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The other school adopts the contrary. It sees the importance of crisis
management in avoiding war through the peaceful resolution of the conflict.
Thus success is measured by the avoidance of war. The parties to the
conflict see the danger of the probability of war and hence share a mutual
desire to avoid it and a commitment to find a peaceful alternative. '° As to
which school of thought prevails during a crisis that depends on

circumstances and will exist in different proportions in any one crisis. "’

Crisis management has at its disposal two different instruments for resolving a
crisis; coercive means that escalate the crisis such as embargo, attacking
civilian or military targets, the taking of hostages civilian or military or by
taking steps that closes all opportunity of peaceful solutions, hence forcing the
adversary to initiate force or to capitulate. '? Also coercive means include
threats that aim to influence the choices and alternatives of the adversary and
which escalates the crisis to a great extent verging into war as happened with
UN resolution 678. The use of these instruments shows a propensity for the
national interests to prevail over any common interests that may link the

adversaries. °

The other instruments are primary conciliatory aiming at reducing the level of
the crisis and preparing the grounds for a settlement. By choosing to use
these instruments the focus is on the common interests between the
adversaries, which encourages them to pursue ways to avoid a catastrophe.
This includes either major conciliatory moves such as a clear indication by
one party of its readiness to compromise or sending messages indicating
willingness to compromise and suggesting ways of settling the crisis. A
reduction in the level of the crisis involves a variety of moves, responses and
exchanges, all aiming and indicating in essence a willingness and a

commitment to bring the crisis to a peaceful end. '

In a real situation the tendency is towards utilising a combination of both
instruments in order to diffuse a crisis. There are factors that influence which
of the two instruments will prevail and/or what combination of the two will be

used. These include the balance of power between the two sides, the




















































































VL The Iragi-Kuwaiti Border Dispute during the 1970s

On 30 July 1968, Ahmad Hasan al-Bakr took over as the new Baathist president
of Iraq. It had been al-Bakr who signed the 1963 agreement that recognised
Kuwéit’s independence and territorial sovereignty. However, the behaviour of
successive Iraqi leadership clearly indicated that Baghdad had not really taken

its recognition of Kuwait seriously and tensions over the border persisted.

The first encroachment of Kuwaiti sovereignty by Iraq during the 1970s
occurred in December 1972. A road-building crew, under the protection of an
Iraqi military brigade, crossed the Kuwaiti border and started building a road
leading to the Gulf. This was followed by Iraq massing its troops along the
border. *° Some believed that this sudden move against Kuwait was an attempt
by Baghdad to force Kuwait to provide it with financial assistance because of its
huge foreign exchange shortages. *® However, Iraq justified its action on the

grounds of national defence because of a perceived military threat from Iran. %

The second, more serious, incident took place at the beginning of March 1973,
after Kuwait rejected a draft treaty that would accord extensive rights to Iraq,
including oil export facilities. *® The Iragis reacted to this by erecting an
installation at al-Samitah-, which is a strategic spot, located two kilometres
inside Kuwait, south west of the important iragi port of Umm Qasr. The Kuwaitis
tried to stop the work of the Iragis and as a result, on 20 March 1973, the Iraqi
army penetrated the Kuwaiti border and occupied a police post at al-Samitah. *°
This incident resulted in the death of two Kuwaiti policemen, one Iraqi, and

several were injured.

Immediately following the Iraqi action, the Amir of Kuwait sought a diplomatic
and political solution to the crisis. He sent an urgent message to the leaders of
the Arab world explaining the situation between the two countries. He further
suggested that rapid Arab mediation to block the possibility of any further

military escalation in the border conflict between the two countries should occur
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as soon as possible. Moreover, the Kuwaiti government protested directly to
the Iraqi government and requested the immediate withdrawal of its troops from

al-Samitah border post and urged it to solve the crisis through negotiation.

Considerable diplomatic efforts, subsequently, ensued in the region in order to
diffuse the crisis. Saudi Arabia appealed to both countries to exercise “patience
and self restraint” and to settle the dispute peacefully. Although it was
rumoured that Saudi troops have entered Kuwait, these reports were denied by
the Kuwaiti Foreign Minister. The movement of Saudi troops on their northern
borders appeared to be limited to defensive position against any possible Iraqi

attempt to solve its border dispute with Saudi Arabia. &

Arab reaction to the Iraqi attack was disapproving and the Arab League, the
Palestine Liberation Organisation (PLO) and the Front line states, of Egypt,
Syria and Jordan, were actively involved in containing the dispute in light of the
difficult period the Arab world was passing through and the prospect of an
imminent war with Israel. ®' The two Western powers with interests in the area
the US and UK adopted a hands-off policy. Britain did not feel the security of
Kuwait was seriously threatened while the US had no leverage in Iraq. % It was
the Soviet Union that showed at the time much interest in the crisis by
supporting Iraq morally through announcing a visit by Gorshkov and Soviet navy
to Iraq during the period 3-11 April. The Soviet Union was showing support for a
border adjustment, which would lessen Irag’s dependence on its neighbours for
the protection of its maritime and petroleum operations. ® However they were at
the same time pressuring the Iraqis to cool down the crisis. After the visit of
Iragq’s Vice President to the Soviet Union Iraq agreed to resume talks with

Kuwait and to withdraw from the border post. %

Thus Soviet pressure and Arab mediation played a major role in dampening the
crisis. Most of the Iraqi troops started to withdraw from Kuwait on 5 April 1973
and talks were held between Iraq and Kuwait between 6-8 April 1973.

However, no terms of agreement were reached to settle the dispute.
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Saddam Hussein, the Vice President at that time, stated in August 1973 that
the Iragi penetration of Kuwait in March was a mistake by the Iraq police. ®° He
further offered his country’s co-operation with all the Guif Arab states regarding
conflicts in the region. During a meeting held in August 1973 between the
Kuwaiti Crown Prince and Prime Minister, and Vice President of Iraq the same
disagreements prevailed. The Kuwaitis refused to cede or rent the two disputed
islands in exchange for the delineation of the boundary. However they
maintained that all kinds of cooperation is possible once the boundary is

delineated according to the previous treaties of 1932 and 1963.

The Kuwaiti Minister of Defence, in an interview with Abdul Latif al-Rumaihi,
pointed out that the Kuwaiti government firmly believed that the lIraqi
government had never been serious in seeking a solution to the problem. He
added that the Iragis had been keen to prolong the problem so that they can
always put pressure on Kuwait in order to achieve financial and political gains.
%" There were a few proposals during the period 1975-1977 for a resolution of
the border dispute and the islands in question. But these proposals were not

entirely new and contributed very little to resolving the dispute.

VIl. The Iraqi-Kuwaiti Dispute during the 1980s

During the Iran-lrag war a mutual dependency developed between the Iraqi
regime and the Gulf states. Saddam was seen as the only regional power
capable of containing the Iranian threat to the security and stability of the area,
while the Gulf states had the financial resources to support the Iraqi regime in
its war effort. ® The Guif states from the onset of the war provided substantial
financial and logistics support to Iraq. During the period between Nov 1980 —
September 1981 Saudi Arabia provided transhipment of military and civilian
supplies as well as $ 10 billion in financial assistance. Estimates put the total

assistance offered to Iraq by Saudi Arabia at around $27 billion. &

Kuwait's support to Iraq was also substantial. It provided Baghdad with interest
free loans and grants totalling $10 billion. This facility had been extended in two
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major phases. By the end of 1981, $6 billion had been loaned to lrag on
interest free terms, to be repaid within ten years. As a result of the Iranian
capture of al-Faw peninsula in early 1986 - which considerably increased
Kuwait's senise of vulnerability - support for the Iragi war effort was expressed in
a much more overt manner than had hitherto been the case. Consequently,
there was another surge in financial aid to Baghdad. From 1983 until the
cease-fire in 1988, Kuwait provided Irag with the revenue derived from a daily
production of up to 125 thousand barrels from fields in the northern sector of the
former Kuwaiti-Saudi neutral zone. The trans-shipment facilities from Mina
Shuwikh, granted to Iraq in late 1979, remained open to Baghdad’'s government

throughout the war.

Also economic co-operation throughout the war increased substantially. An
important aspect of this co-operation was the May 1986 agreement between
Kuwait and Iraq, whereby Kuwait received on average 200 million cubic feet per
day of associated gas from the southern Iraqi Rumaila field. This agreement
provided Iraq with a $250 million annually. The invasion of Kuwait put a stop to

this mutually beneficial deal. ”'

Despite the warming of relations between Iraq and Kuwait and the invaluable
support, financial and other wise, the two countries remained strained by the
issue of Warbah and Bubiyan. In fact the war highlighted the importance of
these two islands to Iraq. The first discussion, during the 1980s between the
Kuwaiti government and Baghdad took place in Feb 1981. Iraq was ready to
demarcate the land boundary according to the 1932 and 1963 agreements on
the condition that Kuwait leased Warbah and Bubiyan. The Kuwaitis on top of
their usual reservations about this were fearful of Iran, since it had threatened to
drag them into the war if they lease the islands to Iraq. Another discussion took
place in Nov 1984 between the Iragi Foreign Minister and the Crown Prince and
Prime Minister of Kuwait. That meeting raised hopes that an acceptable
proposal between the two parties was imminent. Unfortunately no progress

was made on the issue.
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During the Iran-Iraq war Kuwait had the opportunity to assert its sovereignty
over the islands and the northern zone. It established a military presence, an
agricultural settlement, a new town was planned for Sabiya and a bridge built
across the Khawr Sabiya to Bubiyan island. The regime in Iraq in the face of
Kuwait's reluctance to compromise over the issue and its need for Kuwaiti help
and support put the issue on the back burner in the last two years of the war.
Well after the cease-fire with Iran, Iraq in late 1989 renewed its proposal to
exchange demarcation of the land border for Bubiyan and Warbah islands. In
addition, it promised to offer Kuwait relatively well-watered inland strips of Iraqi
territory. > The Kuwaiti government was still unwilling to accept this

compromise and the situation was left to deteriorate until the invasion occurred.

VIl Conclusion

The seeds of the Iraqi-Kuwaiti border dispute were planted during the colonial
period. By the end of 1957, Britain had failed to reconcile Iraq to the boundary it
had earlier agreed to in the official correspondence of 1932. Iraq consistently
demanded the cession or the lease of the islands as the basis for the
demarcation of boundary, while Kuwait refused to entertain any Iraqi objectives
before boundaries were secure. Britain had by 1951 finally decided on what
was the boundary line that was fixed in 1932. However, that demarcation was
hardly satisfactory and a poor attempt at improving the patchy definition of
1932. Thus by the end of 1957 the boundary remained untriangulated and

undemarcated.

Attempts by successive governments in Baghdad to reach a satisfactory
solution on the issue failed. Kuwait was unwilling to neither relinquish Warbah
and Bubiyan, nor exchange the demarcation of borders with their lease. The
Iraqgi regime twice asserted a historical claim to Iraq. The first was in 1938 and
the second, the more serious one was during the Qassem era, when the lIraqi
regime mobilised its troops on the border. The crisis was quickly diffused by the

readiness of Saudi Arabia and Britain to engage their troops in the defence of
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Kuwait. Such a claim and a readiness to act upon it were not to be repeated

until the 1990 Iraqi invasion of Kuwait.

Yet incursions and encroachments on the sovereignty of Kuwait were common
culminating in the major al-Samitah incident in 1973. That incident was
extremely important in raising the territorial consciousness of the Kuwaitis;
ships, businesses and shops began to be named after the northern border
region. It was also the second time Saudi Arabia demonstrated solidarity with
Kuwait in dealing with lrag’s territorial ambitions. It is interesting to note that
Iraqi Vice President, Saddam Hussein, at the time of the incident denounced

the Iraqi action as a mistake and offered to co-operate with Kuwait.

The war with Iran and the dispute over the Shatt al-Arab took priority and
relegated the border dispute with Kuwait to the background. Also, the help and
support needed from Kuwait and other Gulf states was a much more pressing
and crucial element for Baghdad than the border issue with Kuwait. Still some
attempts were made during the war to reach a solution but without any success.
The last attempt by Iraq occurred in 1989 as President Saddam Hussein sought
the lease the Warbah and Bubiyan Islands for a period of 22 years or 99 years
in exchange with relinquishing Irag’s claim to all of Kuwait. This proposal was
rejected by Kuwait and the problem lingered until the lIragi invasion and

occupation of Kuwait.

During the entire period of the Kuwait - Iraq territorial and border dispute, three
features stand out. Firstly, the Saudis were the foremost regional state that
supported fully the sovereignty of Kuwait. Secondly, foreign support for Kuwait
was always assured as the British ensured that Kuwaiti territorial integrity was
never permanently violated. Events following the Gulf Crisis in 1990 pointed to
history repeating itself: the Saudis and Western powers swiftly assured the
defence of Kuwait. Lastly is the intransigence of both parties, reflected in the

longevity of this dispute and the inability to find any grounds for compromise.

42



























Commenting on the economic situation in Iraq and responding to Iragi claim that
Gulf states especially Kuwait are responsible for the deterioration of the

economic situation of Irag, Ismail al-Shatti (an ex-member of parliament) says:

Arab countries that are considered poor are not so in effect. They
have rushed into political and economic experiences that
impoverished them and killed productivity in their people. The
solution thus does not lie in the redistribution of the wealth of the
Gulf, since that will be temporary, rather in the appropriate planning
and management of wealth. We ask ourselves who impoverished
Sudan, one of the most fertle among Arab countries, also who
caused the huge indebtedness of Irag. Why should the wealthy Arab
countries be responsible for the mismanagement and the waste of
resources in these countries? Why should they redistribute their

wealth to pay for the mistakes of others? %

On 15 April 1990 the Iraqi Foreign Minister, Tarig Aziz, sent a memorandum to
al-Chadli al-Qulaibi, the Secretary-General of the Arab League reiterating Iraqi
list of grievances against Kuwait. Foremost among them was the accusation
that Kuwait took advantage of Irag’s entanglement in the war with lran and
embarked on establishing military and oil installations, police installations and
farms on the Iraqi territories. He argued that Kuwait showed hesitance in
accepting the Iragi offer during the 1988 Alergia summit to start negotiations on
the border issue and instead proceeded with its encroachments establishing

more oil and military installations, farms and police stations.

Secondly was Iraq’s accusation of Kuwait of carrying out a deliberate policy to
undermine Iraq in co-operation by United Arab Emirates by glutting the oil
market and exceeding their OPEC's oil production quotas. He further argued
that this over production caused a reduction in the price of a barrel of oil from
$18 to $11-13. Consequently Iraq had lost in the period 1981-1990, around $89

billion. 2 Aziz made another major point concerning the assistance received by
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As mentioned in the previous chapter Kuwait had provided Iraq with massive
financial and logistical support, and thus felt it had done enough to support Iraq

and was not willing to concede more.

Three months later, on 16 July 1990, the Iraqi Foreign Minister restated Iraqi
demands for an end to oil-quota violations and to Kuwaiti activities in the
Rumaila oilfield. Saddam, twenty-four hours later, openly accused Kuwait and
the UAE of conspiring with "world imperialism and Zionism" to destroy the
economic livelihood of Irag. He even went so far as to say that, if a peaceful
solution was not forthcoming, he would "have no choice but to resort to effective
action to put things right". 2 Saddam’s threat to use force to achieve his goals

were meant to frighten the Gulf states to concede to his demands.

in another attempt to solve the dispute over oil prices, a meeting of five oil
ministers from the Gulf region was held in Jedda on 12 July 1990. Saudi Arabia
convinced both Kuwait and UAE to pledge to hold their own output to the quota
of 1.5 million barrels. Kuwait was producing about 1.7 million barrels a day and
the UAE, about two million a day. On 20 July 1990 Kuwait and the UAE agreed
to adhere to OPEC quotas, under intense pressure from Saudi Arabia, Iran and
Irag, but would go no further in their concessions. To Saddam this was merely
reinforcement of their arrogance and intransigence; it may well have been at
this point that he finalised his plans for invasion, since Iraqi forces from the 21

July started massing close to the border with Kuwait. #/

I Motives for the Iraqgi Invasion of Kuwait

This section will focus on analysing the motives that lie behind the historical and
unprecedented decision for an Arab country to invade another. These motives

can be divided into two major ones the economic and the political. We shall

discuss each of these separately.
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A. Economic Motives

The discussion above indicated how significant the economic factor was in
heightening the tension in the Gulf. Iraq's economic situation after its long war
with Iran was deteriorating rapidly and the expectations of the Iraqi people, after
the end of a long war, of prosperity, development and progress exacerbated the
situation further. Iraq presumed its war with Iran to be short, and that it would
come out of it with a quick victory especially that Iran was suffering from internal
problems and instability. But these calculations of the Iraqi leadership proved to
be wrong. 28 The gruelling eight year war destroyed the Iraqi economy and
made it even more dependent on oil production despite its enormous
agricultural and industrial potential, and made the Iraqi people less self-reliant
than ever before. 2° Moreover, Iragi huge debts created a deficit in its balance of

payments, increased unemployment and food prices.

The Iraqgi leadership had limited options in order to overcome this economic
situation. One possible option was the reduction of the size and burden of its
military and security apparatus to a level suitable to its real economic
capabilities. But that would have threatened Saddam’s regime and might have
caused its demise or internal disturbances. Also this requires long-term vision
and the gradual erosion of the military basis of the Iraqi society. The political
changes that swept away with totalitarian and military political systems in
Eastern Europe isolated the Iraqi regime further, especially with the end of US-
Soviet superpower rivalry and the domination of the international scene by the
US. Such a situation exerted further pressure on lraq to transform its
totalitarian system towards a more pluralistic one. Hence Iraq attempted to
appease its people by promising democratic reforms, political pluralism and
public freedoms. * it is difficult to assess whether the regime was at any point

seriously contemplating taking this liberal option.

The second option was to direct the people to an external venture and by using
the military apparatus to gain access to much needed economic resources. By
annexing Kuwait, the Iraqi regime would have been able to pay off its debt

within seven years. *' This debt is variously estimated between $80-200 billion,
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the Iraqi regime itself admits to $40 billion. It would have also gained access
to substantial oil wealth. As indicated by 1989 figures, Kuwait's production of
1.8 million barrels a day created a Gross National Product (GNP) of $22.1
billion. Saddam certainly needed it, for although Iraq was itseif producing 2.8
million barrels a day, creating a GNP of $67 billion a year, the country was

effectively bankrupt.

In August 1988, when Iraq celebrated its self-proclaimed victory in the eight-
year war with Iran, it was estimated that rebuilding the state to its pre-1980
condition would cost a staggering $230 billion, the equivalent of devoting every
dollar of oil revenue for nearly 20 years to reconstruction. That this was
impossible was shown by the fact that, in 1989, Saddam couid not even
balance the book. Oil revenues were around $13 billion, imports totalled $17
billion, with debt repayments of $5 billion on top of that. ** Annexing Kuwait
would have meant also that Iraq would control 20 per cent of the world's oil
reserves. This gives Iraq a substantial influence in OPEC and would be able to

compete with Saudi Arabia, which effectively controls the organisation. 34

The difficulty of the economic situation of Iraq after the war caused some
concern within the quarters of international creditors about Iraq's ability to pay
its debts, especially that estimates suggested that Irag would have needed
$220 billion to implement its reconstruction plans. Iraq's income in 1990 was
around $13 billion, of that $ 5 billion were spent on the military, while $11 billion
were spent on food and civilian expenditure. In the same year lraq had liquidity
to cover only three months of imports. % Half of Iraq’s debt was owed to other
Arab countries, mainly Saudi Arabia and Kuwait. The cancellation of this debt
and the restoration of financial assistance would have allowed Iraq to fund its
reconstruction and rearmament plans without having to resort to borrowing from
non-Arab creditors, especially that non-Arab creditors were unwilling to lend
Iraq. This unwillingness undermined the government’s attempts to purchase

the needed civil and military technology of the West. *

Iraq, therefore, saw its invasion of Kuwait as an end to all its economic

problems and at the same time its chance to preserve the regime. Saddam’s
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ultimate solution to lrag's economic problems was outlined as early as February
1990, at an Arab Co-operation Council (ACC) meeting in Amman. He asked
King Hussein of Jordan and President Mubarak of Egypt to put pressure on the
Gulf states not only to declare a moratorium on all wartime debts to Iraq, but
also to make an immediate additional grant of $30 billion. Saddam's justification
was that Irag had fought for eight years against Iranian fundamentalism on
behalf of the Gulf states, so they owed him reparations. This demand was
accompanied by a direct threat to Gulf states as expressed clearly in these

words:

Let the Gulf states know that if they do not give this money to me, |

would know how to get it. %’

The significant role played by the economic factor has been visible in the
specific issues that were raised by the Iraqi regime throughout the period of
escalation of tension between the two countries. It started with the issue of
overproduction of oil, the cancellation of lragi debt to Kuwait accumulated
during the Iran war, the compensation over the oil allegedly taken from the
Rumaila oilfield, and ended with the request for an Arab “Marshal plan” for Iraq
to support its recovery from the war. Thus, by late July, convinced that Kuwait
was following a deliberate policy of economic sabotage against Iraq, coupled

with the lack of progress on the border issue, Saddam decided to act.

B. Political Motives

The rivalry among the major Arab actors to lead the Arab world has been
“endemic to Arab politics. Iraqi leaders like their Egyptian and Syrian
counterparts strived for this leadership. Saddam’s regime hoped to replace
Egypt as the pivotal Arab country following its isolation in the wake of its peace
treaty with Israel in 1979. Yet the Iraqi regime was indebted to the Egyptians
for human and military assistance during its war with Iran. In 1987 Iraq restored
diplomatic relations with Egypt and supported the return of the Arab League
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a world power was finished, and the United States could have a "free hand" in
the Middle East. Saddam was obviously sending a message that he was ready
to co-operate with the United States in the maintenance of peace and security
in the Middle East. “© That shows that Saddam wanted to carve for himseif a
leading role in the region from a position of power and strength, and was not

seeking confrontation with the Americans.

Saddam saw the possibility of achieving this leading regional position erode
because of mounting internal political and economic pressures, after his
exhausting war with Iran. The regime’s fear of the eclipse of the effectiveness of
its repressive system in general, and the loyalty of the military in particular
played a major role in contemplating the take-over of Kuwait. Saddam
succeeded in creating a docile and highly poiiticised military leadership resting
on the principles of personal loyalty and kinship and counter balanced by the
expansion in the party’s militia, the Popular Army. *’ The military’s unquestioned
support has been essential for the survival of Saddam’s rule, thus, the increase
in the number of coup attempts put Saddam on the elert and he “experienced
deep anxiety over the future of his personal rule”. “8 |n all probability Saddam
believed that a foreign venture would protect the regime against the growing
dissent and dissatisfaction prevalent among the Iragis. Kuwait with its long
history of dispute with Iraq, its wealth and its location was the most suitable
target for such a venture. Saddam hoped he would emerge after the invasion of

Kuwait as an Arab leader as well as a more powerful leader at home.

Some suggested that Iraq also needed the invasion of Kuwait to cover its
concession to Iran over Shatt al-Arab. Iran refused categorically to change the
1975 agreement - which Saddam spent eight years of war trying to reverse,
killing in the process more than a quarter of a million Iraqis and half a million
Iranians - and insisted on its acceptance by Irag as Iran’s price for formally
ending all hostilities and finalising exchange of prisoners. 49 Although the
announcement of the Iragi concession came on the 15 August 1990, under
what Saddam termed as a " good will " initiative towards Iran, the Americans
were informed of it as early as 25 July during the meeting between Saddam and

April Galspie, the American Ambassador to Iraq. This initiative was the
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culmination of the direct correspondence between Saddam Hussein and the
president of Iran Ali Akbar Hashemi-Rafsanaji which covered the period 21 April
- 8 August. ¥ In the last letter of Rafsanaiji to Hussein the Iranian position was

reiterated by saying

Peace talks should be based on the 1975 Algiers accord because in
the absence of any commitment to the previous agreements,
especially the agreement which bears your own signature, one can

not be expected to trust on what is being said today. '

He went on to say "it would not be necessary to search for anything else than
the 1975 treaty to delimit frontiers both on land and in the river”. Another
condition the Iranian insisted on is the time scale of the withdrawal from Iranian
territories and the release of prisoners of war. Rafsanaji indicated that a two
month period as initially suggested by Saddam can not be justified and instead
proposed a shorter period of two weeks, and a three months period for the
release of POWs. 2 Saddam’s initiative did respond to these conditions

positively as seen in its three main items:-

1. rag's ratification of the 1975 agreement of Algiers regarding the

demarcation of the boundaries in Shatt al-Arab between the two countries.

2. Withdrawal of the Iraqgi forces from the lranian territories, effective as of 17

August.

3. Immediate embarkation on the complete exchange of prisoners of war,

effective as of the same date. >

A multitude of economic and political factors, therefore, played a role in the lragi
decision to take over Kuwait, in order ultimately to maintain Saddam’s regime

and to protect the repressive political-military system he so painstakingly
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developed over the years. The problem for the Iraqi regime was in the fact that
it based its historic decision on some erroneous considerations. These can be

summarised as follows:

1. lraq presumed that the American administration was not in a position to

intervene militarily directly against Iraq.

2. Saddam misunderstood the nature of change that had taken place in the

international arena including the decline of Soviet role in international affairs.

3. Saddam misunderstood the importance of the Gulf area within the
international economic system as well as within the international strategic
arrangements following the end of the Cold War. In particular the fact that
Europe and the US were unlikely to allow any party to disturb the existing
political equation in the Gulf area and would not accept any disturbance to

this equation.

4. Saddam believed that Saudi Arabia would accept the invasion of Kuwait and
that it would not call upon foreign forces to protect it and to protect the Gulf

area, as well as help in liberating Kuwait.

5. Saddam thought the entry of Israel as a regional party in any war against
Iraq will push Arab states to prevent them from supporting any military action

against Iraq.

Iraq, therefore, miscalculated on many fronts especially on account of the
reaction of Western powers. The international system was passing through
drastic changes with the demise of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold
War, yet changes in the political map of the Gulf region was not open for
renegotiations. The stability of the oil region and the maintenance of the
balance of power in favour of Western powers were essential. Iraq believed
that chances for a military confrontation was very limited if non-existing,

considering the international mood, present at that moment, which has been
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geared towards calming international tensions. > Desert Storm proved how

wrong lraq had been.

Hl  The Failure of Jedda Meeting and the Invasion of Kuwait

The Iraqgi-Kuwaiti dispute had proved over several decades to be intractable,
and the ability to find an acceptable solution to both parties seemed virtually
impossible, despite all the attempts at negotiation and conciliation. This trend
continued in the months prior to the invasion. Commenting on the method the
Arabs use in their dialogue and negotiations over various issues al-Shazli al-
Gulaibi, Secretary-General of the Arab League from 1979-1990, has noted:

In the political sphere it appears that our states have not had
sufficient experience in the method of mediation and conciliation to
bring opinions closer especially when differences appear concerning
critical issues. They have a tendency to use the method of oration
without trying to use argumentative methods, which helps to avoid
escalating matters at hand...and in the case that no solution is found
or conciliation is not possible, states tend to resort to comments and
language that is beyond diplomacy and appropriateness in

conducting state affairs. >°

This might. partly explain the difficulties associated with conciliation and
negotiation among Arab states. But the Iragi-Kuwaiti dispute has been of such
long standing that failure at negotiations must lie somewhere else, in more
objective factors relating to notions of sovereignty, economics and territorial
integrity.  Both parties naturally have continuously accused the other of
stubbornness, protraction and unwillingness to negotiate. The particular
conditions that pushed Iraq towards military action were, as discussed before, a

combination of acute economic and internal political problems as well as the
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regime’s vision of itself as the most deserving among Arab states to lead the
Arab region. The clearest indication of the regime’s thinking of a take over of
Kuwait or some sort of a military action was demonstrated by Saddam during

his meeting with the US Ambassador in Iraq.

On 25 July 1990, President Saddam summoned the United States Ambassador,
April Glaspie, in the last high-level contact between the two governments. From
this meeting Saddam wanted to convey to the Americans Iragi requests that he
considered rightful and just, and to make it clear that Iraq was suffering from a

very distressing economic situation. He indicated to Glaspie that:-

Iraq is facing another war. Military war kills people after spilling their
blood and economic war kills the humanity of people...We as you are
aware gave rivers of blood in a war that lasted eight years...Kuwait
and UAE reduced oil prices in a planned and purposeful manner and
without any commercial or economic reason. Their aim is the
humiliation and subjugation of Irag. The Kuwaiti state, while we were

engaged in war, was expanding on the expense of our territory. 56

Turning to the question of oil prices, Glaspie pointed out that the US did not
want the price of oil to go too high. The Iragi government proposed a rise to
$25 a barrel, since the drop in the price to $12 a barrel had resulted in a
reduction in the income from oil of some six to seven billion US$. %" Glaspie’s
answer to that was “we have many Americans who would like the price to rise
above $25, since they are from oil producing states”. *® That appeared to be a
frank and open discussion about the need of Iraq for higher oil prices and
American backing of it as long as the price suited American interests. On the

tension in the region and the Kuwaiti-raqi dispute, the Ambassador said:
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We do not have an opinion on Arab-Arab differences such as your
border dispute with Kuwait...\We hope you will be able to solve this

problem in a suitable manner through Kulaibi or President Mubarak.>®

Irag understood that to mean that the US administration would not interfere in
Arab disputes and that it would see the solution of such a dispute being
discussed within the framework of the Arab League, or by mediation from Arab
rulers such as King Hussein, King Fahd or the Egyptian president. % Glaspie
was undoubtedly reflecting the opinion of the State Department which was
convinced that Saddam was doing no more than "sabre-rattling” to force Kuwait
to negotiate, but Saddam understood the American position as giving him the
green light. %' This perception was reinforced, on 31 July, when the BBC World
Service carried reports of a meeting of a US House of Representatives Middle
East subcommittee at which the Assistant Secretary of State for the Middle
East, John Kelly, admitted that the USA had no defence treaties with the Gulf
states - a clear indication to Saddam that no military response was likely or,
indeed, possible. ° Glaspie herself admitted indirectly that she was aware of

Saddam’s intention of attacking Kuwait but not all of it. She said “obviously, |
did not think - and nobody else did - that the Iraqis were going to take all of

Kuwait”. &

The understanding of the Iragi leadership of the position of the West was,
therefore, distorted by these initial American signals as well as President Bush'’s
initial mild reaction to the invasion. It gave the Iragis encouragement in their
undertaking. However the entrenchment of the Iraqi regime in the face of
international condemnation and the quick steps it took to consolidate its take-
over of Kuwait made the American and its western allies very wary of the
regime’s regional ambitions. Neither the Americans nor their Western allies
were willing to accept a change in the balance of power in the Gulf region and
Saddam’ s apparent defiance to their demands strengthened their resolve to
stand up against his undertaking. The protection of Western interests in the
area according to M. Mubarak, an academic at Kuwait University, is a legitimate

endeavour.
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Of course there is an active superpower in the Gulf region, especially
after the collapse of the Soviet Union and the dominance of the
international system with one superpower. The US has vital interests
in the region and we can not deny the presence of these interests as
well as Western interests. US presence in the region wili continue in
order to protect these interests. The area is rich with oil and the us
will be the centre that the West depends on to protect their interests

in the area. %

On the eve of the Jedda meeting there was hope that the dispute would be
solved peacefully. According to Jordanian sources, Kuwait was ready to cancel
all of Irag’s debt in return “for security arrangements in the form of agreement
on the de facto Iragi-Kuwaiti border’. ®° Iraq had encroached on the de jure
border, since 1961, in the areas south of the Umm Qasr and south of the legal
border of the Rumaila area. However, Kuwait was still unwilling to accept the
demands of the Iragis to hand over the Ratga field (the southern tip of the
Rumaila oilfield), while the lease of Warbah seemed open to discussion.

Indicating this position, Sheikh Sabah speaking after the invasion said that:-

Iraq asked us to drop the debt and we did not object. Iraq asked for

Bubiyan island, we agreed to give them Warbah island instead. ®

From the Iragi perspective debt relief and Warbah alone were not incentive
enough to agree to a permanent demarcation of borders, especially taking into
account Iraq’s worsening economic situation and its dire need for huge amounts
of capital, and the absence of a definite solution for the Shatt al-Arab. Hence
the Jedda meeting ended in failure. The statements of both sides indicated that

clearly. Sa'dun Hammadi noted that:-
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No agreement has been reached on anything because we have not
felt that the Kuwaitis are serious about redressing the grave damage
inflicted on Iraq as a result of their recent behaviour and positions

against Iraq’s basic interests. &

On the other hand Kuwaiti officials indicated that the talks “collapsed because
Kuwait did not give in to Iragi demands to write off debts and to relinquish some

of its territories”.

Despite the failure of Jedda no one expected a full scale invasion of Kuwait.
Most scenarios expected a limited action such as the annexation of Ratga, or
an attack on Warbah and Bubiyan. Even the Americans believed any action on
the part of Iraq would be of a limited nature and there was a sort of tolerance at
the beginning of the invasion from the Americans towards Iraq’s need for
improved access to the Gulf. Thomas Pickering, the United States Ambassador
to the UN, through a message relayed to the lragis by Jordanian officials said
that:

We acknowledge your need for an opening on the Gulf, and the issue

of access to the islands is one that we could look on favourably. ®°

Yet Iraq’s action entailed a full invasion of Kuwait and prompted fears of its
territorial ambitions in the Gulf area. In the early hours of 2 August, 100,000
Iraqi troops swept across Kuwaiti territory and captured the Royal Palace and
other important buildings in a blitz attack. Initially Iraq claimed that its troops
marched into Kuwait in response to calls of the Kuwaiti people that had toppled
the ruling family, and announced the formation of “The Interim Government of
Kuwait “. By this act it alleged the dethroning of the Emir and dissolved the
Kuwaiti National Council. On the 4 August Iraq announced that this Interim

Government was presided over by Colonel Alaa’ Hussein Aly - believed to be
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Saddam Hussein Son-in-law and included majors and Lt.Generals - later they

were confirmed to be Iragis. "

The Iraqgi news agency on the 5 August claimed the start of a pull-out of Iraqgi
invasion troops from Kuwait in agreement with the so called Kuwait Interim
Government. However, the following day the lragi government equated the
Kuwaiti Dinar to the Iraqi Dinar as a first step towards economic integration
between the two countries. It also moved thousands of Iraqi families to settle in
Kuwait. Kuwaiti sources put the number of people moved at around 4 million. 7
This was seen as part of a scheme contemplated to change the demographic
structure of Kuwait. "> These steps pushed around 40,000 Kuwaities to flee
Kuwait and head for Saudi Arabia on the 7 August. On the same day the
Interim Government claimed the return to normal of work in government circles,
banks and services in Kuwait and according to radio Baghdad it also declared a
Republic in Kuwait. The official declaration of the annexation of Kuwait came
on 8 August. This annexation aimed to obliterate Kuwait's internationally

recognised independent identity.

Thus, events in the first week of the invasion moved very quickly and decisively
and the Iraqi regime, while reinforcing itself in Kuwait continued to come out
with pretexts and allegations to justify the invasion and occupation of Kuwait.
This might have stemmed from the fact that the precise nature of the future of
Kuwait was not contemplated at the moment of invasion. In other words,
Saddam did not have a determined strategy but a series of improvised moves.”
The lragi regime vacillated from claiming that Iraq came to the support of a
revolutionary coup in Kuwait to invoking the principle of historical right to justify
Kuwait's occupation. This principle has been unanimously renounced by all
developed and developing countries, because if this principle is ever adopted it
would open the door to an overwhelming chaos in international relations (a
detailed discussion of international law and Iraq’s violation of international law is
included in chapter four). This is why Europe recognised the post-world war II
boundaries, despite the unfairness of many of them. And also the reason why
Africa pledges to respect post-independence boundaries. It follows that any

admission of the colonial nature of most of Arab political boundaries does not at
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all justify any attempt to re-demarcate these boundaries. This would just give
rise to further disputes and conflicts. "

Yet in Saddam’s eyes the dispute represented on one level all that was wrong
with territorial arrangements in the region. The issue to him was clear. Kuwait
existed as a separate state only because of boundaries imposed by the British
in the aftermath of the First World War and the collapse of the Ottoman Empire
and, in reality, the area known as Kuwait was part of Irag, having originally
existed as a gadha (lesser district) in the vilayet (province) of Basra. ® Thus any
military action on behalf of the Iraqi regime is therefore a correction of a
historical injustice especially in light of the continuous lack of progress in solving

the dispute by peaceful means.

On another occasion, the lraqgi regime claimed that the essence of what Iraq
had done was to materialise Arab unity and to eliminate the artificial boundaries
drawn between parts of the Arab nation by colonialism. " The rational behind
such a claim is to justify the armed subjugation and arbitrary annexation of a
sovereign country by another. It should be noted here that the democratic and
voluntary work towards unity was not an overlooked value in modern Arab
politics. For example Gamal Adul Naser, on the 29 September 1961, ordered
the dispatch of some Egyptian army units to Latakia when Syria defected from
the United Arab Republic. Realising that there was a possibility of armed
confrontation between Egyptian forces and the pro-defectionist movement in the
Syrian army, Naser immediately cancelled these measures, and in an address

to the nation on 30 September stated that:-

Unity is a popular wil. On my part, | do not accept - under any
circumstances - to transform unity into a military operation. This is

why yesterd'ay | issued orders to cancel the military action. ”’

Moreover, lraq reiterated that the occupation and annexation of Kuwait was

based on the principle of fair distribution of Arab wealth between the rich Arabs
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of the Gulf and the poor Arab countries. "® As regards this particular argument
one must point out to the fact that Kuwait and other Gulf Arab states had given
Iraq massive material and political support in its war with Iran. Also Iraq, like
the other Gulf states, was a potentially rich oil producing state, but its war

venture with Iran debilitated it financially and economically. 7

v Conclusion

The prelude to the lIragi invasion of Kuwait shows an lIraqgi regime under
massive political and economic pressures, attempting to find a solution to its
predicament and using all means at its disposal for that purpose. The eight-
year war with Iran ended with a hollow victory and more importantly totally
debilitated the Iraqi economy and created massive debt. Rumbles of discontent
among the military and civilian population indicated to Saddam that his
meticulously built repressive political system is under threat and his personal

rule might not survive for long.

The drop in oil prices further aggravated the lIragi situation and directly
influenced the country’s income levels. In that context targeting Kuwait for its oil
price policy seemed the best possible option for the regime to squeeze out a
deal on the border dispute and access to more funds. Saddam, therefore
escalated the tension and the threatening rhetoric against Kuwait in the hope
that it would fright Kuwait into accepting his demands “on mainly: the
cancellation of debt, compensation of lost oil revenues and an agreement on
the two disputed islands, Bubiyan and Warbah. When that strategy failed and
the last hope for reaching an agreement was dashed at the Jedda meeting,
Saddam decided to take military action. He believed that he had reached an

understanding with the Americans during his meeting with Glaspie and was not
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expecting the kind of reaction the invasion produced in both the West and the

Gulf states.
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Chapter Four

Saudi Arabia During the Gulf Crisis

The involvement of Saudi Arabia has been pivotal to the American direction of
the crisis. Saudi Arabia is the major power in the Gulf Cooperation Council and
has a leading role in the protection and maintenance of the security and
stability of region. The aim of this chapter is to explore Riyadh’s involvment in
the management of the crisis and show its importance in deterring further Iraqi

aggression and liberating Kuwait and restoring its legitimate government.

This role has two major aspects to it, a political and a military one. The political
aspect manifests itself in the Saudi government stance against the Iraqi regime
and its active participation in gaining regional and international support for the
Kuwaiti cause, and in maintaining the Western coalition against Iraq. As for
the military aspect it is mostly visible in the historic decision to invite US and
foreign troops to assist in its defence as well as the stationing of the coalition
forces on Saudi territory. These two aspects of Saudi role were decisive in the

successful resolution of the crisis.

The chapter will begin by analysing the manner in which the Gulf Cooperation
Council acted during the crisis, which was a test to its ability to react to such a
direct threat to the stability and security of the Gulf. It will be followed by an
analysis of the manner in which the collective Arab system reacted through
looking at the Arab League during the crisis and the limited and ineffective role
it played. The third section will deal with the management of Saudi Arabia of
the crisis showing the influence of the Americans in the shift in Saudi approach
form the initial mild reaction to the aggressive and more risky approach
involving the willingness and commitment to go to war in order to force Saddam
to comply to UN resolutions. The fourth section will discuss the contribution
and participation of Saudi Arabia to the military preparation and execution of
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Desert Storm. The fifth section deals with the role of Saudi ulama (religious
elite) in supporting and giving legitimacy to the Saudi government during the
crisis, which was pivotal in maintaining internal unity and security. Lastly the
chapter will discuss the legal basis upon which King Fahd based his decision to

invite Western troops into the country.

. The Gulf Cooperation Council and the Invasion of Kuwait

The GCC was founded in 1981 and is made up of six Gulf Arab countries-
Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Oman,. Qatar, Bahrain and the United Arab Emirates.
The total size of these countries is 2,653,000 square kilometres and their total
population is around 30 million. ' The aim of the GCC is to coordinate
cooperation between member states and protect them from external threats,
and maintain the security and stability of the Gulf area. The member states
have been particularly concerned with their security since the Iranian revolution
because of the Shi'ite population in these countries. Bahrain has 60 percent of
its population Shi'ite, a third in Kuwait and Oman and most of eastern Saudi
Arabia is Shi'ite. By creating the GCC the member states were attempting to
create a regional coalition in response to the Islamic revolution in Iran, to the

Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and the Iran-Iraq war. 2

The Secretary-General of the Arab League, al -Shazli al-Qulaibi, described the
creation of the GCC as a pioneering step for Arab cooperation, while Habeeb al
Shatti, the Secretary-General of the Organisation Of Islamic Conference saw it
as a strong pillar for the Arab nation. On an international level the US and
Britain welcomed the creation of the GCC in the hope that it would provide the
opportunity for achieving regional cooperation with the West for maintaining the

® The Council has not been very successful in

security of the Gulf area.
increasing cooperation in the economic, political and other fields, but has
proved a useful conduit through which to meet regularly, discuss issues and
exchange views. During the Iran-lrag war the positions of member states
varied. Kuwait and Saudi Arabia supported and funded Iraq while United Arab

Emirates and Oman were criticised for maintaining high level visits between
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them and Iran. * Thus, even in terms of coordinating security matters the

Council was facing difficulties in reaching a common foreign policy.

The Iraqi invasion of Kuwait came in the wake of the end of the Iragi-Iranian
war to represent another major security challenge for the Gulf states. This was
primarily due to the fact that GCC members do not have the military capability
to defend themselves against a military machine as the one Iraq had at the
time. The charter of the Council states that any attack on a member state
would be considered an attack on the rest of the members. Despite that the
first official reaction to the invasion came in a statement issued by the GCC,
after its ministerial meeting in Cairo, on 3 AUgust. In comparison states such as
Algeria, Lebanon and Morocco declared their position in the first day of the
attack. ° The statement that came forth from the Council emphasised the
necessity of an immediate unconditional withdrawal of Iraqi forces from Kuwait

and the need for the Arab League to take a common Arab stand. 8

The Deputy Prime Minister of Irag, Sa'doun Hammadi, announced after the
foreign ministers' meeting of the Arab League in Cairo that the situation in
Kuwait after the invasion is not for negotiation. He reiterated Iragi claims that
Kuwait had been causing economic problems to Iraq due to its petroleum policy
and that Iraq had borne the grunt of protecting Arab security from the adverse
effects of the Iranian revolution. He also made it clear that the Iraqi delegation
was not seeking a peaceful solution of the crisis. The UN Security Council by
that time has already met and issued its resolution 660 which condemned Iraqi
invasion, demanded immediate withdrawal of Iragi forces and the return of

legitimacy of the Kuwaiti state.

The GCC gradually began to view the crisis as too complicated to be solved
within the framework of the Arab League, and asserted their intention to pursue
an international framework for the resolution of the crisis if necessary. As one

Kuwaiti academic puts it:-

The security of the Gulf is very complex. GCC members are small,

except for Saudi Arabia, with very small populations in comparison
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with Iran and Iraq, which makes it difficult to compete militarily with
such giants. The 1990 crisis proved that Iraq can mobilise a million
soldier in comparison to Saudi Arabia's eighty thousand. The same
is true for Iran. It has huge human, military and economic resources.
Thus the whole issue of the security of the Gulf must be

reconsidered.

The statement made by the foreign ministers of the GCC indicated an
understanding of the Arab League resolution which rejected foreign
interference in Arab affairs. However, they claimed that the procedures and
resolutions of the UN Security Council would not be included because the UN
was an international body that was legally bound to maintain peace and
security in the world and hence its resolutions and procedures would not be

interpreted as foreign interference. 8

The GCC succeeded, also, in amending the statement issued by the Arab
League following an emergency meeting in Cairo on 30 August. A dispute had
risen over the paragraph that stated "achieve a partial withdrawal of Iraqgi forces
and a partial retreat of US forces in the Gulf to prepare the atmosphere for a
unified Arab stand". The GCC saw the paragraph as equating the presence of
US forces with an occupational force which contradicts with their legitimate

presence in the country as it was requested by Saudi Arabia. ®

The 11th session of the GCC was convened on 22 December 1990 in Qatar
and was attended by Kuwait's Amir Sheikh Jaber al-Ahmad. The Gulf states
reaffirmed their right to seek all means to guarantee the return of legitimate
sovereignty to Kuwait and demanded the withdrawal of Iraqi forces. They also
confirmed that the GCC will complete the security and defence arrangements to
safeguard their security and increase coordination among themselves in all
fields internal, Arab, regional and international. % The main conclusions of the
meeting centred around the rejection of aggression as a means of solving
disputes and conflicts among member states and emphasised the principle of

negotiation to solve disputes among themselves. The Council saw the need,
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due to Iragi aggression, to focus on defence and on developing defence
strategies with friendly countries that appreciate the strategic importance of the

area. B

The Secretary-General of the GCC, Abdullah Bisharah, following a meeting with
US Secretary of State, indicated that the US and Gulf position was identical on

the following matters:

1. The necessity to implement the resolution of Security Council in totality.

There is no such thing as a partial or gradual solution.

2. No negotiation over the unconditional withdrawal of Iraq from Kuwait and

the return to international legitimacy.

3. The adoption of the necessary measures that guarantee economic and
psychological pressure as well as international and regional isolation of

12
Iraq.

The foreign ministers of the GCC intensified their political activities and held
talks with their counterparts from Europe, Russia, Iran, Japan as well as South
East Asia as part of their world wide campaign to guarantee the isolation of Iraq

and to force it to implement international resolutions. 3

The GCC performance during the crisis can be summarised as effective in
gaining international support through the total convergence of interests with the
US. It also "remained intact and it did formulate a military response; but it
singularly failed to deter aggression without outside assistance”. H Also, in the
post-war period the issue of the security of the Gulf remained a point of
contention, some member states wanted Egyptian and Syrian participation,
others wanted Iran included, while others wanted to depend solely on the US

and Britain. These issues will be discussed further in chapter five.
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1. The Arab League and the Iraqgi Invasion of Kuwait

The Arab League has 21 member states with a population of more than 260
million people. On the eve of Saddam's invasion of Kuwait the Arab world
would be described as fragmented as ever with a widening gap between the
haves and have-nots, severe economic problems in most Arab countries, the
unresolved Arab-Israeli conflict and lack of democracy. Unexpected new
alignments emerged during the crisis: the anti-Saddam group which included
the GCC, Syria, Egypt, Lebanon and Morocco and those outside that group
which included Jordan, Yemen, Sudan, Libya, Tunisia, Algeria, Mauritania and
the PLO.

The disarray of the Arab world, divisions and rivalry was at work from the first
meeting of the League. Its inability to act on behalf of Arab interest is even
further highlighted when the international response led by the US produced
very swiftly Security Council Resolution 660, on 2 August, condemning the Iraqi
invasion. The resolution was passed by 14 out of the 15 members (Yemen
abstained). It was followed on 6 August by UN resolution 661 which imposed
economic sanctions on Iraq that were to be enforced by an international naval
blockade.

The Arab League Charter defines its purposes as follows:

1. To harness relations between member states and coordinate political
action in order to achieve cooperation and protect sovereignty and
independence, and

2. To oversee in general Arab affairs and interests. °

Thus the Arab League is mainly concerned with coordination and cooperation

among member states. The Arab League, after the failure of the bilateral talks

between King Hussein and President Saddam and the failure of the discussion

among the Arab foreign ministers, issued a resolution that:-
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Condemned the lIraqgi invasion of Kuwait and rejected all its

consequences.
Deplored bloodshed and the destruction of buildings and facilities.

Demanded the immediate and unconditional withdrawal of the lIraqi

forces to its positions prior to 1 August 1990.

Referred the matter to the kings and presidents of the Arab countries to
seek the convening of an emergency meeting to discuss a settlement
acceptable to both sides based on the present Arab legal system, Arab

heritage and the spirit of brethren and solidarity.

Emphasised the Arab League's adherence to the sovereignty and
regional safety of its member states and renewed its adherence to the
principles of the Arab League pact, which stipulated that force will not be
used to settle disputes among member states, and respect to the

internal regulations of the Arab League.

The Council rejected utterly any foreign interference in Arab affairs. 16

This resolution passed with a majority vote of 14 out of 21 votes. It represented

a modest attempt by the members to maintain the unity of the Arab League and

its charter, despite the fact that the League had no power to force Iraq to accept

the resolution. A second attempt for a peaceful negotiated solution to the crisis

came from Mubarak, President of Egypt, who called for the convening of the

Cairo Summit based on four major principles:

Complete withdrawal of Iraqi forces from Kuwait.

The return of the legitimate government of Kuwait.

The formation of an Arab peace keeping force between the two sides.
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4. Immediate start of Iraqi-Kuwaiti negotiations to discuss the roots of the

dispute represented in three main issues:
a. A final delineation of borders between the two sides.

b. Compensation to Iraq for the oil withdrawn from its oil field if that

proved to be the case.

c. Cancellation or reduction of the Iragi debt to Kuwait due to the

Irag-lran war. "’

This appeared to be a sound and good starting point for a peaceful settlement
but many factors were already at play that in the end pushed for a military
solution without giving enough time for the peaceful solution to materialise. The
summit was convened and from its resolution one can see how the ground was
shifting slowly towards a military confrontation and further polarisation in the
region. This polarisation led to the resignation of Arab League Secretary
General, Chedli Klibi. The summit decided on 10 August upon a tough
resolution voted by twelve of the twenty governments attending the summit.

The resolution states the following :

1. Condemns the aggression against Kuwait and declares the annexation
of Kuwait by Iraq to be null and void and calls for the immediate

withdrawal of Iraqi forces to their positions prior to the invasion of Kuwait.

2. Reaffirms the sovereignty, independence and security of Kuwait and

demands the restoration of the legitimate government of Kuwait.

3. Deplores the numerous lraqi threats against Gulf states and denounces
the massing of lraqi troops along the Saudi border and supports the
Kingdom and Gulf states in their determination to defend their territories
according to the provisions of the Arab League and the United Nations
Charters.
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American administration from the start of the crisis. During the first meeting of
the American National Security Council in the aftermath of the invasion,
General Schawzkopf made it clear to the President that the deployment of
American troops is possible only by Saudi participation and their permission to
use a number of military bases in the Gulf states to accommodate American

forces. 48

The alternative to using Saudi territory was using Turkish territory. But that
option had many constraints. The most important among them were Turkey's
lack of the facilities to support air, land and naval forces especially in terms of
supplies due to its difficult economic situation. Secondly was the shortness of
the borders between Turkey and Iraq in comparison to the 808 km of border
between Iraq and Saudi Arabia, which helped the coalition in their initial
manoeuvres of land forces against Iraq and the subsequent conduct of the
war.*® Consequently, the most important aspect of Saudi cooperation had been
the permission to station coalition military forces on Saudi land and the conduct
of war primarily from Saudi territory. The eastern and northern parts of the
Kingdom were the centre for conducting the military operations. This gave the
coalition air, sea and land supremacy vis a vis the Iragi regime, but at the same
time putting these sensitive and important areas of the Kingdom at risk as

potential military targets for the Iraqi forces.

In accordance with the agreement between Saudi Arabia and the US, the
Kingdom was obliged to facilitate the task of the coalition forces by providing all
that is within its means, including administrative matters concerning living
quarters, food, medical services and transport. As for the matters that the
Kingdom could not provide, it was obliged to provide the American treasury with
the financial means to cover the costs of what the Americans provide
themselves. ¥ The Saudi government shouldered this heavy burden out of its

commitment to Kuwait and to international law as indicated by Mufaid Shahab:
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Saudi Arabia played a pivotal role in restoring the sovereignty of
Kuwait out of total commitment to the principle of opposing

aggression against a member of the Arab League and the UN. >

He went further to enumerate the many aspects of Saudi support for Kuwait as

follows:

Saudi Arabia provided the Kuwaiti government with support in
international quarters, welcomed the Kuwaiti government and a large
number of Kuwaiti citizens as guests in the Kingdom as well as
defended Kuwaiti rights on regional and international levels. It
provided also financial support and the participation of its military
force and the use of its territory to launch the military operation for

the liberation of Kuwait. *2

It is worth mentioning that the humanitarian role played by Saudi Arabia
extended also to welcoming at the start of the invasion Iraqi refugees and
allowing them to stay until conditions were appropriate for their return to their
country. According to international agencies the services provided by the Saudi
government were considered among the best in the world. The government

spent around $2 billion to accommodate these refugees. >

The preparations for the military action passed through two main stages. The
first was dated from the start of the invasion until 29 November. The aim of this
stage was to enhance the defences of Saudi Arabia and to deter Iraq from
further aggression, in addition to implementing the economic sanctions
imposed on Iraq by the Security Council. Elements of the US 82nd Airborne
Division arrived in Saudi Arabia on 8 August and President Bush announced a
purely defensive deployment called Operation Desert Shield which became one

of the largest contemporary military deployments. 54
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Washington's alliance included 28 member nations which had grown to 37 by
the war's end and included more than a million soldier with a ten thousand
soldier brigade from the GCC, in addition to Kuwait soldiers and Syrian soldiers.
By January half of all combat forces world-wide of the US had been deployed in
the Gulf. On 8 November, after consultation with King Fahd, the Bush
administration announced plans for the further deployment of 200,000
additional troops to ensure an adequate offensive option without congressional
advice or approval. % This decision marked the move from a defensive posture

to an offensive one, from Desert Shield to Desert Storm.

The second stage started with Security Council resolution 678 of 29 Nov
authorising the use of " all necessary means” to secure Irag's departure from
Kuwait by 15 January 1991. During that time preparations took place for Desert
Storm which entailed the transport of massive numbers of soldiers and
equipment. A plane every five to ten minutes landed in the Gulf area from

American military bases and other friendly countries.

To accommodate such a massive deployment of soldiers and weapons Saudi
Arabia put at the service of the coalition all the necessary infrastructure
available in the Kingdom, including Saudi ports, airports and military bases. In
total the Kingdom and the Gulf states provided the coalition with 27 military
bases and land areas for the landing of thousands of jet fighters. Of these
bases 16 were provided by Saudi Arabia alone. * Also considering the huge
size of the military presence, the Kingdom carried out construction of areas for
the landing of coalition forces. The strong infrastructure that the Kingdom
possessed helped in its ability to cater for the American airlift that exceeded

550 thousand tons of equipment.

It also facilitated the air transport within the areas of military operations. That
involved 9500 flights for the American air force alone to transport forces and
ammunition from the main supply areas in Saudi Arabia. " In addition, Saudi
Arabia provided the fuel for this. massive operation. The huge production
capacity of Saudi Arabia made it relatively easy to respond to the needs of the

military forces. Even concerning water; a resource that is scarce in Saudi
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Arabia, the government was able to meet the challenge of providing the
necessary and adequate amounts for the coalition forces. As expressed by
Ahmad Al Baghdady-an academic at Kuwait University:

There was one very serious obstacle to the deployment of American
forces in Saudi Arabia, namely water. America would have been
unable to provide directly the needed amounts. That was the
weakest point in the plans that were set for a rapid deployment of
American forces during the Carter Administration. Without the
Saudis providing the necessary logistic support on land, including
water, American forces would not have survived the desert for one
day. This is a very important issue that must be taken into account
when considering the role played by Saudi Arabia in support of the

coalition forces. >

The military participation of Saudi forces involved the movement of forces from
their various military areas in the country to the areas of deployment, setting up
a comprehensive system of supplies for the coalition forces, and an extensive
involvement of the Saudi air force in missions of defence, early warning and
strategic reconnaissance. During Desert Shield the Saudi air force participated
in more than 26000 flights. % The modern network of Saudi command and
control and Saudi air facilities contributed significantly to the success of the air
campaign. As for the Saudi naval forces, they were involved in implementing
the economic sanctions on lraq within the Gulf area and securing the oil
facilities and Saudi regional waters from any sea attack. Moreover Saudi

infrastructure facilitated the efficient unloading of ships, storage and transport.

The Saudi land forces were the first to enter Kuwait and regain control of some
parts in the first day of the land attack. In the second day they liberated some
ports and in the third day entered the city of Kuwait without facing any
resistance from Iraqi forces. % The Kingdom participated also with the coalition

forces in restoring civil life to Kuwait, transferring power to the Kuwaiti
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