THE GULFWAR AND THE NEW WORLD ORDER

Avishai Ehrlich

More than a year ago | wasinvolved in a campaign in Israel against the
impending war in the Gulf. Considering the mood of Israglisit was an
impossibletask. Oneof our difficultieswasto convincepeoplethat thewar
might really happen. Wefelt that behind the pervasive dismissiveattitude
lay agreat fear. The media played a double game: it reported repeatedly
about the availability of variousweaponsof massdestructionin Saddam’s
arsenal, but it dways alayed peopl€e's fears by playing down the danger,
creating anerve racking see-saw between alarming and calming. Therewas
asothefear of Israeli retaliation, fuelled by some carefully placed nuclear
remarkshby government members. Some of usfelt that below the serenity
lay deep terror.

Someof my friends thought that we ought to amplify thefearsand bring
them to the surface by detailing the worst scenarios. Otherswereadamant
against buildingonfear, arguingthat thiscould backfire by pushing people
to demand a pre-emptivestrike. Indeed, upon thefirst Scudsmost of our
support disappeared. Some, usualy liberal, literary figures unexpectedly
joinedwiththe racist Kahanefollowersin ademandto uselsraeli nukesin
a retaliatory strike on Baghdad. Later on, some colleagues, experts on
strategic studies, speculated and lamented that Israel lost its deterrence
stance due to itsinaction. The gas masks distributed during the war are
now permanently in our homes and are currently being replaced by a
better model.

For some, the Cold War isover. Exterminism seems, for Europeansand
North Americans, anightmarefromthe past. Thompson and Halliday can
set aside, at last, their finearguments about the structure of the Cold War,
the symmetrical or asymmetrical responsibility of the, now deceased,
Soviet Union. They can ponder now about the future of CND and END.
Western intellectuals will, no doubt, delveinto Globalism, will construct
and deconstruct New Social Movements, and argue about multinational-
ism and democracy. For others, less fortunate, who live in the semi-
periphery, inthe Middle East in particular, the waning of the core's Cold
War has not changed much yet. For us the danger of exterminism has
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increased in thisinterim of the new world order, Actually the term 'Cold
War' hasalwaysbeen a misnomer, anincorrect designation, asfar asnon-
core countries were concerned. At theturn of the decade, between 1989
and 1990, there waswar in 39states.' For safety's sake, at least for thesuper
powers, lest it becomesall consuming, war was conducted outside - in our
sphere, where we were the proxies.

In their introduction to The New State Of War And Peace, Michagl
Kidron and Dan Smith speculate that the new world order ‘. . . may, like
the old, bewel armed and prone to war or, at least, military risk-taking.
But there would be two differences. New enemies would draw different
lines of conflict and confrontation. And, unlike the Cold War, the new
order will not — at least for atime, if ever — threaten total annihilation in
total war.” Kidron and Smith obviously think about Sovietsand Ameri-
cans confronting and threatening each other - but these powers never
fought each other directly. They interjected themselvesinto third party
conflicts and subsumed these conflictswithin their contest. From the bi-
polar system mentality of the Cold War almost every conflict, intra-
national and international, was viewed strategically — not in itself or
regionally, but in itsimagined implicationson the bi-polar global balance
of power. What isbeing'discovered' after the collapsedf bi-polarity isthat
Communism and the Soviet Union are not, nor ever were, behind, or the
cause of, many conflicts. As nationalist or fundamentalist regimes clash
with the interests of the industrialised world, and as there is no more
danger of escalation between thesuper powers, thereismorelikelihood of
direct western involvement in local conflicts. Thefact that these conflicts
nolonger threaten total global annihilation only increasestheir likelihood.

How did the Gulf War end? Did it end? Why did it start? What wasit
about? It had to do with oil, that much isclear. It had to do not so much
with production sale or price, for Irag too, had it stayed in Kuwait, would
have also produced and sold, since Saddam needed the money even more
than Sheik Jabar. It had to do with control. 1t had to do with safeguarding
oil regimes for the West. But to safeguard from whom? Not from the
collapsing Soviet Union or from a Soviet allied state, but from fundamen-
talist Islam and Iragi nationalism. The Baath regime exterminated the
Iragi Communist Party. By 1984 it renewed its diplomatic relations with
the United States which it severed in 1967 as a result of the Isragli-Arab
conflict. Iragq acted for itself, but also in Western interests against a
previousthreat to oil regimesby Iran's Ayatollahs. In the 1980-1988 Iraq-
Iran war, the same Saddam, cruel and dictatorial as he ever was, was
supported and supplied by Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, by other Islamic and
Arab states aswell as by al major Western countries.

The story of Iran's Islamic revolution of 1979 isin asimilar vein. The
revolution was not pro-soviet. The Ayatollahs objection to Communism
was expressed both by their support of the Afghani rebels against the
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Communist regimebacked by the Soviet army, and by their suppression of
the Tudeh (Iranian Communist Party) and other Marxist movements. The
Islamic revolution toppled an oil regime, the autocratic Shah, who had
himself been reinstated in aClA-instigated coupin 1953 against an el ected
nationalist government which tried to nationalise the oil industry.

The Iran-Iraq Gulf war was not directly related to the bi-polar world
order; it wasaregional war, itsorigins preceded the Islamicrevolutionin
Iran and had to do with the way in which the borders of modem Iran and
Iraq were drawn by Britain. Charles Tilly is correct in observing that
‘... colonia boundaries that Europeans had imposed almost without
regard to the distribution of people became defended frontiers of post
colonial states . . "." Iran and Iraq have related ethnic-religiousor linguis-
tic minorities across each other's border. They also have a dispute over
Irag's narrow accesstothe seain the Gulf, similar to the dispute that Iraq
has had, since its independence in 1932, with Kuwait over the way the
British-drawn borders strategically parcelled out the previous Ottoman
provincedf Basra, and left Iraq without a coastline.

The Gulf War 1991 cannot be understood without its predecessor - the
Gulf War 1980-1988. It was the consequence of the conseguence of the
fundamentalist revolution of 1979 in Iran. That revolution destroyed the
central oil regime in the Gulf, on which the West relied to secure its
interests in this economically essential zone. Since the withdrawal of
Britainfrom the Gulf inthe 1960s, the West assigned the task of chief local
guardian totheShah. Unliketheother oil regimes(Saudi Arabia, Kuwait,
Bahrain, Qatar, the United Arab Emiratesand Oman), Iran wastempted
to build a strong and modern army, and the Shah started the White
Revolution which was supposed to secularise and modernise Iran. The
Iran experiment, a test case to conservative autocratic modernisation
theory, in which many Western social scientists were involved, was an
attempt to move away from the traditionalist model which prevailsin the
other oil regimes.

In those states the regime relies on the traditional semi-tribal power
structure and tries to preserve it against social change. Oil revenues
redistributed through the traditional ruling clans maintain a clientalist
consent. Thistraditional structure— called'the rentier state™ —isin essence
apolitically and economically dependent and weak structure. To prevent
the possibility of amilitary coup most of these countries have a minimal
army, and the military forcesare organised in different segregated institu-
tions to provide countervailing forces in case of revolt. Oil revenues
providethe highest standard of livingto part of thepopulation. Itisa‘post-
modern’ consumer society without any productive base— consumption is
entirely based on import. There is no indigenous working class, nor a
substantial peasantry. Theservicesectorismaintained by foreignworkers,
temporarily resident, with no citizenship or any political rights, livingin
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segregation from the relatively small citizenry. Thisweak state structure
meansthat in a security crisisthe regime must depend on external forces.

Thereligiousrevolutionin Iran created such adanger. Thespectred the
export of the revolutionthreatened therulersin theareaand the Western
oil regime. The new Iranian state was not adanger tothe West because of
itslslamiclawsand imposedlifestyle-inthat senseit wasmoredof athreat
to the large secular section of Iranian society. The danger posed by the
Islamic state was that it was a strong state that announced that it did not
intend to abide by the existing world order and that it represented a new
world order untoitself. Thethreat by Iran to theWest wasnot a pro-Soviet
challenge. Neither was it an economic challenge: no-one knows exactly
whatis, after all, an Idamiceconomicsystem. Thethreat wasof adifferent
sort. The Islamic principle represents the subordination of the market to
ideol ogical and political principles. This, plusthefear of the expansion of
the sphere o influence d these ideas, was the real threat. Ayatollah
K homeini decreed both the USA andthe USSR 'devils; hisinvolvementin
Afghanistan, and Soviet fearsof thespillover of fundamentalist ISlaminto
the Soviet Union's large Islamic population, made him noless athreat to
the East than to the West. The Iranian revolutionwas a threat to the bi-
polar world order by the introduction of another world order, neither
Washington's nor Moscow's but International 1slam.

1979 was a remarkable year: Khomeini returned to Iran in January.
Saddam Hussein became president of Irag in July. Carter ordered the
formation of the Rapid Deployment Forceto respond to threatsespecially
in the Gulf in October. The Soviet Union invaded Afghanistanin Decem-
ber. In January 1980 the Carter 'Doctrine' stated that the United States
would use military force to protect itsinterestsin the Gulf.' It isin these
events that the roots of the two warsin the Gulf areto be found - and
perhaps aso the roots of the coming of the second Cold War, as Iranian
affairsdominated theel ection campai gnwhich brought Reagan to power.*

With the collapse of the Shah there was no other power in the Gulf
except Iraq that could stop Iran. Irag, however, wasnot among thetrusted
oil regimes. The Iragi regimeisanother specieswhich did not fit the neat
bi-polar classificationof theworld. Initially a state created by the British,
it, like Egypt, deposed its King in a military coup in 1958. It became, a
decade later, a one-party, the Baath, militarily-ruled dictatorship. The
Basath, inlraq (andin Syria), hasborrowed organisational principlesfrom
Stalinismand Fascism; it stands for pan-Arabism, but in fact, isstrongly
Iragi nationalist. Ruling in a personality-cult style, the regime built a
strong state. Aslraq tooisalarge producer of oil, it benefited, like other
rentier statesin thearea, from hugeoil revenueswhichwereusedto bol ster
the army and the state-party apparatus; but it also created a clientalist
welfarestate, afairlygood secul ar education system, agricultural moderni-
sation, aswell as state-owned strategic industries.
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Saddam did not start thewar with Iran on behaf of the US. Hediditin
order to take advantage of what, he thought, was a weakening and
disintegrating Iranian army due to the revolution and to the stoppage of
supplies by the US. Irag's aims were nationalist: to reverse concessions
wrenched from Iraq by Iran during the Kurdish revolt over the Shatt-al-
Arab, Irag's only outlet to the sea; and to regain control over Khuzistan-
an areainsidethe Iranian border of Arabicspeaking population. Irag was
aso afraid that the lslamic revol ution might spread among itslarge Shi'ite
population in the south.

Thewar which wasstarted from Iragi nationalist considerations served,
however, the interests of the pro-Western oil regimesand the two super
powers. Aslong asthetwo major military forcesin the areawereoccupied
in sapping each other's strength, they could not afford to foment other
major troubles. The two regimes, which did not fit into the bi-polar
structure but wereindependent because of oil, weretherefore'helped' by
both super powers and their alies to destroy themselves. The helpers,
meanwhile, pocketed hefty profitsfrom arms' sales. TheSoviet Union first
supplied Iran and then supplied I raq, the West supplied both all along. We
know now that USintelligence helped to avert an Iranian victory against
Iraq and allowed privatesalesof USarmsfrom asearly asspring 1982." The
USsupport for Iran wasalsostarted earlier than had been thought, only a
few months after Reagan took officein 1981. The help was covert and
illegal, without the knowledgeof the legidative branch (the Iran-Contra
affair), viaathird party, Israel, whichhad itsown axetogrind against Iraq
and seized the opportunity to destroy Iragi nuclear installations in June
1981. Theresult of thishelpwasto prolong the war and thus makeit more
expensiveand morecostly in human lives. Another effect wasabuild up of
armies and weaponry on a scale and sophistication never before seen in
semi-peripheral armies.

Iraq, however, was not a dependable ally, and thisworried the USand
Saudi Arabia. It waslrag which, after being pushed back by Iran in 1982,
started the attacks on oil tankersin the Gulf, threatening theinternational
flow of oil. There waslittle the US could do about this at the time. The
Rapid Deployment Force wasin itsembryonic stage. The US now needed
an aternativeinfrastructure other than I ran to beabletomovelargeforces
quickly and to prepare for battle: ports, airfields, electronic surveillance,
control and command posts and stored equipment. It was not until 1982
that the Saudiswere willing to pay and host the Americans. What started
asthesaledf five AWACSplanesdevel oped secretly under Reagan and the
new king, Fahd, into the most sophisticated battleinfrastructure anywhere
outside the USA. Construction was mat completed until 1990 at an
estimated total staggering cost of $200 hillion.'

Three pointsfollow from thisanadysis: 1) With the collapsedf the Shah
there was no proxy powerful enough to defend the Gulf oil regimes— and
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the USA had to get involved directly. The Irag-lran war provided the
interval necessary to get organised. 2) US performance in the Gulf warin
1991 depended on the preexistenceof amammothinfrastructure and could
not be replicated instantly in many other areas. 3) Thesizeand cost of the
Gulf infrastructure, described as 'the single greatest investment in [mili-
tary] infrastructurein the history of man’,* coupled with the continuity of
turmoil in the area, means along term future US presencein the Gulf and
commitment to the Saudi regime- sinceits collapse, and the takeover of
theseinstallations by an'unruly' regime, would threatenthestability of the
whole area.

Theend of the lran-Irag war waslong overdue. It had run its course by
June 1982, when the Iragi invasion of Iran wasrepulsed. Iraq proposed a
ceasefire, but Iran, now backed by arms from the US, declined. A
strategem was devised at this point, first by Iraq (September 1982) and
then by Iran (May 1984), toinvolve'Oil' inthewar. Hitting ships, loading
facilities, refineries, was to hit the enemy's economic ability to carry on
with the war - but also to cause worry to the powers'out there’, and to
make them also want to end the war. Instead, Kuwait and Saudi Arabia
increased their pumping of oil, insulating the world economy from the
effects of the war. Attacks on shipping were not confined to Western
interests. The first superpower vessel to be hit was Soviet — by Iranian
speed boats, followed shortly, in May 1987, by amissile (French) attack by
Iraq, on the USS Stark, killing32 American sailors. Another front opened
by Iran was to attack clandestinely Kuwait and Saudi Arabia - Irag's
backers. The most famous wasthe attack on the Grand Mosquein Mecca
in July 1987, but there were many others before. Bombardment of cities
wasstarted by Iraq: ironically, the Scudswere provided by the Soviets but
the mobilelaunchers, the same asthose used later against Riyadh and Tet-
Aviv, were purchased from the USA. Gas, missile and nuclear tech-
nologieswere sold to Irag (and Iran) mainly by the West.

Thelast phase of thewar, 1987-1988, wascharacterised by the USbeing
drawn, more and more, into direct hostilitiesand military action against
Iran: the USstartsescorting Kuwaiti ships, |ran minesthe Gulf, USforces
attack Iranian vessels, Iran attacks a US tanker; in retaliation the US
destroyslranian offshoreail rigs, | ranian miningcontinues, the USattacks
more oil rigs and Iranian military vessels and expands escort to other
nationalities' shipsin the Gulf. In arebuke to Reagan's statement on the
limitsof sovereignactionsaf governments, Khomeini declares, on January
7th 1988, that the government has the power unilateraly to revoke any
lawful agreements that are 'in contravention of the interests of Islam and
the country’." Saudi Arabiaseversdiplomaticrelationswith lranin April.
OnJuly 3rd the USSVincennesshootsdown Iranian Air flight 655 over the
Straits of Hormuz; 290 civilian passengersare killed. On the 18th of July
Iran accepts UN resolution 598 callingfor aceasefireand the war stopson
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the20th of August 1988. By theend of thewar it seemed asif theUS, Iraq,
Saudi Arabia and Kuwait were on the same side— against Iran - and that
the USA wason awar pathwithran. TheSoviet Unionwasnot onany side
in thedispute: it too stood for theright for free navigationin the Gulf, but
was aready deepin internal trouble.

Thewar which could have taken placebetween Iran and the USdid not
happen; instead it was waged against Irag. Maybe it was because the
Iranians knew when to back down. Perhaps, and thisis just a speculation,
they had more sense than Saddam, two yearslater, to understand that the
USwas'after them' and waslookingfor an excuseto deliver amortal blow
to aregimewhich caused the US much trouble and embarrassment. After
all, Saddam had reasonto believethat theoil regimesand the USowed him
gratitudefor 'sacrificing himself' for the sake of theworld oil order. Hetoo
knew that there was nobody else who could have engaged the Iranians at
that point. Perhaps this explains his anger with Kuwait's arrogance -
demanding back the debt which he owed them! Egypt performed much
lesser servicesfor the USduring the 1991 war yet half of itsdebt tothe US,
the World Bank and the Gulf stateswaserased. Saddam could reasonably
have hoped that the Saudisand Kuwait would return to their OPEC quotas
and stop loweringoil prices by over-production, so that Iraq could recoup
somelost revenuesfrom thewar years. He had reason, perhaps, to believe
that hisdisputewith Kuwait over the ownershipof the Rummeillaoil field,
an old dispute, could now besettled on better terms. There wassomething
strange about the Kuwaiti arrogant, self confident, stance totheir negotia-
tionswith Iraq prior to theinvasion. All thisdoes not exonerate Saddam.
Theway helet himself be manipulated into thissituation isextraordinary.

In 1992 Iran is now the stronger power, and rearming. Can it, after the
Iragi experience, feel safe that another adventure will not be schemed
againstits Islamicregimein due course? Maybe Saddam still hasarole to
playinthe next act in thisdrama? Of |ate there have been rumours about a
second strike against Iraq, rumours about a possibleaction against Libya.
Sudan isinthegrip of afundamentalist group and the mediaclaimsthat it
has now become the latest havenfor international terrorism. What about
Algeria, where democracy has been prevented from taking itsfundamen-
talist course? Tunisisstraining to halt fundamentalism asis Jordan and the
PLO. Egypt recently had toforbid a publicationasblasphemousin order to
placate its fundamentalist movement and so even does Saudi Arabia.
Lebanon is not quiet yet, there too Shi'ite pro-Iran movements are still
very active. On the secular nationalist pole Syria's Assad, more careful
than Saddam, has not yet become areliabledly of the United States.

In other words, even after the Gulf War, the Middle East remainsthe
most dangerous region in the world, not least, of course, because of the
continuing ramificationsof the Arab-lsragli conflict. Thestrategicimport-
ance of the Middle East to the West made it the major recipient and



234 THE SOCIALIST REGISTER 1992

purchaser of arms in the world. The oil revenues and the Israeli-Arab
conflict were— and remain — the major causesfor thisarms build up. The
result is the existence of some of the largest armies and the most tech-
nologically advanced arsenals outside the major powers. Nor did the end
of the Cold War put an end to nationalist strife in the area. Although the
modes and scale of the Isragli-Arab conflict were greatly enhanced by the
rivalry between the superpowersit doesnot haveitsrootsin the Cold War
but precedesiit.

A magjor shift towards the West among the Arab states confronting
Israel started long before the collapse of the Soviet Union. The Israeli-
Egyptian peace accord of 1979 was part of the US containment policy
towardsthe Soviet Union asit removed the most important Arab military
forcefromtheconflict's power equation. By doingthis, the USneutralised
the ability of the Soviet-backed Arab countries to conduct war against
Israel. Israel, now under the ever more militantly nationalist government
of Begin, utilised this peace for intensified absorption and settlement of
the 1967 occupied territories. Theresistancedf the Palestinianswas dealt
with by the Israeli invasion of Lebanon in 1982. Thiswas meant to destroy
the power base of the PLO and was colluded in by the Reagan regime
which perceived the PLO asa'terrorist’ danger tothe New World Order.
The Israelis also offered the US their servicesto restore the old order in
civil war-torn Lebanon. Israel failed torestorethe Maronitesto power, but
it managed todeal the PLOamajor blow. Ironically,instead of Palestinian
influencein the south of Lebanon, there arose the Iranian backed funda-
mentalist 'Hezbollah' organisation which extended its influence in this
mainly Shi‘ite populated territory. American marines who landed in
Lebanon in 1983 failed where the Israglis failed. But Syria came to an
agreement with the US about quelling the civil war in return for control
over most of Lebanon (the south remains under Isragli control). The
continuation of the improvement in relations between Syria and the US
wasseen in Syrias participation inthe alied forcesagainst Saddam and in
itstaking part in the peace processwith Isragl.

ThePLO, weakened after itswithdrawal from L ebanon and at apolitical
dead end with the Intifada, had made its bid towards the USin 1988 by
renouncing the armed struggle and by itswillingnessto recogniselsragl in
return for aformula which would eventually lead to a Palestinianstatein
the West Bank and Gaza. But while Syria has managed to reap some
tangible results from its rapprochement with the US, the PLO has not.
Palestinian frustration was expressed in an anti-American position during
the Gulf War. Israel hasgained most, in theshort run, from the collapse of
the Soviet Union. First and foremost, the huge wave o 450,000 Soviet
Jewishimmigrantswasthefirst demographically significant addition tothe
ratio of Jewsto Arabsin more than two decades. This wave has sowed
panic among Pal estiniansand hasincreased | sraeli resistanceto acompro-
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mise. Second, the collapse of the Soviet bloc and Soviet influencein the
world has brought the renewal and establishment of diplomatic relations
between Israel and many countries which either never had relations with
Israel, or severed their relationswith it after 1967. Israel isno longer the
pariah among nations that it was, and this without any changes in its
policies. The new situation was best demonstratedin the rescindingof the
UN resolution whichequated Zionismwith racism. Asaresult, Israel feels
confident it may persist initssettlement policy and reject any withdrawal
from the occupied territories. Inlinewith American requirementsfor the
New World Order, it participates in 'peace taks but has hitherto man-
oeuvred successfullytoforestall and delay any progress. Both theelections
in Israel and the elections in the US will effectively postpone any signifi-
cant pressureon Israel until 1993.

While Israel appearsto go along with the US, it hasitsown nationalist
agendawhichinthelonger runisnot consistent withthestabilisationof the
Middle East. Moreover, the persistence of the Isragli-Arab conflict is a
maj or factor in the continuation and escalation of anarmsraceinthearea
Any agenda whichisostensibly part of the new world order's orientation
towards disarmament cannot ignore Israel's nuclear project — whichisfar
more advanced than any in the area. Whilelsrael isquick to blame others
for sellingtechnologiesfor arms production to Iraq and other countriesin
thearea, itisitsalf the main beneficiary of such sales, aswell asthe major
arms producer in the area. Israel is now buildinga second nuclear strike
capability, including anti-ballistic missiles (financed by the Star War
project), its own military satellite, and submarines capable of carrying
nuclear missiles (built and financed by Germany). Israel's chemical and
bacteriological capabilities are also second to none in the Middle East.
Any pressure by the US on Arab and Islamic countries in the area to
disarm, which does not include I srael, is merely hypocritical. Arabs have
rightly complained that whilethe U Sdiscourseon the New WorldOrderis
couched in universalistictermsit is not applied universdly.

The Soviet Union or Communism have never been at the heart of the
Gulf disputes. These only obfuscated another issue which, with the
disappearance of the Cold War, isbecomingvery clear. Atissueisthestate
and its position in the international capitalist order. To put it differently:
the problem is'the taming of thestate', the lesser states, that is, and their
subordination to the needsand rules of the World Market. Theeraof the
bi-polar world order coincided with the period of establishment of the
majority of the statesof theworld. The dismantlingdf the colonial order
and theepoch of National Liberation started between the two world wars,
however, since World War I1 it hasgained momentum to produce, for the
first timein history, aworld of states, or, the state on aworld scale. The
concomitance of the process of National Liberation with the Cold War
influenced both: National Liberation became part of the content and
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meaning of the Cold War, and vice versa, the Cold War influenced the
formsof the new states and their behaviour internally and externally.

Theexistenceof thetwo political systemsin global competition—with an
ability for Mutually Assured Destruction — gave many new statesacertain
leeway and freedom of behaviour. They could find shelter, or at least
support —political, economicand military—in thefoldof theother bloc. At
the same time, the ability of each superpower to impose uniformity on
those within its sphere was limited by the competition between the
superpowers and the possibility of switching sides. Within each blocthere
evolved a cluster of ‘core’ states and ‘peripheral’ states. The core states
weretheonesthat could becomeacasus belli between the superpowers; on
theother hand, 'core’ stateswereexpected to resemblemoreuniformly the
political and economic blueprint of the hegemonic powerwithintheir bloc.
They hadlessfreedom of internal changeand mutation-lest the change be
suppressed. Stateson the rim of the blocsvaried quite alot. Internal and
regional conflicts and the need for credit, or al three, were the main
dynamic forces which pushed new states towards one super power or
another. Inall, bi-polarity made possibleaworld zoo of stateswithawide
variety of species. This plethora, itself an outcome of the Cold War, has
been perceived, however, as an outcome of ‘Independence’ and created
fierce expectations in many new states of norms of freedom of the state,
internally towardsits own people, and externally towards other states, as
an unrestricted sovereign.

This bief in the 'rights of states, was pursued by some regimes more
vigorously than by others. These regimes, despite their often sdf pro-
claimed 'socidlisms werefirst and foremost Statist and Nationalist. Many
internal policies, such asnationalisation of natural resources, state mono-
polies, alarge state economic sector, agrarian reforms, health, housing
and education projects, state regulated markets, mass mobilisation and
one party systems were expedient 'Strong State' building strategems.
These 'rights of states often clashed with 'rights of the markets and
produced tensions or confrontations between these regimesand the main
capitalist countries. Within a bi-polar conception of the world this was
taken by many western socialistsasavindicationadf the'progressive’ nature
of these regimesand of the need to defend them. Thisattitude which had
itsheyday in the 1960sin Western Maoism and Third Worldism still exists
but it has become much weaker in the absence of a 'socialist bloc'.
'‘Markets' expressdisagreementswith statesthrough investment, loansand
mercantile choices. After the Second World War, through the Bretton
Woods regime, more powerful tools of international monetary control
over states were created. These mechanisms, however, necessitated the
participation and involvement of states. Since the 1970s, because of the
growing debt-crisis, the IMF and the World Bank, controlled by the
industrialised capitalist states, became powerful toolsof controlling states
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and their international socio-economic policies. The GATT and Free
Trade agreements further restricted the rights of states as free economic
actors. The UN and its various organisations also serve the function of
limiting intra- and inter- state actions. The UN, however, depends on
states and its weakness since 1945 to the end of the 1980s wes itself a
reflection of the divided bi-polar world order. The self-neutralisingeffects
of the Cold War on the ability of the UN to reach decisions and to
implement them left states much leeway and freedom of action."

All thesetool swerenot sufficient tosafeguard 'rights of markets' against
states as they lacked sharp teeth - the compul sory aspect associated with
coerciveability. That isonedf the reasonswhy capital remains, in the last
instance, dependent even in theepoch of supranational and multinational
corporations, on states. When it comes to enforcement there is still no
substitute. Supra-national interests lack an autonomous political appa-
ratus; they must rely on the might o states to work on their behalf.
Although the state, historically, precedes capitalism, capitalism works
through states and, hitherto, has not been able to dispense with their
services.”

Despite the emphasis on economic measures to bring maverick states
back in line, the major capitalist states never flinchedfrom showingtheir
muscle. Asamatter of fact, after alull inthe 1970s, asaresult of Vietham,
they escalated their overt military activities against other states in the
1980s the USin Lebanon, Grenada, Bolivia, Libya, Iran and Panama;
France in Lebanon, against Libyain Chad, in New Caledonia; Britain
against Argentina. All these operations were against semi-peripheral or
peripheral countries and were not directly related to bi-polar disputes.
Moreover, they weretaken against states withintherimof their ownsphere
or against regimes not associated with the other superpower. Operations
against states within the other superpower's sphere tended to be covert.

With the collapseof the Soviet bloc the conditionswhich made possible
acertain pluralism of formsof states have changed. The capitalist coun-
tries do not need any more to contain themselves and the pressure for
disciplining and reforming the behaviour of third world states has in-
creased. The direction of the demands being raised is to curtail the
legitimacy, the ability and the effects of the use o force by small and
medium states in international relations. These refer to economic or
territorial gains by force, to the ability to purchase or produce arms, in
particular arms of mass destruction and to the use of covert military
operations against other states (state terrorism). Another direction al-
legedly sought for the New World Order isto pressurestates to respect the
human rightsaf their populationsand to pushtowardsdemocratic regimes.

These directions, if pursued, will erode two aspects o the idea of
sovereignty: the ability of the state to wage war and the limitation of the
legitimacy of the use of coercion by the state internally. These, coupled
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witheconomically enforced policiesdf self-regulatingmarketsviatheIM F
and the World Bank, and further extensions of free trade agreements,
forecast a world o territorial states but of states devoid of most of the
powersattached totheideadf nationalismand national self determination.

Furthermore, these ideas, noble as they may appear to be, do not
pertain equally to al states. They will amount to taking away powers
fiercely coveted and hard-won by many new states. These policieswill be
viewed by many states as the further concentration and centralisation of
force, along with wealth, in the hands of a few rich capitalist states,
increasing inequality and diminishing the chances of others to improve
their standing in this hierarchy of states. Of all the states who will resist
these measures, the most effective ones will be regimes which have the
economic meanstoinvest heavilyin amassingpower to build strong states.
Some df them arein the Middle East; and Iraq islikely to beoneof them.
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