaming.

The Iraqi-Kuwaiti crisis was

largely played by the U. S., which succeeded in pushing Iraq into the
corner and making it the minor player.

Iraq was stripped of its

politico-military cards and thus deprived of gain.

Iraq was made to

face the world, proving that the underdeveloped states have a lot to
learn about strategic gaming.

The conclusion is that gaming is not an

advisable strategy in all situations and circumstances, especially when
the players lack many sophisticated skills in international relations.
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This finding highlights reservations about game theory and its applicability to GCC states in the absence of well-informed strategists and
military planners in the GCC circle, coupled with the lack of sophisticated studies of an empirical and analytical nature dealing with the
Gulf region.
The GCC has exemplified an alliance in a community of major,
identical,

and converging interests shared by its members in which

security concerns lay at the heart of the organization.

However, in

some instances the Council's partnerB are not always in harmony with
each other because of policies conducted by each founding state.

One

example is the Kuwaiti-Omani feuds over the shape of the GeC, wherein
Kuwai t

from

the start preferred an alliance dominated by economic

cooperation, in contrast with Omani wishes for a coalition of defensive
and security arrangements to ensure the stability of the Gee.

The 1980

Gulf war and the 1990 Kuwaiti crisis has enhanced the Omani position
that

the

Council should continue to put emphasis on military and

security coordination among the six states and other international
actors, especially the U.S.
Existing Gee boundaries are a legacy of a tribal and colonial
past, complicated by current Gulf striving for self-extension and everpresent territorial claims.
and Kuwait,

Disputes between Iran and Gee states, Iraq

and especially between Qatar and Bahrain,

as well as

disagreements over undemarcated frontiers among the GCe states,
sources of contention.

are

This territoriality has threatened to fragment
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the organization and destabilize the region and is a constant annoyance
in the inter-GCC alliance.
The GCC has managed to survive despite stresses and strains on
the organization because conflicts of interest among the signatories to
the Council have never reached a magnitude to create the friction that
could paralyze their alliance.

Moreover,

the success of the member

states in avoiding menacing acts against each other and the will to
balance common external threats have outweighed any impediment that
might bring on the GCC's collapse.

Nevertheless, there exist a number

of factors that might hasten the Council's political fragmentation.
Radical changes in the existing political structure of the GCC
polities or the defection of certain members in favor of other arrangements or alliances might trigger a chain of events that would weaken the
organization and render it ineffective to safeguard the interests of the
founding members.

For example, an alliance between some GCC states with

Iran or the fragmentation of the UAE into its pre-1971 situation would
run counter to the exclusiveness of the GCC and hence further its
dismemberment.
Iraq's invasion and annexation of Kuwait has created an anarchic
situation in the Gulf and threatened to dissolve the Council.

Any

future attempts by Iraq or Iran in particular against the sovereignty of
any GCC member, if coupled with a lack of a commitment to come to the
aid of that member, would eventually fragment the Council and weaken the
credibility of the mutual security pact that has held the GCC together
since 1981.

Furthermore, individual national assertiveness that over-
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rules the well-being of the entire Council will lead to particularistic
sentiments and distrust, which might stir up problems among the GCC
founders and lead to the organization's breakdown.
Finally, the alliance literature will be enriched i f it takes
into account more theoretical works that are relevant to the politics of
smaller states.

Such studies, which are scattered throughout the inter-

national relations and comparative politics literature, cover the topics
of:
1.

Psychological makeup, which hypothesizes that alliance formation
and maintenance are a function of the impulses and idiosyncracies of a single authoritarian leader.

The personal character-

istics of the leader are what matters, not national interests or
domestic pressures.
2.

The omnibalancing hypothesis, which assumes that internal
threats and domestic aspirations are taken into account, along
with other variables such as capabilities, size, and wealth.
Decision makers engage in alliance formation not only based on
personal and regime interests but also on national interests.
If the system is dynastic or personalistic and lacks a domestic
power base, leaders tend to view domestic pressures as more
threa tening than external ones and thus accommodate national
aspirations when forming alliances.

3.

External considerations, which argues that decision makers
consider external reactions to their calculations in alliance
formation.

External imperatives rather than personal or
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national considerations, affect alliance decisions, especially
when alliance formation will bring on aggression by a foreign
country.
4.

Conspiracy hypotheses, which assume that nation-states form
alliances to conspire against a state or coalition and form
their policies accordingly in order to share spoils.

5.

Game theory, which assumes that players (states) join alliances
to optimize their payoffs within a calculus of interests, based
upon mathematical models and simulations that impart to the game
of interactions and coalitions sophisticated strategies of
bargaining and negotiation.
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APPENDIX A

MEMBERSHIP IN THE ARAB LEAGUE

MEMBERSHIP IN THE ARAB LEAGUE
Country

Date of Admission

Secretary General

Citizenship

1

Egypt

March 22, 1945

Abd el-Rahman Azzam
(1948-1954)

Egyptian

2

Iraq

March 22, 1945

3

Lebanon

March 22, 1945

Abdel Khalek Hassouna
(1954-1972)

Egyptian

4

Saudi Arabia

March 22, 1945

5

Syria

Harch 22, 1945

Hahmoud Riad
(1972-1978)

Egyptian

6

Transjordan

Harch 22, 1945

7

Yemen (North)

l-1ay 5, 1945

Chedli Klibi
(1979-1990)

Tunisian

8

Sudan

January 19, 1956

Saad Alsad (Acting
Secretary General, 1990-)

Lebanese

9

Libya

Harch 28, 1956

10

Morocco

October 1, 1958

11

Tunisia

October 1, 1958

12

Kuwait

July 20, 1961
~

w
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Country

Date of Admission

13

Algeria

August 16, 1962

14

South Yemen

December 12, 1967

15

Bahrain

September 11, 1971

16

Qatar

September 11, 1971

17

Oman

September 29, 1971

18

United Arab Emirates

December 6, 1971

19

Hauritania

November 26, 1973

20

Somalia

February 14, 1974

21

The PLO

September 9, 1976

22

Djibouti

September 4, 1977

Secretary General

Citizenship

~
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APPENDIX B
ARAB SUMMIT CONFERENCES

ARAB SUMMIT CONFERENCES
Date

City

Reasons and Resolution

Comments

1

January 13-17, 1964

Cairo (Egypt)

Division of Jordan River and
Israeli aggression.

All 13 members
participated

2

September 5-11, 1964

Alexandria
(Egypt)

Opposition to Jordan River conversion plan by Israel as well as
creating a unified Arab military
command.

3

September 13-18, 1965

Casablanca
(Norocco)

Solidarity pact was signed as well
as the call for coexistence among
Arab states.

4

Aug. 29-Sept. 2, 1967 Khartoum
(the schedule was set (Sudan)
for Sept. 5, 1966 in
Algeria but was postponed because the UAR
would not take part)

5

December 21-23, 1969

Rabat
(Morocco)

The aftermath of the June 1967 war
which led to the principles of no
peace, no recognition, and no negotiation with Israel.

Boycotted by Syria

The Arab situation. No agreement
reached after President Nasser
failed to obtain a general mobilization of all Arab resources
against Israel.

.p..

w
.p..

6

November 26-28, 1973

Algiers
(Algeria)

The aftermath of the 1973 war, a
political declaration which stated
that there would be no peace in the
Middle East without the withdrawal
of Israeli troops from the occupied
territories and full national
rights for the Palestinians. Also,
Arab oil embargo was begun and the
use of oil as a political weapon.

Boycotted by Iraq
and Libya

7

October 26-29, 1974

Rabat
(Morocco)

Recognition of the PLO as the sole
legitimate representative of the
Palestinian people within the
framework of Arab obligations.

Unanimously endorsed

8

October 25-26, 1976

Cairo

The war in Lebanon. An agreement
was reached on a cease fire and
establishment of an Arab security
force of 30,000 men, headed by
Syria, to supervise a cease fire.

Was not endorsed by
Iraq and Libya

9

November 2-5, 1978

Baghdad
(Iraq)

Rejection of Camp David Accords and Egypt did not participate
all forms of support will be given
to the PLO. An agreement was
reached that if Egypt signed a peace
treaty, League headquarters would
be moved from Cairo and economic
sanctions would be imposed on Egypt.
A decision was made to establish a
10-year fund of $3.5 annually to
help Jordan, Syria, and the PLO to
oppose Camp David and Israel.
.p.

w
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10

November 19-21, 1979

Tunis
(Tunisia)

Confirmation of Baghdad II Resolu~
tion, no agreement reached on
alternative to the Egyptian Israeli
peace agreement.

11

November 25-28, 1980

Amman

The 15 members attending agreed
unanimously on the establishment of
a long-term economic development
fund with the availability of +$500
million annually from Iraq, Kuwait,
Saudi Arabia, the UAB, and Qatar to
aid poor Arab countries. The
Conference called for an end to the
Iran-Iraq war and the resolution of
Iraqi sovereignty. No effective
decision was taken on the Palestinian issue.

(Jordan)

12

September 6-9, 1982

Fez (Morocco)

Boycotted by Syria,
Algeria, Lebanon,
Libya, the Plo, and
South Yemen

Unanimous adoption of peace plan
for the Arab-Israeli conflict based
on the Saudi Arabian proposal (the
Fahad Plan). Reaffirmation of
support for the PLO as the sole
legitimate representative of the
Palestinian people. The Fez Conference expressed support for the Arab
sides in the two wars: Iraq against
Iran and Somalia against Ethiopia.

~

W
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13

August 7-9, 1985

Casablanca
(Morocco)

Participants welcomed a joint peace
initiative, agreed to in February
1985 between King Hussain of Jordan
and Yasser Arafat, Chairman of the
PLO, which was considered to be
compatible with the Fez Peace Plan
of 1982.

14

November 8-11, 1987

Amman
(Jordan)

This extraordinary summit focused
on the Iraq-Iran war and the call
for solidarity with Iraq and
condemned the Iranian threats
against Kuwait and Saudi Arabia.
It reversed the Iraq summit of
1978 and left the door open for
any Arab country to normalize
relations with Egypt.

Arab leaders were
present except Saudi,
Libyan, and Tunisian
leaders, who sent
delegations

15

June 7-9, 1988

Algiers
(Algeria)

This extraordinary summit was held
to support by all means the Palestinian uprising in the occupied
territories. Expressed continued
assistance to the confrontational
Arab states against Israel.

All Arab leaders
attended except
Iraqi, Somali, and
Omani leaders, who
sent ministerial
delegations. Egypt
was absent.

16

May 28-30, 1990

Baghdad
(Iraq)

This Arab emergency summit discussed Arab security as a result
of the Soviet Jewish immigration
to the occupied territories and
the continued Israeli threat and
U.S. support to it.

All Arab leaders
were present except
Algerian, Moroccan,
and Omani leaders,
who sent representatives. Syria and
Lebanon boycotted
the meeting.

~

w
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17

August 9-11, 1990

Cairo
(Egypt)

Discussed the Iraqi invasion of
Kuwait and the presence of foreign
troops in the region. Participants
issued a demand for the withdrawal
of Iraqi forces from Kuwait. Saudi
Arabia and the Gulf states have the
right to take every measure to
defend themselves. Arab troops
were to be sent to Saudi Arabia and
the Gulf states.

Tunisia boycotted the
summit

Twelve states voted for the resolutions: Egypt, Saudi Arabia,
Kuwait, Qatar, Oman, the UAE,
Bahrain, Syria, Djibouti, Somalia,
Morocco, and Lebanon. Three states
expressed reservations: Jordan,
Sudan, and Mauritania. Three states
voted against them: Iraq, Libya,
and the PLO. Two states abstained:
Algeria and Yemen.

~
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APPENDIX C
MEMBERSHIP IN THE TREATY OF JOINT DEFENSE AND
ECONOMIC COOPERATION

MEMBERSHIP IN THE TREATY OF JOINT DEFENSE AND ECONOMIC COOPERATION
Arab State

Date of Ratification

1

Syria

October 13, 1951

2

Egypt

November 22, 1951

3

Jordan

March 31, 1952

4

Iraq

August 7, 1952

5

Saudi Arabia

August 19, 1952

6

Lebanon

December 24, 1952

7

North Yemen

October 11, 1953

8

Morocco

June 13, 1961

9

Kuwait

August 12, 1961

10

Tunisia

September 11, 1964

11

Algeria

September 11, 1964

12

Sudan

September 11, 1964

13

Libya

September, 11, 1964

14

Bahrain

November 14, 1971

Comments

The Treaty was officially established in
August 1952

First meeting September 4, 1953

Arab military command was established on
January 17, 1964

~
~

o

Arab State

Date of Ratification

15

Qatar

November 14, 1971

16

South Yemen

November 23, 1971

17

Somalia

May 20, 1974

18

The PLO

November 21, 1976

19

Oman

Have not ratified

Symbolic participation

20

UAE

Have not ratified

Symbolic participation

21

Mauritania

Have not ratified

No participation

22

Djibouti

Have not ratified

No participation

Comments

~
~

I-'
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APPENDIX D
FORMS OF COOPERATION AMONG THE ARAB GULF STATES,
1971-1980

FOR}IS OF COOPERATION MIONG THE ARAB GULF STATES, 1971-1980
Countries Involved

Host Country

Description

June 1973

UAE and Qatar

Both countries

Series of economic agreements
regarding free movements of
capital and workers

June 1973

Kuwait and Bahrain

Kuwait

Agreements and cooperation on
economic, media, and education

November 1976

Kuwait and UAE

Kuwait

Coopera tion in the economic
sphere

October 1975

Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman,
Qatar, Saudi Arabia,
and UAE

Saudi Arabia (Riyadh)

Education ministers

January 1976

Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman,
Qatar, Saudi Arabia,
UAE, and Iraq

UAE (Abu Dhabi)

Information ministers

February 1976

All countries above

Saudi Arabia (Riyadh)

Industry ministers

February 1976

All countries above

Saudi Arabia (Riyadh)

Agricultural ministers

October 1977

All countries above

Saudi Arabia (Riyadh)

Information ministers

October 1977

All countries above

Iraq (Baghdad)

Trade and finance ministers

Date
Bilateral Cooperation

Ministerial Meetings

~
~

w

February 1978

All countries above

Saudi Arabia (Riyadh)

Social affairs
ministers

1979

All countries above

Bahrain

Information ministers

January 1979

All countries above

Saudi Arabia (Riyadh)

Trade and finance ministers

January 1979

All countries above

Saudi Arabia (Riyadh)

Planning ministers

1980

All countries above

Qatar

Information ministers

1980

All countries above

Qatar

Planning ministers

and

labor

Joint Working Organizations
October 1975

All Arab Gulf states

Headquarters Riyadh

The Gulf States Arab Education
Office

January 1976

All Arab Gulf countries

Headquarters Kuwait

The Joint Institution for the
Production of Programs

February 1976

All Arab Gulf states

Headquartered in Doha, The Gulf Organization for
Qatar
Industrial Investments

June 1976

All Arab Gulf states

UAE (Abu Dhabi)

Conference for the Coordination
of Television

September 1977

All Arab Gulf states

Saudi Arabia (Riyadh)

Gulf Postal Authority

OctGber 1977

All Arab Gulf states

Headquarters Bahrain

The Gulf News Agency, created
as a result of the historic
meeting of information ministers in Riyadh

~
~
~

April 1978

All Arab Gulf states

Headquarters Kuwait

Arab Center for Educational
Research

October 1979

All Arab Gulf states

UAE (Dubai)

Union of Chambers of Commerce
and Industry in the Gulf States

February 1980

All Arab Gulf states

Iraq (Baghdad)

Center for the Documentation of
Information in the Gulf

March 1980

All Arab Gulf states
except Oman and UAE

Bahrain (Manama)

University of the Gulf

1974

Owned by Bahrain, Oman,
Qatar, and UAE

Based in Bahrain

Gulf Air

December 1974

All Arab Gulf states
except Oman

Based in Bahrain

Arab Shipbuilding and Repair
Yard Company

November 1975

All Arab Gulf states
except Oman

Kuwait

Arab Petroleum Investment
Corporation

December 1975

All Arab Gulf states
except UAE

Based in Bahrain

Gulf International Bank

January 1976

All Arab Gulf states
except Oman

Based in Kuwait

Arab Maritime Company

June 1976

Kuwait and Saudi Arabia

Saudi Arabia

Saudi-Kuwaiti Cement Company

October 1976

All Arab Gulf states

Dammam, Saudi Arabia

Gulf Ports Union

Joint Publicly Owned
Economic Institutions

.p..
.p..
VI

August 1977

Bahrain and Saudi Arabia Riyadh, Saudi Arabia

Saudi-Bahraini Cement Company

February 1979

Owned by Kuwait, Qatar,
and Saudi Arabia

Joint Company for Maritime
Transport

May 1980

Owned by Bahrain,
Based in Bahrain
Kuwait, and Saudi Arabia

Source:

Based in Kuwait

Gulf Petrochemical Industries
Company

Rumaihi 1986:78-81; E. Peterson 1988:51; Cordesman 1984:626

~
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APPENDIX E
GCC SUPREME COUNCIL SUMMITS, 1981-1990

GCC SUPREME COUNCIL SUI1MITS, 1981-1990
Number

Date

Host Country (City)

Resolutions

1

May 25-26, 1981

UAE (Abu Dhabi)

Signed official agreement establishing the GCC as
an integrative body.
Riyadh was chosen as Gce
headquarters and Abdullah Bishara of Kuwait as
Secretary General.
The heads of state asserted
that the security and stability of the region rests
in its people and states and that no foreign
intervention is welcome. Peace in the Middle East
can only be guaranteed by settling the Palestinian
issue and an Israeli withdrawal from occupied territories as well as deescalation of its aggressive
attacks against Lebanon and Syria, solidarity with
Syria and the call to the Lebanese to stop internal
bloodshed.
Finally, leaders expressed their support for a peaceful settlement of the Iran-Iraq war
and stated that they are committed to the resolutions of the Arab League, the Islamic Conference,
the nonaligned movement, and the UN.

2

Nov. 10-11, 1981

Saudi Arabia (Riyadh) Declared the intent to fully coordinate political,
economic and security policies, and increase communication.
No foreign interference and no superpower military presence. The area's defense rests
on the shoulders of the Gulf countries.
Support
for the Palestinian struggle and the Saudi peace
plan.
The need to secure Arab solidarity and
peaceful settlement of the Iran-Iraq conflict. The
Afghan situation poses a danger to world peace.
Securi ty, prosperity, and development of GCC
states. Military cooperation among Gce states.

~
~

ex>

3

Nov. 9-11, 1982

Bahrain (Hanama)

Increased cooperation to attain integration, upgrade military coordination, and internal security;
support for Iraq's call for peaceful settlement of
its conflict with Iran; and the Council expressed
anxiety as Iran occupied part of Iraq's territory.
Termination of the Omani-South Yemeni conflict.
Withdrawal of Israel from Arab territories, and
support for the Palestinian cause.
Endorsed the
Arab League summit resolution in Horocco. Implementation of economic agreement and approval of the
establishment of the Gulf Investment Company, with
initial capital of $2.1 billion.

4

Nov. 7-9, 1983

Qatar (Doha)

Coordination of political, economic, and defense
policies of GCC states. Call for Hoslem Iran and
Iraq to put an end to the war.
Support for UN
Securi ty Council resolution 540 on October 31,
1983, which called for a halt to Gulf military
operations against civilian and economic infrastructures. Calion Iran to abandon its aggressive
moves against free navigation in the Gulf. A call
for Palestinians to halt bloodshed among themselves. Support for the PLO as the sole representative of the Palestinian people. Support for the
national and territorial integrity of Lebanon and
demand that Israel withdraw from Lebanon. Satisfaction expressed over the diplomatic exchange
between Oman and South Yemen. Expressed satisfaction wi th the GCC' s "Peninsula Shield" military
training in the UAE.
~

~
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5

Nov. 27-29, 1984

Kuwait (Kuwait City)

Increased economic integration, and allowing GCC
citizens to buy real estate in GCC countries.
Self-reliance in defense through military coordination.
Increased dangers of the Iran-Iraq war,
and support of all attempts to obtain a peaceful
settlement.
The right of GCC countries to safe
navigation through Gulf waters based on UN Security
Council resolution 552 (June 1984). Arab disputes
must not continue; GCC cOlDI!litted itself to Arab
solidarity and peaceful resolution of intra-Arab
conflicts.

6

Nov. 3-6, 1985

Oman (Muscat)

Reviewed cooperation among GCC members. Discussed
Iran-Iraq war escalation, especially in Gulf
waters, and threat against Gulf states. Called on
Iran to accept international and GCC mediation
efforts to end the war.
Support for the PLO and
the Palestinian issue.
Council issued strong
condemnation of Israeli raid against Tunisia and
PLO headquarters.
Support for Lebanese independence and integrity.
Endorsed the Arab League
summit resolutions in Morocco. Encouraged more GCC
cooperation in agricultural, industrial developmen t , and on cultural and environmental issues.
Increased communication with the EEC.
Agreed to
treat students on all educational levels in GCC
countries on an equal footing and accept all
educational degrees as equa1.
Expressed anxiety
over the increase in terrorist acts against GCC
countries.
Increased security cooperation and
defense coordination.
~
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7

Nov. 2-5, 1986

UAE (Abu Dhabi)

8

Dec. 26-29, 1987

Saudi Arabia (Riyadh) Expressed satisfaction over cooperation in political, security, military, economic, and social
issues. Reviewed the Iran-Iraq war and instability
that it caused.
Supported all attempts for the
peaceful resolution of the Gulf war and called for
Iran to accept UN Security Council resolution 598,
issued on July 20, 1987, to end the war. ~~pressed
dissatisfaction over Iran's attempts to destabilize
the Gulf by encouraging riots in Mecca, attacking
Kuwaiti territory with missiles, attacks on Kuwaiti

Approved all measures and arrangements taken by GCC
on political, security, military, and political
cooperation and upgrading citizen welfare.
Expressed anxiety over escalation of the Iran-Iraq
conflict.
Support for 1986 UN Security Council
resolutions 582 and 588 to end the war and withdraw
forces to legitimized international boundaries.
Called for the unity of Arab ranks.
Expressed
support for the Palestinian issue; support for the
legitimate Lebanese government and independence.
Called for both Syria and Britain to improve
diplomatic relations.
Condemned terrorism of all
sorts.
Improved military cooperation among GCC
states.
Stressed further cooperation in economic
agreements.
Encouraged GCC nationals to increase
investment in GCC countries and allow them to
obtain loans from industrial and developmental
funds for GCC states, and increased commercial
exchanges by citizens of GCC states, especially
regarding national products. Increased cooperation
with international economic organizations.
Approved media agreement to preserve cultural and
historical Islamic links.

.p.
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and Saudi embassies in Tehran, and attacks on oil
tankers and commercial vessels in and out of GCC
ports. Discussed the Arab situation and expressed
solidari ty wi th the Arab cause and support for
resolutions of the Arab League summit in Jordan.
Support for the Palestinian issue and the Intifadah
by any means and the peaceful settlement of interArab disputes.
Called for the Lebanese to halt
domestic violence. Approved the security strategy
and cooperation among GCC members and encouraged
self-reliance and a GCC defense buildup. Encouraged economic activities taken by GCC nationals in
GCC states.
Negotiations with international
economic organizations, especially the EEC, are
presented by one GCC delegation. Call for coordination on oil policies and limits of oil prices to
$18, specified quotas, and called on OPEC countries
to abide by the agreement set by OPEC to stabilize
oil production and policy.
9

Dec. 19-22, 1988

Bahrain (Manama)

Reviewed GCC achievements and expressed determination to establish Gulf Common Market; emphasized
that the GCC is committed to the prosperity of its
citizens.
Allow GCC citizens to own shares of
companies owned by GCC; treat all GCC citizens
equally regarding taxes, investments, and health
care.
With optimism, the Council reviewed new
security developments in light of Iran's acceptance
of UN resolution 598 to end its war with Iraq.
Called for tranquility and noninterference in Gulf
internal affairs, based on Islamic values and
peaceful coexistence.
Supported the Palestinian
Intifadah against Israeli occupation. Asked the

~
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international community to recognize an independent
Palestine. Support Lebanon's independence. Hailed
international relaxation of tensions and negotiations between the Afghan Mujahadin and Soviet Union
in Saudi Arabia.
Praised military cooperation
among GCC members.
Called on OPEC members to
adhere to OPEC agreements.
Approved continued
negotiations between the GCC and EEC.
10

Dec. 18-21, 1989

Oman (Muscat)

Expressed determination to pursue economic cooperation and approved common tariffs for GCC members.
Emphasized the importance of military cooperation
and full coordination in security matters. Praised
all efforts to implement UN resolution 598 between
Iran and Iraq. Continued support for the Palestinian Intifadah and Palestinian self-determination.
Supported Lebanese attempts to stop violence based
on the Taif agreement. Called on the international
communi ty for greater economic cooperation.
Approved GCC agreements with the EEC and called for
greater cooperation.

11

Dec. 22-25, 1990

Qatar (Doha)

Strongly condemned Iraq's invasion and occupation
of Kuwai t and violent acts against the Kuwaiti
people.
Praised the Kuwaiti people for their
steadfastness and resistance.
Total support for
Kuwait legitimacy.
The Council is determined to
force Iraq out of Kuwait and called on Iraqi
leadership to quit Kuwait to avoid war and destruction. The Council expressed its gratitude for the
brothers and friends who came to liberate Kuwait.
Expressed satisfaction over GCC achievements in all
spheres. Expressed anxiety over the insecurity and
threats caused by the Iraqi invasion and the

~
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fragmentation of the Arab world and damage to the
Palestinian cause caused by Iraqi aggression.
Called for support for the Intifadah.
Expressed
optimism over new developments in Lebanon toward
achieving its full integrity under its legitimate
leadership.
The Council welcomed close relations
with Iran, and new international political and
economic openness and Germany's reunification.
Called for greater international cooperation with
less developed states and called for world peace.

Source:

Secretariat General of the GCC, Final Declaration of the Supreme Council, 1991; Qatar News
Agency, The Achievements of the Gulf Cooperation Council in Ten Years, 1990
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