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ABSTRACT

The consequences of the United Nations’ partitioning of Palestine in 1948 have
been recurrent wars and peace processes in the Middle East, as the conflict has remained
intractable. While studies have been conducted on these wars and peace processes, there
has been no systematic study on Nigeria’s policy and role in the Middle East crisis and
peace process. This study therefore focused on Nigeria’s foreign policy and role in the
Palestinian-Israeli conflict. It examined the origin and consequences of the Palestinian
conflict and identified the determinants of Nigeria’s Policy in the Middle East.

The data for the study were gathered through documentary research,
guestionnaire administration, observation and interview. A total of 234 questionnaires were
administered to Nigerian students, lecturers, and senior civil servants. Delphi panel
interview was conducted among Nigerian and non- Nigerian ambassadors posted to the
Middle East. Furthermore, secondary data were obtained from books, journals,
newspapers, and the Internet. Descriptive statistics was used to analyze aspects of the
data that were quantitative.

The unilateral partitioning of Palestine into Jewish and Palestinian States and the
subsequent creation of the Jewish State in 1948 was the major cause of the conflict
between Israel and the Arab States. A majority of respondents (61.1%) preferred to
describe Nigeria’s foreign policy on the Palestinian-Israeli conflict and peace process as
that of neutrality. The policy of neutrality was determined by Nigeria’s ethnic and religious
diversity according to 62.4% of the respondents. In weighing the factors that determined
Nigeria’s policy in the Palestinian-Israeli conflict and peace process, 47% of the
respondents chose Nigeria’s membership of regional and International Organization
especially the United Nations and the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries,
35.5% chose economic factors (oil), 26.9% selected the ruling elite, 12% marked
geographical factors, 10.7% chose military factors, 9.4% marked public opinion, 8.1%
chose pressure group action, while 7.7% chose political parties. Despite Nigeria’s huge
resources and leadership role in Africa, it has not been a major player in the Middle East
Crisis. The key actors in the conflict and peace process have been the United States of
America, the former Soviet Union (now Russia), Israel, Syria, Egypt, Lebanon, Palestine
Liberation Organization and the United Nations. Nigeria pursued a pragmatic foreign policy
which was determined essentially by two main factors: Nigeria’s multi ethnic and religious
composition, and its membership of regional and international organizations.

There is a national consensus about what role Nigeria should play in the global
arena. Nigeria is commonly portrayed as secular, Afrocentric and pan-Africanist. However,
with the Middle East, this projection and consensus appeared blurred. Because Nigeria
does not have a strategic interest in Israel, its foreign policy and role in the conflict and
peace process were anchored on the interest of other nations and organizations and not
on its national interest. Nigeria’s foreign policy should be premised on its national interests
in relation to the Palestinian-Israeli conflict. These interests need to be explicitly articulated
and pursued, for in the final analysis.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

The foreign policy of any state is essentially the projection of its domestic
policy to the outside world. To a considerable extent, the foreign policy of a country
is determined by its domestic and external factors'. The internal factors include,
geographical variables of location, size, topography and population, economic or
natural resources, interest groups; as well as the type of political structure and the
system of government. The external factors include the regulations and polices of
other states, international law, norms and principles of regional and international
organizations as well as the behaviour of non-state actors. Put simply, the foreign
policy of a country and at any given time is intricately related to its domestic politics.
In fact, one cannot really separate foreign and domestic politics. It therefore, follows
that a country’s national power has direct relevance to its foreign policy

Nigeria, like most African States, was colonized and exploited by British
forces and officials for a period of about 100 years (1861-1960). This was because
all the colonial policies and administrative structures were formulated and
implemented with a view to achieving economic exploitation of Africa in the interest
of metropolitan countries. As common within the period of colonialism, all colonies
had no independent foreign policy of their own. Thus, Nigeria, under British Colonial
rule, had no foreign policy of its own. Indeed, its external relations were determined
by the British government through the British Foreign Office based in London (U. K.),

which dragged her colony (Nigeria) into the Second World War (1939 — 1945).

1. See Gordon J. Idang, Nigeria: Internal Politics and Foreign Policy 1960-1966 Ibadan
University Press, Ibadan, 1973, p. 1.




International trade and treaties as well as other vital aspects of foreign relations of
Nigeria were regulated by the British government through the British Colonial Office
in London. This was done in such a way as to satisfy, promote and protect the
national interests of the colonial master (Britain) at the expense of her colony
(Nigeria). In other words, Nigeria which emerged on the international scene as a
legal political entity in 1914 lacked the capacity to enter into and conduct
independent foreign policy and relations with other independent states because of
her colonial status. Hence, Adeniran asserted:

The organization and administration of Nigeria’s foreign

policy before independence were conceived and effected

by Britain which also trained the Foreign Service

personnel?.

The need to protect British traders and missionaries in West Africa led to the
appointment of John Breecroft as the British Consul for Bights of Benin and Biafra in
1849 with his headquarters in Fernado Po (new Equitorial Guinea). In 1851, Lagos
was attacked over the issue of slave trade by British imperial forces. This led to the
signing of unequal treaties in 1852 between British government representatives and
King Akintoye (British Stooge) of Lagos for the safety of British traders and
Missionaries and also for ending slave trade. In 1861, Lagos was forcefully ceded or
annexed by the British crown after forcing King Dosumu of Lagos (a week ruler) to
abdicate his throne. The forceful annexation of Lagos was followed by the British
conquest of the hinterland of the ljaws, Igbos, Yorubas, Tivs, Hausas/Fulanis,

Kanuris and other major tribes. It also led to the formation of the protectorates of

Southern and Northern Nigeria.

2. See Tunde Adeniran, “The Terrain and Tenor of Nigeria’s Foreign Policy”, in Atanda and Aliyu
(eds). Proceedings of The National Conference on Nigeria since Independence Vol. 1.
Political Development, Zaria Gashiya Corporation, 1985. p. 185).




In 1914, both the Northern and Southern Protectorates were amalgamated
along with the colony of Lagos to establish what is now known as Nigeria under
Governor (Lord) Fredrick Lugard.  Nigeria’s foreign policy under Lugard era was
dominated and executed by the Governor as directed by the British government or
the British Secretary of State for the colonies. Under the Clifford Constitution of
1922, foreign policy matters were still left in the hands of the colonial governor
whose primary function was to make laws for the peace, order and good government
of Nigeria as well as represent British interests in the country. When the Second
World War broke out in 1939, the participation or involvement of Nigeria in it was
decided without consultation by the British government. If it were not for her colonial
status, Nigeria would have had no business in sending her citizens as troops to a
war fought mostly by European against Europeans.

When Sir Arthur Richards took over governance, he drew a new constitution
which came into effect in 1946 (a year after the end of the Second World War). The
new Constitution sought, among other things, to promote unity in diversity in the
country and to secure greater participation by Nigerians in the discussion of their
own affairs®. It established a central legislature for the whole country and created
three Regional Governments with headquarters in Ibadan (for the West), Enugu (for
the East) and Kaduna (for the North).

While the Richard’s Constitution was in the making in Nigeria, conflict was
brewing in the Middle East between the Israelis on the one hand and the
Palestinians and Arabs on the other over the moves to create a homeland for the
Jews in Palestine. But Nigeria, being a colony, whose foreign relations were

conducted by Britain (the colonial master), could play no direct effective role in the

3. See F. O. Adeyemo, Government Made Simple: Fourth Edition, Zeidan Printing Press, (Beirut), 2001,
P. 175




conflict. Two years after the introduction of the Richard’s Constitution, war broke out
between Israel and the Arab States notably Egypt, Syria and Jordan.

In 1950, a constitutional conference was held at Ibadan to pave way for a new
constitution which was introduced in 1951. The Constitution increased regional
autonomy and encouraged responsible government in Nigeria. It also established a
Council of Ministers made up of the Governor (as President), Six ex-officio members
and twelve Ministers. But the Council of Ministers was not in a position to formulate
and implement foreign policy decisions because of Nigeria’'s colonial status.

As Nigeria moved gradually towards self-government, a new Constitution
known as the Lyttleton Constitution came into force on October 1, 1954. Under the
1954 constitution, Nigeria became a federation of four component parts or Regions
namely: the Eastern, Western, Northern and Southern Cameroon. Powers were
shared between the Federal and the Regional governments. In addition, the Federal
Government had responsibility for specified matters such as Aviation, Currency,
Customs and Excise, Immigration and External (or Foreign) Affairs/Relations as well
as Defence. In spite of this, the colonial control and domination of foreign policy
matters continued under the Lyttleton constitution.

The year 1957 represented an important landmark in the political
development and external relations of Nigeria. In that year, a Nigerian — Sir
Abubakar Tafawa Balewa - was appointed Prime Minister of Nigeria by the
Governor-General after obtaining clearance from London. As a result, a Division
was created in the Prime Minister's Office for the purpose of dealing with matters
relating to Commonwealth and Foreign Relations. Earlier, the Eastern and Western
Regions of Nigeria were granted self-government respectively in 1954, while the
Northern Region obtained similar status in 1959. Each Region, as part of its
autonomy exercise, opened its own Mission or office in London.

4



During the 1958 Constitutional Conference held in London, Nigerian
delegates agreed that British control over Nigeria’'s military forces should cease after
April 1958. As a substitute, the delegates agreed on a draft mutual defence pact
between Britain and Nigeria. The draft defence agreement popularly known as
Anglo-Nigerian Defence Pact was kept secret until early 1960. The Defence Pact
was to enable Britain establish a military base on Nigerian soil and also checkmate
communist expansion and influence in the country.

In July 1960, the British Parliament passed the Nigerian Independence Act
which finally made it possible for Nigeria to become an independent state on October
1, 1960. In other words, Great Britain conceded to Nigerians the right to assert their
political independence (or freedom) as from October 1, 1960 after several
constitutional conferences (held in London), political struggles and agitation by
Nigerian leaders who did not resort to revolutionary means such as violence, conflict,
war and terrorism.

After independence, Nigeria continued to maintain friendly and cordial
relations with the West especially Britain or United Kingdom. The foundation of the
cordial and friendly relations between both countries was laid by Prime Minister
Abubakar Tafawa Balewa’s declarative speech at the occasion to mark Nigeria’s
Independence Day when he said:

... All our friends in the colonial office must today be proud of their handiwork

and in the knowledge that they have helped to lay the foundations of a lasting

friendship between our two nations. | have indeed every confidence that
based on the happy experience of successful partnership, our future relations
with the United Kingdom will be more cordial than ever, bound together, as we
shall be in the commonwealth (of Nations), by a common allegiance to Her
Majesty Queen Elizabeth, whom today we proudly acclaim as Queen of

Nigeria and Head of the commonwealth.*

Continuing he further declared:

4, See The Nation, Sunday, 30 September, 2007, p. 15.
5



... We are grateful to the British officers whom we have known, first as
masters and then as leaders and finally as partners, but always as
friends.>

On attainment of independence, Nigeria became the 99™ member of the
United Nations (UN); and also a member of the Commonwealth of Nations. Since
the Queen of England remained the Head of State of Nigeria at independence and in
line with Commonwealth tradition, London still had tremendous influence over
Nigeria’'s external relations, especially as most of the political leaders and
bureaucrats were trained in Britain and later in the United States of America.
However, following the 1963 Republican Constitution, Nigeria broke all formal
colonial links with Britain. This made it possible for Nigeria to take formal control of
the country’s foreign policy and external relations. Thus, Nigeria became
independent twelve (12) years after the creation of the state of Israel, and the
beginning of the Israeli-Palestinian/Arab conflict, which constitute the focus of this
study.

The Palestine question and the Arab-Israeli conflict began remotely with the
persecution of the Jews in different parts of Europe, and the desire of these Jews for
a permanent and secure independent homeland in the world aggravated the problem
and resulted in hostility. Besides this desire links up with the Balfour Declaration of
1917 which was made as part of the search for this Jewish homeland, proposing the
partitioning of Palestine (Arab territory) into a Jewish state of Israel, and a Palestine
state for Arab Palestinians. This was to be done without due consultation with
indigenous Palestinian Arabs. As the Balfour document emphasized:

... we do not propose even to go through the form of consulting the wishes of

the present inhabitants of the country. The four Great Powers are committed
to Zionism. And Zionism, be it right or wrong. good or bad, is rooted in age-




long traditions, in present needs, in future hopes, of far profounder import than

the desires and prejudices of the 700,000 Arabs who now inhabit the ancient

land.®
From this Balfour document, on 29 November 1947, the United Nations partitioned
the British mandated territory of Palestine into Jewish state and Palestine state (see
Appendix 7). This set the stage for Jewish leaders to proclaim an independent and
sovereign state of Israel in 1948, and they were immediately recognized by Russia
(formerly the Soviet Union) and the USA.

Arab states invaded this new and tiny state of Israel in the same 1948, but
instead of subduing the new state, it rather doubled its territory by seizing the
sparsely inhabited Negev desert thus transforming the Middle East into an
intractable multilateral conflict theatre. The war ended by a cease-fire instead of a
negotiated peace agreement, and all Arab states refused to recognize the new

Israeli state.”’

The earliest effort at peaceful settlement of the Arab-Israeli crisis was
in 1954-1955 when some British peace leaders met with the then Egyptian
President, Gamal Abdel Nasser. Nasser set conditions for peace between Arabs
and Israel and for Arab states’ recognition of Israel to include Israel’s withdrawal to
the 1948 borders, and return of all Palestinian refugees to their homes. As these
conditions were not favourably considered by Israel, the peace effort failed.

In 1967, Egypt blockaded the Israeli port of Elat, which was Israel’s only outlet

to the Red Sea, and demanded the withdrawal of UN forces interposed between its

6. Quoted in Michael Adams, “What Went Wrong In Palestine”, Nigerian Forum, Lagos, NIIA,
September — October 1989, p. 238.
7. See Henry Kissinger, Does America Need A Foreign Policy: Toward A Diplomacy For The

21 Century, New York, Simian and Schuster, 2001.



territory and Israel since the Suez Canal crisis of 1956. This blockade triggered off
the 1967 Arab-Israeli war during which Israel increased its territorial size by
occupying the Sinai, (Egypt), West Bank of the Jordan River (Jordan), and the Golan
Heights (Syria). In other words, since 1967, Israel had been in occupation of the
Syrian Golan Heights and the West Bank of the Jordon River as well as the whole of
Jerusalem. The now seeming invincibility of Israel made Arab nations to commence
seeking peace negotiations based on returning to the 1967 borders. The failure of
peace moves led to the 1973 Yom Kippur war triggered off when Egypt and Syria
attacked Israel on the Jewish religion’s most solemn holiday. Despite the initial
victories of Arab nations, Israel again emerged victorious out of the war.

In 1977, President Anwar Sadat of Egypt sensing that Egypt was always
bearing the brunt of the Arab-Israeli war, and in the bid to recover Egypt’s territory
peacefully as war has failed in that direction, visited Jerusalem. This visit was a
decisive breakthrough in the Arab-Israeli peace diplomacy,® in general, and for Egypt
in particular. The visit laid the foundation for the 1978 Camp David Summit and the
1979 Camp David Accords signed between Egypt and Israel under the auspices of
the United States led then by President Jimmy Carter. The Accords led to Israeli
withdrawal from the Egyptian Sinai Peninsula and normalization of Egypt-Israeli
relations. Most of the Arab world saw Egypt’s romance with Israel as a betrayal; and
continued to perceive Israel as an enemy to be annihilated. The Palestinian Arab’s
uprising (intifada) in West Bank and Gaza Strip in 1987-1988 raised the tempo of

Arab-Israeli tension and hostility.

8. Henry Kissinger, lbid, p. 168.



However, in 1993, the United States midwife the Oslo peace meeting and
agreement between the PLO and Israel. The meeting offered opportunity for Israel
to accept the PLO as a negotiating partner and for the PLO to accept Israel’s right to
existence for the first time. The Oslo meeting served as foundation for the eventual
signing of all embracing final peace agreement, as the two parties saw clearly that
they had no alternative: Israel can’'t be defeated militarily, the PLO had so many
supporters to be defeated politically, and no big power was ready to supply the Arab
world major weapons needed to defeat Israel.

The Oslo Agreement and July 2000 Camp David summit, as well as the
Middle-East Peace Road Map of President Bush Jnr. all failed to pave way for
further peace; and the crisis has continued to date worsened by suicide bombings.
The death of Palestinian leader — Yasser Arafat - in 2004, and emergence of the new
leader President Mahmoud Abbas has not improved the situation, although a peace
meeting held in Jerusalem in June 2005 led to Israeli withdrawal from the Gaza Strip
in August 2005. Israel has, however, continued to frustrate all efforts towards the
emergence of an independent Palestine state, return of Palestinian refugees, and its
total vacation of all occupied territories. It has taken pleasure only in accepting
some measures that alleviate the sufferings of Palestinian people. For example in
December 2006, the Israeli Cabinet approved the release of $100 million in frozen
Palestinian funds held by Israel totaling $600 million tax revenue since Hamas
formed government in early 2006. This decision followed the agreement at the first
meeting between Israeli Prime Minister, Ehud Olmert and Palestinian Authority
President, Mahmoud Abbas, of Hamas.

The two (Israeli and Palestinian) leaders also agreed to re-establish three joint

Committees:



(@)

(b)

()

Security Committee which will handle the expansion of the current shaky
Israeli-Palestinian ceasefire in Gaza to incorporate West Bank;

Financial Committee to transfer tax revenues and other funds to the
Palestine Authority;

Prisoners’ Exchange Committee, to deal with eventual prisoner

exchanges.

This June 2006 meeting is the first between Israeli and Palestinian leaders for over

two years.’

The main problem in the Middle-East crisis is that it is essentially religious and

ideological. As Henry Kissinger rightly observed:

The Middle-East conflicts are most analogous to those of
seventeenth century Europe. These roots are not economic, as in
the Atlantic region and the Western Hemisphere, or strategic, as in
Asia, but ideological and religious... For an attempt to
“‘compromise” on the question of what each party considers to be
its holy place was bound to bring home to them the irreconcilable
aspect of their positions.°

He goes further to add:

Israel seeks recognition for a homeland based on a Biblical claim
and a symbolic end of the persecutions that have haunted the
Jewish people for two millennia, capped by the Holocaust. To
Arabs-and especially Palestinians — Israelis objectives appear as a
demand for acquiescence in the amputation of their cultural,
religious, and territorial patrimony. A conflict defined in this manner
is rarely subject to compromise.... In fact, it is generally concluded
by exhaustion, either physically or psychologically. It is unlikely to
be settled definitely by an agreement (even if there should be one).
The most realistic proposal is for a definition of co-existence. To
seek to go further is to tempt violence, as was experienced after the
July 2000 camp David Summit composed of President Clinton,
Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Barak, and Chairman Yasser Arafat of
the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO). The challenge now is
whether co-existence will be brought about by negotiation or
whether it will emerge in further tests of strength of a kind that in a
comparable period in Europe, produced the thirty-years war.**

10.
11.

See: “Israel Releases Palestinian Funds, The Punch, (Lagos), December 25, 2006, p. 53.
Henry Kissinger, op. cit., p. 26.
Henry Kissinger, lbid, pp. 164-165.
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While it is hoped here that the peaceful co-existence between Arabs and
Israelis emerge through negotiations and not further devastating tests of strength, it
is essential to briefly ex-ray United States’ policy and role in the entire Middle-East
crisis and peace process. In the entire history of the Palestinian question, and Arab-
Israeli crisis, the United States has remained clearly pro-Israel. In the days of the
East-West cold war, while the Soviet Union supplied weapons to Egypt and other
Arab states, the U.S. supplied weapons to Israel. In short, during the 1973 Arab-
Israeli war, the US threatened to launch the world’s thermo-nuclear war rather than
stand and watch Israel defeated or annihilated by Arab nations. At the same time,
the US has avoided open antagonism with Arab nations. US foreign policy in the
Middle-East has been determined by its economic interests (supply of oil by Middle-
East Arab nations), the survival of Israel as a vital reliable ally in the region
dominated by Muslim Arab states, (geo-strategic interests), and the cultural affinity
between American Jews and the Israeli nation.

Henry Kissinger asserts that in the Middle East, America had “become an
integral part of the peace process. So committed was the United States to this role
that it almost virtually put itself forward as mediator”.*? The US is powerful enough to
be able to insist on its view and to carry the day in such a way as to evoke charges
of American hegemony, with its prescriptions being products of domestic pressures
or a reiteration of maxims drawn from the experience of the cold war.** The United
States, thus, has played the dominant role in influencing the direction of events in the

Middle-East. Its moral, financial, military and diplomatic supports (including Israel's

12. Henry Kissinger,_lbid, p. 17.

13. Ibid, p. 18. Also, the Cold War was ideological conflict which began immediately after the end
of the Second World War in 1945. Primarily, it was between Eastern and Western Europe led
by the Soviet Union (now Russia) and especially the United States of America. The end of
the Cold War in 1989/1990 led to the disintegration of Soviet Union but not the denouement of
Russian nationalism. During the Cold War era, American strategy was essentially
containment of the Soviet Union and its communism around the world.
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protection at the United Nations) have contributed greatly to Israeli intransigence
especially in defying Untied Nations Resolutions. At this juncture let us turn our
lenses to Nigeria.

Even though the Middle-East crisis began in earnest in 1948, Nigeria became
independent on October 1, 1960. Since foreign policy is the exclusive preserve of
independent states, what can be rightly be regarded as Nigeria’s foreign policy
began from October 1, 1960. Thus Nigeria became independent twelve (12) years
after the creation of the state of Israel, and the beginning of the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict. On the attainment of independence, Nigeria belongs to a number of
strategic international organiztions especially the United Nations and African Union
formerly Organization of African Unity) whose decisions Nigeria cannot set aside or
ignore. The UN, for example, has the capacity to punish erring members especially
poor and weak third world nations or to deploy military forces for non-compliance.
Besides, Nigeria belongs to OPEC which is the international cartel controlling the
production and sale of crude oil in most oil producing nations of the world. OPEC is
dominated by Arab nations which have great affinity with and sympathy for the
Palestinians. The organization is capable of sabotaging the economic interests of
Nigeria or any member that goes contrary to its position or decision in the Middle
East conflict. Thus it could be suicidal for Nigeria to take clear cut position in support
of Israel against Palestinians and Arab interests or aspirations. The major
combatants in the Middle East conflict are Arab States and the State of Israel. The
latter occupies a central or important position in world peace vis-a-vis stability in the
Nigeria’s good governance, socio-economic and political systems to be specific.
From the ancient times till today, several Nigerian Muslims and Christians travel
yearly to Mecca and medina (Saudi Arabia) and Jerusalem (Israel) with a view to
performing their religious duties in accordance with their faiths and beliefs. Apart
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from the small group that adheres strictly to traditional African religion, the
overwhelming majority of Nigerians belong to either Islam or Christianity which
originate from the Middle East which occupies a significant place in world politics.
More importantly, the Arab-Israeli conflict intruded adversely into the domestic
politics of Nigeria even more than any other country in the world. Not only that,
Nigerian leaders took sides in the Arab-Israeli conflict during the First Republic
(October 1960-January 1966). Nigeria’s involvement was obvious in the official
statements or assertions made by the Regional Premiers at that time. With the
collapse of the First Republic and the emergence of the military in Nigerian politics
and centralization of decision-making, divergent views on Nigeria’s external relations
ceased. Besides, Nigeria consistently voted at the United Nations against Israel.
Yet it continued to allow its Christian citizens to go on pilgrimage to Jerusalem
(Israel). Also Nigerian continued to trade with both Israel and Arab Nations as well as
allowed business companies from both sides to operate in Nigeria apart from the
period 1973-1991 when, due to OAU decision, Nigeria broke or severed diplomatic
relations with Israel. Also, Nigeria has bilateral agreement with Saudi Arabia and
Israel. Generally, the Palestinian-Israeli conflict requires adequate planning and
execution of consensus policy in Nigeria due to religious diversity of Nigerian society.
Unfortunately, there is no data to understand the trends of this conflict in relation to
Nigeria’s international policy. Moreover, Nigeria has never acted against Israel
directly over its attack on Egypt (an African country) or over its atrocities against the
Palestinian Arabs nor has Nigeria acted against the United States of America which
is the greatest supporter of Israel and the largest consumer of Nigeria’s crude oil.
More importantly, the government that managed Nigeria’s domestic and
external affairs at independence was led by Alh. Abubakar Tafawa Balewa of the
Northern People’s Congress (NPC). The NPC was essentially a party based in the

13



Northern part of the country and controlled there from, while its coalition partner the
National Council of Nigerian Citizens (NCNC) was Eastern based, and the opposition
Action Group (AG) party was based in the Western part of the country.

The position of the Abubakar led Federal government over the Middle-East

crisis was made explicit during the Israeli loan controversy in 1960. The then
Federal Minister of Finance, Chief Festus Okotieboh, had visited Israel and reached
an understanding with its government over some development programmes and
succeeded in winning a loan for Nigeria from Israel. On the public announcement of
the loan deal the government of the Northern region (inhabited mainly by Hausa-
Fulani’'s and Moslems) denounced the deal insisting that it dissociated itself to ally
from the entire transaction, and would not accept any part of such loan or export
credit. The Northern region government perceived that the acceptance of such a
loan can be interpreted as involvement in the Middle-East crisis. Thus, Sir Ahmadu
Bello, the then Premier of Northern Nigeria declared emphatically: The North would
never ask Israel for help. When we want help, we know where to go for it.**
The AG and NCNC (being Southern parties) publicly criticized the action or
pronouncement of the Northern region government over the loan issue, pointing out
that Nigeria could not afford to do without the foreign aid. The two political parties
also argued that accepting the loan would not involve Nigeria in the Arab-Israeli
conflict

To state things clearly, the federal government sensing the religious
overtones implied in the exchanges on both sides, the Prime Minister, Alh. Balewa
declared:

... the Federal government would accept assistance from any country, would

not involve itself in the Arab-Israeli conflict, would not force any region to
accept particular loan(s); but would not permit the objection of a region to

14. For details, See Kaplan A, The Conduct of Inquiry, San Francisco, Chandler, 1964
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to interfere with the Federal government’s constitutional authority to
borrow money from abroad.™

This pronounced Federal government position of non-involvement in the Middle-East
conflict was seen in government circles and outside as a neutralist policy, dictated
by the coalition nature of the central government (formed by the NPC and NCNC),
and the need to promote national unity. In both the UN and OAU (now AU), Nigeria
continued to assert its policy of neutrality or non-partisanship in the Arab-lIsraeli
conflict. For instance, between 1960 and 1965, the Arab-Israeli issue annually came
before the Special committee of the UN General Assembly, but Nigeria avoided
participating in most of the debates.

With the coup of January 15, 1966 which overthrew the Balewa government,
General Aguiyi-lronsi (Igbo, from the East) became the Nigerian Head of State. To
assure the North and Arabs of his intention to maintain what many saw as Nigeria’s
neutral policy in the Middle-East set in motion by the Balewa administration, General
Ironsi sent a large Federal delegation of prominent Northerners to the capitals of
Middle-East countries. Regrettably, the Ironsi government was overthrown on July
29, 1966 in a counter-coup, and Colonel (later General) Yakubu Gown from the
North but a Christian became the new Head of State. Gowon even though a
Christian, was more acceptable to the North than Ironsi. His Christian background

also made him acceptable to the Christian South.

In his first public statement on the Middle-East conflict, Gowon like his
predecessor intimated that his government would continue the policy of neutrality

adopted by the Balewa government at the country’s independence. He expressed

15. See J. Kim and others, Introduction to Factor Analysis, London, Sage, 1978.
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the desire of his government to maintain good diplomatic relations with both parties
involved in the Middle-East conflict.'® The government thus informed the world that it
would steer a middle course between Israel and its Arab neighbours.

In summary, the Palestinian Arab-Israeli conflict has been how to reconcile
amicably the conflicting demands of both the Jews and Arab Palestinians within a
common territory or landscape. Faced with this problem in Palestine, the British
Government in 1947 came up with the plan to divide Palestine into two: one Jewish
and the other Arab. The Arabs refused absolutely to accept division of Palestine
while the Jews accepted. By 1948, the Jews had support of the international
community especially the Jewish community in the United States of America. Thus,
the Palestine Question became an important factor in Anglo-American relations.

On May 14™ 1948, the Jewish communities declared their independence as
the state of Israel and they were immediately recognized by Russia and the United
States of America. Armed troops from Egypt, Jordan, Iraq and Syria occupied the
Arab areas of Palestine while fighting or war broke out between the Arabs and Israel.
The Arabs were defeated; and by 1949 more than 75 percent of Palestine was
included within the frontier of Israel. The inability to find correct solutions to
Palestine Question since 1947 has been the occasion for wars, border shirmishes
and violence as well as terrorism between the two major antagonistic ethnic/cultural
groups in the Middle East. If solution is not found, the Palestinian-Israeli conflict will
lead to unpleasant or negative consequences for the entire Middle East.

1.2 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The state of Israel was created in 1948 out of old Palestine as a refuge for the

16. See Aina L.O. (ed.) Research in Information Sciences: An African Perspective, Strinling-Horden Publishers
(Nig.) Ltd., Ibadan, 2002, p. 1.
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much persecuted Jews. The enormity of the crime against humanity and genocide
against the Jews by the Nazi Regime in Germany had just come to the open and the
rest of the world was then prepared to do anything to assuage the sufferings of the
Jews. This was the moral basis for the creation of the state of Israel. In solving one
problem, however, the world created another one in the injury and dispersal inflicted
on another ancient people, that is, the Palestinians.

Sincel948, Israel and the Arab world have fought several disastrous wars
especially in 1956, 1967, 1973, 1982 and 2000. Consequently, several peace
processes or efforts had been held in various parts of the world in attempts to find
lasting solution to the conflict but Nigeria did not play any effective role either in the
conflict or peace process except those carried out under the umbrella of the then
Organization of African Unity (OAU). This is unfortunate despite the fact that an
African country (Egypt) was directly involved in the conflict; and inspite of Nigeria’'s
leadership position in Africa, and its adoption of Africa as the centrepiece of its
foreign policy. *’

The Middle East is a complex region in terms of geographical, political,
economic and social calculus. The Complexities of the region, therefore, make it a
fascinating area of study for scholars, writers and researchers. Besides, the Middle
East, is one of the truly unique regions in the world because it is a host to ancient
cultures and peoples. It is also a region which has produced the three monotheistic
faiths known in the world today namely: Judaism, Christianity and Islam. To the
Jews, it is a region of the people, Bible and their past glories. To the Christians, it is

the region where Jesus Christ was born, lived, suffered, died and also where many

17. Africa, as the centre piece of Nigeria’s foreign policy means that the country’s foreign policy is
centred on issues or affairs affecting the continent of Africa. For more information, see pages
376 & 3777 of Thesis/Dissertation
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people (both believers and non-believers) heard His mighty words and withessed His
miracles. After Jesus Christ was crucified, His religion continued to spread round the
world. To the Moslems, it is the region where Prophet Mohammed (S.A.W.) was
born, died and ascended to paradise. In his town of Mecca, people did not like him,
but in the year 621 A.D., he went to Medina where people listened and were

converted to Islam.

From the ancient times till today, many pilgrims (Christians and Moslems)
migrate or travel to the Middle East especially Jerusalem (Israel) and Mecca (Saudi
Arabia) with a view to seeing the land of great history, wealth and also to perform
their religious duties in accordance with their faiths and beliefs. Regrettably, this

region of different faiths and love has also been the land of war, blood, and misery.

In brief, the Middle East is a center of creativity, deep beliefs, deep political hatred,

deep rooted mistrust and violence.

Apart from the (small) group that adhere strictly to traditional African religion
or religious practices and beliefs, the overwhelming majority of Nigerians belong to
either Islam or Christianity which originate from the Middle East. Except the Jewish
State, Arabic, French and English are the official languages of the people in the
Middle East Countries. Interestingly, Arabic is spoken by Nigerian Muslims or the
followers of Islam especially in Northern and South-Western parts of Nigeria. Israel
stands out as a unique country with western culture in the entire Middle East. It
adopts both Zionism as a political movement and Judaism as a religion. The
supporters of Israel are mostly found in Eastern and Western parts of Nigeria. Its

principal language is Hebrew.

It is difficult, however, to define precisely the geographical area covered by

the Middle East. Nonetheless, it is a meeting point of three continents namely: Asia,
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Africa and Europe. Geographically, the Middle East consists of Israel and twenty-two
Arab States with very different problems and capabilities. There is the presence of
the African Jews in Israel since their departure from Ethiopia in 1985. Thus, the

Middle East has an African character which has some bearing on Nigeria.

In addition, the Middle East occupies a very significant place in world politics.
It is strategically important to the Great Powers and the unipolar super-power (the
United States of America). In other words, it is a region of great power politics or
rivalry, and competition. It is also a region which has witnessed the rise of Islamic
fundamentalism and terrorism in recent times. More importantly, the region is the
cradle of civilization and the most volatile region in the world. It is also valued for its
vast economic resources notably crude oil (or petroleum) and condensate reserves
producing nearly a third of the world’s oil and contributing more than half of the
world’s oil exports®®. Like some of the Middle East countries, Nigeria is an oil-

producing state and key supplier to the West led by the United States of America.

In addition, the Arab — Israeli conflict as earlier stated intruded adversely into
the domestic politics of Nigeria even more than any country in the world. Not only
that, Nigerian leaders took sides in the Arab-Israeli Issue. This was obvious in the
assertions / statements of the Regional Premiers during the First Republic (1960
1966). As a result of the Arab-Israeli conflict, the international community, several
Heads of State and Government, Scholars, writers and researchers as well as
political observers and analysts have been deeply concerned about how to resolve
their protracted dispute with a view to achieving political stability and peaceful co-
existence in the Middle East sub-region. They have also been concerned with issues

surrounding Nigeria’s ineffectiveness in influencing events in the region.

18. See, Nigerian Tribune, Friday, 13 June 2003, p. 30.
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1.3

The study is, therefore, poised to seek answers to questions as:

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

(v)

What is/are the origin, causes, courses, and consequences of the

Israeli-Palestinian conflict?

What are the factors that have influenced and continue to influence
Nigeria’s policy on the Palestinian — Israeli Conflict and Peace process
since independence in 1960, and what have been their effects? In
other words, what has been the contribution of Nigeria to the Middle

East peace process since 1960?

Which are the key actors in the Middle East conflict and peace process

and what have been their roles?

What are the problems and prospects for peace in the Middle East in

general and between the Palestinians and Israelis in particular; and

What strategies are needed to achieve lasting peace between the
Israelis and Palestinians? There is no doubt problems exist between

the Israelis and Palestinians and there is the need to solve them.

OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

The specific objectives of this study are:

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

to examine the origin, causes, courses and consequences of the

Israeli-Palestinian conflict.

to examine the contribution of Nigeria to peace and political stability in
the Middle East sub-region since 1960.

to identify the determinants of Nigeria’s policy on the conflict.

20



1.4 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

The study is relevant in four ways: timing, contribution to knowledge including
theory, understanding of the phenomenon under study, strategic location and

contribution to policy (public). We now take each in that order.

With regard to timing, the study covers a period of forty-six (46) years from
1960 — 2006. Besides, the period covered by this study has witnessed political
instability and anarchy in Nigeria; horrible violence wars and bloodshed in the Middle
East because of (i) the belligerency of the Arab Palestinians and Israelis. (ii) Israeli
injustice and its lack of respect for democracy and international legitimacy and (iii)
the double-standard of the United States and its lack of seriousness and
commitment to achieving durable and lasting peace in the region. As the world now
seeks new approaches to end this longstanding and protracted conflict, this study is
timely as its findings and suggestions will be useful at this point in time, especially to

Nigerian foreign policy decision-makers.

Secondly, the study makes modest contribution to knowledge especially in the
field of international relations/politics, and also to the understanding of the
Arab/Palestinian-Israeli conflict. Besides, the study is expected to make significant
contribution to empirical political theory especially the systems theory, the linkage
theory, the theory of power (realist theory), games theory, decision-making theory
and the theory of conflict resolution which shall enhance better understanding of the
phenomenon under study. In stating this, we bear in mind the fact that the purpose of

theory as observed by Mc Farland is:
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---- to provide a framework for the explanation and
interpretation of facts so that phenomena can be
explained, understood, predicated and controlled™®.

Also, as asserted by Ted Gurr, as regards the relevance of empirical theory:

--- the ultimate goal of almost all empirical political
research is the development of better empirical political
theory which describes and explains the patterns of
political reality as it is intended to explain the origins and
consequences of different kinds of political conditions
and action®.

In our view, a theory offers new perspective for the understanding of human
behaviour. The study also makes contribution to policy (or public). For more than
five decades, the Middle East sub-region has been experiencing political instability,
anarchy, turmoil and chaos. Foreign powers such as United States, Britain, France
and Russia are involved in the Middle East crisis because of their respective
complex national interests while principal regional actors (or players) which include
Israel, Egypt, Lebanon, Syria, Jordan and Saudi-Arabia are all interested in regional
domination, influence and power. Israel wants her hegemony to be recognized in the
region by all Arab States and the Palestinians. More importantly, the event of
Eleventh September 2001 terrorist attacks in the USA further makes this study more
significant. Indeed, the event has to be seen in a broader context of conflict between
the developed and non-European world. On September 11 (2001), in several
decades, the latter (non-European world) struck in a barbaric way against the
territory, cities and hegemonic symbols of the dominant state, that is, the United
States of America. Terrorism defies attempts at peace between Israel and Palestine.

It is making Lebanese democracy teeter on the brink. That is significant in itself.

19. See McFarland D. Management: Foundations Practice: Collier. 1979. P.9

20. See Gurr T.R. Polimetrics. An Introduction to Quantitative Macro-
Politics, Englewood Cliffs, Prentice Hall Inc, 1972, pp. 6-7
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There is no doubt that the alleged involvement of the Arab Palestinians in

global terrorism has compounded the stalled Palestinian — Israeli peace process.
In addition, the Middle East is so critical to world peace that one cannot wash his (or

her) hands off its affairs. Two thirds of the oil (crude oil) export in the world comes
from the Middle East sub-region. Without security in the sub-region, the Western
economies that are dependent on the energy resources from the Middle East would
be crippled. The Middle East is also lying astride the major shipping lines of the
world. Besides, it is the home of the prophets of Islam, Judaism and Christianity. So
the Middle East is like a magnet attracting the whole world to itself. This is why

anything that happens to the Middle East has global significance.

Lastly, there are many scholarly books and articles written on Nigeria’s foreign
policy since independence. Most of the books and articles dealt with specific
aspects of Nigeria’s foreign policy; but none has tried to focus adequate attention on
Nigeria’s policy and role on the Palestinian-Israeli conflict and peace process from
[960-2006. In other words, Nigeria’s policy on the Palestinian-Israeli conflict and
peace process has not been adequately researched for several decades by Third
World scholars and writers including Nigerian researchers. This study, therefore,

attempts to contribute to closing this gap.
1.5 SCOPE OF THE STUDY

This study covers the period from 1960-2006 (Time Scope). Data were
collected and analyzed on the period which has witnessed Arab/Palestinian tragedy,
the unresolved Arab/Palestinian-Israeli conflict, frustration and suffering of the Arab
Palestinians in the hands of the Zionist authorities, Palestinian resistance and
struggle as well as Israeli brutality and excessive use of force against the

Palestinians who are fighting for their legitimate rights. It also witnessed political
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chaos in Nigeria and her severance of diplomatic ties (in 1973) with the Jewish State
and; more importantly, the negative role played by the various Nigerian governments

in the resolution of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict since October 1960.

Geographically, the study covers the central state actors in the
Arab/Palestinian-Israeli conflict and peace process (geographical scope) and they

include, among others, Egypt, Lebanon, Syria, Israel, the US, Russia and EU.
1.6 METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

In the words of Kaplan, methodology refers to the explanation, description

and justification of methods applied in executing a research?. In his own view, Kim

and others assert that methodology is a pre-condition of fruitful scientific intellectual
work as it assists the researcher to clear the routes of investigation. The clearing
role of methodology, they observed, is its most important contribution to research
since it enables the researcher and consumers of research product to understand
not just the results of scientific research but also and, more importantly, the process

of the research itself?2.

The crucial concept in the above is research which Drew (1980) defines as “a

systematic method of enquiry” while Leedy defines it as:

The manner in which we attempt to solve problems in a
systematic effort to push back the frontiers of human ignorance or
to confirm the validity of the solutions to problems others have
presumably solved.?

21 .  For details, See Kaplan A, The Conduct of Inquiry, San Francisco, Chandler,

1964.
22. See J. Kim and others, Introduction to Factor Analysis, London, Sage, 1978.
23. See Aina L.O. (ed.) Research in Information Sciences: An African Perspective, Strinling-

Horden Publishers (Nig.) Ltd., Ibadan, 2002, p. 1.
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The definitions of Best and Kahn (1998) are more comprehensive than those
definitions of Drew and Leedy. According to them, research is the systematic and
objective analysis and recording of controlled observations, principles, theories
resulting in prediction and ultimate control of many events that may be

consequences or causes of specific activities.*

At this juncture, it is important to bear in mind that a piece of research work
begins with a problem which the research sets out to solve. Above all, a research is
expected to contribute something new to knowledge. Like any other research work,
three aspects of methodology are relevant in this project and these are (i) sources of
data (i) methods of data gathering and (iii) methods of data analysis (See Fig. 1.1).

We now discuss each of them.

() Sources of data: The study relied on primary data gathered directly

from relevant persons who were willing to offer useful information on the Middle East
affairs and secondary data gathered from published (and unpublished) books,
journals, official texts/reports, magazines, and newspapers (material sources).
These sources were supplemented by official pronouncements and speeches or
statements of top government functionaries such as Head of State and Government
as well as Foreign Affairs Minister in Nigeria. Their pronouncements or speeches are

guoted where need be in the study.

(i) Methods of data collection: The data for this study were gathered

through two major techniques namely: questionnaire administration and library
search. Library search enabled us to go through a lot of materials in order to extract
information from relevant books, journals, newspapers and magazines; while

guestionnaire technique enabled us to tap information from Important and willing
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persons/respondents. Briefly stated, data for this study were obtained
through documentary materials, questionnaires, observation and
Delphi panel interview. A total of 234 copies of questionnaires were
administered on Nigerian students, lecturers and
Administrators/Directors. Delphi Panel interview was conducted among
Nigerian and Non-Nigerian Ambassadors posted to the Middle East.
Documentary data were obtained from Library search. Descriptive
method was used to analyse quantitative data while analytical method

was used to analyse documentary data.

(i)  Methods of Data Analysis:

Ted Gurr informs us that:

“To analyse data is to subject them to explicit tests, the results of which

hopefully will provide answers to the researcher’s initial questions™>.

For this study, the method of analysis is historical, descriptive and analytical
with focus on the actors, institutions, processes and outcomes. More importantly,
the questionnaires returned were processed through statistical tools such as
percentages, frequency distribution and bar graphs. In addition, the Systems theory

was adopted as the most suitable theoretical frame-work of analysis.

25. See Aina L.O. (ed.) Research in Information Science: An African Perspective.
Strinling-Horden Publishers (Nig) Ltd. Ibadan, 2002, p. 1.
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Fig. 1.1.SEVEN STEPS/PROCESSES IN SOCIAL RESEARCH

/

Selecting a Topic

Inform others Ask research questions

|

Design study

A 4

Interprete data Collect data

Analyse data

Source: Mazi Mbah C.C. Political Theory & Methodoloqgy, Rex Charles & Patrick Ltd,
Okija, 2006, p. 374.

1.7 LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY
Like any other research project, this study has some limitations. Firstly, we

expected to benefit from the ideas and wisdom of some relevant actors who were
penciled down to be interviewed. But there was the problem of gaining (or getting)
access to key American, European, African and Arab players who have been deeply
involved in the Palestinian-Israeli conflict. The problem of gaining access to the

decision-point, therefore, posed serious limitation to the study.

Despite this, the researcher gained access to relevant American, European
and Arab diplomats during his diplomatic career and posting to the Middle East

especially Beirut (Lebanon) and Damascus (Syria) where he had access to travel to
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various parts of the region where he conducted oral interviews. Besides,
guestionnaire administration and oral interview were conducted with relevant

Nigerians.

Secondly, the unfavourable political climate, deep mistrust, fear, suspicion
and lack of confidence between the Arabs and Jews denied the researcher much
needed expert views for this study. Most Arabs, except Arab scholars/intellectuals,
feared to express their views on the subject matter. Thirdly, there was the problem
of interpretation and translation from either Arabic to English or Hebrew to English
since the researcher collected data from both Arabic and Jewish
communities/intelligentsia whose principal languages, apart from French, are Arabic
and Hebrew respectively. As a result, he did not obtain the required information and
cooperation from some respondents whose views would have otherwise been very
useful. Also vital information on the research project was kept secret or top secret

by both Arab and Israeli decision-makers.

Besides, vital documents and pronouncements were not made available in-
spite of close contacts of the researcher with top government functionaries in
Nigeria. This is not surprising because during the military era in Nigeria, vital
decisions were made under strict secrecy by senior military officers and were not
recorded for research purposes. The lingua franca of Middle Eastern countries is
Arabic language which posed serious problem to the researcher. Notwithstanding
the above limitations, the researcher was still able to gather enough valuable data
before his retirement from Nigerian foreign service or during his diplomatic career to
the major countries in the Middle East sub-region especially Lebanon, Syria, Turkey,
Jordan, Egypt, Saudi-Arabia, Athens (Greece), as well as Rome (ltaly), USA and

London (U.K). in order to make this study viable and the findings reliable and valid.

28



CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter is devoted to the clarification of concepts/terms, review of
existing literature in the field of study and discussion of the theoretical framework of

analysis. These three areas are treated in that order.
2.1 CONCEPTUAL CLARIFICATION

To enhance the understanding of this study, it is deemed necessary to define
and explain a few relevant concepts and terms. These are: foreign policy, national
interest, war, conflict, power and terrorism. We take the concepts in the order stated

herein.

0] Foreign Policy: A major element in international interaction is foreign policy
which has various interpretations and definitions. Millar defines foreign Policy

as:

the sum total of all policies that have effect on a national
government’s relations with other national governments®.

This definition bears the risk of having no boundary at all with domestic policy even
though we know that there is no water-tight compartmentalization between foreign
policy and domestic policy. For this main reason, the definition given by Pedelford
and Lincoln captures the kernel of foreign policy to the effect that foreign policy is the
element in the flow process through which a state translates its objectives and
interests into concrete courses of action geared towards the achievement of these
objectives and safeguarding (or serving) its interest®>.  Simply put, foreign policy is

about national objectives to be achieved and the means for achieving them. It is

L See Millar T., “On Writing About Foreign Policy” in Rosenau (ed.), International Politics and Foreign
Policy, New York: The Free Press, 1969, p. 57.
% See Pedelford N. and G. Lincoln, Dynamics of International Politics, New York: Macmillan, 1962, p. 223
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designed to promote, protect and defend a country’s national interest within the

international system.

Unlike Pedelford and Lincoln, Joseph Frankel asserts that “foreign policy
consists of decisions and actions which involve, to some extent, relations between
one state and others™. According to Keith R. Legg and James Morrison, the term

foreign policy may be defined as a:

set of explicit objectives with regard to the world beyond the
borders of a given social unit and a set of strategies and tactics
designed to achieve those objectives®.

The definition offered by Legg and Morrison implies the perception of a need to
influence the behaviour of other states or international organizations. The aim is to
ensure that such states or international organizations maintain the existing pattern of
behaviour if the influencing state perceives such as contributing to the achievement
of its own objectives. It may also be to change the present pattern by initiating a new

set of policies, or by altering or halting the implementation of existing ones.

Adeniran’s definition looks at foreign policy empirically by focusing on what it

actually is stating that foreign policy consists of three elements:
() overall orientation and policy intentions of a country towards other countries,

(i) the objectives which a country seeks to pursue and achieve in her relations

with others, and

(i)  the means for pursuing and achieving the objectives®.

% . See Joseph Frankel, The Making of Foreign Policy: An Analysis of Decision-Making, London: Oxford
University Press, 1967, p. 1.
* See Keith R. Legg and James Morrison, Politics and the International System, New York: Happer and
Row, 1971
®. See Tunde Adeniran, Introduction to International Relations, Lagos: Macmillan, 1985, p. 185.
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From here, we recall Hans J. Morgenthau’s warning or information to the
effect that “all foreign policy... is a struggle for the minds of men”®. Nwolise also

defined foreign policy as:

...the total gamut or plans, decisions, processes, values,
principles and objectives designed into a programme of actions
and reactions to propel and guide a state in its relations with
other states and international personalities in the pursuit of its
interests’.

While the definitions (or interpretations) stated above are valid, we prefer to
conceptulise foreign policy as the general principles, actions and reactions by which
a sovereign state conducts its external relations with other independent states and
non-state actors within the international system. In other words, it is a course of
action adopted by the government of a nation-state in its relations with other external
actors. It is important to note, however, that foreign policy is always seen as elitist
business. Less than five percent (5%) of the intelligentsia of any nation-state is
interested in foreign policy issues. Hence it is an area of life which draws the
attention of a very small part of a country’s populace. As a result, it can be argued
that foreign policy objectives represent the wishes and aspirations of the informed

groups in any nation-state.

On the needs of foreign policy, Akindele, whose Article analyses the domestic
structure of foreign policy, enumerated six basic needs of a dynamic and influential
foreign policy as: (i) a stable domestic political climate, (ii) strong economic base,
(i) a respectable military capability, (iv) a rationally conscious social community in
which a large spectrum of the citizens is involved in the articulation and aggregation

of the national interest as well as in the making and control of foreign policy, (v) the

g See Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace, New York:
Alfred Knock, 1966, p. 339.

See Nwolise O. B.C., Towards the Utilization of Foreign Policy as a Strategic Instrument of Economic
Development, Paper Presented at the ASUU Conference on the State of the Nation at the University

of Lagos, April 4 — 6, 1994, p.7

7
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existence of a talented and innovative group of foreign policy decision advisers and
decision-makers, and finally, (vi) an integrated and streamlined structure of policy
advice and policy-making which permits not only the harmonization of the different
strands of foreign policy but also the co-ordination of both foreign and domestic

policies of the government?®.

This leads the discourse to the issue of state capacity in foreign policy making
and execution. In this respect, Ogwu asserts that, with reference to economic factor,
two major factors affect the capacity of a state to pursue its foreign policy goals.
These are: (i) the ability of the economy to mobilize and deploy its productive forces,
and (ii) the degree of external dependence of the economy. Citing the Nigerian
example, she wrote that the sudden change in world economic conditions
occasioned greatly by the enormous increase in oil prices in the 1970s gave Nigeria

a new kind of independence. In her words:

The improved state of Nigeria’s economy essentially resulting
from its vast oil earnings bestowed on it a leverage which it did
not possess in the first decade of independence. More
significantly perhaps, was the government’s ability to determine
its own policies independent of external influence®.

While accepting Ogwu’s assertion, it is important to note that the ability and
willingness of the leadership of a country to utilize national resources prudently also
matters a lot in achieving a country’s foreign policy goals. In addition, while
accepting the fact that the needs listed by Akindele are valid for a country’s foreign
policy to be dynamic and influential, one can state that the nature of the external
environment vis-a-vis the state and government operating any set of such foreign

policy needs is also crucial. For example, a state like Iraqg may have such needs in

8 See Akindele R. A. “The Domestic Structure of Foreign Policy” in Nigeria Forum Lagos: NIIA Publication,
January — March 1988, p.16
° See U. Joy Ogwu, Nigerian Foreign Policy: Alternative Futures, Macmillan, 1986, p.28
32




place and yet fail to be influential on the international scene due to a hostile

international environment.

In summary, foreign policy is the promotion of national interests at the
international level. The process of foreign policy decision-making is influenced by
factors that are not only internal to the state initiating particular foreign policy, but
also by pressures from sources that are external to it. In other words, two
environments of foreign policy can be identified: (i) the domestic and (ii) external
environments. It is an interplay between domestic and global politics. This assertion
conforms with F. S. Northedge’s definition of foreign policy. According to him, the
foreign policy of a country is a product of environmental factors - both internal and

external to it.

The domestic influences on foreign policy include, among others, a country’s
geography, economy, demography, political structure, its military, political parties
and public opinion. The primary influence on foreign policy, however, relates to the
objectives which the decision-makers intend to achieve on the international scene.
The international system to which foreign policies are directed is composed of
sovereign independent states — i.e. entities over which the initiating state has no
authority or jurisdiction. Also the existence of international law and international
ethical norms act in greater or lesser degree to limit the freedom to manoeuvre by
states in the system'®. Indeed, they are constraints in the behaviours of decision—
makers. The foreign policy of a country and at any given time is intricately related to
its domestic politics. In fact, one cannot really seperate foreign and domestic
politics. It, therefore, follows that a country’s national power such as population and

economy has direct relevance to its foreign policy.

19 See Olusola Ojo and Amadu Sesay, Concepts in International Relations. Clearprint Publishers, Ile-Ife,
2002 p. 126
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If a country is to achieve its foreign policy goals, it must employ several
techniques or methods such as diplomacy, persuasive explanation, negotiation,
inducements (rewards), friendship and confrontation (carrots and sticks), punishment
(deprivations), retaliatory measure, threats, economic and naval blockade as well as
effective propaganda. Military force is employed as the last resort. Diplomacy is the
most widely used instrument of foreign policy implementation. It involves
representation, arbitration, conciliation, mediation, economic, consular, security,
defence, intelligence gathering and other matters which must be handled with care.
More importantly, the style (manner) and skill (ability) with which a country’s foreign
policy is implemented can lead to success or failure. Success in foreign policy
occurs if a declared (or announced) objectives is achieved. Success is likely to be
achieved in foreign policy if it is based on the accurate assessment of facts
supplemented by appropriate material and human resources, and if there is an
element of fortune'’. Also success in foreign policy can be achieved by a
knowledgeable Head of State/ President or his Foreign Minister. As Charles Maurice
de Talleyrand Perigord popularly called Talleyrand proved during the 1815 Congress
of Vienna, it is possible for a country to still achieve much in spite of its weaknesses
or failings. But that country must either have a brilliant and visionary leader or a
skillful diplomat in charge of its foreign affairs. In concluding our discussion on the
concept of foreign policy, there are two broad categories of actors who are involved
in the formulation and implementation of foreign policy and these are: (i) those who

formulate and (ii) those who implement it.
(i)  National Interest

National interest is perhaps one of the most controversial concepts in

contemporary international relations because there is as yet no universally

1 See F. S. Northedge, (ed.), The Foreign Policies of the Powers, London: Faber and Faber, 1968,p. 38
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acceptable single definition of what constitutes the national interest of a nation-state.
In a nutshell, national interest is a vague term and has been defined in many senses.
According to Obiozor, national interest is the interest of the nation-state, that is, the
interest of the people, not of the leaders. He further asserts that a country’s national
interest differs from those of the policy-makers'®. In his own view, Adeniran states

that:

When statesmen and bureaucrats are expected or are required to act
in the national interest, what is meant is that they are being called upon
to take action on issue that would improve the political situation, the
economic and social well-being, the health and culture of the people as
well as their political survival. They are being urged to take action that
will improve the lot of the people rather than pursue policies that will
subject the people to domination by other countries... policies which
are likely to make them unable to stand among other nations™?.

National interest is an approach to the study and understanding of a country’s
foreign policy and external relations. In this regard, Morgenthau, who is a realist,

observes that:

...no nation can have true guide as to what it needs to do in
foreign policy without accepting national interest as that guide™®.

From Morgenthau’s assertion, the fundamental place and role of national
interest in foreign policy-making and execution become clear and informative.

Hence, national interest is conceptualized as:

...the totality of the national value of a state which will include,
but not restricted to (a) national sovereignty (b) national
ideology (c) national self-preservation (d) national defence
and security (e) national economic well-being (f) national
cultural preservation (g) national status and prestige and (h)
regional and international peace™.

12" See George A. Obiozor, “Analyzing Nigeria’s Role in International Institutions” in Jide Owoeye, Nigeria in
International Institutions, College Press Ltd., 1993, p.2

18 See Tunde Adeniran, Op.cit, p. 191

14 See Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace, New York: Alfred Knopf,
1966, p. 6.

15 See Trune Beatrice. “Elements of Foreign Policy” in Akinbobola, A Foreign Policy Analysis: Issues and Trends in
Selected Countries, Ibadan, Caltop Publication, 1995, p. 14
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While some scholars agree that national interest is the objective toward which

foreign policy is prosecuted, others like Northedge observe that:

It is the organization of wants, desires, needs and claims of a
state which commands a consensus at home strong enough to
support those who act on the state’s behalf in the international
system™®,

Unlike Northedge, Joseph Frankel attempts a definition of a national interest
from three analytical levels: (i) the aspirational level, (ii) the operational level and
(ii) the polemic level. At the aspirational level, the concept of national interest refers
to the vision of the good life, to some ideal set of goals which the state would like to
realize if this were possible. At the operational level, Frankel states that national
interest means that sum total of interests and policies actually pursued by a
particular state *” within the international system. And finally, at the polemic level, he
asserts that national interest refers to the use of the concept in political argument in

real life to explain, evaluate, rationalize or criticize international behaviour.

Contrary to Frankel, Wolfer asserts that when people sometimes say or ask
that a state’s policy should reflect the national interest, what they have in mind
essentially is that they desired to see the makers of national policy rise above the
narrow and special economic interest of parts of the nation-state to focus their

attention on the more inclusive interests of the whole (nation) 2.

From the above interpretations or definitions of national interest, we can
observe that every nation-state has a set of objectives or goals in its foreign policy

which it must aspire to promote vis-a-vis those of other members of the international

See F. S. Northedge (ed), Op. Cit., p. 78.

See Joseph Frankel, Contemporary International Theory and the Behaviour of States,
London, University Press, 1973, p. 64

18 Ibid, p. 148

17.
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political system. Such objectives or goals could also be, for example, the rapid

industrialization of a country’s economic system and protection of its citizens

It is essential to note that all the goals or objectives of nation-states can be
subsumed (or divided) into two major categories: (i) vital (core) interests, and (ii)
secondary (variable) interests. According to Hartman, the category of interests
called “vital or core interests” include things that a nation-state already possesses™®
although it could also include new sets of goals which the state may also want to
pursue either in the short, medium or long term. Under this category of interests,
there are national survival (protection of the independence and territorial integrity of
the state and the lives of all its citizens against external aggression), and the
protection of its political, economic and social institutions. When vital interests are
thwarted, violence seems to remain the only ultimate arbiter as shown in the Arab-

Israeli conflict.

The above stated interests are objectives for which states are normally
prepared to go to war. Unlike vital interests, secondary or variable interests are less
stable or permanent. Nonetheless, they could enhance or compliment the
achievement of vital interests or objectives of nation-states. A good example of
secondary interest is the protection of a state’s citizens living abroad. In his own
view, Olajide Aluko defines Nigeria’s national interest as consisting of six important
elements in descending order of priority: (i) self — preservation of the country (ii)
defence and maintenance of the country’s independence (iii) economic and social
well-being of the (Nigerian) people, (iv) defence, preservation and promotion of the

ways of life especially their democratic values, (v) enhancement of the country’s

19 See F.H. Hartman, The Relations of Nations Third Edition, New York: Macmillan 1967, p. 72
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standing in Africa and (vi) promotion of world’s peace ?° He is careful, however, to
identify the first three as “the vital national interests” that can, in no way or
circumstance, be compromised. More importantly, he is careful to link them to the
national capability for achieving the first three goals stated above. Aluko’s objective
is to demonstrate how the forces generated by the domestic structure and the
external cum psychological environments can act as constraining or promoting

factors.

Since Nigeria’s independence on October 1, 1960, successive administrations
or regimes, from their perspectives, have sought to identify the ultimate aims and
objectives of the country in its relations with other nation-states within the
international system. In a major speech in Parliament in August 1960, Prime
Minister Balewa identified what he considered to be the general aims of Nigeria’s
foreign policy thus: (i) the promotion of the national interest of the Federation of
Nigeria and its citizens, (ii) friendship and co-operation with all nations of the world
which recognize and respect Nigeria's sovereignty, (iii) non-alignment to any power
bloc, (iv) assistance to African States to foster co-operation among countries in
Africa in so far as it is compatible with Nigeria’s national interest, (v) respect for the
sovereign equality of all nations as well as non-intervention in the internal affairs of

other states and (vi) unimpeded decolonization.

Before the end of the 1980’s, it had become generally accepted that the
specific national interests of Nigeria to be pursued through foreign policy should and
must include: (i) defence of the country’s independence, sovereignty and territorial
integrity, (ii) the promotion of self-reliance in Africa and the Third World, (iii) the

defence of the Blackman'’s rights, and (iv) promotion of his dignity, justice and peace

20- See Olajide Aluko, Essays on Nigerian Foreign Policy, Foundation London: George Allen and Unwin, 1981,
P. 265
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throughout the world®*. The regimes which preceded the Babangida administration
(27 August 1985 — 27 August 1993), no doubt, pursued the goals of self-
preservation, world peace and regional security as best as they could. Besides, one
of the most comprehensive attempts so far at conceptualizing Nigeria’s national
interest took place during the all Nigeria Conference on Foreign Policy held at Kuru
(near Jos) in 1986. Participants at the conference concluded that Nigeria’s national

interest constitutes:

the quest for national independence, national cohesion,
territorial integrity, security, interest of the individual Nigerian
citizen especially as regards food, health and housing and the
promotion of national ethics of discipline, self-reliance and
patrotism?2.

It must be noted that Nigeria’s national interests since independence also derive
largely from the Charters of the United Nations (UN), the OPEC, OAU (now AU),
ECOWAS and the Charters of the various multilateral organizations to which Nigeria
belongs. National interest is best served through foreign policy, bilateral and

multilateral relations.

In summary, the core national interests of a state may include the defence
and security of the state (self-preservation), security of the state’s political belief,
values and culture as well as the welfare of its citizens. In this respect, the material
welfare of Nigerian citizens should and must be improved or elevated. In addition,
Nigeria must be liberated from economic serfdom and the crushing burden of the
country’s external debts. As revealed by the Office of Accountant General of the
Federation in November 2004, the Federal Government and the 36 States of the

Federation paid about N212 billion to service Nigeria’s foreign debt. The figure

2 See Sam Oyovbaire and Tunji Olagunju (eds), Foundations of a New Nigeria: The IBB Era,

Precision Press, Nigeria (No Year), p. 62
22. See G. O. Olusanya and R. A. Akindele, “Nigeria’s Foreign Policy in the Future: An Introductory
Overview”, Nigerian Journal of International Affairs, vol. 12, Nos. 1 & 2, 1986, p.2
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exceeded the 2004 budget for debt service by N2825 billion, as N183.6 billion was
appropriated for debt service. It also represents an increase of 0.82 percent over
2003 corresponding period figure of N210.10 billion. Nigeria owed foreign creditors
$32.916 billion as at 31 December 2003 out of which the Federal Government
accounted for $25.26 billion while the State Governments owed $7.65 billion.*® It is
interesting to note that former President Olusegun Obasanjo announced that Nigeria
now has $42 billion in its foreign reserve. His administration inherited $3.7 billion
seven years ago.”*® As at January 5, 2007, Nigeria has paid $1.4bn London Club
debt.?*® The peripheral interests of a state may include national aggradisement,
prestige and pursuit of world peace. Put simply, anything that will enhance the
capacity of Nigerians to defend their country’s independence and territory from
internal and external aggression as well as promote Nigeria’s economic growth and
development and the welfare of its citizens is deemed to be in the national interest.
National interest of Nigerian citizens also includes pursuit of happiness and
prosperity which can only be achieved or assured through sound or correct

economic policies.

A nation-state can achieve its national interests through: (i) war or the use of
force (violence), (i) formation and building of alliances and (iii) diplomacy. It is
important to note that violence and war are part of conflict resolution mechanism.
Violence and its escalation in the Middle East, for example, came about because of
Israeli and Palestinian attempts to achieve by force what they could not attain

through diplomacy.

23 (a) See The Punch, Monday, 6 December 2004, vol. 17, No 19227, P.71
23(b)  See The Nation (published in Nigeria) Friday, "17 November 2006, Vol. 0109, p. 1.
23(c)  See The Punch, Friday, January 5, 2007, p. 2.
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(i)  The concept of War

War is one of the oldest methods used by states to achieve national interest;

and it can be defined as:

An act of violence to compel one’s opponent to submit to his will
or desires. It is not a mere act of policy but a true political
instrument, a continuation of political activity by other means,*

War is an instrument of foreign policy and it is conducted for political
purposes. People do not want war but it comes about because people are led into it
by militarist, war-mongers, autocrats and totalitarians, or because their legitimate
aspirations to nationhood, such as the desire of the Palestinians for statehood, are
blocked by undemocratic means. States (or non-state actors) go to war for gain or in
self-defence. More importantly, the issue of war (or conflict) and peace is the most
prominent on the foreign policy of all states and the international organizations

created by them.

Carl Von Clausewitz — a Prussian General, who stressed the importance of
political control of the armed forces, stated that wars rest on a trilogy of factors
namely: (i) animosity directed against the enemy which is provided by the people,
(i) the management of contingency which is the role of the army or armed forces
and, (iii) the aims/objectives of the war which are determined by the political

leadership?>.

Sometimes, war is legitimate. In this respect, the Holy Quran (e.g. 9:13 and
22:40) contains legitimation for going to war (Jihad). But it also warns against the
illegitimate use of force: “fight in the cause of God those who fight you”. But do not

transgress limits: “for God loves not the aggressors. Similarly, within the Islamic

24. See Carl Von Clausewitz, On War, Princeton: University Press, 1976, p.
25. Ibid.
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sources, there is a considerable discussion of the conduct of war, especially as it
relates to the treatment of women and children, prisoners of war and the degree of

force that is legitimate.

There are various types of war. There are (i) inter-tribal or ethnic wars fought
between one tribe or kingdom and the other, (ii) class war as conceived by orthodox
Marxists, (iii) cold wars fought by the two superpowers and their client states from
1945-1989/1990, (iv) colonial wars which included revolutionary war and liberation
war. From Palestinians’ perspective, they are fighting or waging war of liberation
because they want to liberate (or free) themselves from Israel’s colonialism,
occupation, imperialism, exploitation, aggression, oppression, dependency and
hegemony. In addition, there are (v) border wars. In this respect, Nigeria fought a
bloody border war (in 1983) with Chad Republic over a piece of land around Lake

Chad which is also suspected to be rich in oil deposits.

Since 1975, Morocco has been engaged in a bitter and protracted war over
Western Sahara which it claims as part of the Greater Moroccan Kingdom; (vi) civil
wars such as the Nigerian Civil War (1967 — 1970), the Liberian Civil War (1989 -
2001), the Angolan Civil War which began in 1975 and lasted for about thirty years)
and the civil war in Sierra-Leone, (vii) global wars such as the First World War 1
(1914 — 1918) and the Second World War (1939-1945). The Gulf War of 1990/91,
which occurred as a result of Irag’s invasion of Kuwait, nearly plunged the world into
the “Third World War”. During and after the Gulf War, Palestinian leader Yasser
Arafat was discredited and isolated because of his pro-Saddam Hussein Gulf crisis
policy. The PLO and its leader (Yasser Arafat) were closely allied with the deposed
Saddam Hussein’s regime and they made no serious effort to dissociate themselves

thereafter. The result was that all the Gulf States (or regimes) cut-off the PLO
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completely. Kuwait threw out (or expelled) several Palestinians in the Spring and

Summer of 1991 because of PLO’s alleged collaboration with Iraq.

War is not the best means to settle human grievances because of its
destructive effects. Nonetheless, it is the ultimate mechanism for the resolution of
conflict. Closely related to war is the concept of violence. Violence refers to
behaviour that is intended to hurt other people physically. It is the use of brutal force
for selfish goals. Like war, there are various forms of violence. Premier examples
include violence between family members, political violence, ethnic/tribal violence
and international violence which should not be allowed to escalate beyond control.

Force is usually employed in any violence.
(iv) The Concept of Conflict

Lexically, conflict means fight, struggle, clash, confrontation, controversy or

guarrel and disagreement. Lewis Coser defines conflict as:

“a struggle over values and claims to scarce status, power and
resources in which the aims of the opponents are to neutralize,
injure or eliminate their rivals®.

Lewis A. Coser further informs us that conflict comes from an incompatibility

of goals or action. In his own interpretation, Stedman states:

Conflict in Africa arises from problems basic to all populations:
the tugs and pulls of different identities, the differential
distribution of resources and access to power and competing
definitions of what is right, fair and just®’.

Besides, political analysts and observers of African conflicts and governance agree

26. See Lewis A. Coser, The Foundation of Social Conflict, Free Press, 1956, p. 8.

27. See Stephen Stedman, “Conflict and Conflict Resolution in Africa. A Conceptual Framework”,
in F. Deng and I.W. Zartman (ed.), Conflict Resolution in Africa, Washington D.C., 1991, p. 369.
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that the greatest cause of violent conflict in Africa today can be attributed to misrule
or bad governance characterized by corruption, indiscipline in the society, electoral
manipulation, human rights abuses and violations as well as lack of public
accountability, transparency and abuse of power. We can also add that poverty is
one of the major causes of African conflict and it, therefore, poses a major threat to
Africa’s future development and the institutionalization of democratic process in the
continent. As a result of poverty in Nigeria and elsewhere in Africa, many children
are denied economic, social and cultural rights, especially the right to education at all

levels.

The causes of some of the conflicts and wars in Africa and Asia, for example,
are so complex that the ordinary man in the street will regard them as wars and
conflicts without objectives. Nonetheless, the causes of some wars and conflicts in
both regions can be traced to pre-colonial and colonial contacts while others are
results of the forced colonial relationship?, as well as the inordinate ambitions of a
group of people in both regions of the world. Arising from the conflicts are different
conflict management, conflict prevention and conflict resolution mechanisms such as
Third Party Mediation which failed to resolve the Nigerian-Biafran Civil War and the

protracted Arab-Israeli conflict.

In our view, conflict or crisis may arise as a result of frustration, oppression,
insecurity, denial of human rights, ethnic and foreign domination, racial segregation
or practice known as apartheid, loss of territory or land, misperception, suspicion,
misunderstanding, class struggle and injustice in any political system. More

importantly, conflict is not inevitable and it is a permanent feature of human life.

28. See F.O. Adeyemo, Conflicts, Wars, and Peace in Africa 1960-2000, Ziedan Printing Press, Beirut,
Lebanon. p. ii.
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Once conflict is removed from man, dynamism is removed from him. Conflicts and
wars are encouraged and sustained by human beings. Similarly, they can be
terminated by human beings. Conflict is only dangerous when it takes destructive
dimension like crisis or war. Conflict, however, differs from crisis. The latter arises

out of the failure to resolve a conflict through normal procedures.

Different types of conflict exist. Premier example is political conflict by which
a group tries to impose its policy or wish/will on others. Besides, there are social and
ideological conflicts in which political and economic systems of thought and value
struggle with each other. Lastly, there are legal conflicts in which controversies over
claims or demands are adjudicated or adjusted by mutually recognized procedures.
Other types of conflicts include: cultural conflict and communal conflict. It is
essential to note that numerous conflicts have occurred since 19™ century in various
parts of the world notably in the Balkans, Central America, Africa and Middle East

sub-region.

Conflict in any form can be resolved in three principal ways: (i) judicial
solution which includes arbitration and adjudication, (ii) military solution which also
includes war, (i.e. violence and the use of force), (iii) political solution such as good
offices, inquiry, mediation/third party mediation, reconciliation, negotiation and
dialogue. More significantly, conflict may be violent or non-violent. It may be
controllable or non-controllable, resolvable or unresolvable. Whatever form conflict
may take, it is functional, disruptive and wasteful. Rather than violence or the use of
force, dialogue should be the basis for resolving any conflict whether it is domestic,
national, regional or international. This is because it is the most effective conflict

resolution strategy.
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Dialogue involves two or more parties with different or divergent views on a
specific issue. For any dialogue to be meaningful and effective, certain conditions
must exist. The first condition is that there must be genuine desire to resolve the
conflict. No party must be ordered to the negotiating table. Secondly, dialogue is
often fruitful if the parties come together because they believe that it is more
beneficial to talk than to wage war. Thirdly, the parties must have (and show)
regards for each other. Both parties to a conflict must, therefore, see the other as
equal partner. Dialogue, however, differs slightly from negotiation. Usually, parties
who are involved in a dispute (or conflict) come to the negotiating table to defend
their interests and to achieve tangible things. Compromise can be reached after
lengthy and fruitful negotiations. Lastly, trust must exist between (or among) the
parties to a conflict. Any dialogue between a cat and a mouse is not likely to yield

much fruit.

Nigeria, like any other peace-loving state, favours constructive dialogue as a
means of resolving conflict (or crisis) as well as promoting better relations among
nation-states. But dialogue, as an approach to conflict resolution mechanism, has
not vyielded positive results in Nigeria and between the Israelis and
Arab/Palestinians. Where it has been used, it has not been effective. A good
example was the dialogue between Nigerian leaders and those of the aborted nation
of Biafra at Aburi (Ghana) in 1967. Another example was the abortive negotiations
between the Federal Military Government and the Nigerian Labour Unions notably
ASUU during the Abacha regime from 1993 — 1998. Also in Nigeria, parties to a
conflict usually clamour for dialogue as a way to resolving a crisis but they invariably

insist on incompatible demands designed to resolve it. This should not be so.
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(v) Power as a concept

Writers and scholars differ considerably in their interpretation of power. In
other words, the concept of power, as used in the analysis of global (international)
politics, has given rise to endless definitional debate. Nonetheless, they all agree
that power is an essential concept in the study of domestic and international politics.
Indeed, it is pivotal to the analysis of foreign policies of nation-states. Power not only
comes from the barrel of the gun or from the ballot box, but it also comes from the
barrel of petroleum or crude-oil. In addition, power is measured on the basis of the
influence it confers on the states that possess it and the ability of that state to apply

pressure and sometimes to force others to do what it wants them to do.
Robert O. Keohane defines power as:

the ability of an actor to get others to do something they otherwise
would not do. It can be conceived in terms of control over
outcomes?.

Contrary to Keohane’s definition, Robert Dahl defines power as:

the ability to shift the probability of outcomes... “A” has power
over “B” to the extent that he can get “B” to do something that
“B” would not otherwise do®.

From Dahl’s definition, it follows that power has psychological relation between those
who exercise it and those on whom it is exercised. It gives the former control over
certain actions of the latter through the influence which the former exerts over the

latter’'s minds.
In his own interpretation, George Schwarzenberger observes that:

...Power is the mean between influence and force and may be defined
as the capacity to impose one’s will on others by reliance on effective
sanctions in case of non-compliance®'.

29 . See Robert O. Keohane, Power and Interdependence: World Politics in Transition, Little Brown Company,
Boston, 1997, p. 11.

30. See Robert Dahl, “The Concept of Power” in Behavioural Sciences, Vol. 2, July 1957, pp. 201 -215

31. See George Schwarzenberger, Power Politics, Fredrick A. Praeger, New York, 1951, p. 14
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In his interpretation, F. S. Northedge asserts that:

...when we speak of power, we mean man’s control over the
minds and actions of other men.*

But the control or capacity to impose one’s will on others is anchored to, and
dependent upon, a number of factors such as the strength of the economy, the
military might, the quality and strength of available human resources, the quality of
leadership and the level of industrialization, as well as the ability to democratically

mobilize the population behind the government in support of public policies.

At this juncture, it is essential to note that power is sometimes equated with
influence which is defined as the ability to affect the behaviour of others. Hans
Morgenthau simply defines power as man’s control over the minds and actions of
others. There are manifest and implicit influences. Both power and influence are
inseparable concepts. Essentially, it is the threat of sanctions and coercion which

differentiate power from influence.

In this study, we shall look at the concept of power in three interrelated
categories. Firstly, power is an attribute. In this respect, it is something that people
(groups)or nation-states possess or have access to and have at hand to deploy in
the world. Secondly, power is a relationship. In other words, it is the ability that
people or nation-states have to exercise influence on others in order to get their way

in the world. These two dimensions of power are clearly not separable.

Thirdly, power can only be exercised by an actor or its agents. More importantly,

power is distributive. In this regard, its aim is to determine how and on what basis it

% SeeF. S. Northedge, Continuity, Change and the Aims of Foreign Policy: A Reader, The Open

University Press, Milton Keyness, Edinburgh, p. 234
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is distributed. Lastly, power, they say is transient or temporary. In other words, it is
ephemeral and can continue to be exercised for a short time. Indeed, no one can

cling to power forever. It is not possible.

Besides, realists assert that the component of national power includes: the
size and quality of a nation’s armed forces, its resource base measured in terms of
raw materials, its geographical position and extent, its productive base and
infrastructure, the size and skills of its population, the efficiency (or efficacy) of its
governmental institutions and the quality of its leadership®:. They further assert that

power politics demands firmness and pragmatism.

Some of the above stated attributes of national power are immutable. In this
respect, geographical position and extent are obvious examples. Others change
only slowly (size of the population and economic growth); while others can change
quite rapidly (size of the armed forces). These points allow us to make a clear
distinction between actual power and potential or latent power, that is, the power that
a nation-state actually possesses at any one point as opposed to the power it could

generate in a given time period**.

It is necessary to bear in mind that all of the attributes listed above only have
meaning when placed in a relational context.  In this regard, an American political
scientist, Robert Dahl, offered a classic formulation of relational power when he

suggested that:

Power is the ability to get another actor to do what it would not
otherwise have done or not to do what it would otherwise have done®.

%3 See Chris Brown, Op.cit., p. 87

34" -
) Ibid p.88
s See Robert Dahl, Modern Political Analysis, New York: Prentice Hall, 1970

49



In Dahl’s assertion, two things are obvious. The first of these relationships
can be referred to as ‘compellance’ while the second is ‘deterrence’. Either way,
power is not something that can be measured in terms of the attributes of a state but

only in action and in the effect one state has on another.

Lastly, it is important to note that the power of every person is limited. In
other words, no one including the leaders at the apex of power, and the Courts of
law, possesses unlimited power. Similarly, it is increasingly clear to the Israelis that
they cannot continue to maintain their military superiority over the Arabs including
the Palestinians for ever. Besides, no state can make its own actions legitimate in
the eyes of others. When power, especially military force, is used, the world will
consider it legitimate only when convinced that it is being used for the right purpose

— for broadly shared aims in accordance with broadly accepted norms.
(vi). The Concept of Terrorism

Terrorism is a nebulous political concept. It is a very controversial concept,
which has no universal and acceptable definition. Literally, terrorism denotes
intimidation, mass — organized ruthlessness and force. It also means the use by
political actors, opposition forces or states of deliberate fear to promote and achieve
political ends. Since the beginning of the 20" Century, terrorism is used to mean
acts carried out by opposition groups. This is to say that terrorists employ various
ways such as assassination of political opponents, kidnapping and hijacking of
planes, bomb attacks on public buildings and civilians in public places®. Besides,

terrorism recruits on the basis of an appeal to human emotion. It can be countered

See, Ali Mazrui and Michael Tidy, Nationalism and New States in Africa From About 1939- to
the Present, East Africa Educational Publishers, Nairobi,, p. 2.
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only by a better, more profound and well articulated counter appeal. Military assault
on terrorism won’t work unless it is seen to be motivated and stirred by a
commitment to justice. That is why trying to resolve the Israel-Palestine dispute is
important not only for its own sake, but because the absence of peace causes

suffering that is exploited by terrorism and terrorists.

There are two remote causes of terrorism in the world today especially in the
Middle East and perhaps South-East Asia. One is colonialism while the other is the
Cold War. The legacies of both, followed by the inequalities associated with
globalization, have produced, in the Middle East and elsewhere, a generalized
resentment against the capitalist West led by the United States of America. There is
no doubt, colonialism created the state system in the Middle East after 1918; but it
also left behind a set of unresolved issues that have bred conflict and a kind of
rancour towards the United States of America and others such as Israel ever since.
These issues include the Palestine question, the Kurdish issue and the status of
Kuwait. During the 1967 Arab-Israeli War and thereafter, the State of Israel
colonized and occupied Arab/Palestinian territories in the West Bank, Gaza Strip and
the Syrian Golan Heights. Regrettably, no meaningful effort has been made since
1967 by Israel supported by American military might to decolonize the

Arab/Palestinian territories occupied by Israeli forces.

In Africa of which Nigeria is a component, European colonialism was a major
(or decisive) turning point in the continent’s destiny or history in the sense that it
incorporated Africa into the world economy and international (global) system.
Beginning with the slave trade, Africa was increasingly absorbed into the world of
capitalist investment and international exchange. Besides, colonialism introduced
Africa to modern science and technology. In this respect, the areas of life affected

are medical hospitals/clinics, the use of tractors, electricity (no more fire-woods,
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although many rural dwellers still rely on the use of firewoods) and modern
transportation system. More importantly, many African colonies after independence
opted to join the international diplomatic system which had been devised by the
Western world over the centuries. But, it could be argued that Africa could have
entered the world economy, world diplomacy and modern technology without
necessarily being colonized or ruled by European powers. After all, Japan is today a
leading industrialized nation without being ruled by the West, especially by Britain,

France and Portugal.

The age of colonialism in the Middle East (roughly 1870-1945) was
succeeded by that of the Cold war (1945 — 1989). Some commentators have,
however, suggested that the September 11 (2001) terrorist attacks in USA marked
the real end of the Cold War in that it marked the start of a new global conflict
replacing that of the post — 1945 era®’. For others, the conflict between the West

and the Islamic World was (and still is) a new global rivalry.

At this juncture, it must be stated that terrorism has two political goals namely:
(i) to demoralize the enemy and (ii) to mobilize supporters (i.e. terrorists). More
importantly, terrorism has become the pre-occupation of statesmen, policy-makers,
writers and scholars in various parts of the world, especially after the September 11
2001 terrorist attacks in the US, and the July 7, 2005 multiple bombing of London.
Some writers and commentators assert that terrorism is a sinister tool used by either
individuals, organized groups of people or a state to achieve political ends or
objectives while others assert that terrorism is a criminal act carried out against a
state with the intention to terrorizing certain individuals and undermining the morale

of the members of the public, their establishments as well as institutions.

%7 See F. Halliway, Two Hours That Shook the World: 11 September 2001, Causes and Consequences, Sagi
Books, London, 2002, p. 36
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Terrorism is not only practised by individuals, but also by nation-states.
Hence, we have individual, state and international terrorism. But what propels or
drives individuals to terrorism? In our judgement, the issues of poverty, injustice,
oppression, unemployment, racism, tyranny, political frustration, occupation of land
or territory by force, human rights violations, and Islamic-extremism or

fundamentalism can drive or propel individuals and groups to terrorism.

Terrorism has no geographical boundary and it has occurred in Europe,
United States, Saudi Arabia, Lebanon, Tanzania, and Kenya especially in Nairobi
and Mombasa (East Africa). In 1998, for instance, the American Embassy in Nairobi
was reduced to ashes or rubble by terrorists. More than 200 people were killed by a
terrorist bomb. The massacre in Mombasa (Kenya) on 28 November 2002 was
regarded as barbaric. Ten Kenyans and three Israelis were killed in the Mombasa
attack. The Mombasa terrorist attack raised few fundamental questions at the time it
occurred. First, why is Kenya the easy target of terrorist attacks? Second, was it
due to lack of adequate security measures or the porosity of the Kenya borders?
Thirdly and more importantly, was it a demonstration of anti-American foreign policy
and US support for Israel in the Middle East sub-region?. On December 2007, the
former Pakistani Prime Minister and later Pakistani Party Opposition leader, Mrs.
Benazir Bhutto, was killed by terrorist group in a suicide attack or bomb blast.
Consequently, world leaders including U.S. President George Bush Jnr. and British
Prime Minister Gordon Brown condemned the killing of Bhutto as callous and a sad
day for democracy respectively. President Bush urged the Pakistanis and their
government to stay on democratic path. In a nutshell, the world has witnessed
terrorist bombs in Morocco, Algeria, Pakistan, Afghanistan, India and arrests were

made in Saudi Arabia. Not a single major European nation is immune. Also in
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Sudan, Somalia and places like Nigeria where Muslims and Christians live together,

terrorism is active. Indeed, terrorism is a global phenomenon.

The colonial powers (or ex-colonial powers) had all the heavy weapons, so
the nationalists resorted to ambushes, assassinations and bombings to convince the
foreigners that it was time for them to go home. From Vietnam to Algeria, Cyprus to
Rhodesia, the nationalists’ strategies depended heavily on terrorism and in the end
they won. Hence, leaders like Jomo Kenyatta of Kenya and Yitzhak Shamir of Israel
once condemned by Britain as terrorists were invited to have tea (or to dine and
wine) with the Queen of England and they later became the legitimate leaders of

their independent and sovereign states®.

Some view bad acts carried out by certain organizations as terrorism while
others consider such acts as resistance against occupation of land or territory.
However, there is a big distinction or difference between terrorism and national
resistance or those who launch a just national liberation struggle against invading (or
occupation) troops on their own territory. There is no doubt, the international
community has legitimized resistance to occupation for a long time while terror has
not been legitimized. In this regard, Article No 13 of the 1949 Geneva Convention
legitimizes people’s right to resist occupation by every available means. One
modern example can be cited here. On 2 November 2001, the US government
decided to place on US list of terrorist organizations the name of Hizbullah.
Lebanese authorities promptly rejected Washington’s action and stated that
Hizbullah is not a terrorist organization but a national resistance movement fighting
Israeli occupation in the disputed Shebaa farms area in south Lebanon. It should be
noted that Hizbullah’s resistance forced Israeli forces to withdraw from south

Lebanon (not Shebaa Farms area) on 25 May 2000 without official aid. After the

% 1bid
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tragic events of September Eleven 2001 (see Appendix 6, pp. 458-463), world
leaders and intellectuals must and should address the root causes of terrorism in all
its ramifications. They should also define terrorism properly and correctly so that the

concept of terrorism will have global acceptability.
2.2 Review Of Literature

The purpose of this sub-section is to examine carefully what other scholars
and writers have done in our field of study. There are several works on Nigeria’'s
foreign policy since independence on October 1, 1960 vis-a-vis Arab-Israeli
entanglement since 1948 when the state of Israel was created. We now begin the

review of published and unpublished works found relevant to our study.

Major — General Ike Nwachukwu (rtd.) who was twice Minister of External
(now Foreign) Affairs was a major actor in the Nigeria’s economic diplomacy policy
of the Babangida administration. Economic diplomacy consists of the active pursuit
of foreign policy objectives that are designed to promote trade and investments and
to complement domestic economic reforms such as trade liberalization and
commercialization of public enterprises. Put differently, Nigeria’s foreign economic
policy tried to attract foreign loans and investments for the financing of some of the
projects in the country’s various national development plans. In his paper titled: “Ike

Nwachukwu, Nigerian Foreign Policy Since Independence: A Review, the author

traced Nigeria’s foreign policy initiatives since independence and stated that while
the Babangida administration has maintained continuity in all the basic areas of our
foreign policy, it has, nonetheless, sought a greater balance between the economic
and political strands of our diplomacy. There has been a deliberate effort to move
away from the pre-occupation by earlier regimes with political issues to those that

will support the rejuvenation of our national economy. The policy of economic
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diplomacy, as articulated by Nwachukwu, was geared towards pushing Nigeria’'s
Structural Adjustment Programme (SAP) into the international arena or towards
seeking solutions to the country’s ailing economy beyond its borders. To this end,

some re-organisation was made in the Ministry of External Affairs.

In a book titled Nigeria’s Economic Diplomacy: The lke Nwachukwu Years,

1988 — 1992% the authors examined the genesis of economic diplomacy. Besides,

they analyse the making of foreign policy and economic diplomacy from a conceptual
perspective. From here, the authors move on to examine Nigerian economy and
background to economic diplomacy, the strategies and the machinery for the
economic diplomacy. This is then followed by an examination of bilateral and
multilateral economic co-operation within the context of economic diplomacy. The
basic thrust of the policy was to make Nigeria’'s foreign policy serve the purpose of
economic development at home. This was necessary for a regime that inherited a
sluggish economy from its predecessors and needed to reverse the trend. During the
Babangida era, the issue of economic development dominated Nigeria’s foreign
policy because of special factors such as Nigeria’'s economic regression and
depression which had telling effect on Nigerian social, welfare, education, internal

security and Nigeria's power position within the international system.

Economic diplomacy, since the Babangida era, has generated general
interest in Nigeria and has also drawn international attention particularly that of
Nigeria’s economic partners to the economic opportunities awaiting genuine
investors in the country. Apart from critics, the Nigerian private sector considers
economic diplomacy as a new and positive initiative that should be sustained. While

some have hailed Nigeria’s economic diplomacy as a realistic approach to external

%9 See Nigeria’s Economic Diplomacy: The Ike Nwachukwu Years, 1988 — 1992, (A publication of the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, printed by Emaconprint Ltd., Nigeria).
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relations, others have dismissed it as a faulty and naive policy. For example,
Bassey Ate thinks the idea is defective in the sense that there is no separation
between politics and economics. It is not realistic to take economics as a separate
category from politics. According to him, the character of international relations is
propelled by political considerations and interests. Ate further raises the question of
whose interest the economic policy is supposed to serve: Nigerians or
multinational/transnational corporations? In all, he believes that the policy is
shortsighted and limited in scope particularly since the government (of Nigeria) has
failed to set out specific guidelines on how it would safeguard Nigeria’s national

interest in its dealings with the multinational corporations™.

Like the Babangida administration’s domestic economic Structural Adjustment
Programme (SAP) which led to strong opposition by some segments of Nigerian
society, Lai Olorode of the Sociology Department of the University of Lagos
(UNILAG) asserts that Nigeria’s economic diplomacy is actually an extension of the
SAP. In his own view, economic diplomacy is a rationalization of the structural
adjustment policy at the international level. Olorode dismisses the government’'s
effort as a ‘policy of neo-colonialism’ conceived with the aim of continuing the
present dependency and sustaining the hegemony of the West led by the United

States of America*!.

Aribisala raises even more fundamental questions over Babangida’s
obsession with economic diplomacy. The architects of the policy, he says, have
confused an “instrument” of foreign policy with the “object”. According to him, the
diplomacy as opposed to objects of diplomacy was launched by the government

because there was little or no initiative going on in Nigeria’'s foreign policy direction.

%0 See The Guardian (A Weekly Magazine), November 6, 1989, p. 24
. lbid., p. 25
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Aribisala saw the government’s policy not as a “foreign policy initiative” but simply as
a “spontaneous approach to foreign policy”. He observed that the idea of economic
diplomacy or policy is short — time, limited in scope and therefore, fails to meet the

test of objective analysis of contemporary international politics*.

In summary, Aribisala does not see economic diplomacy as a brand new
policy. Past Nigerian governments (or administrations) had always engaged in the
process of economic diplomacy. For instance, the Tafawa Balewa Administration
(during the First Republic, (1960 — 1966) started it off when it based 50 percent of
Nigeria’s budget upon proceeds from economic diplomacy involving Britain (the ex-
colonial master) and the United States of America. Then came the Buhari regime
(December 31, 1983 — August 27, 1985, second phase of military rule in Nigeria)
with its policy of complimentarity in trading relations (counter-trade) which is not new
in some parts of the world. For example, the Saudis bought a lot of equipment from
the West for their armed forces through counter-trade. They built complexes (or

mansions) through counter-trade™.

Dapo Fafowora was more critical and blunt than Aribisala in his assessment
of economic diplomacy. According to Fafowora, the idea of economic diplomacy
was a total failure. It was pre-mature. Nigeria, still largely a pre-industrial and
import-oriented country, had no manufactures to sell abroad. Besides, Nigerian
businessmen (and women) were not even keen about the idea and gave it little or no

support.**®

More importantly, as External Affairs Minister, the first foreign policy trip of

Bolaji Akinyemi, who advocated the Concert of Medium Powers in 1987 was

42 .
. M‘l
3 See Ikpe Etokudo, “The Politics of Counter Trade”, New Horizon, Nigeria’s Marxist Monthly
Magazine, vol. 5. No. 5, Sept. 1985, p. 9
43(b) See The Nation, Thursday, 27 September, 2007, p. 47
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reportedly to Washington D. C. (USA) and London (U.K.) to explain to them why
Nigeria refused to take the IMF loan despite foreign pressures. That was a clear
economic diplomacy move. Lastly, in his pre-occupation with economic diplomacy,
former Nigeria's External Affairs Minister, Major General lke Nwachukwu (rtd.), was
accused of neglecting some of the areas of Nigeria’s traditional foreign policy
concern and some of the laudable initiatives launched by his predecessor — A. B.
Akinyemi. Economic diplomacy itself costs money and time. For example, foreign
trips by the Minister of External (now Foreign) Affairs and Nigerian trade delegations
for the purpose of searching for the ever elusive foreign investors appear more costly
to Nigerians. The level of the country’s foreign investment still remained very low. It
is essential to note that without political stability, peace, security of life and property,
regular and stable power supply, conducive / attractive economic environment and
transparency, it will be difficult to attract genuine foreign investment and investors

into the country.

In his Article titled “Diplomatic Bungling**, Oladapo Fafowora, Nigeria’s former
Deputy Head of Mission at the Nigerian Permanent Mission to the United Nations,
discussed, among other things, the main channels through which Nigeria conducts
her diplomacy and these he enumerated as the Organisation of African Unity (now
African Union, (AU), the Commonwealth of Nations and the United Nations. In
Africa, Fafowora pointed out three events which highlighted Nigeria’'s increasing
international isolation and these are: (i) the crisis in Zaire (now Congo Republic),

(i) the Gaddaffi visit to Nigeria and (iii) the military take-over in Sierra-Leone.

In the case of Zaire, for example, Fafowora stated that Nigeria had always
been a key player in the affairs of that country since its independence in 1960.

According to him, Nigerian troops served with the UN forces in the Congo in the

. See The Guardian, Monday, June 16, 1997, p. 35
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early 1960’s under a UN mandate to help restore order in that country. Since
1996/97 when a fresh crisis erupted in the Congo, Nigeria was effectively shut out of
the diplomatic manoeurvrings. There was no Nigerian official reaction to the
unfolding drama there despite the fact that Africa remains the center-piece of

Nigeria’s foreign policy.

In the Commonwealth of Nations, Fafowora stated that Nigeria remains (as at
1997) on suspension on account of the execution by hanging of nine Ogoni minority
rights activists in November 1995 and Nigeria’'s refusal to heed Commonwealth
leaders’ pleas for clemency. He, however, forgot to mention, in his Article, the
annulment of June 12, 1993 presidential election as the remote cause of Nigeria’s
diplomatic crisis with the Commonwealth of Nations. Diplomatic relations with key
Commonwealth countries such as Britain and Canada were at low level. The
European Union including Britain and the United States imposed limited but effective

sanctions on Nigeria.

Fafowora also pointed out that, at the United Nations where Nigeria had been
largely influential in the past, it was treated with reserve under the Abacha
administration. Several UN agencies such as the UN Human Rights Commission
and the International Labour Organisation (ILO) had cause to denounce and criticize
Nigeria for her poor human rights abuses and record®. Fafowora, therefore,
concluded his Article that at the three concentric levels of her diplomacy, Nigeria was

increasingly marginalized.

With regard to military take-over in “Sierra-Leone on May 25, 1997, Fafowora
also raised several questions concerning Nigeria’s intervention in that country. For
instance, he asked: How can Nigeria support democracy abroad while denying it to

its own people at home? How can the Nigerian military sponsor democracy in other

> 1bid.
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foreign lands while subverting it in its own country? There is no doubt, the Nigerian
Head of State, General Sani Abacha, had credibility problems in spear-heading

military intervention in Sierra-Leone.

In his Article on “Nigeria’s New Diplomacy”®, Ike Abugu opined that one of
the most controversial aspects of the Sani Abacha administration has been its
foreign policy. Practically, every foreign policy initiative of that administration has
been met with scathing attacks both from within and outside the country, even
otherwise “internal affairs” of the country have received worldwide attention and
condemnation. The hanging of Ken Saro-Wiwa and eight other Ogoni activists in
November 1995, for example, led to the temporary withdrawal of the
Ambassadors/High Commissioners of the European Union (EU), South Africa, the
United States of America and Canada. Also limited and targeted sanctions were
placed on Nigeria by Western European nations which accused the Abacha
administration of obstructing the course of human rights, the rule of law and

democracy in the country.

While Abugu is right in his assertion, it is important to note that the interest of
some members of the international community in the human rights condition in
Nigeria does not amount to interference in Nigeria’s internal affairs” because Nigeria
is a signatory to both the United Nations Universal Human Rights and Organisation
of African Unity Charter on Human and Peoples Rights. As a result, both the UN
and OAU (now AU) have a legitimate interest in Nigeria’s human rights record.
Nigeria is criticized for violating the rights of her own citizens. Between December
31, 1983 and May 28, 1999, the beginning of the second phase of military rule,
Nigeria was under military rule and dictatorship. Military regimes are, by definition,

human rights violators.

% See Ike Abugu, “Nigeria’s New Diplomacy” The Guardian, Monday, September 8, 1997, p. 35
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In a chapter of his book*’, Olajide Aluko analysed Nigerian Foreign Policy
under three main component parts namely: (i) policy towards her immediate
neighbours, (ii) general African policy and (iii)) the policy of non-alignment. He,
however, pointed out that since independence, the three main component parts have
undergone some changes, though some elements of continuity have persisted in
certain respects. Besides, he grouped the major factors influencing or affecting
Nigeria’s foreign policy into four namely: colonial legacy, machinery for policy
formulation, the Nigerian Civil War and the Nigerian Economy. According to Olajide
Aluko, Nigeria’s policy towards Africa has since independence, been based largely

on four major principles:
0] the sovereign equality of all African States.

(i) respect for the independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of

every African State.

(i)  the commitment to functional co-operation as a means of promoting

African Unity and economic development, and
(iv)  Non-interference in the internal affairs of other African States.

Concerning item No (iv) listed above, Nigeria has, since December 1989,
intervened in the internal affairs of other African States notably Liberia (1989 — 1997)
and Sierra-Leone (May 1997 — February 1998). However, successive governments
have justified Nigeria’s intervention in both countries on grounds of national interest

and political stability in West African sub-region.

In her book*®, Ogwu examines, among other things, Nigeria’s domestic

environment, that is domestic factors influencing Nigeria’s foreign policy and these

Y. See Olajide Aluko (ed.), “Nigerian Foreign Policy”, in The Foreign Policies of African States,
London, Hodder and Stoughton, 1977, pp. 163 — 195.
8 See Joy U. Ogwu, Op.cit, p. 33
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include political factors, the constitution, bureaucracy, economic variables, military
consideration, interest (or pressure) groups and idiosyncratic factors. Apart from
domestic factors, Ogwu focuses on Nigeria’s external relations, Nigeria’s extra-
African multilateral relations and Nigeria’s relations with the Great Powers. In
discussing economic factors, she stated two major factors affecting the capability of
a State to pursue its foreign policy goals and they include (i) the ability of its
productive forces and (ii) the degree of external dependence of the economy. In
Ogwu’s view, the sudden change in world economic conditions occasioned by the
enormous increase in oil prices in the early 1970s went a long way in giving Nigeria

a new kind of independence. In her words:

The improved State of Nigeria’s economy bestowed on it a
leverage which it did not possess in the first decade of
independence. More significantly, perhaps was the
government’s ability to determine its own policies independent of
external influences™.

Ogwu’s assertion is corroborated by Olajide Aluko in his work where he stated
that:

The phenomenal growth of the economy largely as a result of the oil
boom ... has strengthened Nigeria’s position in relations with the
superpowers ... Neither of the superpowers can now use foreign aid as
a means of political leverage on Nigeria... Heavy American dependence
on Nigeria’s oil means that Nigeria is not only free to criticize the United
States but also to put pressure on her.

This was obvious under the Murtala / Obasanjo administration (1975 — 1979)
when Nigeria rebuffed the United States President, Gerald Ford, over Angola and
recognized the Popular Movement for the Liberation of Angola (MPLA) against US
desires. Nigeria also nationalized Barclays (now Union) Bank and the assets of the
British Petroleum (BP) during Zimbabwe’s (formerly Rhodesia’s) struggle for

independence.

49 .
. Ibid., p. 33
% See Olajide Aluko, ‘Nigeria and Superpowers’ in O. Aluko, Essays in Nigerian Foreign Policy,
(London: Allen & Urwin, 1981)
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Writing in his Article®, Ibrahim Gambari highlighted the major concepts in

Nigerian foreign policy and these include: national consensus, dynamism in foreign

policy, Africa as the center-piece of Nigeria’s foreign policy, Nigerian economy and

Nigeria’s national security. He concludes that these concepts/terms are vague,

poorly articulated and lacking vigour as well as direction®?.

In their co-edited book. Olusanya and Akindele®® enumerated the component

parts of Nigeria’s national interests as follows:

(@)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

the defence of the country’s sovereignty, independence and territorial

integrity,

the restoration of human dignity to black men and women all over the
world, particularly the eradication of colonialism and white minority rule

from the face of Africa,

the creation of the relevant political and economic conditions in Africa
and the rest of the world which will not only facilitate the preservation of
the territorial integrity and security of all African countries but also

foster national self-reliance of African countries,

the promotion and improvement of the economic well-being of Nigerian

citizens and

the promotion of world peace and justice.

Of the component parts stated above, (b) is no longer of any relevance.

Colonialism and white minority rule have disappeared or been eradicated in

Zimbabwe, Namibia and South Africa. Consequently, Nigeria has since disbanded

the Southern African Defence Fund. Before then, Nigeria played a decisive role in

the eradication of white minority rule in southern Africa. As a result, the southern
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Since Independence, Nigeria Journal of Policy and Strategy, (Kuru: NIPPS, June 1986)
2 bid., pp. 70 - 77
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African States had conferred on Nigeria the unique title of “Frontline State”. From
the early Seventies until the Committee Against Apartheid was formally disbanded in
1995, the Nigerian Permanent Representatives at the UN were made the Chairman
of the Committee consecutively and without any interruption or break for a period of
25 years. Indeed, Nigeria was in the fore-front of the fight against racial

discrimination and colonialism in Africa between 1960 and 1994.

In a book titled: The Nigerian Foreign Policy, Ray Ofoegbu devoted a few

pages to a discussion of Nigeria’s membership of the Commonwealth of Nations.
Adopting David Easton’s systems (input-output) theoretical framework, Ofoegbu
perceived the Commonwealth as a structural device within the international
environment that exerted considerable pulls on nation-states. Regrettably, he did
not examine Nigeria’s performance as a member of the Commonwealth, though he
remarked in passing that its role in the UN, OAU (now AU) and the Commonwealth

was decidedly in favor of strengthening world peace®.

In his book titled: Nigeria: Internal Politics and Foreign Policy 1960 — 1966,

Gordon Idang noted that in the post-independence period, the UN had a strong
appeal for members of the Nigerian foreign policy elite. Therefore, Balewa's
government attached great importance to Nigeria’s membership of the world body.
Indeed, Idang provides an insightful analysis of Balewa’s idiosyncrasies before his

regime was terminated by the January 1966 military coup d’etat™

. There is no doubt,
Idang’s purpose is to undertake a systematic analysis of the interaction between the

domestic political process and foreign policy using Nigeria as a case — study.

*  See Mazi Ray Ofoegbu, The Nigerian Foreign Policy, Star Printing and Publishing Company, 1978, p. 7
55 .See Gordon J. Idang, Nigeria: Internal Politics and Foreign Policy 1960 — 1966. Ibadan University
Press, Ibadan, 1973.
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The attempt to study and analyse Nigeria’s foreign policy from the perspective of the
behavioral paradigm was not explicit; nevertheless, it is apparent in several ways.
First, there were the frequent references to the personality characteristics of the key
foreign policy decision — makers, their attitudes, attributes or general dispositions,

their perceptions and values, and the impact of these on Nigeria’s foreign policy.

In their joint 13-page paper, Amadu Sesay and Jide Owoeye**® focus on
issue areas such as the structure of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, recruitment to the
Foreign Service, posting of Foreign Service Officers, their promotion, discipline and
morale during the Second Republic of Shagari administration. In addition, they
discussed intelligently on Nigeria’s foreign missions and conference diplomacy,
funding of foreign missions and concluded that the Ministry of Foreign Affairs has
already been politicized and that politics would always impinge on appointments,
promotion and discipline in the Nigeria’s Foreign Service, especially at the middle
and higher echelons and its parent body-the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
Consequently, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs®®® and the Foreign Service, which
have evolved gradually for over forty-seven (47) years, should be well funded so as
to attract the best talents (or brains) for Nigeria’s diplomatic assignments abroad. In
addition, greater attention should be given to the training of the career diplomats at
all levels and of the staff of the Ministry. Many of them are being passed over
unfairly in favour of the political appointees. This has led and continued to lead to a

lot of frustration and lack of motivation among the senior staff of the Ministry.

%@ gSee Amadu Sesay and Jide Owoeye, “The Policies of the Nigerian Foreign Service: Retrospects and
Prospects’, in Jide Owoeye, (ed.), Nigeria in International Institutions, (Ibadan: College Press Ltd.,
1993, pp. 169 — 184.

56(b) The Ministry of Foreign Affairs occupies a strategic position in Nigeria’s affairs.
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In summary, scholars of Nigeria’s foreign policy such as Tunde Adeniran,
Olajide Aluko, Gordon J. ldang, Bolaji Akinyemi and Ibarahim A. Gambari have
identified several constitutional, structural, external and domestic political constraints
relating to Nigeria's foreign policy since independence in 1960. The economic
constraint is perhaps the most formidable. At independence, over 94 percent of
Nigeria’'s exports went to countries in Western Europe and Japan. They also
accounted for almost 80 percent of Nigeria’s imports. More importantly, a strong
economic base is essential or necessary for a country to have effective foreign policy

and make impact in peace-keeping operations in trouble spots around the world.

At this juncture, we shall turn our lenses to scholarly works on the
Palestinian/Arab-Israeli entanglement. Soon after the Oslo Accords were signed in
September 1993 by Israel and the Palestinian Authority led by late Yasser Arafat,

Edward W. Said®’ predicted, in his book titled The End of the Peace Process: Oslo

and After, that the Oslo Accords would not lead to real peace®®. By the year 2002,
Said’s prediction became a reality. Said argues that the imbalance in power that
forces Palestinians and Arab states to accept the concessions of the United States
and lIsrael prohibits real negotiations and promoted the second-hand treatment of
Palestinians in the hands of Israeli authorities. As a result of the Oslo Accords,
Palestinian leader, Yasser Arafat, has, in Said’s view, mortgaged the future of his
people to their oppressors (i.e. the Israelis). Said also states the worsening
conditions of the Palestinian people, criticizes Yasser Arafat’s oppressive leadership

and denounces Israel’s refusal to recognize Palestine’s past and human rights.

% Edward W. Said is a Palestinian-American intellectual writer and analyst. He is an author of more

than15 political and cultural books.
%8 See Edward W. Said, The End of the Peace Process: Oslo and After, Vintage Books, Random
House New York, p. xiv
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In another book titled: The Question of Palestine, Said traces the fatal

collision between the two peoples in the Middle East and its repercussions on the
lives of both the occupier (Israel) and the occupied (Palestinian Arabs). Besides, he
discusses the changed status of Palestine and its people, the Israeli invasion of
Lebanon, the intifada 1 of December 1987, the Gulf War of 1990/1991 and the

Middle East Peace initiative.

Also in his book titled The Politics of Dispossession. The Struggle for

Palestinian Self Determination 1969 — 1994, Edward Said traces his people’s

struggle for statehood through twenty-five years of exile from the PLO’s bloody 1970
exile from Jordan through the debacle of the 1990/1991 Gulf War and the ambiguous

1993 Oslo Peace Accords with Israel.

In Expulsion of the Palestinians, Nur Masalha, who is a Palestinian-Israeli

scholar, traced Zionist ideology from 1882 to 1948. Also in his second book on A

land without a People: Israel, Transfer and the Palestinians 1949 — 1996, Masalha

shows how Israeli politicians, military men and intellectuals continued to execute the
policy of trying to get rid of the Palestinians either by actual transfer, by massacre or

by forcing submission on them as a whole.

In a book titled: From Occupation to Interim Accords: Israel and the

Palestinian Territories. Raja Shehadeh described the continuity between Israeli

negotiating strategy and its land occupation policy established in the occupied Arab
territories from the early 1970’s. Also, Shehadeh demonstrates in his same book the
tragic lack of preparation and understanding in the PLO’s strategy during the peace
process with the result that much of the sympathy gained internationally for the

Palestinians and its dismal human rights records was frittered away.
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In a book on The Golan: The Road to Occupation, Muhammad Muslih, traces

the origins of the Israeli-Syrian dispute over the Golan Heights to their 1949-1967
conflict over three small areas known collectively as the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ).
The author examines valuable classified documents in Israeli state Archives and UN
as well as US documents to show that, from the beginning of the Armistice
Agreement, Israeli leaders believed their country was the rightful sovereign in the
DMZ and they were determined to gain control of it. In pursuit of this goal, the author
argues that Israel initiated in the DMZ both military and non-military operations that

effectively undermined UN peace-keeping efforts along the armistice lines.

Syria, the weaker power, tended to respond sometimes with military action but
mostly with fiery propaganda that played into Israel’s hands. Israel's attack and
capture of the entire Golan Heights in the June 1967 Arab — Israeli War and its
occupation policies since that date confirmed and reinforced Syrian mistrust. In
1982, Israel annexed the Golan Heights and Syria felt obliged to deter Israel. The
Israeli-Syrian dispute over the Golan Heights still remains unresolved and the Syrian
efforts to re-capture either militarily or diplomatically have not yielded success till

now.

In his Article on “The Moment of Truth for Everyone, Not Just Arafat’

published in The Daily Star® the author — Joseph Samaha — opined that the Middle

East conflict is indeed approaching a moment of truth. He wrote his Article when US
Secretary of State Colin Powell urged Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat to exert a 100

percent effort to combat terrorism. Powell®®® may be right, but he was wrong to hold

See The Daily Star, Saturday, 8 December, 2001, p. 7

Colin Powell is a black or Afro-American who has served two times in Vietnam. He rose to
become a 4-star army General, Presidential Adviser, chief of Joint Staffs of the US Armed

Forces and Secretary of State under the Bush administration (2001-2004). As a result, he
has become American national hero.
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Arafat solely responsible for the bloody attacks and violence that erupted between
Israelis and the Palestinians. To many people living or residing in the Middle East,
this responsibility must also fall on Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon rather than on
Arafat alone. Indeed, Israeli occupation and Jewish settlement on Palestinian land
are the crux of the whole issues and also because the Israeli leader believes that
there is a purely military solution to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Since he came to
power in February 2001, Ariel Sharon has been calling for a military solution to the
Palestinian-Israeli conflict. Indeed, he had first-hand experience of such a solution
because no one other than Ariel Sharon, as Israeli Defense Minister, sent the Israeli
Army into Lebanon in 1982 to destroy the PLO. Samaha holds the view that
Washington procrastinated too much and too long before committing itself to dealing
with the Middle East conflict. And when it finally decided to do so, it based its

actions on a deficient vision of events.

In his book titled: The Middle East After the Israeli Invasion of Lebanon,
Robert O. Freedman®® stated that the Middle East has long been one of the most
volatile regions on the globe. Wars, coups de’tat, rapaid shifts in alliances and
alignments, numerous intra-Arab and regional conflicts and constant superpower

intervention have wracked the region since the first Arab-Israeli war of 1948.

The Israeli invasion of Lebanon in June 1982 was in some ways a turning
point in the Middle Eastern politics. To begin with, it spurred the United States to get

reinvolved in a major way in the Arab-Israeli peace process, while at the same time

61®  sSee Robert O. Freedman, The Middle East After the Israeli Invasion of

Lebanon, Syracuse University Press, Syracuse, New York (USA), 1986.
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weakening the position of PLO leader, Yasser Arafat and exacerbating his conflict
with Syrian President, Hafix Assad. This in turn, impelled Arafat to turn to Jordon’s

King Hussein to try to work out a framework for peace talks with Israel.

In “Peace Under the Gun”, in Rosemary Holis and Nadim Shehadi (ed.),

Lebanon on Hold: Implications for the Middle East, earned the late Egyptian
President Anwar Sadat kudos from the West including the United States of America
and deep anger as well as approbrium from the Arab world where Egypt plays a
pivotal role in all affairs. In many passages Boutros Ghali attempts to dissociate
himself from aspects of Sadat’s peace initiatives inasmuch as they marginalized the
Palestinian question. Despite distancing himself from substantive elements of the
Camp David 1 Agreements, Boutros Ghali claims that he joined the Sadat’s cabinet
as a Junior Minister in order to render policies more in tune with UN Resolutions,
Palestinian rights and international law. The question remains whether he was able

to influence Egypt’s policy of defection from Arab states or League.

In Azni Bishara’s Article titled “4 May 1999 and Palestinian Statehood: To
Declare Or Not to Declare”®, the author analysed the Palestinian option of
unilaterally declaring a Palestinian state on 4 May 1999 and the various scenarios
that might ensue. Concluding that the declaration would benefit the Israelis, not the

Palestinians, the author then sketches out possible alternatives that remain for the

Palestinians with the ending of the transitional period and they include: (i) rebuilding

the PLO institutions and (ii) strengthening Palestinian institutions in a democratic

610)- see Journal of Palestine Studies, Winter 1999, pp. 5 - 16
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way including the adoption of the Rule of Law and democracy. In other words, the
Palestinian Authority should embark on fundamental and meaningful political reforms

such as genuine democratization for the benefit of the Palestinian people.

Writing on “The Wpye (River) Memorandum: Netanyahu's Oslo and
unreciprocal Reciprocity®?, Nasser H. Arubi explores the Wye Memorandum within
the context of the peace process. He argues that, though similar in its fundamentals
to the previous Israeli-Palestinian Agreements, the Wye Memorandum commits the
Palestinian Authority, under the guise of reciprocity, (or mutual exchange) to new
security arrangements aiming at destroying opposition to the Oslo peace process
and doing away with internationally sanctioned Palestinian rights.

Sara Roy’s Article titled “De-development Revisited: Palestinian Economy

and Society since Oslo™®

states that the years since the Oslo Agreement have seen
a marked deterioration in Palestinian economic life and an accelerated De-
development® process. The deterioration in Palestinian economy in particular was

caused by frequent Israeli closure of roads and borders in the Palestinian controlled

areas in the West Bank and Gaza Strip.

As a result of severe economic decline, social regression and political
repression, the author further asserts that de-development continues unabated. The
peace process failed to mitigate, let alone end de-development. The author,
therefore, concludes that the prospects for sustained economic development are

non-existent and will remain so as long as closure of borders and exits continues.
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Ibid., pp. 17 - 28

See Journal of Palestine Studies, Spring 1999, pp. 64 - 82

De-development is perhaps best understood when compared to under-development. Both processes
describe a structural relationship between a stronger (dominant) and weaker (subordinate) economy. But
while most definitions of under development allow for structural change and reform within the weaker
economy, De-development not only distorts the development process but undermines it entirely.
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In their Article on “The Second Uprising: End or New Beginning”® Journal of

Palestine Studies, Winter 2001, R. Hammami and Salim Tamari examine the al-Agsa

Intifada against the background of the 1978 Camp David 1 Accords and the 1993
Oslo Accords. Comparing its features to those of the first intifada (of 1987), both
authors analyse and develop a number of important differences and they include the
structure of the clashes themselves, the religious dimension, the role of the media
and most importantly, the presence on the ground of a Palestinian protostate

apparatus and the diminished role of mass organizations as well as the civil society.

Writing on “Clinton and the Arab-Israeli conflict: The Limits of
Incrementalism”®, William B. Quandt — who was the former US Assistant National
Security Council Adviser for the Middle East during the Carter Administration (1976 —
1980) and a participant in the Camp David Il Summit (July 2000), provides an
assessment of Bill Clinton’s legacy. The author ends with an analysis of four
reasons why Clinton did not achieve more than he did with regard to the Middle East
Peace. During his first term in office, US President Bill Clinton worked hard for the
promotion of the Middle East peace and his administration sponsored the Oslo | and
Il, a Treaty between Israel and Jordan, unfinished peace talks between Israel and

Syria and the unsuccessful Camp David Il summit held in July 2000.

According to the author, Bill Clinton’s role at Camp David I summit was
remarkable. Both negotiating parties seemed to have confidence in him as a peace
facilitator. At home (domestic level), he could count on bi-partisan support short of
pressuring Israel on sensitive issues or asking Congress for a large aid package
hastily. He avoided taking stands on many of the most controversial issues between

both parties and urged them to reach compromises themselves.

% See Journal of Palestine Studies, Winter 2001, pp. 5 - 25
% See Journal of Palestine Studies, vol. Xxx, November 2, Winter 2001, pp. 26 — 40.
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In a book titled ASSAD: The Struggle for the Middle East®’, Patrick Seale

perceives the late Syrian Leader (President) and the father of the current Syrian
President Bashir Assad as masterful politician maneuvering Syria into a position of
dominance in the Middle East. Since the 1960s, Syria’s influence has increased to
such an extent that no lasting peace can be secured in the region without its

approval or consent.

In Sara Roy’s book on The Gaza Strip: The Political Economy of

Development®®, the author asserts that the Gaza Strip is an area of extreme
complexity. According to Roy, the political and economic development of the area
has been shaped by three major events namely: the British mandate, the creation of
Israel and Israel’'s occupation of Arab/Palestinian territories. Each event introduced
significant and, in some cases, irrevocable policy changes into Gaza’s economic and
social organisation. These changes have resulted in Gaza Strip being one of the
most densely populated, impoverished and underdeveloped areas in the world. In
this book, Sara Roy analyses the causes and impact of the various political and
economic policies introduced into Gaza Strip during the Israeli occupation. She
makes it clear that even after Oslo, Israel continues to impede Palestinian

development.

Naseer Aruri’s book titled Palestinian Refugees: The Right of Return®® states

that the Palestinians’ right of return to their ancestral homeland has been upheld in
international law and United Nations’ Resolutions for more than fifty years. Equally,
the right of return, which was supposed to have been finalized in the Oslo Accords

has been denied them by Israel. Aruri’'s book also covers the historical roots of the

%7 See Seale Patrick, ASSAD: The Struggle for the Middle East, University of California Press, Los
Angeles, 1988, pp. 3 —495.
%8 See Sara Roy, The Gaza Strip: The Political Economy of De-development, I. B. Tauris & Co Ltd.,
London, 1995, pp. 3 — 382.
% See Naseer Aruri (eds.), Palestinian Refugees: The Right of Return, London, 2001.
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Palestinian refugee question, the obligations of host countries to refugees under
international law, Israel’s perception of the refugee question, the role of the United

States, European Union and the PLO.

Huntington’s book on The Clash of Civilizations and the Remarking of World

Order™ appears to be one of the most important books to have emerged since the
end of the Cold War. In the book, Huntington states how clashes between
civilizations are the greatest threat to world peace and how an international order
based on civilizations is the best safeguard against war. Huntington’s book differs
from his Article titled “The Clash of Civilizations?” published in the summer of 1993 in

Foreign Affairs Journal. The Article, unlike the book, has a question mark in its title.

Besides, the Article generated more discussion than George Kennan’s Article on

Containment of Communism published in the 1940’s.

In Saddam Hussein: The Politics of Revenge’?, the author — David K. Aburish

— draws on his own knowledge of an extensive contact within the Arab world to
produce a thorough profile of a powerful and unpredictable man. The West led by
the United States support regime change in Iraq and they see Saddam Hussein’s
regime as the most repressive and oppressive in the world. He (Aburish) explains
Saddam Husseins’s quest for leadership of the Arab world and for acquisition of the
technology of weapons of mass destruction (wmd) such as biological and chemical
weapons. He was a man who, with the encouragement of Western governments,
made his country the most advanced in the Middle East in the 1970’s and through
personal ambition led it to disaster and ruin at the end of the 1990/1991 Gulf War
caused by Irag’s invasion of Kuwait. Once the attack on Kuwait had taken place the

US, with British support, moved militarily against Iraq. He was deposed in April 2003

0 See Samuel P. Huntington, The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order. Touchstone
Books, London, 1996, pp. 19 - 321
™ See David K. Aburish, Saddam Hussein: The Politics of Revenge, pp. 1 — 364.
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by a US-led Coalition Force. The US government led by President George Bush
(JInr.) wanted Saddam Hussein to disarm peacefully or else the US would lead an
international coalition to disarm him by force. A number of US conservatives had
earlier called for “a determined effort to remove Saddam Hussein from power” even if
he could not be linked to the terrorists who struck World Trade Center in New York
and Defense Building (Pentagon) in Washington D. C. killing thousands of
Americans and other nationals on September Eleventh 2001. Whether the Iraqis are
involved or not, the terrorist attacks in US provided an opportunity for the United

States to overthrow Saddam Hussein’s regime.

In our judgement, the US and its allies especially Britain should not have used
the issue of disarming Iraq of weapons of mass destruction (wmd) as a pretext for
war against Saddam Hussein’s regime. US-led war against Iraq whether it is due to
bad leadership or disarming or removing Saddam Hussein from power will not
contribute to political stability in the entire Middle East region without addressing or
solving the Arab/Palestinian-Israeli conflict and Islamic extremism in the Middle East

sub-region.

It is important to note, however, that America, led by US President George

Bush (JInr.), went to war against Iraq on 21 March 2003 for three main reasons:

(i) to disarm Irag of weapons of mass destruction (wmd.) if any, (ii) to free the Iraqi
people and (iii) to defend the world from grave danger (perhaps of Saddam
Hussein). But what is US disarming? During and after the US invasion of Iraq on
21 March 2003, there was no proof or evidence of Irag’s possession of weapons of
mass destruction. Second, America wants to free the Iragis, get rid of Saddam
Hussein and install a democratic government. Good, but, except in Britain, there

was no pro-American demonstration on the streets of Iraq. When the invaders
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arrived Baghdad, the Iragi people received the US-led coalition forces (or troops)
with gun-fire. Third, America seeks to defend the world from grave danger. But
where is the grave danger coming from? In our view, America is posing the gravest
danger to world peace and security today. After the US-Iraqi war, where are the
weapons of mass destruction (wmd)? Regrettably, Saddam Hussein was arrested in
his hide-out in Baghdad in December 2003 and handed over to Baghdad authorities

by the US coalition forces.

Death sentence was passed on Saddam Hussein on Sunday, 5 November
2006 by Iraqi High Tribunal. Britain, however, opposed the death sentence or penalty
for Saddam Hussein even though the deposed Iraqgi leader’s trial had reminded the
world of his brutality to Iraqi people or for the 1978-1988 offensives against Iraq’s
Kurdish population. The Iragi High Tribunal in Baghdad sentenced Saddam Hussein
to death by hanging for crimes against humanity in the 1982 willful killing of 148
Shiite villagers in Diyail in north of Baghdad. The charges against Saddam and six
others include genocide. As a result of the Tribunal’s verdict, there was anger among
Irag Sunnis. The appeal verdict of Saddam Hussein and other six co-defendants
was upheld by the appeal court in Baghdad, and he was publicly executed by

hanging in a shameful way on December 30, 2006.

In a book titled TALIBAN: The Story of the Afghan Warlords’?, the author

Ahmed Rashid — states that “the tragic events of Eleventh September 2001 in the
United States of America brought the TALIBAN into sharp focus as the most radical
and extreme Islamist as well as fundamentalist movement in the contemporary

world. He also points out that the TALIBAN is a controversial and perhaps the most

"2 See Ahmed Rashid, TALIBAN: The Story of the Afghan Warlords, Pan Books, London, 2001, pp. 1 -
249.
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fearful movement in the Muslim world and in the West led by the United States which

associates the TALIBAN with terror, terrorism and evil in the modern world.

Writing on “Palestinians Must Realize The Limits of Arab Support”” published

in The Daily Star, Fawaz A. Gerges asserts that “the Palestinians should know how

to conduct their struggle for independence and what strategies they should adopt
against their powerful Israeli enemy. According to him, Arab writers do not just
provide advice to Palestinians but also call on them to shoulder on and sacrifice
blood and soul to terminate the Israeli occupation. Some go even further and urge
Palestinian youths to undertake suicidal bombing in the heart of Israel in order to
create a balance of terror with the Jewish state which has the fourth largest military

apparatus in the world (See Table 3.4) — or page 198.

Gerges also stressed several vital points. The first point revolves around the
fact that the Palestinians are basically alone in their struggle against a highly
determined and military powerful enemies. Besides, the Arab political system suffers
from structural imbalances in power resources and political orientation. Indeed, it is
deeply divided over what direction to pursue vis-a-vis Iraqg, the Arab-Israeli peace
process and inter-Arab cooperation including collective security and economic
relations. ~ Furthermore, most Arab states are dependent on their great power
masters particularly the United States of America for political survival. Far from
being free to take bold initiatives, Arab rulers are fettered by the lack of legitimacy at

home and political as well as economic dependency on the outside world.

A year after the outbreak of the Palestinian intifada Il or violence in
September 2001 the Arab states failed to provide the besieged Palestinians with
concrete material and political support. Consequently, Gerges asked five main

rational questions namely:

8 See The Daily Star, Tuesday, 7 August 2001, p. 6
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(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

(v)

‘What have Arab rulers done in response to the assassination
campaign by the government of Ariel Sharon against Palestinian

activists?

Have they done anything substantive in response to Sharon’s
escalation of his military onslaught against Palestinian society and its

economy?

Have the Arab states undertaken a specific diplomatic offensive along
the same lines as Israel’'s to impress on the US and the European
Union the need to respect international legitimacy and UN Resolutions

relating to the Arab-Israeli conflict?

Have America’s Arab allies been more assertive and blunt with US

officials regarding the conditions of a just peace in Palestine?, and

What about Arab public opinion?”

The Palestinians must understand that they are alone in confronting the

devastating Israeli storm and that the Arab states are either unwilling or incapable of
paying the high costs of a confrontation with the United States of America and Israel
in defence of legitimate Palestinian rights. Palestinians commit deadly errors if they
rely or count on Arab officials for support which is not in the offing. The key Arab
state — (Egypt) is not in an empowered position to challenge Tel-Aviv militarily.
Egypt is highly dependent on US financial and military aid and its painful economic
restructuring requires its integration into the world market with Washington and
Europe’s acquiescence. Egyptian leaders are more interested in rejuvenating their
economy than in alienating the United States and its closest ally (Israel) in the Middle

East. Also their strategy is designed to reduce tension in the region and nudge their
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Arab counterparts including the Palestinians towards a more moderating position on

the Middle East peace process.

Similarly, Jordan’s internal dynamics and severe economic crisis weakens its
position and makes it less capable of lending an effective hand to the Palestinians.
The Jordanian leadership is more concerned about consolidating national unity and
improving their deteriorating economy than in offending the Americans and the
Israelis. In their view, Jordanian national interests necessitate ending the Palestinian
intifada and military escalation as well as returning to the negotiating table. In brief,
Jordan seems to have made up its mind regarding its strategic priorities by co-

operating with the United States and Israel.

As for Syria and Lebanon, they are suffering economically and militarily. More
interestingly, Iraq is out of the political and military equation while the Gulf States are
too far and too disengaged from the Arab-Israeli zone to make a decisive difference
for the Palestinians. In the face of Arab impotence and lack of political will, Gerges
says that the Palestinians are alone. He concludes by stating that Arab writers and
commentators must and should be courageous and inform their Palestinian
counterparts of this reality so that they won’t miscalculate and overestimate the level
and nature of Arab official support. The goal, says Gerges, is neither to discourage
the Palestinians in their struggle for liberation nor to construct creative strategies
which should rely or depend on their own resources to explain to the world the
rational of their case and desire.

In his Article on “Israeli Attacks Only Fuel Conflict’™*

, the author — Terje
Larson — says that Israeli onslaught has increased hatred, crippled Palestinian
Authority’s security forces and infrastructure. He further says that three quarters of

the Palestinian population is out of work and that the Palestinian economy has slid

™ See The Daily Star, Saturday, April 20 (2002), p. 6
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from “depression” into total paralysis. He believes that Israel’s West Bank offensive
had badly damaged the Palestinian’s ability to provide security. In this respect, he

says:

We must recognize that we are in situation in which the capacity
of the Palestinian Authority (PA) to manage security issues is
greatly diminished, and in some areas totally destroyed”.

Larsen who condemns terrorism believes that the campaign against terror and
terrorism, which Israel says it is fighting, is counter productive. Israel's operation
may have dismantled the physical infrastructure of terrorism but this is easily rebuilt.
The mental infrastructure of terrorism is building up the mentality of hate and

confrontation and this is very difficult to crush or undo.

Commenting on “Biased Bush’s and Arab Failure in the Media War’’® the
author, Abddabair Atwan asserts that many Arab writers/commentators are outraged
by Bush’s remarks at the end of US Secretary of State Colin Powell’s failed mission
to the Middle East. Calling Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon a “man of peace’,
when people of conscience all over the world are demanding that he (Sharon) be
tried as a “war criminal” after the terrible massacres he had committed against all
Arabs and Muslims, is an insult to their feelings and a total endorsement of the
Israeli ethnic cleansing policy which was enforced in the West Bank. He concludes
by stating that given his position at the helm of a super-power whose weapons are
capable of destroying the entire planet, US President George W. Bush (Jnr.) poses a

threat to all of humanity.

A number of Arab commentators tried to fault the way the Arabs have failed to
match Israel’s efforts to sway international public opinion during Israel’s war against

the Palestinians. In most European and American media coverage, Israel’s highly

o
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Ibid., p. 7
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organized propagandists invariably focused on suicide bombings by Palestinian
militants as the cause of the problem. This justifies Israel’s brutal practices and turns
a blind eye to lIsrael’s occupation and colonization of Palestinian/Arab land or
territories. Regrettably, there has been no organized Arab effort to counter Israeli
propaganda in European and American media coverage. While Ariel Sharon is
waging war on the Palestinians, the Israeli propaganda machine worked hard by
providing him (Sharon) with cover and justifications for Israel’s military reprisals
against the Palestinians.

In his Article on “Resistance and Arab Cash Could Foil Sharon”’’

, the author,
Abdulhdi Khalaf asserts that since he became Israeli Prime Minister in February
2001, Ariel Sharon’s strategy has been to wage a war of attrition against the
Palestinian Authority. His objectives, says Khalaf, include eliminating the PA’s
security and Police forces and destroying its ministries and administrative
infrastructure. According to Khalaf, Israeli Prime Minister Sharon’s undecleared war
lasted over a year before he formally declared Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat an
‘enemy” and “irrelevant” figure. Few, however, dispute that his preferred option is to
force the Palestinians to choose between fleeing their land or living in self-

administered enclaves surrounded by hundreds of Israeli settlements and military

bases.

In an Article on “Settling Historical Land Claims in the Wake of Arab-Israeli
Peace”, the author, Michael R. Fischbach” asserted that the Arab-Israeli peace
process created framework in which the Arabs and Israelis sought for long-standing
claims engendered by the 1948 war. Decades of hostility and diplomatic non-

recognition prevented states and individual landowners from claiming land owned

77 ;
. Ibid., p.8
"8 See Fiscback, “Settling Historical Land Claims in the Wake of Arab-Israeli Peace” in Journal of
Palestine Studies, vol. Xxvii, No 1, Autumn 1997, pp. 38 — 50.
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prior to 1948. The author concludes that the 1994 Jordanian-Israeli-PLO Agreement
afforded the Palestinians, Jordanians and Israelis the opportunity to discuss their

vital outstanding issues, but to no avail.

In a Monograph / Paper titled America’s Middle East Policy: Kissinger, Carter

and the Future’, the author, Malcolm, H. Kerr gives a critical exposition of the two

major opposing trends that have shaped US policy in the Middle East for decades.
The “Cold Warriors” headed by former US Secretary of State, Henry Kissinger, view
Middle East questions from a narrow angle of competition with the defunct Soviet
Union (now Russia) for Client States, while the “Regionalists”, typified by George
Ball, look towards a solution which would be based primarily on the particular
character of the Middle East problems and US interests. The Camp David approach,
the Iranian Revolution, Soviet intervention in Afghanistan and Irag-lranian war have
radically changed the premises of both Schools of Thought and, in the author’s
opinion, the US strategic pre-occupation preclude any settlement of the Palestinian
issue in the near future.

)80

In Occupier's Law: Israel and the West Bank (Revised)™ the author, Raja

Shehadeh, advocates peaceful co-existence between the Arabs including the
Palestinians and the Jews with equal rights. In addition, Raja Shehadeh describes
Israel’s systematic strategy for controlling and taking Palestinian occupied territories

for a long time.

Hizbullah: Politics and Religion® is a condensed version of Amal Saad

Ghorayet’s Ph.D Dissertation/Thesis which provides a clear and concise analysis of

™ See Malcolm H. Kerr, “America’s Middle East Policy: Kissinger, Carter and the Future”, in Institute for
Palestine Studies, 1980, pp. 7 — 32.
8 See Shehadeh Raja, Occupier Law: Israel and the West Bank (Revised), Institute for Palestine Studies
Washington D. C.
. See Amal Saad Ghorayet, Hizbullah: Politics and Religion - (Amal’s Ph.D. Dissertation) Pluto Press,
London, 2002, pp. 1 — 195.
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how the “Party of God” (Hizbullah) has managed to tread a line that respects its
ideological absolutes while adapting to the prevailing political environment. The
book also explores the apparent contradictions between Hizbullah’s ideological
violence and political accommodation, the Islamic state ideal versus democracy,
pan-Islamism and national identity. Furthermore, Hizbullah’s decision in 1992 to
embrace parliamentary politics was a radical transformation from its revolutionary

stance as espoused in the party’s “Open Letter” of 1985.

But the author was unable to provide justifications acceptable to Hizbullah’s
followers that allowed participation within Lebanon’s political system while preserving
its ideological opposition to the sectarian nature of Lebanese politics. These include
the end of the Lebanese Civil War (1975 — 1990), the priority given to the resistance,
the Taif Accords Acknowledgement that political sectarianism should be abolished
and the end of Christian advantage in Parliament. Hizbullah’s pan-Islamic
credentials are proven by its affiliation with the Islamic Republic of Iran, its

observance of the Wilayet al-Fagih concept which places ultimate authority in a

single religious leader and its support for the Palestinian cause.

In an Article titled: “US, Islamists Could Avoid Collision Course”®?, Mohammed
Shanqiti stated that the majority of Islamist movements around the world lost no time
condemning the September Eleventh (2001) terrorist attacks in the United States. In
his view, this stemmed from two considerations: moral (based on Islam’s prohibition
of the targeting of non-condemned in wartime) and political (the universally —
condemned attacks were deemed politically indefensible regardless of moral

considerations).

8 Mohammed Shangqiti, “US, Islamist Could Avoid Collision Course”, in The Daily Star, Tuesday,
November 20, 2001, p.5
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But as the dust settled, these Islamist movement’s attitudes to the attacks
began to diverge. The initial near-consensus gave way to three conflicting
approaches reflecting the three broad ideological and organizational categories into
which contemporary Islamist movement can be divided namely: (i) political Islamist
movements, (ii) the Salafi Islamist groups and (iii) the Revolutionary Jihad groups.

He examines each in the order stated herein.

Political Islamist movements refer to those groups with roots in the Muslim
Brotherhood. They seek to work within existing political and social systems and
change them through reform rather than revolution. Since the 1970’s, these groups
have avoided direct confrontation with their adversaries and advocated gradualism
and civic struggle alongside non-Islamist opposition forces. It is no surprise that they
were unanimous in their denunciation of the September Eleventh 2001 outrage (in
the United States of America) which reflected the anti-thesis of their way of thinking

and working.

Salafi Islamist groups are traditionally inclined toward education and
preaching and are not much interested in politics. But social and political changes
in the Arabian Peninsula over the past decades have made them more politicized
and conscious of current regional and international affairs. These groups, after the
shock of the first few days, adopted a more “understanding” attitude of what
happened in America without overtly supporting it. This was perhaps influenced by

their attitude to the US military presence in the Gulf Region.

The Revolutionary Jihad groups espouse Salafi thought or ideas, but they
differ from traditional Salafis in their attitude toward rulers and their tendency to
acquiesce to the status quo and shun politics. They deem the approach of the

political Islamists and Muslim Brotherhoods to be excessively cautious and to have
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turned them into part of the system they ostensibly seek to replace. The Hamas,
Palestine Liberation Army and Islamic Jihad groups, who see forcible removal of
local rulers and foreign forces from the region, are generally small in number and
lack broad public support. Their appeal is further undermined by the fact that in
some countries they have extended their renunciation of the state to renunciation of
society as a whole and little in the way of political mobilization accompanies their
‘war effort”. These groups kept quiet in the days after September Eleventh outrage
but later began enthusing about them and defending them, especially after the start

of the US-led war in Afghanistan.

Shangiti notes that the three categories of Islamist groups mentioned above
agreed unanimously that the victims of the September Eleventh attacks are innocent
while America is not innocent. In other words, while rejecting the attacks from a
moral standpoint, the Islamist groups were reluctant to pass political judgment on
them being convinced of the need for America to come under pressure to stop
inflicting injustices on Palestinians, Iragis and other Muslims. They held America
indirectly responsible in whole or in part for the September Eleventh attacks and
stated that its policies towards various Muslim peoples sow resentment, hatred and
deepen the divide between the Islamic world and the West with particular reference
to Palestine, Irag and US support for some unpopular rulers in Arab and Islamic
world. The Islamist movements opposed the war in Afghanistan and called for
support for the Afghan people even though the vast bulk does not have friendly ties
with the Taliban movement or Osama bin Laden. Also Islamic fundamentalists
believe American foreign policy is relentlessly hostile to Islam. They view the Jewish

state (or Israel) as an agent of the Christian West in the midst of the Islamic world.
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In an Article tagged “Where the US Proposal Still Fails"®, Rami G. Khouri
pointed out that the proposals put forward by the former US President Bill Clinton
before his exit from the White House on January 20, (2001) as parameters for a
comprehensive Palestinian-Israeli peace accord are important, constructive and
telling; but not compelling, comprehensive or acceptable from the Palestinian and
Arab perspective (or view). According to Khouri, the American ideas are important
because they indicate the persistent determination of the world’s single superpower
to foster a negotiated peace accord that tries to consider the rights and goals of both
Israelis and Palestinians. They are constructive because they move a little bit more
toward a more balanced position that acknowledges the equal rights of Palestinians
and Israelis in both the national and spiritual areas. And they are telling because
they start to distil the convergence of both sides on the core issues, indicating the
significant and real progress that has been made on key issues being negotiated.
But they are not compelling because they are merely “parameters” that aim to
provide a guide to further or for future negotiations and are not explicitly noted in the
UN Resolutions that must be the terms of reference for a permanent accord and an
end to the conflict. They are not comprehensive because they broadly reflect a
greater sensitivity to and affirmation of Israeli security concerns while making
Palestinian national rights gains generally conditional upon Israeli demands and

concerns.

There is no doubt, American parameters are striking for what they illustrate
about how far the international community has moved since the original Egyptian-
Israeli Camp David | Accords of the late 1970s and also since the Camp David I
attempt in July 2000. The parameters are dramatic illustrations of the capacity of the

two antagonists (Israelis and Palestinians) and the principal mediator (the United

8 See Rami G. Khouri, “Where the US Proposals Still Fails” in The Daily Star, Thursday, 11 January,
2001, p.6
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States of America) to make continuous and swift progress on core issues such as

settlements, sovereignty, security and Jerusalem.

Khouri concludes by stating that, if the thrust of the US ideas remains visibly
skewed in favour of the Israeli position, it will be difficult for the entire international
community to achieve a permanent peace in the Middle East. Rather than a
permanent peace, the world will continue to witness sporadic violence which may

eventually lead to regional war.

In a Monograph titled “From Jerusalem to Camp David: The Middle East

Peace Process®, Adisa stated clearly that without Egypt in the ranks of Middle East

nations, the war against Israel is as good as over. In this regard, he asserts:

One important implication deals with the military dimension of
the Arab-Israeli conflict. The Treaty has altered the balance of
forces in this regard. With it, Egypt has opted out of military
confrontation with Israel. The significance of this factor can be
best appreciated if one considers the contribution of Egypt to the
Arab war effort against Israel since 1948... This is more so
because the loss of Egypt would also mean that the Western
front is closed to the Arabs and the Israelis can concentrate on
the Eastern front against Syria and Jordan. For these reasons,
Israel has always perceived Egypt as the greatest military threat
to its security®.

Without any doubt, Adisa’s prediction as regards the powerlessness of the
Middle East Arab nations without Egypt can be seen to have come true as not only
has there been no further large scale Arab-Israeli war since the 1978 Camp David |
Accords, but also today there are visible moves and agreements, though they remain

unimplemented, to usher in lasting peace in the region.

8 See F. O. Adisa, From Jerusalem to Camp David: The Middle East Peace Process, NIIA Publication,
Lagos, 1981,
% bid., pp. 33 - 34
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In another work, Imobighe focused attention on American strategy in the
Middle East from the October 1973 Arab-Israeli war to the end of Sadat's era®.
Imobighe T. A. argued that since Egypt is the most powerful nation on the Arab side,
her neutralization by American strategy undermined the Arab capacity to wage
another war against Israel. In winning over Egypt, the writer stated that Henry
Kissinger was aided by the hopeless situation which Egypt found herself at the close
of the October 1973 war. By the time of the final ceasefire on 23 October 1973,
Israel had virtually encircled the Egyptian Third Army at Suez. Egypt's main
concern, therefore, was the survival of her Third Army and the withdrawal of Israeli
troops across the Suez Canal. Whoever could help her out in this immediate
predicament was to receive Egypt’s full support. In this connection, the Soviet Union
was not in a position to do anything about it, except perhaps to use force which was
politically impossible. Since it was only the Americans who could effectively
pressurize Israel to make needed concessions to save Egypt’s battered Third Army,

the Egyptian leaders had no option than to lean heavily on the Americans.

The US Secretary of State, Henry Kissinger, was quick to exploit the situation
which Egypt found herself. He immediately embarked on a diplomatic maneuver
popularly referred to as “shuttle diplomacy” which relegated the position of the
defunct Soviet Union to the role of an on looker. As an approach to peace
settlement, there is nothing wrong with shuttle diplomacy; but Kissinger's peace
shuttle diplomacy ignored the Palestinian issue which had been at the core of the

Middle East crisis.

Arguing the case of the Palestinians’ right to a homeland in the Middle East,

Moyosore lamented US double standard in the Middle East crisis. She believes that

¥ See Nigerian Journal of International Affairs, vol. 9, November 2, 1983, pp. 83 - 103
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the demand of the Palestinian homeland is the key problem and solution to the

Middle East crisis. In her words:

... of all the problems that affect the troubled state of affairs in
the Middle East, the most complex seem to be the question of
Palestinian rights. The solution to the problem is the key to
settling the Middle East crisis. Unless their demands are
resolved, the area will continue to be a simmering volcano®’.

She criticized the US under the Reagan administration for not supporting the
peace process in the Middle East and for banning Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat
from coming to the UN in New York. We fully agree with Moyosore’s view. This has
been the trend till today. For instance and before the 56™ Session of the UN General
Assembly was held between November 8 — 18 (2001), the US National Security
Advisor/Adviser in the Bush administration (Jnr.), Ms Condoleeza Rice (later US
Secretary of State)announced that US President George Bush (Jnr.) would not meet
Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat neither at the UN nor at the White House®,
whereas President W. Bush (Jnr.) had twice received Israeli Prime Minister Ariel
Sharon at the White House between January and October 2001. However,
Condoleeza justified the decision of President Bush not to meet Arafat by citing the
ambivalence of Arafat’s behaviour. Arafat, she said, took part in the coalition against
terror and, at the same time, offered Hamas and Islamic Jihad protections.

"8 the writer,

Lastly, writing on “American Bankruptcy In the Middle East
Bouthaina Shaaban, asserts that American policy regarding the Middle East Peace
Process is facing bankruptcy. According to him, the entire Middle East Peace

Process was launched as a response to American initiative that set for itself the

objective of implementing UN Security Council Resolution 242, 338 and 425 as well

8 See Moyosore Toyin, “The Palestinian Issue: Homeland Is a Right”, Nigerian Forum, Lagos NIIA
Publication, March/April 198, p. 85
8 See Abdeljabbar Adwan, “Proliferation on Plans but no Arab-Israeli Peace in Sight” in The Daily Star
(Beirut), Wednesday, 21 November 2001, p. 7
8 See Syria Times, Thursday, 19 July 2001, p. 3
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as to achieve once and for all an enduring just and comprehensive peace in the
region. He also pointed out that US President George Bush (Snr.) and Secretary of
State James Baker worked very hard with the parties concerned to establish terms of
reference for Madrid Conference before it was convened. Madrid (Spain) was
chosen as venue for the conference in October 1991. Regrettably, as soon as the
parties arrived in Madrid, the Israelis started to change or alter what has been
agreed upon with the American administration and wanted to meet with each Arab
delegation in a separate venue, although it was agreed upon that all the delegations
would meet at the same place. Part of the problem, however, was due to the fact
that the US government did not guide all delegations to the best way of implementing
what has been agreed upon or, at least, making it the sole topic of negotiations at
Madrid Conference. Another problem identified by Shaaban was Israel’s belief that
the Arabs came to the negotiating table because they were defeated (the losers) in
the previous Arab-Israeli Wars whereas the Israelis were the victorious ones (the
winners) and therefore, they could (or can) dictate their conditions and their will on
the Arabs including the Palestinians. Shaaban concludes by saying that the
American policy in the Middle East has reached a stage of bankruptcy because the
US has failed to play the role of an honest broker — a role that would have served the
interests of both Israel and the Arabs as well as the interests of the United States of

America.
2.3 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK OF ANALYSIS

This study needs an appropriate theoretical framework of analysis to enable
us understand and analyse Nigeria’s foreign policy and role on the Palestinian-Israeli
conflict and peace process. Before declaring our selected theoretical model for the
study, we deem it necessary to review briefly some relevant theoretical approaches

that can be applied to the study of international relations and political phenomena.
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Indeed, the field of international relations has attracted to itself several theories or
models geared towards the explanation of different aspects of it. Examples include:
(i) the power approach/realist theory, (ii) the theory of war, (iii) the theory of conflict
resolution, (iv) games theory, (v) decision-making approach, (vi) systems theory

and (vii) linkage theory. We now examine each briefly in the order stated above.
(1 The Realist Approach:

The realist/power approach is one of the most popular theoretical frameworks
employed by students of Political Science in general and International Relations in
particular in their analysis of foreign policy of nation-states. The main exponent of
realism or power approach is Hans J. Morgenthau; although strategists and realists
such as E. H. Carr, Aron Raymond, Kenneth Walz, Henry Kissinger, F. S.
Northedge, H. Bull, J. Burton, G. Modeski, and Niccolo Machiavelli have also
contributed immensely to the development of this School of Thought®. Indeed,

Machiavelli’'s two works: The Prince (1512 — 1640) and The Discourses (1516)

brought a new realism into the study of politics.

As the Chief exponent of the realist approach, Hans J. Morgenthau who
earned global respect in his famous book titled Politics Among Nations, defines
politics as the struggle for power whether in domestic or international politics/setting.

Hence, he asserts:

...international politics and indeed, all politics is a struggle for power
whatever the ultimate aims of international politics, power is always
the immediate aims. Statesmen and peoples think and act in terms of
interest defined as power. They may ultimately seek freedom,
security, prosperity or power itself but whenever they strive to realize
their goal by means of international politics, they do so by striving for
power®.,

% See Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, 4™ Edition, (New York: Alfred Knopf. 1967). E. H.
Carr, Twenty Years of Crisis, (London, Macmillan, 1956), Aron Raymond, Peace and War: A Theory
of International Relations (New York, Fredrick Preager, 1967), Kenneth Waltz, Man, the State and War: A
Theoretical Analysis (New York: Columbia University Press, 1959.

% See Hans J. Morgenthau, lbid., p. 27
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Morgenthau argued persuasively that the major concern of nation-states is the
acquisition of power. Hence, he conceived politics in terms of power. He further
stated that with power comes the ability of the state to protect and promote its
national interest (such as the welfare of its citizens, defence of its independence and
territorial integrity from internal and external forces), and if necessary to impose its
will on others. For realists, national power is crucial for the defence of national
interests since, in a world which is constituted by sovereign states, no single state
can rely on any others to promote its interest. The global state system is
consequently one in which self-help dominates because there is nobody above the
state to ensure its interests are defended, or even to guarantee its survival as well as
existence®. There is no doubt, the power approach lays emphasis on power in the

analysis of the behaviour of nation-states.

The realists further assert the primacy of the state in global politics. Although
they acknowledge the existence of other actors like international and regional
organizations, multinational corporations and individuals such as the Pope (in global
system), they posit that states are the dominant actors. Being sovereign, there is no
authority over and above the state. International and regional organizations are
subordinate to states since they are the creatures of states. All other actors in the
global system must either work through states or influence state policy if their
interests are to be fulfilled. In Nigeria, self-interest appears to be the main motivating
factor in the quest for political power. For this reason, the struggle for power at all
cost encourages political acrimonies and unhealthy rivalry in politics. Political power
in particular is not acquired, retained or deployed on the basis of the strength and

weakness of individuals or nation-states.

% See Anthony G. McGrew & Paul G. Lewis et al., Global Politics, Polity Press, Oxford, 1992, p. 15
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Realism places great emphasis on the use of force. As a result, military
power becomes the essential ingredient of state power, since without it; states
cannot defend their own core interests. The realist paradigm focuses too much
attention on nation-states. By focusing attention on nation-states, the realist
paradigm underplays the roles of non-state actors such as multinational

corporations, liberation movements and the Vatican represented by the Pope.

Moreover, the realist is particularly interested in studying and outlining the
basis of order and peace in an apparently anarchical society. From the realist
perspective, peace and order can be maintained in the international society through
effective enforcement of international organizations which do not provide enough
restraints to moderate state behavior. A more effective regulatory device for the
management of power in the international society is the mechanism of balance of

power. Thus, the realists asserted.

Since nation-states have conflicting national objectives some
of which lead to war and the capabilities of nation-states are
crucial for the outcome of international politics, the only way
to prevent war and maintain peace is to ensure that
increased power is balanced with a counter-weight. Indeed,
the realists have so much faith in the balance of power
mechanism (despite its acknowledged inadequacies) that
they have described it as the f‘inevitable and essential
stabilizing” factor in a society of sovereign and independent
states as well as a general social principle to which all
societies compose of a number of autonomous units owe the
authomomy of their component parts®

In spite of the above, the realist approach lacks the methodology for resolving
competing claims and criteria for determing which data will count as significant
information and which rules will be followed in interpreting data. Secondly, criticizing

Morgenthau’s famous maxim that “Whatever the ultimate aims of international

% See H. Assisi Asobie,” Decision — Making Models: An Analysis of the Application of Theories and Models
of Foreign Polcy Decision — Making to the study of Nigeria’s Foreign Policy” in Gabriel Olusanya and
Fatai, Processes of Foreign Policy Making and Implementation in Nigeria 1960-1990, NIIA and Vintage
Publication International, Ibadan, 190, P.9.
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politics, power is always the immediate aim”, Cattin George suggests that co-
operation may also be a form of power, perhaps more subtle and difficult to
construct, but also more stable than domination. Although many scholars have
criticized the power approach as inadequate for foreign policy analysis, others have

sought to apply it directly to foreign policy of a nation — state.
(i) The Theory of War:

There are many theories of war. There are, for example, explanatory theory
which attempts to explain why wars happen; normative or prescriptive theory which
tries to tell us what our attitude to war ought to be whether, for example, we should
volunteer to participate in a conflict/war or consciously object to it. Besides, there is
interpretative theory, which interprets events. It is essential to note that explanatory,
normative/prescriptive and interpretative theories of war are interrelated. This is
because we cannot explain an occurrence without simultaneously interpreting it and

orienting ourselves towards it.

In summary, the theories of war fall within three broad categories. Some
explanations search for the psychological roots of war and blame the wickedness of
human nature; others stress the internal structure of the states and others again the

anarchic nature of the international system.
(i)  The Theory of Conflict Resolution:
Professor F. S. Northedge defines conflict resolution as:

a collection of proposed techniques ranging from the reduction
of psychological abnormalities among the leaders of states to
playing out international conflicts in the form of games so as to
release and eliminate tensions inherent in them®*.

% See F. S. Northedge, The International Political System, London: Faber, 1976, p. 299
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Conflict resolution lays emphasis on the attempt to settle incompatible
objectives of actors by peaceful means or procedures. Besides, conflict
management and conflict resolution can be achieved through problem-solving rather
than coercion. In brief, conflict in any form can be resolved in various ways such as

judicial, political and diplomatic methods.

Judicial methods include arbitration, mediation, dialogue, reconciliation and
adjudication known as conflict management techniques. In each method, the parties
to a conflict, by prior agreement, submit the issues under contentions to an
independent legal tribunal or court of law. International tribunal can take a case only

if the parties in conflict agree to its jurisdiction and competence.

Political and diplomatic methods of settling conflict can be attempted through
negotiation, dialogue, reconciliation and mediation. Negotiation denotes discussions
between representations of two or more sovereign states initiated with the object of
settling differences between them or concluding an agreement on matters of mutual

concern. In this regard, F. C. Ikles defines negotiation as:

A process in which explicit proposals are put forth ostensibly for
the purpose of reaching agreement on realization of a common
interest where conflicting interests are present®.

Negotiation may be bilateral or multilateral among the parties directly involved
in a conflict. The success of negotiation depends upon a number of factors such as
acceptability of the demands of either party to the other, the restraint, tact and the
spirit of mutual accommodation with which negotiations are conducted as well as the
state of public opinion in the countries concerned vis-a-vis the concessions
demanded. It is essential to bear in mind that a powerful country has the advantage

of dictating the tune, pace and outcome of negotiation with a weaker nation-state.

% See F. C. Ikles, How Nations Negotiate, New York: Harper and Row Publishers, 1964, pp. 3-4
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Rather than violence or the use of force, dialogue should be the basis for
resolving any conflict or crisis whether it is domestic, national, regional or
international. Dialogue involves two or more parties with different or divergent views
on a specific issue. For any dialogue to be meaningful and effective, there must be
genuine desire to resolve the conflict. Besides, the parties must have and show
regards for each other. The parties in a conflict must, therefore, see themselves as
equal parties. Dialogue should not aim at defeating one’s opponents. Rather, it

should aim at searching for truths and amicable settlement of a dispute.

Dialogue, however, differs slightly from negotiation. Usually, parties involved
in a dispute (or conflict) come to the negotiating table to defend their interests and to
achieve tangible and intangible things. Compromise can be reached after lengthy
and fruitful negotiations. Lastly, trust must exist between (or among) the parties to a
conflict. Any dialogue between a cat and a mouse is not likely to yield much fruit.
The Israeli (cat) and Palestinian (mouse) negotiators resumed peace talks on an
overall settlement package in Washington D. C. in July 2000. The agenda of their
talks include the future of Jerusalem and how much land Israel would cede to the
Palestinians for a state. Refugee and water problems also featured on the agenda
as talks began on Tuesday, 11 July 2000 at St. Andrews Air Force Base, suburb of
Maryland, USA%. Regrettably, the peace talks between the Cat and Mouse failed to

yield any positive result.

Conciliation involves a commission or agency which studies the facts involved
in a conflict, makes proposals to the disputants and attempts to arrive at a settlement
of the conflict. Proposals are in the form of a recommendation and are not a binding
award or judgement. The disputants are, therefore, free to accept or reject the

findings and proposals of the reconciliators.

% See The Daily Star, Wednesday, 4 June 2000, p. 5
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Mediation implies the intervention by some other party or group of parties with
the object of proposing a compromise. In mediation, a third party with no direct
interest in the issues under contention intervenes in the bargaining processes. The
tasks of a mediator include, among other things, data source, interpretation,
interposition, supervision, persuasion, enunciation, elaboration and initiation®”. A
mediator, however, is free to suggest terms of settlements to the parties involved in a

dispute.

All the techniques stated above can be subsumed under the term Third Party
Mediation which is not it itself a new approach or method. A Third Party is a Party in
a case other than the two principals. And this is what makes Third Party Mediation
unique. The mediator’s neutrality gives him an opportunity to intervene in a dispute
without his motives being suspected. A Third Party performs a number of functions.
Firstly, it acts as a channel of communication between the disputants passing vital
messages between them. Secondly, it may engage in interpretative activities in
regard to ambiguous situations either independently or on the request of the parties
involved. In some situations, Third Party engages as participants in the processes of
direct negotiation between the parties to international conflict. For the purpose of
this study, the term “Third Party” will be used to cover all those actors (or players),
which became significantly involved in the Palestinian/Arab-Israeli conflict from 1948

— 2006.

In summary, conflict can be resolved in two major ways: (i) conflict
management approach which involves a certain degree of bargaining and (ii) conflict
resolution approach which believes in carrying the conflict to a stage where it is

resolved to the entire satisfaction of the two or several parties to a struggle. Conflict

%" For explanation of each concept, See K. J. Holsti, International Politics: A Framework for Analysis,
New Jersey, Prentice-Hall Inc., Englewood Cliffs, 1977, pp. 483 — 484.
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management and conflict resolution can be achieved through problem-solving rather
than coercion. Violence and war may resolve conflict but certainly it is not the best
method for resolving it.  Although it is useful, the Arab/Palestinian-Israeli
intransigence has not allowed diplomacy and conflict resolution mechanism to

resolve the protracted Arab-Israeli conflict since 1948.
(iv) Games Theory

Games theory is another approach or conceptual framework in the study of
political phenomenon. Games theory is defined as a body of thought dealing with
rational decision strategies in situations of conflict and competition when each
participant or player seeks to maximize gains and minimize losses. The main
advocates of the games theory are Morton A. Kaplan, William H. Riker and Thomas

C. Schelliing who believe in applying mathematical models to political studies.

Some of the concepts (or terms) associated with the games theory are the
players, the rules of the game, and the outcomes/pay-offs. The players or decision-
makers could be individuals or institutions. Each player is assumed to be rational in
its choice of strategies. The rules of the game describe how the available resources
may be utilized while the outcomes or pay-offs may be of three types namely: win,

lose and draw.

Politics is a game of many players. At the end of the game, there are winners
and losers. The players must follow and obey the rules of the game if dispute or
controversy is to be avoided. Similarly, in war or conflict, there are principal and
minor players or actors who may emerge as winners or losers. Games theorists try

to analyse the strategies by which players may maximize their pay-offs.

Games theory has been criticized on many grounds. Since it puts too much

emphasis on mathematical calculations, it is rarely used by many political scientists.
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The mathematically oriented political scientists, however, think that games theory is
indispensable to the understanding of political phenomena whereas the political
scientist with a bias against the use of mathematical models regards the effort to do
so as puerile and mischievous®. It is important to note that games theory also fits
into our research project in the sense that what the Palestinians (losers) lost in the

1948, 1967 and 1973 Arab-Israeli Wars became the gains of the Israelis (winners).
(v) The Decision-making Approach

The decision-making approach was developed by Richard C. Snyder and his
associates at the end of World War 1l (1939 — 1945). In developing his approach,
Snyder et.al began with the simple notion that (i) all political action is undertaken by
concrete human beings and (ii) that, if we want to comprehend the dynamics of this
action, we should be prepared to view the world not from our point of view but from
the perspective of the persons responsible for taking the decision. Simply put, the
basic assumption of the decision-making approach is that policies are not made by
states but by individuals who act on behalf of nation-states. It is, therefore, important
to know, in order to understand a political action correctly, who made the key

decisions that gave rise to a particular action.

In analyzing the factors that operate on decision-makers and give structure as
well as content to their choices, we have to look into three main sets of stimuli: (i)
the internal setting (ii) the external setting and (iii) the decision-making process.
According to Snyder, the internal setting is the society for which the officials make
decisions. Besides, it includes, among others, public opinion and common-value
orientations. The external setting consists of the actions and reactions of other

states and the societies for which they act and the physical world. Above all,

% See S. P. Varma, Modern Political Theory: Critical Survey. (Vikas Publishing House, PVT Ltd., New
Delhi, 1975, p. 280
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decision-making process consists of three main sub-categories namely: (i) spheres

of competence (ii) communication and information as well as (iii) motivation.

Apart from Snyder et.al, another great contributor to the decision — making
approach is Joseph Frankel who asserts that the state remains the principal
decision-making unit in world politics. For Frankel, the state is conceived in terms of
decision-making power, not of formal governmental power. He analyzes the
decision-making sequence in three ongoing stages: (i) pre-decisional (characterized
by initiative, planning, definition of a situation, prediction, advice and deliberation); (ii)
the formulation of a decision; and (iii) implementation of the decision. He accepts
the distinction between the operational and the psychological environment which
was proposed by Harold and Margret Sprout in their work titled ‘Environmental
Factors in the Study of International Politics’ in J.M. Rosenau (ed); _International

Politics and Foreign Policy, New York: Free Press, 1961, PP. 112 — 119.

One serious defect of the decision-making approach is that it concentrates
exclusively upon the images and perceptions of decision-makers and ignores the
objective reality that these reflect. In their own view, Bretcher et.al asserts that the
most serious difficulty relates to the application of this model. The number of
variables is overwhelming actors, perceptions, values, motivations, sphere of
competence, the structure of the international system and a host of other variables.
Many of these are not researchable. The quality of data that must be processed is
enormous. The extra-ordinary complexity of this mode has made research difficult,
the burden of an imaginative enterprise have been excessive®. Other defects of the

decision-making approach include insufficiency of information available to decision-

% See Michael Bretcher et.al., “A Framework for Research on Foreign Policy Behaviour”, in Journal of
Conflict Resolution, xii 91), 1969.
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makers and diverse internal and external pressures exerted on policy-makers.

These problems make it difficult to reach rational decisions.

In concluding our discussion on the decision-making approach, we need to
bear in mind that it focuses attention on governments and decision-makers. For
instance, in Nigeria, who takes final foreign policy decisions relating to Nigeria’s
external relations? In Israel, who takes the ultimate decisions that affect thousands
of Palestinians? In the Palestinian Authority, who takes final decision relating to
Palestinian’s welfare and in the Palestinian question, who gets the blame for lack of
progress? In the United States of America, the US President is undoubtedly the
chief or final decision-maker in matters relating to foreign relations or affairs. But
only the US Congress can declare war, except perhaps the Vietham War which
provoked bitter criticism by the American public. However, US Presidents have in
recent times committed the United States to war without Congressional approval.
Apart from the declaration of war, the real decision-makers in the US have been a
group of capitalists and monopolists as well as the Zionist-Jewish lobby. The latter
has proved to be pivotal element in the American ruling establishment. In addition,
the US Congress is dominated by a majority of Jewish and pro-Israeli Congressmen
who have been keen on protecting Israel’s interests such as its expansionist policy in
the occupied Arab/Palestinian territories. As a result, most American administration
decisions (whether it is Republican Party or Democratic Party) have always been in

favour of Israel.

(vi) The Llinkage theory

The linkage approach holds that there is “a link” between domestic processes

(politics, religion, economic, cultural, etc) and the external situation towards which
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foreign policy is directed.*® The nature and history of Nigeria’s political development
have made the linkage approach to be a useful framework of analysis for this study.
Nigeria had been in search of national consensus over her Middle East policy for
decades and this has generated much controversy and division within the nation-
state. In other words, the structure of internal differences in Nigeria was aptly
reflected in the Arab-Israeli conflict during the Balewa era. The religious and regional
interest which was widely pronounced in Nigeria created a situation where Nigeria
could not present a common front over the explosive situation in the Middle East
sub-region. The situation then was such that while the Northern dominated political
parties including the Northern Peoples Congress (NPC) urged the Federal
government to suspend all relations and dealings with the Jewish state, the Southern
parties consisting mostly of the Christian dominated East and West was supportive
of Israel's cause. The implication was that the Federal government had to adopt the
policy which merely encouraged the diplomatic presence of Israel in Nigeria while
doing the same in Tel-Aviv (Israel). This had the effect of harmonizing the
differences in opinion, views, and interests of the citizens at that time.*®®® This,
indeed, is a clear manifestation of the linkage approach.

The linkage approach is anchored on the premise that the domestic sources
of foreign policy are as crucial to its content and conduct as the international
environment towards which it is expected. Indeed, as noted by Rosenau:

Domestic factors may be of considerable significance even, if they

are not primary sources of foreign policy and on some issues they
may well be dominant.*®*

100.
100(a)

See Research J.N. (ed), Domestic Sources of Foreign Policy, Free Press, 1967, p. 2.
See Joy U. Ogwu, op. cit., p. 51.
1o Ibid.
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The linkage approach has two important features. They are the general context it
provides for a link to be established between the domestic situations of a country
and the external environment in which foreign policy is analyzed in general. The idea
of a linkage between the internal (domestic) situation and external (global)
environment allows for an analysis that adequately examines the extent to which the
interaction between the two environments can constitute a constraint to the
formulation of an effective foreign policy.

In summary, the linkage approach enables a researcher to know Nigeria’'s
relationship with Israel and the Arabs. Nigeria's relationship with both was
characterized by three conflicting pressures: the Northern region’s ties with the Arab
world and the south sympathetic dispositions to Israel. The North’s political rejection
and south’s acceptance of Israeli loans and economic aid and finally, the North’s
partisanship in the Middle East conflict as opposed to the federal government even

handedness. *%
(vi)  The Systemic/Systems Theory

All political systems interact with two environments: the domestic and the
external (or international). They affect and they are affected by their domestic
economics, their natural environment and resources, their educational and
technological systems as well as their ethnic and cultural system.'® There are many

system theorists. The main proponents of the systems/ systemic theory / approach

102 See Gambari I.A., Party Politics and Foreign Policy: Nigeria Under the First Republic, A.B.U., Press
1980, p. 95.

See Gabriel A. Aimond & G.B. Powel, Jr., Comparative Politics: Systems, Process and Policy,
Second Edition, Little Brown & Company, Boston, 1978, P.6.
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include, among others, Gabried Almond, George Modeski, David Easton, Morton A.

Kaplan, Stanley Hoffman and George Organski.

Gabriel Almond was among the first to propose an embryonic input — output
analysis of foreign policy. His framework consisted of three categories: historical
background comprising the principal factors conditioning actor behavior, the policy
process involving both governmental and non-governmental agencies and the
substance of policy'® Implicitly, this suggests a system of inputs, process and

outputs.

Another contributor to systems or systemic theory is George Modelski who
attempted to employ the input- output analysis derived from economics and a
personian construct of the social system to explain state behavior.*®® He suggests
that a foreign policy model will be shaped by four variables: power input, power
output, interests and objectives. He further argues that foreign policy will change with
changes in these variables and that this change can be internally or externally
motivated. More importantly, he emphasizes the relationship between decision —
makers and their constituencies and specifies a multi-dimensional notion of ‘feed

back’

In his own contribution to systems/systemic theory, David Easton stated that a

political system must have inputs to keep it going and that without inputs, the system

194 See Gabriel A. Almod in Roy Macridis (ed.) Foreign Policy in World Politics, 2"

Edition,Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice — Hall, Inc,1962, PP. 1-8.
1% See George Modelski, A Theory of Foreign Policy, N.Y: Praeger, 1962, P. 71.
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can do no work; and without outputs (policies / decisions), we cannot identify the

work done by the system®®.

Among inputs of a political system, there are two basic kinds: demands and
supports. These inputs give a political system its dynamic character. They furnish it
both with the raw material or information that the system is called upon to process
and with the energy to keep it going. Demands arise in a society. In other words,
demands of experience: either in the environment of a system (external demands) or
within the system itself (internal / domestic demands). A second type of inputs is
support. Inputs of demands are not enough to keep a political system operating.
They are only the raw materials out of which finished products called decisions or
policies are manufactured. A society generates support for a political system in two
ways: (i) through outputs that meet the demands of the members of society and (ii)

through the processes of politicization.

The process of politicization brings several rewards and punishments. For
performing the right political acts, for conforming to the generally accepted
interpretation of political goals, and for undertaking the institutionalized obligations of
a member of the given system, we are variously rewarded or punished. For
conforming, we are made to feel worthy, wanted and respected and often obtain
material advantages such as wealth, influence and improved opportunities; and for
deviating beyond the permissible range; we are made to feel unworthy, rejected,

dishonored and often suffer material loses.

Support is fed into the political system in relation to three object: the

community, the regime and the government. Concerning the community, no political

1% See Roy C. Macridis & B.E Brown, Comparative Politics: Notes And Readings Fifth Edition, The

DorseyPress, 1977, PP. 93 - 106
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system can continue to operate unless its members are willing to support the
existence of a group that seeks to settle differences or promote decisions through
peaceful action in common. The regime consists of all those arrangements that
regulate the way in which the demands put into the systems are settled and the way
in which decisions are put into effect. Lastly, if a political system is going to be able
to handle the conflicting demands put into it not only must the members of the
system be prepared to support the settlement of these conflicts in common and
possess some consensus with regard to the rules governing the mode of settlement;
they must also be ready to support a government as it undertakes the concrete tasks
involved in negotiating such settlements. It is important to note that a government
may elicit support in many ways: through persuasion, consent or manipulation. It

may also impose unsupported settlements of demands through threat of force.

Inputs of demands and supports enter the political system from the
environment. These demands may result in policy outputs. The latter may produce
changes in the environment called outcomes, which, in turn, may affect the political
system, as when successful price controls check inflation. This process is called

“feed back”. This is shown diagrammatically on page 108.
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FIGURE 2.2 - David Easton’s Model: The Analysis of Political System
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Source: Macridis Roy C & Brown B. E. Comparative Politics: Notes & Readings, Fifth Edition, The
Dorsey Press, lllinois, 1977, p. 95.

Among the systems theorists, Modelski provides a more logical and
consistent model than Almond. Despite this, the entire input — output analysis has
been criticized by Bretcher et.al for “providing no research — directed questions, for
permitting no empirical verification and for inability to generate any hypotheses.’
Nonetheless, systems theory with its sensibility to the input — output exchange offers
a fruitful approach to the understanding of Nigeria’s policy and role on the
Palestinian — Israeli conflict and peace process from 1960 to 2006.

The systemic level of analysis takes the entire international system as a whole
for consideration when analysising issues in international relations. This approach
viewed the entire international system as one single entity with different sovereign
states serving as units within the entire world system. Besides, there is a high
degree of interconnection and interactions amongst the various units of the system.

The systemic level of analysis subscribes to the contention that the trend of action

107 See Michael Bretcher et.al, “A Framework for Research on Foreign Policy Behavior” in Journal of

Conflict Resolution, Vol. XIII, No2 (March 1969), PP. 78-79.
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adopted by a state is determined by the policy and behaviour of other sovereign
states.

In summary, all systems analysts distinguish units (or actors), structures,
processes and context (or environment); while systems theorists assert that a part is
a functional unit of a whole and that once the part is (made) dysfunctional, either by
political instability, economic crisis, or labor-government unrest, the whole cannot
function well, and the expected system goals cannot be achieved.

This study benefits from the linkage theory, and systems theory. The linkage
theory especially helps us understand and analyse the nexus between domestic

factors and Nigeria’s foreign policy in the Middle East; as well as the systems theory.
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CHAPTER THREE
THE PALESTINIAN - ISRAELI CONFLICT: ORIGIN, CAUSES,

COURSES, CONSEQUENCES, AND THE ROLE OF MAJOR ACTORS

The focus of this chapter is on the origin, causes, courses and consequences
of the Arab/Palestinian — Israeli conflict since 1948. The study also examines the role
of the major actors in the Arab/Palestinian-Israeli conflict and peace process.
3.1 THE ORIGIN AND CAUSES OF THE PALESTINIAN-ISRAELI CONFLICT

History has long been a source of dispute between Israel and the Palestinians
over their age long conflict. In this regard, many Arab historians have attributed
Palestinian problems to various powers, such as the Ottoman and British powers
that have occupied Palestine over the years. Since Israel was created in 1948, most
of the Arab States have refused to recognize it on the grounds that modern Israel
emerged on the ashes of Palestine and that before 1948, what is now Israel was part
of Palestine under the British mandate of the League of Nations. The old Palestine
was part of the Ottoman Empire up until 1919. This empire which embraced most of
the current Arab countries and Turkey as well as some European states such as
Albania, Bosnia-Herzegovina and some countries in the Caucasus was dissolved as
a result of the defeat of the Ottoman Empire which was in alliance with the German
Empire and the amorphous Austro-Hungarian Empire.®® After the collapse of the
Ottoman Empire in 1917, Britain and France became two great ex-colonial powers in
the Middle East which was divided into spheres of influence and ruled as mandates
or protectorates.

When they departed, both the British and French left behind English and
French languages as lingua franca as colonial heritage. After World War Il (1939 —

1945), Britain’s inability to reconcile the conflicting demands of the Jewish and Arab

1(a) See The Nation, Sunday, October 14, 2007, p. 52.
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communities forced the British government to request that the “Question of
Palestine” be placed on the agenda of the United Nations General Assembly (April
1947). As a result, a special committee was constituted to draft proposals
concerning Palestine’s future. The committee met in the Spring of 1947 and at the
end of its meeting recommended the partition of Palestine into two: one for the Jews
and the other for the Arabs. On 29 November 1947, the UN General Assembly
voted to adopt the Committee’s recommendation to partition Palestine into two
States. The Jewish community accepted the UN Partition Plan (see Appendix 7,
page 464) while the Arabs rejected it. Consequently, Arab leaders resolved to use
force in order to prevent the implementation of the UN Partition Plan. The UN
Partition Plan gave 57 percent of Palestine to the Jews, and 43 percent to the Arab
Palestinians, although the Jews were less than a third of the population and owned
less than 6 percent of the land. But 78 percent of historic Palestine is today in
Jewish hands while only 22 percent remains in Arab/Palestinian hands*®.

The State of Israel was created in May 1948 in the mist of war with the
Palestinians and their Arab neighbours. The Palestinians immediately after the
creation of Israel got their Arab brothers to join in the invasion of Israel without
success. The small state of Israel defeated hordes of Arab armies. From 1948, the
Arab troops have suffered one defeat after the other in 1956, 1967 and 1973 until it
dawned on the Arabs that the State of Israel has come to stay. This was why the
Egyptian President Anwar Sadat made the historic visit in 1977 to Israel and signed
a peace treaty with Israel in 1978 for which he paid the supreme sacrifice when he
was assassinated by members of the Muslim Brotherhood.

Since the death of Yassir Arafat on November 11, 2004, Mahmoud Abbas,

who succeeded him, has not been able to impose his will on the Palestinians or

10)- See The Daily Star, Wednesday, 31 October, 2001, p. 1
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Palestinian Movement. Some Palestinians even see Mahmoud Abbas as a stooge
of the West pandering to the whims and caprices of Israel. Consequently, a much
more radical palestinian party-the Hamas - has emerged to champion the cause of
radical Palestinian nationalism. They are uncompromising in their desire to destroy
Israel. The desire has become mutual between them and the Israelis.

It should be noted, however, that the Palestinian-Israeli conflict is essentially
a clash of two competing nationalisms: Jewish and Arab nationalisms. It is also
about contest (or dispute) over the same piece of land (Palestine) by two distinct
peoples (the Israelis and the Arabs including the Palestinian Arabs) who believe they
have valid title to it and who hoped that the other side would in time give up (or
forget) about it entirely. In brief, the 1917 Declaration (popularly known as the
Balfour Declaration) made by the British Foreign Secretary, Arthur Balfour, granted
the Jews a national home in Palestine. It could, therefore, be argued that the
problem between the Palestinians and Israelis is essentially the desire of the former
to recover the land (or territories) seized by Israel during the June 1967 Arab-Israeli
war and the desire of the latter to annex the occupied Arab territories permanently as
well as subjugate the Palestinians forever.

But Israel’s seizure of Arab/Palestinian land is not the only cause of
Palestinian — Israeli conflict. There are other controversial matters or issues
between the two antagonists; and they include the Palestinian desire for self-
determination, independence (or Statehood), the centrality of Jerusalem, the building
and expansion of Jewish settlements on Arab/Palestinian territories, natural
resources such as water, security, the right of return of thousands of Palestinian
refugees to their historical or ancestral homeland in Palestine, the borders of
proposed Palestinian State and the fate of Jewish settlers in the West Bank and
Gaza Strip. We now examine each issue in the order stated herein.

112



Jerusalem is the most difficult issue in the Palestinian/Arab-Israeli conflict.
Indeed, the issue of Jerusalem is complicated due to the city’s great importance for
Islam, Christianity and Judaism. Jerusalem hosts the site of the Haram al-Sharif or
the Noble Sanctuary comprising Agsa Mosque (Islam’s third holiest shrine) and the
Dome of the Rock. It is also the site of the Church of the Resurrection (or Holy
Sepulcher where Christians believe Jesus Christ was crucified), and the Wall of
Lamentation. The Jews cannot imagine the Wall of Lamentation to be under
Palestinian Sovereignty while the Moslems cannot see the Agsa Mosque under
Jewish Sovereignty. Consequently, the resolution of the issue of Jerusalem and its
holy sites has been extremely difficult to resolve.

More significantly, the resolution of the dispute over Jerusalem has been
compounded by US policy on the city. US policy on the City of Jerusalem has been
marked by a series of retreats since 1948. The original US position in 1947 was that
Jerusalem was a “Corpus Separatum” or an internationally controlled entity that
belonged to neither the Arabs nor the Jews”. In this respect, US position lasted less
than two years. It was quickly diluted to a formula calling for “limited” internalization
— a policy that still opposes either Arabs or Israelis claiming Jerusalem as their
respective capital. The attempts to enforce this policy or position failed because of
Israel’s strong desire to claim the Holy City as the capital of the Jewish State. In the
wake of the June 1967 War, US President Lyndon Johnson abandoned the old
policy in favour of a formula stating that Jerusalem should remain unified and that its
future should be determined by the parties to the Palestinian-Israeli conflict.

The Palestinian refugees insisted on returning to the land they fled when
Israel was created (or established) in 1948 while the Israelis feared that returning

Palestinians would destroy the Jewish demographic character of their country.

4 Ibid., p. 6
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Numbering more than 3.6 million, the Palestinians make up the world’s largest group
of refugees. About a third of them live in refugee camps operated by the United
Nations Works and Relief Agency. Most of them are the descendants of the 700,000
Palestinians who fled ahead of advancing Israeli troops during the 1948 War. Some
more were forced to flee again during the 1967 and 1973 Arab-Israeli Wars®.

The issue of Palestinian refugees is of special interest to Lebanon where an
estimated 450,000 Palestinian refugees live. The Lebanese constitution explicitly
prohibits their permanent re-settlement on Lebanon’s territory. Besides, the Beirut
government has been pressing hard for the application of UN Resolution 181 of
November 1947 which calls for the return of the Palestinians who fled before and
during the first Arab-Israeli War®. It is essential to note that the UN Resolution talks
about the right of return of Palestinian refugees to their ancestral homes.
Regrettably, many of the homes, if not all, no longer exist. It may be difficult, if not
impossible, for them to locate or identify their homes.

The issue of the Palestinian refugees’ right of return is very much the center
of attention and it is a sensitive issue not only for Lebanon but also for Jordan and
Syria. After the first Arab-Israeli War (1948 — 1949), there were large concentrations
of Palestinians in the West Bank (controlled by Jordan), the Gaza Strip (under
Egyptian administration), Jordan, Lebanon, Syria and Egypt. In the 1967 Arab-
Israeli War, the West Bank and Gaza Strip came under Israeli occupation. Most of
the refugees in Lebanon and Syria retained their refugee status. In Syria as in
Lebanon, a Department of Refugee Affairs was created to issue identity documents.
Palestinians in Syria were given the right equal to those of Syrian citizens being
allowed to join the Syrian Army and take up Civil Service posts which has never

been the case in Lebanon which hosts some 450,000 Palestinian refugees. With a

® See, The Daily Star, Wednesday, 19 July 2000, p. 6
®  See Monday Morning, 24 July 2000, p. 5
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population of 5 million people, more than half of Jordan’s populations are of
Palestinian extraction.

The Israeli military occupation policy has seen the construction of Jewish
settlements on Arab/Palestinian territories occupied since 1967 War. In 1975, for
instance, there were more than 6,000 and by the year 2001 there were at least
20,000 Jewish settlers. During the tenure of the Labor Party (1968 — 1977), the
average annual increment of settlers’ settlement was 700; and during the Likud’s
term (1977 — 1984), the average annual settlement was 5,400 settlers. By 1986,
there were 1040 settlers in the West Bank and Gaza Strip. There are over 200
Jewish settlements today’. As a result of international pressure to limit the
construction of new Jewish settlements, which could undermine peace talks between
both parties, the Israeli government concentrates on expanding the existing ones
with the aim of having more Jewish settlers on Arab/Palestinian territories. Majority
of Israeli settlements in the West Bank and Gaza Strip have been connected by
bypasses or routes which circum-navigate Palestinian towns and villages. It should
be noted that Israeli settlements on land which Israel occupied in the 1967 war are
considered illegal under international law.

Besides, water is a significant factor in Palestinian-Israeli conflict. Indeed, the
issue of water occupies a central position in the Palestinian struggle with Israel.
Since the end of 1967 Arab-Israeli War, Israel has exercised and continued to
exercise full control over water used by the Palestinians. For example, the West
Bank alone produces 45,200,000 cubic meters of water per annum from 331 artesian
wells. The Israelis control two-thirds of this water. The use of water by Palestinians
is restricted to daily requirements only. The Palestinian farmers in the occupied

territories are forbidden to dig new wells for irrigation purposes.

", See Syria Times, Monday, 6 August 2001, p. 3
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The issue of Israeli military occupation of Arab/Palestinian territories still
continues and it also appears to be a major problem preventing the peaceful
resolution of the Arab/Palestinian-Israeli conflict. Majority of Israelis are opposed to
giving up the territories occupied during the 1967 War. A premier example is the
Syrian Golan Heights. In exchange for peace with Syria, Damascus demands that
the Israelis should withdraw from the Golan Heights captured from Syria during the
1967 War®. Regrettably, Israel says it will not withdraw to the pre-1967 borders but
agreed to relinquish more than 80 percent of the West Bank and 60 percent of Gaza
Strip® for security reasons.

Lastly, the Palestinian-Israeli conflict is both ideological and religious.
According to the former U.S. Secretary of State, Henry A. Kissinger, the root cause
of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict is not economic but ideological and religious. There
is no doubt, religious passions are involved.

In summary, the most sensitive and toughest issues in the Palestinian-Israeli
conflict are the borders of the future Palestinian state, the fate of Jewish settlers in
the West Bank and Gaza Strip, the return of Palestinian refugees, the status or
centrality of Jerusalem, the desire of the Palestinians for self-determination and
statehood as well as security guarantees for the Israelis. Regrettably, no serious
effort has been made for decades to address each of the issues named above by the
international community.

3.2 THE COURSES OF THE PALESTINIAN-ISRAELI CONFLICT

The Palestinian-Israeli conflict has, since 1948, gone through series of
unending wars, violence, mediations, negotiations, UN Resolutions and peace
processes. We begin with unending wars, that is, the Arab/Palestinian — Israeli

wars.

8 See The Daily Star, Friday, 8 September 2000, p. 5
° lbid., Thursday, 21 September 2000, p.5
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(1) The Arab-Israeli Wars:

Within the last five and a half decades (1948 — 2006), the Middle East sub-
region has witnessed four major and destructive wars because of the
Arab/Palestinian-Israeli conflict which began in 1948. The British mandate over
Palestine expired (or ended) on 14 May 1948 and on the same day, the State of
Israel was created. Put simply, the unilateral partioning of Palestine and subsequent
creation of the state of Israel in 1948 increased hostility between Israel and the Arab
states including Arab Palestinians. In less than a day, the Armies of Egypt, Syria,
Jordan, and Irag invaded the newly created Jewish State. The Israeli Defense
Forces quickly repulsed the invaders in a fierce fighting which ended in January
1949 as a result of the UN Armistice Agreements signed between Israel and the
Arab States. The Armistice Agreements provided for an end to military actions and
for the termination of acts of hostility. Despite this, the situation in the Middle East
sub-region continued to be tense and explosive.

As a result of the 1948 Arab-Israeli War, Israel seized more land while more
than 700,000 Palestinians became refugees in neighbouring Arab States, in West
Bank and Gaza Strip'®. During the 1948 war, the Israelis destroyed Palestinian
towns and villages and appropriated the land for Jewish use. After the war, the
Israeli authorities passed the “absentee law” which held that anyone not physically
on their property during the 1948 fighting would be considered suspect and would
lose their land. More importantly, those Palestinians remaining behind were kept
under military rule until 1996 with restrictions on the right to move about, to work and
to participate in politics. Those overseas at the time of the partition plan (visiting
relatives or on vacation or on business) were not allowed to return and so they

remained as exiles.
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The impact of exile on the Palestinians was devastating. They had lost their
homeland and to many people, they lost even the right to call themselves a people.
Arab leaders in other countries viewed them with suspicion since their relatively large
numbers, especially in Jordan and Lebanon threatened to overwhelm the local
population. Israel rejected the return of the Palestinian refugees for demographic
reasons. More importantly, new Jewish settlements (or towns) were built on
confiscated land. It is essential to note that the 1948 Arab-Israeli war sowed the
seeds of discord, hatred and conflict between the Israelis and Arab Palestinians.

In 1956, Israel in collusion with France and Britain invaded and occupied the
Egyptian Sinai Peninsula to the East of the Suez Canal. The invasion became known
as the Suez Canal Crisis (see Appendix 9, page 466). The war of 1956 ended with
the intervention of the UN which sent the UN Emergency Force (UNEF) to the Middle
East region in order to police the cease-fire between the parties involved in the Suez
Canal crisis. Despite this, the region continued to be explosive with the result that
three major and deadly wars were fought between Israel and the Arab States
including the Palestinians in 1967, 1973 and 1982.

The June 1967 Arab-Israeli War was the most disastrous and devastating in
the history of Arab-Israeli relations. During the 1967 War, the Israeli army fought
and won a military victory over three Arab countries namely: Egypt, Syria and
Jordan which initiated the war. In effect, vast tracks of land notably the Sinai
Peninsula, the West Bank, the Gaza Strip and the Syrian Golan Heights were
captured and occupied by Israeli forces. They were later annexed by Israel
government. In 1982, however, Egypt recovered the Sinai Peninsula from Israeli
occupation (see Appendix 11, page 468). The most important problem in the
Palestinian / Arab-Israeli conflict today is the 1967 borders. The United Nations
urged Israel with its Resolution 242 to withdraw from all territories it occupied. Till
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this day, Israel has not fulfilled that demand of the United Nations because it has
established Jewish settlement on those territories and does not want to leave them.

The 1967 war came to an end on 10 June of the same year when the
belligerents accepted the UN Security Council’s call for a cease-fire (see Appendix
10, page 467). Immediately, a series of international consultations began with the
aim of bringing the Arab-Israeli conflict to a final conclusion. Once the ceasefire was
in operation, the UN Security Council tried to find a formula for easing tension which
was a necessary precondition for tackling the root causes of the conflict. The UN
Security Council formula was embodied in Resolution 237 of 14 June 1967. The
Resolution called on Israeli authorities to facilitate the return of fresh refugees to
ensure the safety, welfare and security of the inhabitants of the occupied areas. The
UN'’s call was rejected by Israel on the ground that their return would endanger
Israel’'s security and alter the country’s demographic structure. However, on 22
November 1967, the UN Security Council unanimously adopted Resolution 242
which, in its preamble, emphasized the inadmissibility of “the need to work for a just
and lasting peace in which every state in the region can live in security”. It also
stated that such a peace should involve the withdrawal of Israeli armed forces from
occupied territories and the termination of the state of belligerency.

The military defeat of the Arab States at the end of the 1967 war was a
serious setback and a collective defeat in Arab history. The Jewish State (winner)
became the dominant regional power with the help of American superior weapons.
The defunct Soviet Union and its regional allies in the Middle East became the
losers, (games theory becomes relevant here). Consequently, virtually every Arab
government and State switched its allegiance to the United States of America. Egypt

was (and still is) a premier example.
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After the 1967 war, the Palestinians moved into two diametrically opposed
positions: (1) the mainstream under Yasser Arafat moved towards an
accommodationist position involving implicit recognition of Israel and a willingness to
negotiate; and (ii) the radical wing went in a non-accomodationist direction forming
the Rejectionists Front aligning themselves with the radical Arab States and
conducting violent attacks upon other Palestinians as well as Israelis. In 1974 at
Khartoum (Sudan), they linked themselves to the three nos: no peace, no
recognition, no negotiation (with Israel). The linkage theory becomes relevant here.
The Rejectionist Front was made up of the PFLP, PFLP-GC, Arab Liberation Front &
the Popular Front Struggle.

Between 1970 and 1972, efforts continued in the search for a peaceful
settlement of the Middle East Crisis. On 8 December 1972, the UN General
Assembly again debated the situation in the region, stressing the need to resolve the
Arab-Israeli conflict peacefully by tackling all the issues raised by the conflict. At the
end of its debate, the UN General Assembly adopted ‘Resolution 2949 (XXVII) which
called upon all states not to recognize any changes and measures carried out by
Israel in the occupied Arab territories and not to give Israel assistance which could
constitute recognition of its occupation of Arab territories.

Egypt and most of the Arab States welcomed UN Resolution 2949 while Israel
criticized it and again claimed that the UN was biased in favour of the Arabs. Israel,
therefore, continued to do what it could to play down the efforts of the international
community represented by the UN. The Arab States were disappointed because
they were unable to obtain any effective UN action either to implement Resolution
2949 (XXVII) and earlier Resolutions or bring new life to the Jarring Mission in order

to regain their lost territories from Israel. As a result, Egypt and Syria initiated
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another Arab-Israeli war on 6 October 1973 in the hope of regaining their territories
occupied by Israel. Israel, however, failed to predict the Arab attack of 1973.

The outbreak of the October 1973 war indicated very clearly the futility of the
various diplomatic efforts made by the UN between 1967 and 1973. Besides, it was
a turning point in the history of the Arab-Israeli conflict in the sense that the war had
great impact upon various aspects of the Arab life. At the military level, the Arab
armies took the initiative for the first time and won outstanding battles at the on-set.
They, however, failed to recover their lands which were captured and occupied by
Israel in the 1967 War. At the political level, Arab solidarity and co-ordination
compelled the UN to recognize the legitimate rights of the Palestinian people and to
stress the need why Israel should withdraw from all the occupied Arab territories. At
the economic level, the war enabled the Arabs to employ their resources to support
the Arab military campaign. In other words, the 1973 Arab-Israeli War was followed
by an oil embargo which was imposed by all the Arab oil-producing States. The oil
embargo raised the price of crude oil to an unprecedented level or height. In simple
terms, the 1973 oil price rise used the October Arab-Israeli War to take full
advantage of global market conditions. At the psychological level, the 1973 War
helped to heal Arab wound and spare the Arabs the sense of shame and humiliation
which resulted from the 1967 setbacks.' Like the 1967, the victor of 1973 war was
again Israel. With UNSC Resolution 338, the UN repeated its demands included in

UNSC Resolution 242 of 1967.

From 1974, there was an uneasy peace between Israel and the Arabs
including the Palestinians until the 1982 Israeli invasion of Lebanon; and after being

expelled from Jordan in 1970, the Palestine Liberation Organization relocated (or re-

11. See, The Daily Star, Tuesday, 9 October 2001, p.7.
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deployed) itself in southern Lebanon and outskirts of Beirut. Israel alleged that the
PLO perpetrated terrorist acts against the towns and villages in northern Israel
especially Galilee; and in June 1982 the Israeli Defense Forces crossed Israeli-
Lebanon border and invaded (or attacked) Lebanon because of perceived growing
political threat of the PLO to the existence of Israel. Besides, it can be argued that
the Israeli invasion of Lebanon was designed to achieve three things namely: (i) to
destroy the PLO guerrilla forces, bases and structures, (ii) boot the Syrians out of

Lebanon and (iii) bring Lebanon into Israel’s orbit.

The architect of the Israeli invasion of Lebanon was Israeli Defense Minister,
Ariel Sharon who later became his country’s Prime Minister in February 2001 in a
landslide electoral victory. During the invasion, Israeli Forces occupied south
Lebanon and allowed Lebanese Phalangist militia to massacre thousands of
Palestinians at Sabra and Shatila refugee camps located outside Beirut. Also the
invasion led to the expulsion, dispersal (or exodus) of several Palestinians from
Lebanon to different parts of Arab and Muslim States including Tunisia as well as to

Europe and America.

As a result of Lebanon’s Hizbullah resistance, Israel withdrew finally from
south Lebanon on 25 May 2000 in accordance with the UN Security Council
Resolution 425 of March 1978. At this juncture, it is essential to state that Lebanon
hosts about four hundred and fifty thousand (450,000) Palestinian refugees who
remain stateless in the country. Majority of them have no work permits and they
perform mean jobs while thousands are jobless and slept (and still sleep) in shanty
homes and under bridges day and night. Virtually all of them are disenfranchised. In
other words, they are not given the right to vote and be voted for because Lebanon’s
Constitution does not allow any Palestinian refugee to remain or stay permanently on

Lebanese territory. In addition, almost the same size (or number) like Lebanon or
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even more refugees in Syria are quarantined in camps without adequate attention to
their needs and over a million Palestinian refugees are in Jordan while several of

them are scattered in various parts of Arab states without respite or adequate care.

In summary, the unilateral partioning of Palestine and the subsequent creation
of Israel in 1948 aggravated hostility between Israel and Arab states which had
fought several disastrous wars especially in 1948, 1956, 1967, 1973, and 2000.
Consequently, several peace efforts had been made all to no avail but Nigeria did
not play any role either in the conflict or peace process except those carried out
under the umbrella of the Organization of African Unity now African Union.

(i)  The Palestinian-Israeli Unending Violence

Generally speaking, violence has come about because of Israeli and
Palestinian attempts to achieve by force what they could not attain through
diplomacy. However, the principal cause of tension, discord, resistance and violence
is the Israeli occupation of the Arab/Palestinian territories. Other contributing factors
include Israel’s refusal to comply with UN Resolutions aimed at resolving Arab-Israeli
conflict since 1967, Israel’s lack of interest in any reasonable peace plan and Ariel
Sharon’s personal vendetta or hostility against the Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat
as well as against the 1993 Oslo Agreements signed by previous Israeli
governments with the Palestinians. Many Palestinians having waited for decades for
the Israeli occupation of their territories to be brought to an end, now believed that
martyrdom or suicide operations against Israeli occupation are the only effective
means available for resisting it'?. In a nutshell, the failure of the Oslo Peace Process
to achieve agreed or stated goals played a major role in the violence which erupted

between the Israelis and Palestinians on 28 September 2000.

12 1bid, 8 April 2002, p. 6
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Contrary to the above stated factors, Abdel Hadi who heads the Palestinian
Academic Society for the study of International Affairs (a Think- Thank) based in
occupied East Jerusalem, gave four reasons for the tensions that led to the
explosion of Palestinian-Israeli violence. Firstly, the economic environment in the
Palestinian self-rule areas was “negative”. In this respect, over 10,000 families each
live on $2 a day. As a result, poverty continues to grow. Secondly, there is no
democracy in Palestinian self-rule areas. There is, therefore, corruption, abuse of
power and authority as well as the rule of law. Thirdly, Israel continues confiscating
Palestinian land, demolishing Palestinian houses, farm lands, or orchards (valuable
fruit trees) with bull-dozers, building and expanding Jewish settlements on
Arab/Palestinian territories especially in the West Bank and Gaza Strip. After almost
a decade of peace-making, Israel remains everywhere in the West Bank and Gaza
Strip. Israel controls water and airspace, the outlets to Jordan and Egypt. Besides,
Israeli roadblocks surround the Palestinian autonomous zones where, in times of
trouble, Palestinians are blocked from escaping. Consequently, there was a build-up
of frustration, anger and grievances on the part of the Palestinians. The fourth
reason stated by Abdel Hadi relates to the peace process which has dragged on for
too long™. As a result, many Arab/Palestinians felt that the peace process has
become a cover for continued Israeli occupation of their territories. Between 1987
and the year 2000, there were two major Palestinian uprisings or intifada’* against
Israeli occupation. The first intifada occurred in December 1987 while the second
intifada started on 28 September 2000. We now begin to examine each.

The Palestinians embarked on their first intifada (or uprising) in December

1987 because they had waited long enough for a liberator to come from outside.

3 Ibid, Friday, 19 May 2000, p. 5
1 Intifada, as the Arabs call it, means uprising or violence whose objective is the total or complete
withdrawal of Israel as an occupier force from all territories occupied during and after the 1967 Arab-Israeli
War. Intifada is Palestinians’ only weapon against Israel’s excessive use of force against them.
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Regrettably, there was no liberator or Arab armies. Consequently, the Palestinians
reached the conclusion that they had better do it themselves and they proceeded to
launch the first intifada or violence that shook Israeli society to its foundation. By
1990, they succeeded in making their cause the focus of world attention. The first
intifada reflected the readiness of the Palestinian masses to organize their ranks and
the growth of popular preparedness to participate as well as share in the fight
against the Israeli occupation of Arab/Palestinian land. The Palestinian intifada later

acquired a terrorist connotation.

In the early days of the first intifada in 1987, radical Islamist movements like
Hamas and Islamic Jihad sent suicide bombers against Israeli targets. Hamas in
particular educated potential suicide bombers with a mixture of religious zeal and
hatred of Israel. Besides, it promised young men and ladies that they would enter
‘heaven” as martyrs. Another motivating factor was (and still is) the increased
esteem in which an Arab or a Palestinian family is held when it loses a son or a
daughter in suicide attack™.

At the end of the first year of the intifada during which more than 1,200
Palestinians were killed, Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat recognized Israel’s right to
exist as a nation-state and began to pursue political solution to the Arab/Palestinian-
Israeli conflict. The first intifada, however, ended with the inauguration of the 1991
Madrid Conference. In other words, the first intifada led to the Middle East peace
process in 1991.

The second Palestinian intifada started on 28 September 2000 when Israeli
right-wing opposition Likud Party leader Ariel Sharon who was formerly Israel
Defense Minister and later Israeli Prime minister, visited Jerusalem’s Temple Mount

revered by Muslims as al-Haram al-Sharif with several Israeli security policemen.

15 See The Daily Star, Friday, 10 August 2001, p.5
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The Palestinians reacted angrily to what they viewed as a deliberate (political)
provocation. Later on, riots and demonstrations spread throughout the West Bank
and Gaza Strip. Consequently, many Palestinian protesters were killed by Israeli
forces. Also Palestinian militants shot Jewish settlers on the disputed territories and
waged suicide plus car bombings inside Israel which struck back with heavy tanks
and machine guns and blockaded Palestinian towns, cities and villages as well as
bombed Arafat’'s strategic installations Kkilling suspected terrorists in targeted
attacks™®.

By blockading Palestinian towns and villages, Israel restricted Palestinians’
freedom of movement and inflow of goods to the Palestinian territories in the West
Bank and Gaza Strip. Israeli authorities argued that Israel imposed blockade on
Palestinian areas in order to prevent the Palestinian militants from entering its
territory. Critics, however, called Israeli closures of its borders “a collective
punishment” for the Palestinians. During the second intifada (28 September 2000
— March 2002), the Palestinians became more militant while thousands of
Palestinians marked the anniversary of their second intifada against Israel with rock
or stone throwing as well as matches on Friday 28 September 2001.

It is important to note at this juncture that there are similarities and differences
between the first and second Palestinian uprisings. The first Palestinian
intifada/violence occurred in December 1987 when Israeli Prime Minister Netanyahu,
wanted to open the tunnel leading to the Agsa Mosque while the second Palestinian
intifada began on 28 September 2000 when Ariel Sharon (then a right-wing
opposition Likud leader and later Israeli Prime Minister) and his Israeli security-men

visited Jerusalem’s Temple Mount revered by Muslims as al-Haram al-Sherif. In

16 Ibid, Friday, 28 September 2001, p. 6
17" Collective punishment as interpreted by the Arabs / Palestinians includes curfews, closure of schools,
colleges and universities. It also includes blockades and arbitrary arrest and torture of
the Arabs/Palestinians.
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reaction, he was challenged by Palestinian militants. Palestinian challenge led to
severe clash between Palestinian protesters and Israeli security forces guarding him.
In effect, four Palestinians were killed instantly in fierce confrontation with Israeli
security forces in Jerusalem, West Bank and Gaza Strip.

In terms of duration, the first Palestinian intifada (December 1987 — 1993)
lasted six years while the second intifada (28 September 2000 — March 2002) lasted
for more than 18 months; while in terms of human tolls, nearly 900 Palestinians and
234 Israelis were killed in more than 18 months of Palestinian — Israeli violence.
During the second Palestinian uprising, a prominent Israeli figure who was
assassinated was Israeli Transport Minister, Rahaven Zeeri. He was a former
General in Israeli Army, who was killed (the first assassination of a serving Israeli
Cabinet Minister) by terrorists since the Middle East conflict began in 1948. Indeed,
his murder was a turning point in the Palestinian uprising.

The primary goal of both the first and second Palestinian uprisings was to
force the Jewish State to rethink its occupation policy. More importantly, both
Palestinian uprisings’® unified all the ranks and leadership of the Palestinian
people who vowed to continue their violence against Israeli occupation of
Arab/Palestinian territories.

(i)  Third Party Mediations in Search of Peace

The United States of America is one of several parties that are mediating
between the Palestinians and Israelis. Other Third Party Mediators include the
European Union (EU), Russia, Jordan, Egypt, Sweden and the United Nations

through its Secretary-General. Many Third Party Mediators are working diligently to

17(a) It is important to note that the Palestinian uprising has fizzled out towards the end of our
research while Israel is ready to work with the new Palestinian leadership (President
Mahmoud Abbas) after six years of stalemate.
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promote a permanent peace accord between the Palestinians and Israelis in order to
avoid regional war which can destabilize the entire Middle East sub-region.

Despite many Third Party Mediators, the United States remains the only
credible Third Party Mediator because it is the only global superpower that remains
in world politics after the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1989/90 and because it is
the only Party that has any influence in Israel which is the occupying power in
Palestine. The occupying power has to budge so that permanent and genuine
peace can prevail in the Middle East.

Apart from the United States, all other Mediators have played and continued
to play useful but limited roles in the implementation, monitoring and financing of any
agreements that are reached between the Israelis and Arab Palestinians. But the
hard diplomatic work of bringing about a comprehensive and lasting peace accord
will remain an American monopoly for a very long time for good or bad. However,
the most significant and successful previous mediations and facilitations between the
Israelis and Palestinians were carried out variously by Norway, Sweeden, Russia
and the United States of America. As a result, previous mediations resulted in PLO-
Israeli-American contacts, the 1991 Madrid Conference, the 1993 Oslo Accords and
subsequent implementation of a few interim measures under Oslo'®. Regrettably,
the more than 18-months of Palestinian intifada (uprising) or violence against Israel
forces have radically changed the nature of the mediators’ role or task. Mediation
now aims modestly to bring about a cease-fire and disengage Israelis and Arab
Palestinians, hoping that this would somehow lead the way to implementing
Agreements’® already accepted by both sides. Some of these are found in Oslo,

Sharm-el-sheikh and Wye Plantation Agreements.

18 See The Daily Star, Wednesday, 27 June 2001, p. 6
19. M
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Resolving the Palestinian-Israeli Conflict for good is no longer a realistic short-
time goal, given the hardening positions of both sides. Permanent peace through
mediation or negotiation may have to wait for some years or until a measure of trust
and confidence can be re-established between the Israelis and Palestinians. More
importantly, success can be achieved if US mediators can treat both sides equally,
work to end the Israeli occupation of Arab/Palestinian territories and implement
relevant UN Resolutions as well as guarantee the security of the Jewish State. They
will fail, however, if they give more importance to Israeli rights than to Palestinian
rights.

Closely related to mediation is negotiation. Between July and December
2000, the Israelis and Palestinian negotiators met with US President Bill Clinton at
Camp David Summit. Both sides came close to reaching agreement that would have
set a course for a final settlement of territorial issues. But at the last minute,
Palestinian Authority leader (Yasser Arafat) pulled back fearing that concessions on
core issues such as Jerusalem and the return of Palestinian refugees would
undermine his authority and prestige among the Palestinians and Arab States. In
spite of this, negotiation has played invaluable role in the Arab-Israeli conflict. The
Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty and the Israeli — Jordanian Peace Treaty in 1979 and
1994 respectively are significant and relevant to negotiation.

Yasser Arafat died in 2004, and was replaced by a leader seen by Israelis as
less inclined to allowing suicide bombings, and making a better leader. Thus after
the burial of Arafat, new peace moves began. One of the peace Summits took place
in Jerusalem on 23 June 2005. This summit is seen by many as a breakthrough as it
gave rise to the planned withdrawal of Israel from the Gaza strip — one of the bones

of contention in the Middle East crisis. This withdrawal began on 17™ August 2005,
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and by 19" much of the Israeli settlers had evacuated despite their earlier stiff
resistance.
(Iv)  UN Resolutions

As early as the beginning of the Arab-Israeli conflict, there was a long list of
UN General Assembly and Security Council Resolutions on Middle East crisis in
general and Arab/Palestinian-Israeli conflict in particular but very little action in terms
of implementation has been taken on each Resolution. They have remained dormant
ever since. This is to say that none of the UN Resolutions has been wholly or
partially implemented because Israel (US major ally in the Middle East) saw the UN
Resolutions were not in Israel’s favour and national interest.

(V) The Unending Palestinian-Israeli Peace Process: The Several Peace
Missions And Agreements

The Palestinian-Israeli conflict is a fraction of the overall Arab-Israeli conflict
which has led to series of peace plans (or initiatives). We begin first with the Jarring
Mission.

The Jarring Mission

In order to implement UN Security Council Resolution 242 of 1967, the UN
Secretary-General U-Thant appointed Ambassador Gunnar Jarring as his Special
Representative to the Middle East. Jarring was a Swedish Ambassor to Moscow at
the time of his appointment. He had a finely tuned ear for delicate negotiations and
came from a neutral country with no history of partisan positions in the Middle East
conflict. He was, therefore, acceptable not only to the US and the former Soviet
Union, but also to other major powers such as France and Britain.

Ambassador Gunnar Jarring began his Mission to the Middle East in
December 1967 and, throughout 1968 and early 1969, held numerous discussions

both in the Middle East and New York (USA) with representatives of the parties to
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the region’s conflict. He, however, did not meet Syrian officials because Syria had
rejected UN Resolution 242 of 1967 on which his Mission was based.

Lebanon, which did not participate in the June 1967 Arab-Israeli war,
preferred not to get involved in any peace negotiations through the UN Special
Representative. Consequently, Ambassador Jarring concentrated on Egypt, Jordan
and Israel which preferred direct negotiations. Israeli government insistence on
direct negotiations was based on the argument that the two sides could hardly live in
peace in the future if they were not prepared to speak to each other. It could also be
argued that Israel’s insistence on direct negotiations was an attempt to gain Arab
recognition for its existence and to legitimize seizure of Arab lands. Egypt and
Jordan, on the other hand, insisted on Israeli withdrawal to the pre-1967 lines before
indirect negotiations through the UN could be meaningful. They hoped that this
would eventually lead to peace agreement. But it did not. As a result, Ambassador
Jarring was unable to bridge the gap between Israel and the Arab states deeply
involved in the Arab-Israeli conflict.

The Rogers Plan

On 9 December 1969, the American Secretary of State William Rogers
produced a set of peace proposals which came to be known as the Rogers Plan?. It
aimed at three things. The first was to secure a cease-fire between Egypt and Israel
SO as to create an atmosphere conducive to discussions. The second was to call for
a complete Israeli withdrawal from the occupied territories and to revive the
moribund peace mission of Gunnar Jarring and the third was to solve the problem of
the Palestinian refugees.

As a first stage, Rogers asked Israel and Egypt to agree to a three-month

cease-fire along the Suez Canal. This, according to him, would create a better

2 See Michael Adams, Op.cit
131



atmosphere for peace negotiations. Secondly, it would enable the Canal to be
cleared of the ships which were stuck there since the 1967 war. This proposal was,
however, rejected by Israel which became more suspicious of every move made by
Rogers. The Israeli leaders, therefore, described Rogers Plan as a trick, which
would enable Egypt to prepare for another war.

With regards the withdrawal of Israeli armed forces from occupied Arab
territories, Rogers called for Israeli withdrawal as envisaged in the UN Security
Council Resolution 242. This was interpreted by the Arabs as favouring Israel since
he did not insist on total withdrawal. Israel, on the other hand, considered the
statement pro-Arab because Rogers did insist that only “insubstantial” changes of
the 1967 frontiers would be acceptable. Whereas they (the Israelis) believed that to
return to the old borders will endanger their security.

Rogers’ call for a settlement of the refugee problem was seen by Israel as a
threat to flood the country with hostile Arabs. Because Rogers stated that the status
of Jerusalem would be determined only by taking into account the interests of others
in the area and of the international community, the Israelis feared that the United
States Secretary of State intended to deny them of their claim to the whole city. The
Rogers Plan was, however, temporarily swept aside by a serious renewal of
hostilities in January 1970. The Israelis initiated a series of deep penetration
bombing raids on targets inside Egypt as a retaliatory measure against Egypt’s
violation of the cease-fire.

Contacts were, however, resumed with various parties in April 1970. As a
result, President Abdel Nasser of Egypt announced on 23 July 1970 his country’s
acceptance of the American proposal for a renewal of cease-fire, followed by
negotiations through Ambassador Gunnar Jarring for the implementation of
Resolution 242. A week later, Israeli Government also agreed to the American
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proposal with the proviso that Israel would never return to the pre-war boundaries
and that none of its troops would be withdrawn from the cease-fire lines until a
binding peace agreement had been signed.

The renewed ninety-day cease-fire, along the Suez Canal front, came into
operation on 7 August 1970 and peace-talks were initiated on 25 August. Israel,
however, withdrew from the talks after one procedural session, charging that Egypt
had been violating the cease-fire by moving missiles to new sites in the cease-fire
zone near the Suez Canal. At the end of 1970, the search for peace was still
fruitless and elusive.

During 1971 and 1972, efforts continued in the search for a peaceful
settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict and on 8 December 1972, the UN General
Assembly again debated the situation in the Middle East. All the UN member states
that contributed to the debate on the Middle East crisis stressed the need to resolve
the conflict peacefully by tackling all the issues raised by the conflict. At the end of
the debate, the UN General Assembly adopted Resolution 2949 which calls upon all
states not to recognize any changes and measures carried out by Israel in the
occupied Arab territories and not to give Israel assistance which could constitute
recognition of its occupation?”.

Egypt and most of the other Arab states welcomed the Resolution while Israel
criticized it and again claimed that the UN was biased in favor of the Arabs. Israel,
therefore, continued to do what it could do to play down the efforts of the United
Nations. The Arab states were disappointed because they were unable to obtain
any effective UN action either to implement Resolution 2949 (xxvii) and earlier
Resolutions or bring new life to the Jarring Mission since the Arabs could make no

further progress towards regaining their lost territories. Egypt and Syria, therefore,

21 See. F. 0. Adeyemo, Third Party Mediation in The Arab-Israeli Conflict, Monograph Series, Lagos,
1986.
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initiated a war with Israel on 6 October 1973 in the hope of regaining their lost
territories. The outbreak of the October 1973 War indicated clearly the futility and
failure of the various efforts made by the UN between 1967 and 1973.

Apart from the ambiguity with which the UN Resolutions were couched, UN
efforts failed because both Israel and the Arab States relied on foreign powers
especially the US and the Soviet Union respectively for arms or weapons. Since
1948, the US has been on the side of Israel while the Soviet Union, before its
collapse in 1989/1990, supported Arab states including the Palestinians. By the end
of 1969, it was clear that the major powers could not reach agreement on the
interpretation of UN Resolution 242. It was for this reason that the US launched the
Rogers Plan in December 19609.

By the end of 1972, the search for peace in the Middle East was hopeless. In
consequence, another unfortunate war, known as Yom Kippur (the day of
atonement) War, occurred between Israel and the Arab States in October(1973). At
the end of the war, Israel occupied more Arab territories including the Syrian Golan
Heights. A UN peacekeeping force was deployed in the Sinai and the World body did
not try to reach any new consensus preferring to retain the November 22 (1967)
declaration as the basis for a settlement.

The Kissinger Plan
Under the Nixon administration (1969-1975), Henry A. Kissinger served as

US Secretary of State who, through shrewd and shuttle diplomacy, made serious
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efforts to bring peace to the Middle East. Indeed, Kissinger's®* shuttle diplomacy
helped to end the 1973 Middle East War but not Palestinian-Israeli conflict. On 11
November 1973, an agreement based on Kissinger’'s 6-point peace proposal was
concluded between Israel and Egypt while the representatives of both Israel and
Arab States (except Syria) were brought together at Geneva Conference in
December 1973 at the initiative of the United States of America. The purpose of the
Conference could not be achieved because of divergent views of the parties
involved.

The 1978 Camp David 1 Summit And Accords

The major actors in the September 1978 Camp David 1 Summit and Accords
were US President Jimmy Carter (the Architect), Israeli Prime Minister (Menachem
Begin) and the Egyptian President (Anwar Sadat) who realized that the root cause of
his country’s problems was the Arab-Israeli conflict. He also understood, for the
sake of Egypt’s future, that he had to end his country’s conflict with the Jewish State
even if it meant leaving the Palestinian issue unresolved.

At the end of the Camp David | Summit, Peace accords were signed by all the
major actors to the Camp David Summit | while the final document was
overwhelmingly ratified by their respective Parliaments and Governments. Israel
signed the Camp David Accords with Egypt in 1979 and the Agreements became

Israel’s first peace deal with an Arab state. After Israel and Egypt had signed the

2. Henry A. Kissinger was National Security Adviser to US President Richard Nixon from 1969 to 1975 and

also US Secretary of State from 1973 to 1977 during the Nixon and Ford Administrations.

Among Kissinger’s achievements are the initiation of strategic arms limitation talks with Moscow, the
renewal of relations with China and the renunciation of chemical and biological warfare. Apart from his
achievements, some of Kissinger’s actions that provoked criticisms include the secret bombing of
Cambodia, the tapping of his aides’ phones in an effort to stop news leaks; and his alleged support for the
overthrow of a freely elected government in Chile. He was also criticized for his role in the Vietnam War
as well as his policy of détente or peaceful co-existence with the Soviet Union and its allies.

In summary, Henry Alfred Kissinger was US Secretary of State of two American Presidents: Richard
Nixon and Gerald Ford. Kissinger helped America to establish stronger ties with the defunct Soviet Union
(or USSR) as well as re-open relations with China. He negotiated cease-fire arrangements in the Arab-
Israeli War of 1973 for which he was awarded the Nobel Price for Peace. Also he was instrumental to the
signing of the first Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty (SALT 1).
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1979 Peace Treaty, the United States of America rewarded both sides with three
billion US dollars annually in military and humanitarian assistance®.

It is essential to note that the Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty was preceded by
Egyptian President Anwar Sadat’s historic visit to Jerusalem in 1977 at the invitation
of Israel’s Prime-Minister, Begin. Sadat’s historic visit to Jerusalem and the signing
of a peace deal with Israel provoked the hostility of radical Arab States like Libya,
South Yemen, Iraq, Algeria and, of course, the PLO because they were suspicious of
Sadat’s intentions and strategies and they never trusted Israel. Besides, Sadat’s
unilateral peace initiative led to serious political and economic implications. Majority
of the Arab States especially Jordan and Saudi Arabia, whose support and co-
operation are considered crucial to US Policy in the Middle East, openly criticized
and opposed the Camp David 1 Agreements on grounds that the Agreements
between Israel and Egypt ignored the fundamental issues in the Arab-Israeli conflict
especially that of Palestinian Statehood. Consequently, Egypt was suspended and
later expelled from the Arab League. Besides, the Headquarters of the Arab League
was transferred from Cairo (Egypt) to Tunis (Tunisia), though the capital of the
League was reinstated in Cairo in the early 1980’s. Before then, Egypt lost its
leadership position in the Arab world. Economic co-operation between Egypt and
the rest of the Arab world was suspended while Arab Ambassadors were withdrawn
from Cairo*.

In addition, the Egyptian peace deal with the Jewish State led to the ostracism
and isolation of Egypt as well as Anwar Sadat from the Arab League with only
Oman, Sudan and Somalia retaining diplomatic ties; while Saudi Arabia cut-off

economic aid to Egypt. Besides, religious fanatics and high ranking military officers

% See Monday Morning (The Weekly Magazine) published in Beirut Lebanon, vol. Xxx, 10 July 2000,
p. 20
# See Nigerian Forum, March 1982, vol. 2, No 3, p. 490
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attempted to overthrow Sadat’s regime. Keeping Sadat in office, therefore, became
America’s major post-Camp David 1 problem in the Middle East®®. Two lines of
action were adopted by the United States to cope with the problem. One was to give
CIA protection to Sadat while the second was to honour all the obligations which
Egypt had accepted under the Camp David 1 Agreements.

In spite of the unfavourab le consequences for Egypt for signing the Egyptian-
Israeli Peace Treaty, the United States achieved its objective of wooing Egypt which
became an American rather than Soviet (or Russian) trusted ally in the Middle East
even till today. Besides, it enabled Egypt to regain control of the Sinai Peninsula
captured by Israeli forces during the 1967 Arab-Israeli war in exchange for peace,
establish a flourishing tourist trade and expand its Suez Canal revenue®®. More
importantly, the Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty paved the way for Egypt and Israel to
establish diplomatic relations at Ambassadorial (or bilateral) level. Also the Camp
David Accords ended a state of war between both countries; but it did little or nothing
to achieve the overall Middle East peace and stability.

In summary, Camp David Accords signaled disaster not only for Egypt but for
the Arab world as a whole. After Camp David 1 Summit, Israel annexed East
Jerusalem and the Syria Golan Heights, colonized the West Bank and Gaza Strip,
built Jewish settlements in various parts of both Palestinian territories, (West Bank
and Gaza Strip), devastated south Lebanon and oppressed (or maltreated) the
Palestinian refugees. Indeed, the Arabs, (except Egypt) were dispossessed of their
territories?’. Criticism of Sadat's Peace Treaty with Israel and widespread corruption,
however, contributed significantly to the sentiment that motivated those who carried

out his assassination on 6 October 1981. Besides, since establishing peace in

% See T. A. Imobighe, “America’s Strategy in the Middle East from the October 1973 War to the End of
Sadat’s Era” in _Nigeria Journal of International Affairs, vol. 9, No. 2, 1983, p. 100
% See US News and World Report September 1983, p. 33
%7 See Edward W. Said, The Politics of Dispossession: The Struggle for Palestinian Self Determination
1969 — 1994, Vintage Books, Random House Inc., New York, 1994, p. 244
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1979, Israel has enjoyed a “cold peace” with Egypt. Borders are open and trade
exists between both countries; but the normal friendliness among neighbours is yet
to be found. Anti-semitic themes are common place in the Egyptian press and in the
school system.

At this juncture, it is essential to state that the Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty
consists of several major elements including the termination of the state of war and
acts (or threats) of belligerency, hostility, violence, the establishment of diplomatic,
economic and cultural ties, the withdrawal by Israel from the Sinai Peninsula with
agreed security arrangements. Israel completed its withdrawal from the Sinai in
1982 in accordance with the terms of the Treaty between Egypt and Israel. Both
countries are strongly committed to the 1979 Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty.

Also the Camp David Accords are in two parts: (i) the Peace Treaty between
Egypt and Israel and (ii) the Framework of Peace in the Middle East. The latter
remained unimplemented till today. The major actors in the 1979 Camp David 1
Summit and Accords realized that it would be impossible to resolve the question of
sovereignty over East Jerusalem. They, therefore, proposed the following
paragraph:

Jerusalem, the City of peace is holy to Judaism, Christianity
and Islam. As a result, all peoples must have free access to it
and enjoy the free exercise of worship and the right to visit
and transit to the Holy Places without distinction or
discrimination. The Holy Places of each faith will be under
the administration and control of their representatives. A
Municipal Council shall supervise essential functions (in the
city) such as public utilities, public transportation and tourism
and shall ensure that each community can maintain its own
cultural and educational institutions?®,
Apart from East Jerusalem, Camp David 1 Accords failed to mention or deal with the

Israeli settlements on the West Bank, Gaza Strip and the Syria Golan Heights.

Lastly, at the Camp David Summit, the United States of America accepted

%8 See The Daily Star, Wednesday, 29 November 2000, p.6
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responsibility to modernize and re-equip the Egyptian Army. Sadat’s successor -
Hosni Mubarak — did not allow the assassination of his immediate predecessor to
deter him. As soon as he became President, Hosni Mubarak announced that Egypt
would remain dedicated to the Middle East peace process and would remain a firm
ally of the United States. Indeed, by the end of 1980’s, Egypt had become a
surrogate of the United States. As a matter of fact, Hosni Mubarak has since 1981
maintained just enough peace with Israel to keep getting US aid and investment, but
just enough tension so that Israel is not fully accepted in the Middle East sub-region.
The Reagan Peace Plan

With the inauguration of US President Ronald Reagan on 20 January 1981,
there was a period of relative inactivity in the Middle East except for the Israeli
invasion of Lebanon and the subsequent expulsion of the PLO guerrilla forces from
Beirut (Lebanon) in December 1982. The Reagan administration (1981-1988) was
not enthusiastic about pursuing the Camp David Accords brokered by former US
President Jimmy Carter or the Carter administration. However, spurred by Anwar
Sadat’s assassination, the Reagan administration announced plans for military
manoeurvres with Egypt. The objective was to demonstrate how quickly America

could react in a Middle East crisis.

On 1 September 1982, former US President Ronald Reagan (now deceased)
proposed, in a nationwide television broadcast, a comprehensive peace plan not
only for Lebanon but for the Middle East sub-region. In his speech, President
Reagan said:

...The Lebanon War, tragic as it was, has left US (Americans)
with a new opportunity for Middle East Peace. The military
losses of the PLO have not diminished the yearning of the
Palestinian people for a just solution of their claims. While
Israeli’s military successes in Lebanon have demonstrated
that its armed forces are second to none in the region, they
alone cannot bring just and lasting peace to Israel and her
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neighbours.  The question is how to reconcile Israel’s

legitimate security concerns with the legitimate rights of the

Palestinians. This must be done through diplomacy rather

than on the battlefield and would involve concessions by both

sides. The United States, therefore, had a special

responsibility... No other nation is in a position to deal with

the key parties (or players) to the Arab-Israeli conflict on the

basis of trust and reliability*®.

In his peace initiative, Reagan called for direct negotiation between Israel and
a Jordanian delegation that would include Palestinian representatives to conclude a
peace treaty on the principle of an exchange of territory for peace. Reagan made it
clear that such an arrangement would require the return to Arab sovereignty of
virtually all the territories in the West Bank and Gaza Strip which came under Israeli
control after the 1967 war. Moreover, the Reagan Peace Plan favoured Jordanian
rule over the West Bank and Gaza Strip in a federation with local Palestinians.
Reagan’s Plan which was never sincerely pursued ran into two basic problems. One
was Israeli opposition while the other was Arab rejection. Prime Minister Menachem
Begin wasted no time in opposing the Reagan Peace Plan for the Middle East. In
anticipation of Israel’s rejection, King Fahd of Saudi Arabia advanced an eight-point
plan known as the Fahd Plan with Israel’s right to exist as a nation-state. Fahd’s
Plan also called for an independent Palestinian state with East Jerusalem as its
capital. Most Arab States withheld reaction until they met in September 1982 at Fez
(Morocco) where they proposed their own peace plan and labeled it as the “United
Peace Plan” (or Fez Plan).
The Fez Plan
The Fez Plan, which was announced at Fez Arab Summit of September 1982,

had three main ingredients namely: (i) Israel’s withdrawal to the 1967 frontiers in the

West Bank including East Jerusalem, the Gaza Strip and the Syria Golan Heights,

2 See Newsweek, 13 September 1982, p. 12. The Researcher watched Reagan’s broadcast on T. V. with
rapt attention in the United States.
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(i) a Palestinian State in the West Bank and Gaza Strip with East Jerusalem as its
capital and (iii) a UN Security Council guarantee of the settlement. Besides, there
would be guaranteed access to the Holy Places. The Palestinian refugees not
willing to return would be compensated and the Israeli settlements in the occupied

territories would be dismantled.

The preamble to the Fez Plan referred to President Habib Bourguiba’s
Palestine as a solution to the Palestinian problem. Reference to Bourguiba Plan was
a clear indication that the Fez Summit contemplated a two-state solution to the
Palestinian-Israeli conflict®*®. However, the Fez Summit remained silent on Arab
normalization of relations with Israel. Despite elements of the Fez Plan that were
unacceptable to Israel, it had many positive features. Its essence was acceptance of
the existence of Israel as an independent and sovereign state in the Middle East.
The acceptance of Israel’s existence was to be guaranteed by the UN Security
Council while the reference to compensation of Palestinian refugees left the door
open to only a partial return.

All Arab Heads of State and Government including President Hafez al-Assad
of Syria, Saddam Hussein of Iraq and Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat endorsed the
Fez Plan. Only Muammar Qaddhafi of Libya did not attend the Fez Summit. It is
essential to note that the 1987 Palestinian uprising (or violence) necessitated a
search for peace, which led to the 1991 Madrid conference.

The 1991 Madrid Conference

The Middle East peace process was launched in Madrid (Spain) in October
1991. The Madrid conference was held under the American and Russian auspices.
Both the sponsor (USA) and co-sponsor (the Soviet Union) brought the

representatives of Israel, Syria, Lebanon and Jordan to the Madrid Conference. The

% See Walid Khalidi, The Middle East Post War Environment, Institute for Palestine Studies, Washington D.
C., 1991, p. 25
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United Nations representative(s), however, was completely excluded while the
Palestinian representatives participated within (or along) the Jordanian delegation.
In other words, the Palestinians were asked to form a joint delegation with Jordan
and they were expected to agree to negotiate with Israel on Interim Self-government
arrangement lasting five years. The Palestinians’ right to self-determination or
statehood was not recognized as the basis for negotiations. But the UN Security
Council Resolution 242 (of 1967) was acknowledged as the basis for negotiations
while its implementation was postponed until the end of the Interim five-year period.
The parties (Israel and the Arab States as well as the Palestinians) were apparently
given the right to interprete it as they wished or in a way not congruent with the
“land-for-peace principle®.

The Joint Jordanian-Palestinian delegation (or negotiators) affirmed that UN
Security Council Resolution 242 is the basis of the entire process including the
interim arrangements. Concerning territorial jurisdiction of self-government, the
Jordanian-Palestinian side asserted that self-government, must and should cover all
the Palestinian territories including East Jerusalem and must enjoy full territorial
jurisdiction over them. In reaction, the Israeli delegation began by ignoring the UN
Security Council Resolution 242 and stated that self-government concerns only
people, not land and East Jerusalem, Israeli settlements and military encampments
would be excluded from Palestinian self-government®.

With regard to Palestinian powers during the interim period, the Jordanian-
Palestinian side stressed that the Palestinian Interim self-governing Authority
(PISGA) would have to enjoy legislative, executive, and judicial powers in all

domains (or spheres) except external security. Its legislative assembly to be elected

31 See, Camile Mansour, The Palestinian-Israeli Peace Negotiations: An Overview and Assessment
October 1991 - January 1993, Institute for Palestine Studies, Washington D. C., 1993, p
% See Camile Mansour, Ibid., p.x
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by the Palestinian people in occupied territories would be the source of its authority.
Under Sharmir government, the Israeli side first tried to avoid the issue of elections
and spoke of the delegation and administrative powers from Israel to the
Palestinians in twelve spheres pertaining to Palestinian daily life. But under the
Rabin government, the Israeli side proposed that a Palestinian Administrative
Council (PAC) be elected. The Rabin government recognized its executive powers
and its accountability to its electorate; but it continued to refuse Palestinian power to
legislate and the self-government’s jurisdiction over Israeli settlers living in the
occupied territories or Israelis passing through the occupied territories. However, the
Israeli side accepted to negotiate sets of issues to be transferred to the Palestinian
Authority®.

It is essential to note that the Madrid Conference established a framework for
peace through two tracks: (i) bilateral negotiations between Israel and her immediate
neighbours and (ii) multi-lateral negotiations on regional issues. The focus of the
bilateral process dealt with problems inherited from the past while the multilateral
track focused on issues that would shape the future of the Middle East. But the
Conference had no power to impose solutions on the parties or veto agreements
reached by them and that the Arab leaders supported the Madrid Conference with
the hope that the decisions reached at the conference would lead to permanent
settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict. Regrettably, more than ten years after the
1991 Madrid Conference, the Middle East region seems more dangerous, insecure
and explosive than ever before. In spite of this, the Madrid Conference was historic
in the sense that it paved the way for the September 1993 Oslo summit, Agreement

and Peace Process.
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The 1993 Oslo Accords

The negotiations that started in Madrid in 1991 were followed by the Oslo
peace process which is supposed to be implemented in stages. The target was
establishment of an independent State of Palestine with well-defined borders.
Perhaps as a result of European pressure and financial aid, Palestinian leader
Yasser Arafat agreed to enter into direct contact with Israeli government and
negotiated what became known as the Oslo Accords (Agreements) in September
1993. The principal aim of the Oslo summit or the Israeli-Palestinian negotiations
within the Middle East Peace Process was to end Israeli occupation in the West
Bank and Gaza Strip** and grant the Palestinians their Interim Self-government and
statehood. Despite the fact that the Oslo summit was held under the auspices of
Norway (or Norwegian authorities), the Palestinians and Israeli authorities requested
US for solemn sponsorship of the official signing of the Oslo Document. The US
government led by US President Bill Clinton accepted and at a spectacular
ceremony held on the White House Lawn on 13 September 1993, Israeli Prime
Minister Yitzhak Rabin sealed the Oslo Accords with the Palestinian Authority led by
Yasser Arafat.

Since the Oslo Accords were signed over several years ago, Israel and the
Palestinians have signed more than five interim agreements without tackling the core
(or contentious) issues between them and they include, among others, final borders,
security, control over Jerusalem and final status agreement. Under final status
negotiations, the main subjects are sovereignty over the land, resources, security
and Palestinian refugees.

As a result of the 1993 Oslo Accords, the Palestinians agreed to abandon

their quest to destroy Israel while the Israelis embraced the idea of a Palestinian

% See The Palestinian-Israeli Peace Agreement: A Documentary Record, published by Institute for
Palestine Studies, Washington D. C., p. 117.
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State in the West Bank and Gaza Strip. In spite of this, there are many flaws in the
Oslo agreements. First, complete Israel’s withdrawal from Palestinian territories was
never mentioned in the final status negotiations. Second, the Oslo Agreements
postponed complicated issues like the status of Jerusalem, right of return of
Palestinian refugees, borders between Israel and Palestinians, real sovereignty,
security and Jewish settlements. Indeed, there is nothing in the Agreement that
indicated that Jewish settlement activity will (or should) stop. Third, the Oslo accords
specified Palestinian autonomy but left out sovereignty, exits, resources like water
and land as well as the overall security in Israeli hands®®. Fourth, the Palestinian
refugees expelled in 1948 were left, as they have been for several decades,
homeless and stateless despite numerous UN Security Council Resolutions.

Several years after the Oslo Accords, the Israelis are still occupying
Palestinian territories. The Israeli continued occupation and the control which the
Israeli authorities exert over the Palestinians’ every day life led to the latter’s
disillusionment with peace talks and with their powerful neighbour. As a result, the
Palestinians have lost faith and hope in series of peace initiatives and processes that
have achieved nothing for them.

The problem with Oslo Accord is not only its failure to achieve what was
agreed upon, but it is also capable of killing off any other potential peace deal like
the Saudi peace initiative which was unanimously adopted as the Arab peace plan at
Beirut Summit held from 27 — 28 March 2002. Despite its negative effect, the 1993
Oslo Accords paved the way for the Jordanian-Israeli Peace Treaty of 1994 and the
so-called Palestinian self-rule in the West Bank and Gaza Strip. Regrettably, the

Palestinian Authority never exercised full control over its borders which still fall under

% See Edward W. Said, The End of the Peace Process: Oslo and After, Vintage Books, random House
Inc., New York, 2001, p. 163.
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the jurisdiction of the Israeli Army®**. When he signed the Oslo Accords in
September 1993, Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat expected to gain self-rule over
virtually all of the territories occupied by Israel during the 1967 Arab-Israeli War at
the end of a five-year interim period which the Oslo Agreements set up to achieve.
This was due to begin once the modalities of Israeli withdrawal had been worked out.
Also, Yasser Arafat was expected to have his Palestinian state at the end of the
interim period on 4 May 1999. But implementation of the Oslo Accords did not
proceed as expected or scheduled. Israel failed to meet its commitments to
withdraw from all the Palestinian occupied territories. Besides, Israeli authorities
continued to build and expand Jewish settlements as well as military locations on
them while most of the Palestinian territories remain under Israeli military occupation.
Under strong pressure from the US, some Arab and European Union leaders,
Yasser Arafat agreed to extend the interim period and postpone the declaration of
the Palestinian state till 13 September 2000, which coincided, with the seventh
anniversary of the signing of the original Oslo Accord®”.

It is essential to bear in mind that the five-year interim period provides that the
Palestinian Council has (or will have) no jurisdiction over issues to be negotiated in
the permanent status negotiations including Jerusalem. In addition, the interim
period does not provide for any transfer of powers and responsibilities in Jerusalem
to the Palestinians. Under Article 1 of the Interim Agreement, Israel shall continue to
exercise powers® and responsibilities not so transferred. Lastly, the Interim
Agreement provides for phased negotiations meant to last three or five years. But

after eight years of talks, the interim phase shall remain open-ended®.

% See Monday Morning, 31 December 2001, p. 12

. The Daily Star, Thursday, 24 August 2000, p.6

. See The Daily Star, Saturday, 15 December 2001, p.4

. See The Daily Star, Saturday, 15 December 2001, p. 4
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In 1995, the Israeli Prime-Minister who signed the Oslo Accord — Mr. Yitzhak
Rabin - was assassinated on 7 November 1995. Rabin, like Sadat of Egypt, became
a victim of peace. The assassination of Israeli Prime-Minister Yitzhak Rabin in
November 1995 lessened the chances of a serious acceleration of Israeli-Palestinian
peace talks while Ariel Sharon who was once Israeli Defence Minister and leader of
opposition Party in the early 1980’s voted against the Oslo Agreements/Accords. By
mid-January 2001, he swore that he would do all he could to undermine both the
letter and spirit of the Oslo Accords. But it was not only Ariel Sharon that opposed
the Oslo Agreements. The Israeli Labor Party under whose aegis Oslo agreements
came into being is now hostile to it.

Between 1995 and 1999, there were three main Palestinian-Israeli
agreements namely: (i) the Taba Interim Agreement of 28 September 1995, (ii) the
Hebron Protocol of 15 January 1997 and (iii) the Wye River Agreement of October
1998. The Taba Interim Agreement postpones further the dates for Israeli army re-
deployment even though Israel agreed to withdraw its troops from West Bank towns
excluding Hebron; but it asserted it would retain control of exits and entries to them.
Any West Bank town can be closed at will by Israel. Worst still, not one inch of
Jerusalem will be given up by Israel, thus making it impossible for Palestinians to
rule their own territory. The Agreement was signed in 1997 as part of the Oslo Il
Accord. The Wye River Agreement signed in October 1998, was to give the
Palestinians about 10 percent more land in the West Bank and Gaza Strip.
Regrettably, the Netanyahu government never implemented it. Israeli Prime Minister
Netanyahu tried to modify or nullify all the Agreements but in May 1999, he was
voted out of office. He was succeeded by Ehud Barak as Israeli Prime Minister.

There was little or no difference between the two Israeli Prime Ministers. For
Ehud Barak, Jerusalem remains basically nonnegotiable except for giving
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Palestinian Authority, which was set up by the 1993 Oslo Accords, over a few sacred
places in the old city. Also Jewish settlements will stay while sovereignty, borders,
security, water and air rights will remain with Israel. Thousands of Palestinian
refugees will have to look elsewhere for help and remain where they are. Other than
that, there can be small “Palestinian State” without the attributes of a nation-state
such as independence, sovereignty and recognition. Lastly, the Oslo Accords
opened up a decade of peace negotiations until September 2000 when violence
erupted between the Israelis and Palestinians.

The July 2000 Camp David Il Summit

The Camp David Il Summit, which started on Tuesday, 11 July 2000, was
held at Camp David retreat located outside Washington D. C. in order to find solution
to over five decades of Arab/Palestinian-Israeli conflict. Former US President Bill
Clinton kicked off the summit by meeting first the Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat
and then Ehud Barak of Israel at Camp David (USA) before bringing the two leaders
and their negotiators together at the Presidential retreat made famous by the 1978
Israeli-Egyptian peace deal.

The Clinton parameters outlined a Palestinian state while most of the Jewish
settlements in the West Bank and Gaza Strip would have to go. Jerusalem would be
the capital of both the Jewish State and Palestine State while the sacred sites within
the city would be divided. In addition, Palestinian refugees everywhere could move
to the State of Palestine but they could return to their ancestral homes within Israel
itself only with the agreement/consent of the Israeli government. For all the
Palestinian refugees who could not go home and all the Jewish settlers who had to
move from the West Bank and Gaza Strip, there would be generous compensation.

The Clinton’s Middle East peace proposals were studied by both parties who
remained adamant and unyielding and who sought for further clarification from the
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outgoing Clinton administration. As a result, the Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat met
and discussed with nine Arab Foreign Ministers in Cairo (Egypt) on Thursday, 4
January 2001. At the end of their parley, the Arab Ministers re-affirmed the core
demands of the right of return of Palestinian refugees to their ancestral homeland
and Palestinian sovereignty over Israeli annexed Arab East Jerusalem plus its holy
sites.

Neighbouring Arab countries like Lebanon totally rejected the idea of re-
settling the Palestinian refugees on their territories and they insisted on the right of
the Palestinians to return to their homeland. In an Editorial published on Thursday, 4
January 2001, Saudi Newspaper OKAZ declared:

The American proposal has turned a deaf ear to the

Palestinian demands and suggestions. Also the US

government has not paid minimum attention to the

interests and legitimate rights of the Palestinian people®
In reaction, Israel rejected the demands of the Arab Foreign Ministers and the Arab
Palestinians. The Israelis perceived Ehud Barak as making too many concessions to
the Palestinians and the Arabs in hopes for forging a peace and in order to save his
political career in Israel. Many Israelis attacked Ehud Barak for his pursuit of elusive
peace with the Palestinians. Under severe pressure from lIsraeli critics and having
lost his coalition majority in the Knesset (Parliament), Ehud Barak resigned as Israeli
Prime Minister in December 2000. His resignation came 21 months after defeating
Likud Party leader and Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu out of office. Barak’s
resignation, therefore, led to early Prime Ministerial election held on 6 February
2001. His crushing defeat at the polls by Ariel Sharon, who was a former Israeli

Defence Minister and who led the Israeli invasion of Lebanon in 1982, was seen as

an electoral victory for Israeli security needs and peace.

0 See The Daily Star, Friday, 5 January 2001, p.1
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At Camp David Il summit, both sides accused each other of intransigence and
lack of seriousness in their negotiations. For instance, Israel had proposed dividing
East Jerusalem into three sectors namely one under full Israeli control, another
under Palestinian had civilian authority but Israel would retain security control. It had
also proposed that the Haram al-Sharif (third holiest site in the Islamic world) be put
in the custody of the UN and of certain unnamed Arab and Islamic nations while the
Palestinians would have the right to raise their national flag there.

In reaction, Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat rejected all the Israeli peace
proposals and insisted on the return of all East Jerusalem as the capital of a
Palestinian State. Arafat also insisted on overall sovereignty to the Palestinians in
the Holy sites in East Jerusalem. But were he to accept anything less than total
sovereignty over the holy sites, Arafat could have been condemned and shunned
throughout the Muslim and Islamic world.

During the July 2000 Camp David Il Summit, Arafat’s credibility rating was
given a temporary boost by the Palestinians and in the Arab world. Before the
summit, his approval rating hovered around 30-35 percent. Fifty percent of the
Palestinians believed he would collapse under the combined pressure of Israel and
the United States*. Ehud Barak’s image, on the other hand, was blackened and
Israel’s hardline negotiating position was eroded to a certain extent during the Camp
David Il Summit. He returned home (Tel-Aviv) with no agreement, no cabinet (13 of
his 22 Ministers resigned) and no Parliamentary majority. Israeli right-wingers
castigated Barak for “giving away too much” to the Palestinians. Also Israeli Leftists
blamed Barak’s refusal to come to a reasonable arrangement over Jerusalem and
for the failure of the peace talks. Ordinary Israelis were angry that Barak did not

reach a peace deal which could have brought an end to the Palestinian-Israeli

! See The Daily Star, Thursday, 5 July 2001, p. 6
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conflict. Some political observers, however, believed that Palestinian leader Yasser
Arafat was to blame for the deadlock ( or breakdown) of Camp David Il Summit or
peace talks because he (Arafat) rejected “ a generous offer’ from the then Israeli
Prime Minister Ehud Barak who alleged that Yasser Arafat opted instead for violence
against Israel. This observation or viewpoint was first put forward by former US
President Bill Clinton after the failure of Camp David Il Summit and in comments he
made after leaving the White House on 20 January 2001*.

In its front-page Editorial, the New York Times, however, tried to spread the

blame more evenly among the Israelis, Palestinians and US mediators. According to
the Newspaper’'s Jerusalem Bureau Chief Deborah Sontag, Israeli Prime Minister
Ehud Barak improved his offer to the Palestinians meaning that the Camp David Il
Peace Talks were not “ Israel’s best offer”. Bill Clinton was faulted for being too
sensitive to Barak’s political position at home (Israel) and being unwilling to pressure
him to put forward “concrete peace proposals”.

It was alleged that the Clinton administration used various tactics such as
offering billions of US dollars to the Palestinian Authority to resettle the refugees.
When Yasser Arafat did not respond positively to US offer, Bill Clinton apparently
scolded Arafat by pinning the blame for the summit’'s failure squarely on his
shoulders. Indeed, President Clinton could not hide his displeasure publicly with
Arafat when he accused the Palestinian leader of lacking in “vision in comparison
with Barak”™ whom he praised for his courage and decisive concessions which he
made at Camp David Il Summit.

The failure of Camp David Il Summit also provoked reactions from some of
the participants to the summit. A premier example was Dennis Ross who was US

mediator during the Clinton years at the White House. Ross maintained that Yasser

*2 See The Daily Star, Friday, 10 August 2001, p. 5
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Arafat was to blame for the failure of the Summit. According to Dennis Ross, “Arafat
wasn’t able to do a deal not because he did not get the idea of peace with Israel but
because he focused too much attention on what he would get rather than on what he
would give®.

Most Arab leaders attacked US mediatory Middle East peace-making role
because of alleged US leader’s pro-Israeli bias especially Bill Clinton. During the
Clinton era, US policy towards the Middle East emphasized the process of peace-
making over substance. As a result, the Arab publics were suspicious of American
mediation efforts. This also led them to believe that the peace process was only a
mirage designed to trick their governments and leaders/ people into pre-maturely
establishing economic ties that would help Israel break out of its regional isolation.

Consequently, anti-Israeli sentiment went hand-in-hand with anti-Americanism.

More significantly, the Clinton administration consciously avoided tackling the
real issues in the Palestinian-Israeli conflict. At Camp David Il Summit, there were
five key issues which the parties remained widely divided and they include: (i) the
future of Jerusalem claimed by both sides as their capital city, (ii) the borders of the
proposed Palestine State, (iii) the fate of Palestinian refugees, (iv) security
guarantees for Israel and (v) Jewish settlements in the West Bank and Gaza Strip.
Besides, one contentious issue is a proposal to give the Palestinians sovereignty
over parts of Jerusalem site revered by Muslims as Haram al-Sharif and by the Jews
as the Temple Mount in exchange for relinquishing the refugees’ right of return to
Israel**. Previous peace plans have suggested compensation and re-settlement of
Palestinian refugees in Western Countries and Arab States as solution to ending

decades-old refugee problem.

43 H
. Ibid.,
. See Syria Times, Wednesday, 3 January 2001, p. 3
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In summary, the July 2000 Camp David Il Summit which began on 11 July
2000 was suspended abruptly on 20 July (2000) respectively. The suspension was
seen as a very unfortunate event. The hopes of both the Israelis and Arab
Palestinians were dashed while the Middle East peace process itself was seriously
damaged. In January 2001, outgoing US President Bill Clinton made peace
proposals aimed at reaching agreement on issues at the core of decades of conflict
between the Arab Palestinians and Israelis before his final departure from the White
House on 20 January 2001. Regrettably, Bill Clinton failed to realize that there was
no time left for him to forge a peace deal between the Israelis and the
Arabs/Palestinians. Also Clinton failed to realize that deep differences existed (and
still exist) between both sides over several and critical issues such as the status of
Jerusalem, border and security.

In concluding our discussion on July 2000 Camp David Il Summit, it is
essential to note that some basic differences existed between Camp David | Summit
and Camp David II Summit. For instance, absolute willingness and seriousness
existed before and during 1978 Camp David | Summit whereas Camp David Il
Summit lacked seriousness on the part of the Israeli and Palestinian negotiators.
Hence the Arab world perceived the US government (or the Clinton administration)
as pro-Israel and a trusted ally whose interests* should be protected. The US
government further allowed Israel to determine the direction and outcome of the
Israeli-Palestinian peace negotiations.

As a result of Camp David Il Summit, Ehud Barak’s government lost his
coalition partners and majority in Israeli Parliament (or Knesset). Three political

parties in his center-left government bolted in protest against Barak’s concessions to

*® A key US objective during the Clinton administration was to help Israel normalize its relations with the Arab
world without forcing Israel to make concessions required to reach a peace deal with the Arabs including
the Palestinians.
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the Palestinian negotiators. Hence Barak’s Foreign Minister David Levy decided to
quit because he could not accept the concessions which Barak made at the failed
Camp David II Summit particularly over Jerusalem which both Palestinians and
Israelis consider as their capital.

At the end of Camp David Il Summit, both sides were unable to agree on
peace formula and they left without a peace deal. This is because Camp David I
Summit did not pursue a balanced, fair and just peace accord that treats Israelis and
Arabs/Palestinians as equal partners. The failure to reach an agreement when the
Camp David Il Summit ended on 25 July 2000 led to Palestinian frustration with the
Israeli-Palestinian peace process. More importantly, the Camp David Summit | led
to successful conclusion and the signing of the Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty
between Cairo and Tel-Aviv in 1979 and it was the first agreement signed between
the Jewish State and one of its Arab neighbours. Thus Egypt became the first Arab
country to sign a peace treaty with Israel in 1979 whereas the July 2000 Camp David
I Summit ended in impasse (or deadlock). In this regard, the peace mediator or
broker (the United States) did not obtain anything substantial before the July 2000
Summit ended abruptly.

After Israel and Egypt had signed the 1978 Camp David Accords, the United
States of America rewarded both sides with billions of US dollars annually in military
and humanitarian assistance; whereas the unsuccessful Camp David Il Summit did
not lead to any financial reward. Rather, it led to violence, rhetorics, blames on both
sides and strong criticism by all the major actors as well as political observers and
analysts. Thirdly, the major actors in the Camp David | Summit were Anwar Sadat of
Egypt, Menachem Begin of Israel and Jimmy Carter of the United States of America;
whereas Camp David Il Summit was between Bill Clinton of USA on one hand and
Ehud Barak of Israel as well as the Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat on the other. In
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addition, the second Camp David Summit is the culmination of the peace process
that started in Madrid in 1991. The peace talks at Camp David Il Summit involved,
among other things, the status of Jerusalem and the fate of the Palestinian refugees
whereas the issues stated herein were excluded from the 1978 Camp David |
Summit. Also former US President Bill Clinton tried unsuccessfully to make himself
a peacemaker in the Arab/Palestinian-Israeli conflict. Lastly, at Camp David Il
Summit of July 2000, both sides accused each other of intransigence and lack of
seriousness in their negotiations; whereas in 1978 Camp David | Summit, there was
seriousness of purpose and determination to achieve durable peace. Indeed, the
Chief mediator (USA) and the parties involved had faith, confidence and trust in each
other.

Unlike the 1978 Camp David Summit, the 2000 Camp David Summit came
within the framework of the Middle East/Israeli-Palestinian peace process. Besides,
the 2000 Camp David Summit created two new principles. The first is the reciprocity
principle in considering the lands which will constitute the geography of the future
Palestine state. The second principle calls for compensation for the Palestinian
refugees for giving up their right of return to their original land and homes. 1t is
essential to note that the two principles stated herein violate UN Security Council
Resolutions 242 and 338 and the exchange of land-for-peace formula accepted at
1991 Madrid conference. But is there any difference or similarity between the two
summits?

The bringing together of the two summits is one of big contrast or difference
than of comparison. Camp David | Summit was held in 1978 while Camp David Il
Summit was held in the year 2000. The common denominator, however, between

the 1978 Camp David Summit and that of the year 2000 is the venue (USA) and the
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holding of closed door meetings. The sudden collapse of 2000 Camp David Summit
led to the Taba Peace Talks.
The Taba Peace Talks

The Taba Peace Summit was held towards the end of the Clinton
administration. In other words, it was a last-ditch effort to achieve peace between
the Palestinians and Israelis. Before Israeli February 2001 election, Prime Minister
Ehud Barak launched peace talks at the Egyptian Red Sea resort of Taba. Like its
immediate predecessor, peace talks at Taba ended without agreement. This is to

say that both sides failed to make a break-through in their tangled peace-talks.

The Mitchell Report

The Mitchell Committee was formed or inaugurated by former US President
Bill Clinton and in January 2001 shortly after Bush’s inauguration, the US Secretary
of State Colin Powell endorsed the continued work of the Mitchell Committee on
behalf of the Bush administration. On Monday 21 May 2001, former US Senator
George Mitchell submitted his Committee’s Report (as a blue-print to end
Palestinian-Israeli violence) to US President George W. Bush (JInr.). More
importantly, the Mitchell Report calls for a ceasefire or an end to clashes, confidence
building measures (or steps) to rebuild trust from both sides, a freeze on Jewish
settlement building in the West Bank and Gaza Strip, security co-operation between
the two belligerents in the Palestinian-Israeli conflict, lifting the Israeli siege and
return to peace talks or negotiating table®. In addition, the Mitchell Report is not a
draft peace proposal but a means to end violence between the Israelis and
Palestinians.

In summary, the mission of the Mitchell Commission was to investigate what

has happened, why it happened and to take necessary measures to prevent its

*® See Monday Morning, 18 March 2002, p. 20
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future occurrence. The highlights of the Mitchell report include the following: (1) an
unconditional end to the Palestinian-Israeli violence must be initiated and no further
activity should be conducted in the Jewish settlement areas; and (ii) confidence
should be built up so that negotiations could begin.

The Tenet Plan

The Tenet Plan was drawn up by the United States CIA former Director
George Tenet. The Plan details steps demanded on both sides (the Palestinians
and Israelis) to end violence. Each side, however, held deeply different views on
how a truce should unfold. For instance, the Palestinians wanted the period of
implementation of the Tenet Plan to be short — not longer than two weeks while
Israeli negotiators wanted a four-week implementation period; thereafter confidence
building measures should be quickly applied. A freeze on settlement construction by
Israel in the West Bank and Gaza Strip is one of such measures which the
Palestinians covet most. On the other hand, Israeli Prime-Minister Ariel Sharon
opposed a freeze. Besides, Israel wanted full peace negotiations to begin quickly on
a comprehensive peace deal and resume where they left off (more than a year)
before Ariel Sharon came to power in February 2001.

The Tenet Plan also called for a round up of terrorist suspects; but Palestinian
leader Yasser Arafat wanted to commit himself only to make arrests to preempt
future assaults on Israeli targets and population*’. Israel wanted to limit peace talks
to security and resisted tying Tenet implementation to other proposals. In addition,
Israel pressed for arrests and prosecution of wanted militants and terrorist suspects
(that is, those responsible for attacks on Israel) from the past and for the Palestinians
to fulfill their obligations such as collection of weapons from the Palestinians in

advance of any military withdrawal from Arab/Palestinian occupied territories. But

*" See International Herald Tribune, Saturday — Sunday, 23 — 24 March 2002, p. 5
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how could they collect weapons from Palestinian hands? Collection of weapons
appeared to be difficult since the members of the Palestinian security services who
are supposed to collect illegal weapons and carry out the arrests have had their
bases and basic infrastructure bombed and destroyed during Israeli military raids in
the West Bank and Gaza Strip.

In summary and on 13 July 2001, United States CIA Director George Tenet
arranged a step-by-step cease-fire between Israel and Palestinians. Both sides
agreed to the Tenet Peace terms but failed to implement the truce. It should be
noted that most Arab States see the Mitchell Report and the Tenet Plan as a cease-
fire agreement and not as a peace plan. Indeed, Arab leaders and intellectuals view
the Mitchell Report and Tenet Plan as an attempt to stop (i) Palestinian uprising
(intifada) against Israeli occupation and (ii) the implementation of what was agreed at
Sharm al-Sheikh and Taba Summits. From American and Israeli point of view, the
Mitchell Report and Tenet Plan constitute the sole ground on which any settlement
should rely”®.

There is no doubt, that there are obvious flaws in both the Mitchell Report and
Tenet Plan. Both do not practically give any real or solid ground upon which a
balanced agreement can be reached. Also both the Report and Plan are biased and
reward Ariel Sharon’s government for its aggressive moves since it came to power in
February 2001. The Report and Plan ignored the Palestinian people’s right to (i)
self-determination and (ii) establish their independent state on their own soil.
Consequently, any move based on the Mitchell’'s Report and Tenet's Plan will be
insufficient to realize positive result whether at the level of negotiations between the

Palestinian and Israeli negotiators or at the level of the Middle East peace process.
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In spite of the above, both the Palestinians and Israelis accepted the Mitchell
Report and declared their willingness to implement all their obligations under the
Report. Regrettably, the Palestinian-Israeli violence continued or did not end. This
compelled the Bush administration (Jnr.) to send a US retired Marine Corps General
Anthony Zinni to the Middle East twice to start security consultations at a high level
between both sides. It also compelled US President George Bush (Jnr.) to
announce his support for the creation of an independent Palestinian State in the
West Bank and Gaza Strip.

Zinni’s Middle East Peace Mission

As the Palestinian-Israeli violence reached an unprecedented level in early
March 2002, the American President (George Bush Jnr.) took the decision to send
General Anthony Zinni to the Middle East again and see if he could calm things
down. US General Zinni worked from an outline laid out in June 2001 by George
Tenet. But very few Palestinians regarded Zinni as a neutral US mediator but rather
as an Israeli partisan.

General Anthony Zinni’s effort to arrange an Israeli-Palestinian cease-fire was
deadlocked. In other words, it ended without positive results over terms, timing and
the prospects for resuming pace talks on Israel’s military withdrawal from the West
Bank and Gaza Strip. He, however, met (in Tel-Aviv, Israel) with Palestinian and
Israeli officials without overcoming deep differences about the first steps toward
ending violence®.

Zinni pressed Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat to curb suicide bombings while
the former retorted that he had already gathered leaders of political factions to forbid

assaults on civilians inside Israel. Arafat also protested that without a visible
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“political horizon”, it would be impossible to restrain potential terrorists®. For Zinni to
have success in his Middle East Mission, there had to be “something new” to
propose by way of an inducement for the warring parties or there has to be
something which could persuade the Palestinians, that if they renounced violence in
all its forms, their grievances would be re-dressed and which might also persuade
the Israelis that they would do better to talk to the Palestinians rather than go on
trying to bomb them into submission®*.

On Thursday, 21 March 2002, Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon condemned
suicide bombing and said:

We strongly condemn this military operation that took place in
West Jerusalem today especially since it was against
innocent Israeli civiians. We will take immediate and
required steps to put an end to these actions and those who
stand behind them®?,

In addition, during his official visit to the Middle East in March 2002, US Vice-
President Dick Chiney held out the prospects of meeting with the Palestinian leader
Yasser Arafat because of his alleged involvement in terrorist activities.

The Saudi Peace Initiative and Beirut Summit

In order to avoid the total collapse of the Middle East peace process, the
Saudi Crown Prince Abdallah bin Abdellaziz proposed for the first time the possibility
of normalization of Arab relations with Israel in exchange for its total withdrawal from
the territories occupied in the 1967 Arab-Israeli War. The Saudi Crown Prince
Abdellaziz saw the need for alternative political solutions to the Arab-Israeli conflict
which has remained unresolved for several decades. However, the Saudi Peace
Initiative is not really new being essentially a revival of the UN Security Council

Resolution 242 of November 1967 on which every subsequent proposal for Arab-

Israeli peace agreement has nominally been based. Despite this, the Saudi Peace

50 B

. Ibid.,
*! " See International Herald Tribune, Friday, 22 March 2002, p. 1
*2 |bid.,
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Plan has two things to recommend it. First, it came from a Government which
exercises considerable influence in the Arab world and internationally; but which has
never before made any significant contribution to the search for Middle East peace.
And second, the Plan’s outlines are clear-cut: free of the elaborations and
complexities with which the American sponsored peace process has been burdened.
The Saudi plan, unlike the UN Security Council Resolution 242, offers both sides a
bargain: recognition and acceptance of Israel in return for Israeli withdrawal (or pull-
out) from territories captured and occupied during the 1967 Arab-Israeli war and
since colonized by Israel. Consequently, the Beirut Summit (Lebanon) was
convened between 27-28 March 2002.

The Summit was well attended by Arab leaders and personalities like the
former UN Secretary —General Kofi Annan, Spain’s Prime Minister and EU President
Jose Maria Aznar, EU Foreign Affairs and Security Representative Javier Solana,
Organisation of the Islamic Conference Secretary-General Abdallah Balkaziz,
Secretary — General of the Organization of Francophone Boutros Ghali, Gulf
Cooperation Council Secretary — General Abdelrahman bin Artiya and Terje Roed-
Larsen who was UN Secretary-General’s Representative in the Middle East. In spite
of the attendance of prominent figures mentioned above, the summit was
undermined by the absence of three key Arab leaders namely: the Egyptian
President Hosni Mubarak, the Jordanian King Abdallah Il and Palestinian leader
Yasser Arafat. Mubarak of Egypt decided to boycott the summit as a gesture of
support for Yasser Arafat and the Palestinians while health reasons were given for
King Abdallah’s absence. Egypt’s President Hosni Mubarak and King Abdallah Il of
Jordan were, however, represented by their Prime Ministers Atef Ebeid and Ali

Abou-Raghed respectively.
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Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat was prevented from attending the Beirut
Summit because he failed to meet the tough and strict conditions (laid down by the
Sharon government) which stated, among others, that he (Yasser Arafat) had not
done enough to prevent terror and terrorist attacks against Israel. Intense pressure
was put on Ariel Sharon of Israel by a number of Governments including the US
government to allow Yasser Arafat go to Beirut Summit. Israel, however, failed to
yield (or respond) positively to public and external pressure.

At the Beirut Summit, the Beirut Declaration was issued while attempts were
made to Arabize the Saudi Peace Initiative and present it as the Arab Peace
Initiative in the first instance to the United States of America and then to European
governments so that it could serve as a basis for Arab/Palestinian-Israeli
negotiations. In addition, the final Beirut Declaration hailed the Palestinians’ 18 —
month Intifada or uprising against Israeli occupation and backed their struggle for
their legitimate rights. Also the final Declaration (or Document) stressed the need to
establish peace and normal relations with Israel. In a nutshell, the Beirut Declaration
calls for the withdrawal of Israel from all the Arab territories occupied during the 1967
Arab-Israeli war in return for normal relations with Israel and security for the latter.
Also the Arab peace plan states that Israel must return to its pre-1967 border while
the question of Palestinian refugees should be solved according to UN Resolution
194. In addition, the State of Palestine should be created and its capital should be
East Jerusalem.

As the delegates to the 14™ Arab Summit was thinking in terms of peace,
Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon turned his thoughts in the opposite direction. After
his public address to his nation, he responded heavily and militarily to Palestinian
suicide bombing attacks. He also announced that his cabinet now considered
Palestinian Authority Chairman Yasser Arafat “an enemy”. Sharon’s decision to

162



brand Yasser Arafat “an enemy” was a clear declaration of war on the Palestinians.
In this regard, Israeli Prime-Minister Ariel Sharon further said:
The government (of Israel) had decided to consider Arafat
who is the head of a terrorist coalition as “an enemy” who at
this stage, must be isolated. Israel would take all the
necessary measures to act and destroy the infrastructure of
every terror element that exists®°.

Sharon’s announcement was followed by an attack by a Palestinian suicide
bomber who killed at least 22 people in a hotel in the northern coastal town of
Netanya and wounded more than 100 people. The incident cited above threatened to
wreck or torpedo the Middle East peace process in general and US efforts to reach a
ceasefire. It also kept Israeli forces on high alert. Indeed, the Palestinian uprising
and Israeli excessive use of force against the Palestinians stalled the region’s peace
process. Israel brushed aside international criticism of its excessive use of force and
moved its forces with tanks, war planes and helicopters into Palestinian towns and
villages in West Bank and Gaza Strip searching and flushing out suspected
Palestinian militants and terrorists®®. Apart from US rhetorics concerning the
creation of a Palestine state, no serious effort was made towards the end of 2004 to
revive the Arab/Palestinian-Israeli peace process.

3.3 THE CONSEQUENCES OF THE PALESTINIAN — ISRAELI CONFLICT

The Palestinian-Israeli conflict had produced severe consequences. In the
Arab-Israeli Wars of 1948, 1956, 1967, 1973 and 1982, Israel, like the Arab States,
sustained huge causalities or human loss. Statistically and for example, in its 1948
war, Israel lost about one percent of its population at the time. Israel also lost
several hundred soldiers in the 1956 Sinai campaign, 776 during the 1967 war and

about 2,700 in the 1973 Yom Kippur War. The 1982 Israeli invasion of Lebanon and

subsequent occupation of south Lebanon took the lives of more than 900 Israeli

%% See Monday Morning, 1 April 2002, p. 18
> Data obtained from BBC News, 7am. (Beirut Time), 2 April 2002.
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soldiers®™. The casualties in the Wars from 1948 to 1982 were compounded by the
Gulf War of 1990/91 which had serious implications on the PLO and its leadership.
During the Gulf War which began in August 1990, the PLO and its leader Yasser
Arafat were closely allied with Saddam Hussein’s regime in Irag and they made no
serious effort to dissociate themselves thereafter. The result was that all the Gulf
regimes cut off the PLO completely. Kuwait threw out (or expelled) three hundred
thousand Palestinians in the Spring and Summer of 1991 because of PLO’s alleged
collaboration with Irag.

During the 1948 War, three quarters of a million Palestinians fled their
ancestral homes to neighbouring countries such as Lebanon which feared (and still
fears) that they could upset its ethnic and religious balance, and therefore, wants to
see them return to Israel or their homeland in Palestine. After the April 1948
massacre (or genocide) of several Palestinians by Jewish militias, the Israeli army
then expelled the Palestinians from the conquered territories®®. Regrettably, Israel
has never claimed responsibility for the tragedy. Rather, Israel maintained that Arab
States were largely responsible in that they provoked the war and refused to
integrate the Palestinian refugees. The 1948 war left 77 percent of Palestine in
Israeli hands and only 23 percent in Palestinian hands. Then came the 1967 war in
which Israel captured all the remaining 23 percent of Palestine and the subsequent
campaign which unplanted several Jewish settlers in the occupied Arab territories®’.

Another serious consequence of the Arab/Palestinian-Israeli conflict has to do

with the emergence of global terrorism. Since the September Eleventh 2001 terrorist

% See Syria Times (No 5285), Thursday, 30 November 2000, p. 3
% See The Daily Star, Wednesday, 10 January 2001, p. 5
5 \bid.
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attack incident in the United States of America®®, the international community’s
approach to the Middle East conflict in general and the Israeli-Palestinian dispute in
particular has been shaped by a quartet of four powers: the United States,
European Union, Russia and the United Nations. In this regard, the quartet of four
powers named above are behind the Middle East peace plan known as the road
map. They met in early May 2004 to give new impetus to the stalled Mid-East peace
process. The meeting™ of the US, Russia, the European Union and the United
Nations took place after the rejection of the Israeli Prime-Minister Ariel Sharon’s
government intended to pull out of only three out of all the 21 Gaza Strip settlements
and two (not four) of the West Bank area. In effect, Sharon’s plan angered the
Palestinians who feared and still fear it was (and still is) a move by the Israeli
government to secure its hold on areas of the West Bank. They were also infuriated
by Bush’s apparent shift in US policy on Israeli settlements in a future Palestinian
State and Palestinians’ right to return to land lost to Israel more than half a century
ago®.

In addition, September Eleventh incident compelled the US to lump together

Iran, Iraq and North Korea as “the axis of evil” in modern world. Iraq’s inclusion is

not unexpected. Since George W. Bush (Jnr.) came to power on 20 January (2001),

8 The September Eleventh 2001 terrorist assaults in the US shook the entire world by surprise

because of the huge loss of lives and properties. Many Americans and other nationals perished
in the ugly and unexpected incident. Consequently, it brought pain and grief to people in various
parts of the world. Besides, it had serious consequences on world economy and international
events or engagements. For instance, the Commonwealth Summit scheduled for Australia and
the Franco-phone summit fixed for Lebanon were postponed (or cancelled) outright. Many world
leaders feared to be away from their respective countries immediately the US declared war on
suspected terrorists including the prime suspect Osama bin Laden.
As a result of September Eleventh 2001 incident in the US, American President’s image improved
considerably by the effective conduct of the US-led campaign against terrorists in Afghanistan
Indeed, US-led campaign received near unanimous support from Americans and strong approval
rating in Europe. Europeans, like the Americans, changed their minds about US President
George W. Bush (Jnr.) in a positive direction. In brief, European leaders have a better opinion of
President Bush than they did before the September Eleventh terrorist attacks, but they remained
highly critical of his policies and what they considered as US unilateralism on global affairs.

* The meeting of the quartet of four powers was hosted by UN Secretary General Kofi Annan and it
was attended by US Secretary of State (Colin Powell), Russian Foreign Minister (Sergei
Lavrov), EU Foreign Policy Chief (Javier Solana). Kofi Annan himself was in attendance.

0 See THIS DAY, Wednesday, May 5, (2004), vol. 10, No 3299, p. 55
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there has been speculation over when he would “finish the job” which his father
(Bush Snr.) started during the Gulf War of 1990/91 as President of USA. With the
September Eleventh terrorist attacks in New York and Washington D. C., the Bush
administration (Jnr.) finally got the chance or opportunity he was waiting for with
regard to his plans for Irag; and with US invasion of Afghanistan completed, the US
began preparing the ground for a change of regime in Baghdad. Indeed, President
W. Bush (Jnr.) is believed to have gone to Irag because he wanted to complete what
his father started in 1990/91, including the ousting of Saddam, more than searching
for the institute of mass destruction.

It is true that U.S. President George Bush Jnr. had to act against the al-gaeda
after the September Eleventh attack on the United States. His order to remove the
Taliban regime in Afghanistan had global support at that time. But his war on Iraq
was most unpopular. Saddam Hussein may have been an obnoxious or rude person,
but it was not right for the United States and its coalition partners to breach
international protocol by going into an independent country to remove a regime
effectively in power especially when that regime was not a threat to international
peace and order. Indeed, the debacle in Iraq finally brought U.S. President Bush to
disrepute. Not only that, Iraq has disintegrated and there is no way Irag can be the
same country it was.

The Kurds in the north of Iraq are now virtually autonomous; while the Shiites
in Barra and the South of the country are now dominant majority. Worse still, the
Sunni in the North and Baghdad are chaffing or separating under Shiite domination.
This has brought the Untied States into disaffection with the major Arab countries
like Saudi-Arabia and Egypt who are not happy with the Shiite ascendancy in Iraq

and the unacceptable Iranian influence in the country.
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Besides, the September Eleventh 2001 incident brought the Middle East
peace process to a halt or stand-still. It also compelled the Bush administration
(Jnr.) to urge all democratic governments to support US efforts to halt or eliminate
acts of terrorism in the world. There is no doubt, terrorism requires collective global
efforts since it is not limited or restricted to a particular region in the world. More
importantly, the ugly event of September Eleventh strengthened US Presidential
powers giving President Bush (Jnr.) a dominance over American Congress
exceeding that of other post-Watergate Presidents and rivaling even Franklin
Roosevelt's command. Indeed, the Bush administration seized power which it has
shared with other branches of US government. In foreign policy, the Bush
administration announced vast cuts in US nuclear arsenal but resisted putting the
cuts in a treaty thereby averting a Senate ratification veto. In domestic policy, the
Bush administration proposed re-organization of the US Immigration and
Naturalization Services without the congressional action which lawmakers sought.
And in legal policy, the Bush administration seized the judiciary’s power as Mr. Bush
signed an order allowing terrorists to be tried in military tribunals. Also the Bush
administration augmented White House power including initiatives to limit intelligence
briefings to members of Congress, took new spending authority from Congress (or
Legislature) and expanded the executive branch’s power to monitor and detain those
it suspects of terrorism and terrorist acts®*.

It should be noted, however, that President Bush Jnr. was (and still is) not the
first to gain outright powers during war-times. In this regard, former US President
Lyndon Johnson gained clout under the Tokin Gulf Resolution and as did Mr.
Roosevelt during World War 1l (1939 — 1945). The War Powers Act and other

reforms by US Congress to limit presidential power after Watergate Scandal made

®1 See International Herald Tribune, Wednesday, 21 November 2001, p. 1
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for weaker Executive. Nonetheless, US President George W. Bush (Jnr.) succeeded
in restoring the “Imperial Presidency” — a term, which Arthur Schlesinger Jnr. used to
describe Richard Nixon’s administration, and is left to decide how much privacy
American citizens should retain.

Wartime powers rest fundamentally in the hands of the US Executive Branch
because an increase in presidential power is the correct prescription for a crisis. And
American public and Congress seemed content for Mr. Bush to assume as much
power as he desires. Hence, congressional leaders mustered little resistance to the
Bush administration’s bid to increase power it needed in the interests of national
security”®?. Even before September Eleventh 2001 incident in the United States, the
Bush administration (Jnr.) had been looking for ways to reassert presidential
prerogatives particularly in its relationship with American Congress which some in
the Bush administration believe grew too powerful during the Clinton and Reagan
years as well as Bush administration Snr. (1989 — Jan. 1992).

Lastly, the September Eleventh 2001 incident led to the toppling (or overthrow
of the Taliban regime in Kabul (Afghanistan) as a result of massive and intensive air
bombardment of Afghanistan, its infrastructures and civilian population. Having
accomplished that, the Bush administration (Jnr.) turned its attention to the
elimination of threat from nuclear and biological weapons in Iraq. Apart from terrorist
suspects such as Osama bin Laden who was named by US as “prime suspect”, the
September Eleventh carnage led to chemical warfare suspects such as Iraq. The
US strongly believed that Iraq took advantage of three years of “no-UN Inspections”
to improve its biological and chemical weapons program.

Like the September Eleventh 2001 incident, the Palestinian-Israeli violence

had serious implications on the economy of both Israel and the Palestinian people.

%2 Ibid.

168



In this regard, several years of conflict and violence had reduced Palestinians’ basic
infrasture to rubble, devastated their economy and left thousands of them dead.
Consequently, unemployment rose to 40 percent in Israel while unemployment in the
West Bank and Gaza Strip soared from 11 percent to 25 percent®. Israeli repeated
border closures led to a dramatic deterioration in Palestinian living conditions and
increased poverty rate. Secondly, the second Palestinian intifada led to Ehud
Barak’s sudden resignation as Israeli Prime-Minister on 10 December 2000 after he
was criticized in Israel for failing to quell the Palestinian rebellion. Also Israel’s
relations with the Arab States were strained by clashes and Israel’s excessive use of
force against the Palestinians in the West Bank and Gaza Strip. Hence, Egypt
withdrew (or recalled) its Ambassador to Tel-Aviv (Israel); while Jordan withheld
sending its new Envoy to Tel-Aviv in a similar gesture. Egyptian and Jordanian
moves increased Israel’s isolation to some extent. It is essential to point out at this
juncture that Egypt and Jordan are two Arab States which signed Peace Treaties in
1979 and 1994 respectively with Israel. Both maintain diplomatic ties with the
Jewish State over objections from Syria, Lebanon and Palestinian radical elements.
Also both Egypt and Jordan did not break diplomatic ties with the Jewish State and
they ensured that a regional war did not erupt. The withdrawal of Egyptian
Ambassador from Israel, for instance, was a warning to the Jewish State not to go
too far in its military crackdown on the Palestinians in the West Bank and Gaza Strip.
Besides, Egypt’s decision to recall its Ambassador (something it has not done since
1982 when Israel invaded Lebanon) aims at calming Egyptian public opinion at home
and repositioning Egypt at the center of the Arab world®. Thirdly, the Palestinian
uprising/violence later acquired a terrorist connotation and provided Israeli Prime-

Minister Ariel Sharon with an alibi (or excuse) to destroy the organic, administrative

8 See Daily Star, Wednesday, 3 January 2001, p. 6
% See Monday Morning (The Weekly Magazines), 27 November 2000, p. 18
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and human infrastructure of the Palestinian nation®. Fourthly, the Palestinian
uprising against Israeli occupation of Arab/Palestinian territories led to the election of
former Israeli Defense Minister, Ariel Sharon, as Prime Minister on 26 February
2001. Ariel Sharon swept to electoral victory and vowed not to conduct peace talks
with the Palestinians unless the Palestinian Authority ended its uprising against
Israel. Israeli voters rebuffed Ehud Barak largely because he failed to deliver peace
or end the uprising/violence against the people of Israel. The election of Ariel
Sharon was perceived in the Arab world as almost tantamount to a declaration of
war. On assuming power, Sharon’s government continued with Israel’s expansionist
policy, building more Jewish settlement on the occupied Arab/Palestinian territories
in the West Bank and Gaza Strip. Also his government rescinded all peace accords
concluded with the Palestinians under previous Israeli regimes especially his
immediate predecessor — Ehud Barak administration. It also declared the Oslo
Accords dead, null and void.

Ehud Barak was apparently defeated for two main reasons. The first is the
unanimity of Israelis who agreed on the need to address security issues by using
whatever force that was available while the second was the profound sense of
concern for Israel's survival which Ariel Sharon hoped and promised to achieve on
assuming power. Lastly, Israel and the Palestinian Authority blamed each other for
the violence that erupted on 28 September 2000 after the July 2000 Camp David Il
Summit was deadlocked. The two sides did not agree on the cause (or causes) of
the second Palestinian intifada. The Palestinians stated that they were provoked by
the visit of Ariel Sharon who was accompanied by several Israeli security policemen
to a Holy Shrine revered by Muslims and Jews in Jerusalem’s oldest city. Israel, on

the other hand, denied and asserted that the Palestinians merely used Sharon’s visit

% See International Herald Tribune, Monday, 15 April 2002, p. 1
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as a pretext for violence. Indeed, Ariel Sharon held Yasser Arafat directly
responsible for the outbreak of September 2000 violence. Nonetheless, the second
Palestinian intifada radicalized both the Israelis and Palestinians. The radicalization
of Palestinian opinion stemmed partly from anger and frustration at military
blockades which Israel believed was needed in order to prevent attacks but which
the Palestinians described as “collective punishment” that brought untold hardship
for many of them. When one compares the disparity of military strength between the
Palestinian militants and Israeli troops and when one recalls the ordeals to which the
Israelis have subjected the Palestinian people over the last 58 years, it is not hard to
fathom why some of them have made themselves into bombs to blow up themselves
and lIsraelis. Indeed, the terror inflicted by the Israeli war machine is answered by
the terror of the human bombs. Suicide bombings, though morally wrong,
unacceptable and unjustified, provoked serious Israeli retaliatory measures. It
should be noted, however, that Israel was incapable of suppressing the Palestinian
intifada (or uprising) while the uprising itself was incapable of terminating Israeli
occupation of Arab/Palestinian territories.

The Palestinian-Israeli dispute posed serious dilemma to Palestinian leader
Yasser Arafat on two grounds. Firstly, should the Palestinians led by Yasser Arafat
unilaterally declare a Palestinian State without the consent of Israeli authority and
what should he (Arafat) do with the Palestinian militants and suicide bombers?
Secondly, should Arafat himself relinquish power voluntarily and allow a successor to
be elected (or appointed) without succession crisis? We begin our discussion with
whether or not Yasser Arafat should unilaterally declare a Palestinian State? For
several years, the PLO was based in Tunis (Tunisia). It moved to Tunis after it was
expelled from Beirut (Lebanon) by Israeli forces in September 1982 during the
second Israeli invasion of Lebanon.
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On 13 September 2000, the PLO’s Central Council comprising 129 members
decided to postpone indefinitely the proclamation or declaration of a Palestinian
State, that is, Unilateral Declaration of Independence (UDI). It had been expected
that the Council (the PLO’s top or highest decision-making body) would reschedule
the date to either 15 November 2000 or 1 January 2001.

Table 3.1: Public Opionion (or Gallup Poll) on The Declaration of A
Palestinian State.

Year Favourable | Unfavourable
1980 33 32
1982 37 45
1997 47 13
1998 41 25
1999 54 21
July 2000 56 13
Dec. 2000 63.5 15

Source: Abu Dhabi Television and the Washington-based Arab-American Institute and conducted
by Zogby International of New York. The poll interviewed 1012 randomly selected US
voters from December 18-21, (2000). Also the poll has a margin of error +/- 3.2 percent.
For more information, see Syria Times, Monday, 15 January 2001, p. 3.

But instead, the Council called another meeting on November 15 at which its
members reviewed progress in both the peace process and preparations for
statehood. Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat began to speak of UDI in the Spring of
1999. He used UDI to spur the Israelis to begin serious negotiations (or peace talks)
on the fundamental (or basic) issues of borders, Jewish settlements, Palestinian
refugees, Jerusalem and sharing of resources.
However, Arafat was persuaded by the international community to postpone

UDI beyond May 4 (1999) and give final-status talks a chance. In exchange for
postponing the declaration, the European governments (or Union) promised to
recognize the State of Palestinian while the United States pledged not to oppose it°®.
Yasser Arafat, therefore, chose 13 September 2000 (that is, the Seventh

Anniversary of the signing of the First Oslo Accords) as the alternative date for the

% See The Daily Star, 28 September 2000, p. 5
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Declaration of Palestinian State. Interestingly, it was the date personally set by Ehud
Barak of Israel for the achievement of a final settlement of the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict. When he realized that the date would not be realistic, Yasser Arafat
declared that a Palestinian State would be declared on that day with or without an
agreement between Israel and the PLO. He also used the threat of UDI as a
leverage against Israel and the US which tried fruitlessly to broker a peace deal
between both parties.

In reaction to Arafat’s intents, the US, Israel and the international community
appealed to Yasser Arafat to defer UDI once again. Arafat, therefore, referred the
issue of UDI to PLO’s Central Committee for deliberation, consideration and
decision. At this juncture, it is necessary to bear in mind that if he had delayed the
declaration of Palestinian State for too long, Arafat would have lost credibility among
the Palestinians. Also he was under domestic pressure to live up to promises of a
13 September 2000 declaration of Palestinian independence. The pressure came in
the form of a survey conducted by the Palestinian Authority-owned State Information
Service which found 71.5 percent of 1,470 Palestinian polled in the West Bank and
Gaza Strip in favor of declaring a State on September 13.%” More importantly, most
Palestinians decided to opt for violent confrontation with Israel should a deal could
not be reached by mid-September 2000. In response, Israel threatened to retaliate
by annexing land or territories still under its control. It also warned against declaring
an independent state on 13 September 2000.

Echoing what Ehud Barak of Israel has said before, former Israeli Justice
Minister Yossi Beilin said that a proclamation of Palestinian independence is
meaningless without Israel’'s approval. In the same vein, US Secretary of State

Albright (during the Clinton administration) warned Arafat against unilaterally

87 See The Daily Star, Monday, 7 August 2000, p. 1
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declaring Palestinian Statehood saying he (Arafat) would fail to get international
backing. In Albright's view, Palestinian statehood should and must be part of a
comprehensive agreement between Israel and the Palestinians. In this regard, she
declared:

It is important that it should not be a unilateral declaration by

the Palestinians because | think a Palestinian state declared

unilaterally will not get the international recognition and

support that Chairman Arafat wants for it®®.
President Bill Clinton also indicated that the United States might (or would) review its
entire relationship with the Palestinians if they carried out their promise to declare a
State on 13 September 2000 without Israel's prior agreement. Indeed, Bill Clinton
asserted that a unilateral act would be a big mistake by the Palestinians. In his
broadcast on Israeli Radio, former US President Clinton said:

| think it would be a big mistake to take a unilateral action

and walk away from the peace process; and if it happens,

there will inevitably be consequences not just here but

throughout the world®.

As a result of opposition and strong pressure both within and outside, Arafat
embarked on international tour aimed at gaining support for the Palestinian’ position
that East Jerusalem should be the capital of their future state. Arafat’s tour took him
to Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Morocco, Libya, Algeria, France, Russia and Turkey. But the
Palestinian leader remained ambiguous throughout his tours (or travels) about his
intension to declare an independent state on 13 September (2000). He, however,
indicated that he might delay the move if the Arab States thought it best.

There is no doubt, the UDI would have produced serious implications. Firstly,

the Jewish State would have responded to Palestinian UDI with unilateral actions of

its own including formal annexation of settlements in the occupied West Bank and

%8 See Monday Morning, vol. Xxix, 7 August 2000, p. 18
% See The Daily Star, Saturday, 29 July 2000, p. 5
174




Gaza Strip as well as blockade of Palestinian population centers. In addition, Israel
would have carried out other unspecified punitive measures against the Palestinians.
Secondly, it would have been political suicide to proclaim the Palestinian state while
the Palestinians have not yet exercised full control over 80 percent of the West Bank
and 40 percent of Gaza Strip as well as 100 percent of East Jerusalem which the
Palestinians claim as their capital. Surely, Yasser Arafat would not have declared
UDI over less than the 1967 occupied territories. Lastly, in the absence of a
settlement between Israel and the Palestinians, what sort of State would have
emerged, if a UDI was declared by PLO Central Council led by Yasser Arafat? This
was the real dilemma of Yasser Arafat.

Arafat’s dilemma, however, came to a head over UDI on 28 September 2000
when Ariel Sharon (former Israeli Defense Minister), ignited the conflagration with his
visit to Haram al-Sharif (Jerusalem’s focal Islamic Holy Site) with several Israeli
security forces. Arafat’'s state of dilemma was further aggravated by Palestinian
militants and suicide bombers. As earlier stated, what should Arafat do with the
Palestinian militants and suicide bombers? Following the death of two Israelis by a
Palestinian suicide attacker at the train station in northern part of Israel on Monday,
16 July 2001, Prime Minister Ariel Sharon blamed Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat
for the blast or suicide attack. The blast came after a day of violence in the West
Bank. In this connection, Ariel Sharon declared:

It was a cruel, horrible attack and it shows that the Palestinian
Authority has not yet made a decision to fight against terror.
There will be an immediate response by Israel”°.

Besides, Yasser Arafat was blamed for the attack. He was also relegated to

irrelevance by Israel and abandoned by erstwhile backers in Europe. Indeed, Arafat

was completely isolated inside his Ramallah headquarters by Israel, US and Europe.

™ See, The Daily Star,Tuesday, 19 July 2001, p. 1
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His isolation came after Arafat’s failure to crackdown on Islamic militant groups
mostly the Hamas and Islamic Jihad whom Israel holds responsible for suicide
bombings against her.

The United States government also requested Yasser Arafat to crackdown on
terrorism. In this respect, US President George Bush (Jnr.) said:

Mr. Arafat did condemn terrorism and now we will hold him to
account. The Palestinian Authority must act on its condemnation
of terror’,
Rather than complied, Arafat argued he could not do more to curb Palestinian
violence, check Palestinian militants and suicide bombers as long as the Israelis
undermine his authority and occupied areas supposed to be autonomous. After
meeting with US Secretary of State Colin Powell at his besieged Ramallah residence
(or compound) in West Bank which Israeli troops took over on 29 March 2002, Arafat
said:
| have to ask the whole international world, | have to ask His
Excellency President Bush (Jnr.), | have to ask the United
Nations, Is this right that | cannot go outside my door? Is this
acceptable and for how long you think this will not reflect on the
whole stability and peace in the Middle East’.
Yasser Arafat was helpless. The members of the international community including
Nigeria could not even assist in his predicaments. Oh, what a pity!

When the Gulf War 1 broke out in August 1990, the Palestinian leader threw
his support behind Saddam Hussein of Irag. His decision made him popular but he
paid the price diplomatically ever since. But when the terrorists struck in US on
September Eleventh 2001, Yasser Arafat tried to avoid the mistake of 1990/91. After

careful consideration of the pros and cons of his action, Arafat did not hesitate to

send condolence message almost immediately. In addition, he condemned the

™ bid., Friday, 19 February 2002, p. 1
"2 See. The Daily Star, Thursday, 18 April 2002, p. 1.
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hijackers or terrorists. His efforts were, however, undermined by a small crowd of
Palestinians celebrating America’s humiliation.  Embarrassed, the Palestinian
leadership quickly sent a second message emphasizing that the celebrants were a
tiny minority of “ignorant” locals who did not represent their people. Arafat was filmed
donating blood for the victims of terrorist attacks in New York and Washington D.C.”
He hoped that his moves such as the symbolic act of donating blood for American
victims of terrorist acts would show the world that the Arafat of 2001 was not the
same leader who supported Saddam Hussein of Iraq in 1990/91 Gulf War. He also
hoped that the image of him donating blood would overshadow pictures of
Palestinians who celebrated in the streets of the West Bank City of Nablus on the day
the attacks occurred in US.

Indeed, the terrorist attacks in US on Tuesday, September Eleventh 2001
confronted Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat with a crucial decision. Should he send a
condolence message or not? Should he join the US-led coalition war against global
terrorism? If he failed to join, Arafat ran the risk or danger of isolation and of being
associated with international terrorism as well as being labeled a terrorist. And if he
joined US-led coalition, Arafat would have faced serious confrontation with Islamists
and extremists who believed in the use of force for resolving their protracted conflict
with Israel™. Nonetheless, Arafat had only two options: to choose between
Palestinian extremists on the one hand and the Israeli-Palestinian peace process on
the other. Or to choose between Palestinian militants on the one hand and the

United States of America as well as the European Union/Donor States whose support

he badly needed on the other. Hence he moved quickly to join the US-led coalition

® CNN 6p.m. Beirut Time, Lebanon, and Al-Hayat — LBC (TV) 12 September, 2001. The Researcher
watched the News with close attention.
™ The Daily Star, Thursday, 20 September 2001, p. 6
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against terrorism in order to block Israeli attempts aimed at exploiting the terrorist
attacks in the US against the Palestinians.

By joining the US-led coalition against terrorism, Arafat’s leadership was also
in danger. But would he survive the threat to his leadership? The Palestinian leader
who has overcome so many tribulations in the past, faced serious threat to his
leadership during and after the Israeli-Palestinian violence. Within and outside the
Palestinians, the radical elements wanted to end the era of Arafat’s leadership of the
Palestinian people’s struggle and finding a replacement. This raised several
questions. Firstly, should he be killed or exiled? Killing or exiling him would trigger
more Palestinian violence and unrest. Secondly, replacing or deposing him while he
was still alive” would not be so simple especially given the mood of the Palestinian
people who are embittered by the behaviour of all the players (or actors) notably the
Israelis, Arabs and Westerners including the Americans toward them. Destroying the
PA and Arafat also meant taking everything to square one, that is, serious military
confrontation which could shake the stability of the entire Middle East sub-region.

There are, however, only three realistic succession scenarios. Firstly, either a
combination of Israeli, American and Arab pressure enables the PA’s “moderate
doves” and security Chiefs to take over, or secondly, the young and radical
generation of Fatah activists emerges to the fore. Alternatively the radical elements
such as the Hamas and Islamic Jihad could gain the upper hand. Regrettably, Arafat
had little or no control over Palestinian militants.

In summary, the Palestinian Israeli deadly violence led to widespread Arab
anger against both Israel and the United States of America. Arab anger with the USA

continued to rise or increase because of Palestine question. In addition, the Bush

™ Ppalestinian leader Yasser Arafat passed away peacefully at the age of 75 years (1929-2004) in Paris

(France) on 11 November 2004. With his death, the Palestinian Authority should embark on meaningful
political and economic reforms.
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administration (Jnr.) further irritated Arab leaders by refraining from taking strong and
effective action to stop the Palestinian-Israeli violence. Jordan, Egypt and Saudi-
Arabia (the three key US allies in the Middle East) believed that the Bush
administration’s initial hands-off approach to the Palestinian-Israeli conflict/violence
had allowed it to escalate beyond expectation. More importantly, the September
Eleventh 2001 terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center (in New York) and
Pentagon or Defense Building (in Washington D. C., USA), which brought pain and
grief to peoples in America and the rest of the world, compounded the
Palestinian/Arab —Israeli peace process and the attainment of Palestinian statehood.

Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon’s ruthless actions against the Palestinians,
the humiliation of their leader (Yasser Arafat), his complete isolation from the rest of
the world by Israeli authorities, America’s partiality (or bias) in the Palestinian-Israel
conflict, US turning of blind eye to Sharon’s destruction of the PA and US Secretary
of State Colin Powell’s dilly-dally strategy in respect of his Middle East peace mission
radicalized and angered the majority of Arab youths. The radicalization and the ugly
scenarios in the so-called Palestinian controlled areas in the West Bank and Gaza
Strip could be counter-productive and cause the loss of US Arab allies in the Middle
East. Powell’s strategy allowed Ariel Sharon’s government to achieve its operation in
the West Bank before his arrival in Jerusalem for his Middle East peace mission.
Indeed, the radicalization of the Arab world against the Americans and Israelis could
pave the way for more increase in Islamic fundamentalism or extremism which gave
rise to Al-Qaeda and Osama bin Laden.

From the above, it can be argued that as long as the Palestinian-Israeli
conflict remains unresolved, tension, conflict, violence/uprising (intifada), suicide

bombing attacks, destruction of lives and properties as well as Israel's hegemony
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and excessive use of force against the stone-throwing/innocent Palestinians will
remain a common experience in the entire Middle East sub-region.

Besides, the Arab-lsraeli conflict, brought about by the termination of the
British mandate over Palestine (and followed by the Partion Plan and the
proclamation of the state of Israel) led to the creation of a United Nations Truce
supervision Organization (UNTSO) in Palestine to assist the parties to the Armistice
Agreements of 1949. Besides, the Suez Canal crisis of 1956 in which the United
Kingdom (U.K) and France colluded or teamed up with Israel to invade Egypt led to
UN intervention through the UN Emergency force (UNEF) which cleared the Suez
Canal that was blocked and restored relative peace in the area. In both operations,
however, Nigeria was understandably not involved since it was yet to gain her
independence from Britain /or the colonial master.

The Palestinian-Israeli conflict has also led to the emergence of the Middle
East peace mediators which include the United States of America, Russia, the
European Union and United Nations. In further pursuit of peace between Israel and
the Palestinian, the United States brokered another peace plan in 2004 which
produced the Middle East peace plan that aims to create an independent Palestinian
State living in peace, alongside Israeli. This served as the basis of the August 2005
withdrawal of Israeli troops and settlers from Gaza. More interestingly and barely two
months after his tenure of office, former British Prime Minister Tony Blair was
appointed Special Envoy for the Quartet of Powers in July 2007. He is known for his
powers of persuasion and track record in forging Northern Ireland’s peace accord.
But in his new job, Blair has been given a relatively limited assignment: to prepare

the ground for a Palestinian State by encouraging political reform, economic
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development and institution-building in Palestinian controlled areas.”® There is no
mention of trying to help broker a final peace deal between the Palestinians and
Israelis. The United States of America has taken the lead in mediating peace talks
and is reluctant to cede such responsibilities.

Lastly, the Palestinian-Israeli conflict has led to the death of prominent
political figures in Lebanon, Egypt and Israel. For instance, Rafiq Hariri of Lebanon
understood the consequence of defying a powerful neigbhour like Syria. Yet, he
mounted campaigns. The crowds were large and relentless. But the Syrians knew
he could not ride (or remain in power) forever. They (the Syrians) infiltrated and
killed him.

Also Anwar Sadat incurred the wrath of a strong rightwing presence in Egypt
when he romanced American Jimmy Cater in the Camp David. Many in the Middle
East saw him as not only an ideological turncoat but a religious renegade for signing
a pact of friendship with Israel and the Americans. They (Islamic extremists) shot
him in a parade.

More importantly, Yizak Rabin, former Prime Minister of Israel, understood
what he puts his hands into when he initiated and penned the Oslo Peace Accord
with the late Yasser Arafat of PLO on behalf of his country. Radical and rabbinical
zealots who saw lIsrael in terms of Judea and Samaria instead of West Bank and
Gaza Strip were out to snuff him out. But he felt he did the right thing in spite of
persistent signals of assassinations around him. It was one of his security details that
fulfilled the bloody dreams of the extremists around the country. Thus Yitzhak Rabin
became a victim of peace.

In the next sub-section, we shall focus attention on the regional actors who are

directly involved in the Palestinian Israeli Conflict and peace process.

75(@) See The Nation, Tuesday, 24 July 2007, p. 38.
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3.4 REGIONAL ACTORS

In international politics, an actor is a relatively autonomous unit that exercises
influence on the behaviour of other autonomous actors. Sometimes actors are men
and women operating as spokesmen or surrogates for larger social units’® like
nation-states. A state is a dominant or key actor because it is the only institution
through which other bodies operate and decide the terms under which they can act.
This, however, does not imply that nation-states are the only actors. Rather, they
are the most significant actors in international politics. To say that sovereign states
are the most important actors obviously suggests that there are other actors such as
regional and international organizations in the international system.  However,
international organizations are not autonomous and independent actors like
sovereign states in world affairs. Put simply, apart from nation-states, there are non-
state actors or non-governmental organizations such as the United Nations, Arab
League, the European Union, the Roman Catholic Church, International Red Cross
Society, and the Palestine Liberation Organization and individuals such as the Pope.
State and non-state actors relate to each other. This is to say that no actor in the
contemporary international system is entirely autonomous because of high level of
inter-dependence among units in the system. International organization (the UN),
regional organizations (the European Union and the Arab League) and nation-states
such as United States of America and Russia are the major or key players (or actors)
in the Palestinian/Arab-Israeli conflict/peace process. Other nation-states include:
Egypt, Lebanon, Syria, Jordan, Saudi Arabia and Israel. As earlier stated, Nigeria is

not a key player or actor in the Palestinian-Israeli peace process. Despite this,

76. See Raymond E. Hopkins and Richard W. Mansbach, “The Actor in International Politics” in
James Barber and Michael Smith, (ed), The Nature of Foreign Policy: A Reader, The Open
University Press, Edinburgh, 1974, p. 33.
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Nigeria supports numerous UN General Assembly Resolutions and UN Security
Council Resolutions 242, 338, 425, 1397 and the exchange of land for peace formula
aimed at resolving Arab-Israeli conflict.

In summary, the contemporary international system is characterized by many
governmental and non-governmental actors set up in most cases by nation-states for
the achievement of specific and certain objectives. The most dominant governmental
actor is the nation-state which exercises sovereignty over its borders and citizens
while non-governmental actors include international institutions (like the United
Nations, International Red Cross, UNESCO and Amnesty International), regional
institutions (like the PLO, Arab League and the European Union) as well as
individuals such as the Pope in the Vatican.

Our task in this sub-section is to examine the major actors and their roles in
the Palestinian-Israeli conflict and peace process under four main sub-sections in the
order of listing below:

0] Regional powers - Egypt, Lebanon, Syria, Jordan, Saudi
Arabia, Israel, Iran and Iraq.

(i) Regional institutions: (the PLO, Arab League, the European Union, the
Franco-phone organization and the Organization of African Unity (OAU)
now Africa Union (A.U).

(i)  Foreign powers/actors: (The USA and Russia).

(iv)  International Institutions: (The United Nations).

We begin with Egypt which is a regional power

EGYPT

Egypt is both an African and Arab country. It is a moderate Arab nation, a
mediator in the Palestinian-Israeli conflict and the largest (or the most populous) Arab
country with over 80 million people. Incessant diplomatic summits in Egypt helped

Cairo to promote itself as the core of Middle East politics. In general terms, Egypt is

183



widely considered a political, economic and cultural hub of the Arab world. Indeed, it
is the most influential in the sphere of Arab culture. More importantly, Egypt plays a
key role for moderation in the Middle East conflict (or crisis) and it is one of
Washington’s closest and main Arab allies in the Middle East sub-region. In addition,
Egypt plays a strategic role in the Arab-Israeli peace process and is the second
largest recipient of US aid (after Israel) with over two billion US dollars in economic
and military aid a year.

TABLE 3.2: Some Recipients of US Bilateral Aid in 1986

Countries $Million
1 Israel 3,621.0
2. Egypt 2,539.1
3 Pakistan 668.2
4 Turkey 618.5
5 Philippines 504.2
6 El-Salvador 444 4
7 Greece 431.0
8 Spain 385.2
9 Honduras 197.7
10 India 197.0

Source: Data provided by the Research Service, Washington D. C.

Cairo has, for a long time, been an essential partner in the US search for peace in the

Middle East”’. In 1979, Egypt, for instance, became the first Arab country to sign a
peace treaty with Israel and took the initiative to mediate between Israel and the
Palestinians. Since 1979, Egypt has never gone as far as breaking diplomatic
relations with the Jewish State despite repeated crises in the Middle East. In this
respect, in June 1982, Egypt simply recalled its Ambassador from Tel-Aviv (Israel)
and it took the same step again in November 2000 to protest Israel’s “excessive use
of force” against the stone-throwing Palestinians during Palestinian uprising (intifada)
which erupted on 28 September 2000. However, unwilling to anger the US and its
Western allies, the Egyptian government decided to maintain diplomatic links with
Israel.

Again in late March 2002, thousands of Egyptians, mainly students protested

daily over the Israeli military offensive in the West Bank and Gaza Strip. As a result,

"' See The Daily Star, Tuesday, 27 November, 2001, p. 5
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they called for a break in diplomatic ties and the expulsion of the Israeli Ambassador
Gideon Ben Ami. Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak implicitly excludes acting on the
calls made by Egyptian pressure groups (or militants). In brief, Egypt remains
committed to the Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty signed in 1979 and the Treaty
remains a foundation for regional stability. Since its landmark 1979 Peace Treaty
with Israel, Egypt has been the main regional peace-maker driven by political and
economic interests closely tied to Middle East stability.

It is essential to note that Egypt’s legitimacy as intermediary rests on its unique
ties with the Jewish State and the United States of America. Egypt was ostracized by
other Arab states for signing the Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty. Not only that, the
Headquarters of the Arab League was transferred to Tunis (Tunisia). After several
years of ostracism from the Arab-fold, Cairo is now once again the locus of the Arab
League and Arab interests especially the Palestinian interests. The capital of the
Arab League was reinstated in Cairo in the early 1980s. As guardian of the Arab
League and interests, Egypt is keen to use its restored status to refurbish an image
badly battered by its “separate deal” with Israel in 1979.

In spite of the above, Egypt places greater interest of its people above any
other consideration and takes its stands based on its national interests. This does
not imply, however, that Egypt does not fully support international steps aimed at
stopping Israel from using military force against the Palestinians or any Arab State in
the Middle East. But Egypt does not want Israel to drag her into a war in which it will
find itself in direct confrontation with the United States and its Western allies.

In summary, Egypt which signed a Peace Treaty with Israel in 1979, plays a
mediatory role in the Palestinian-Israeli conflict and peace process. The Egyptian-
Israeli Peace Treaty marked the end of 30 years of hostility and four costly wars
between the Jewish state and Arab states. The Treaty was preceded by Egyptian
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President Anwar Sadat’s historic visit to Jerusalem in 1977 at the invitation of Israel's
Prime Minister Menachem Begin”’® and the signing of the 1979 Camp David |
Accords which constituted the basis for peace between Egypt and Israel. Without
Egypt and its armed forces, it is unlikely if the other Arab states can wage war with
Israel. Indeed, Anwar Sadat of Egypt understood, for the sake of Egypt’s future, that
he had to end his country’s conflict with Israel, even if it meant leaving the Palestinian
issue unresolved. He was convinced that the Arab states would eventually follow his
example. Lastly, Egyptian Foreign Minister Ahmad Maher’s visit to Israel in early
December 2001 marked Cairo’s return to center-stage as a mediator in the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict. More importantly, Egypt is a key regional ally of the United States
of America and one of two Arab states to have signed a piece deal with Israel.
LEBANON

Lebanon is a small country located along the eastern coast of the
Mediterranean Sea. Yet, it is an important actor in the Arab/Palestinian-Israeli
conflict. Lebanon’s population is about 5 million people comprising the Maronite, the
Druze, Sunni and Shia (Shiite) communities. The Palestinian militants frequently
launched attacks against Israel from south Lebanon which shares a common border
with northern Israel.

In June 1982, Israel invaded Lebanon and massacred Palestinian refugees at
Sabra and Shatila (outskirt of Beirut) refugee camps. Israel’s objective was to
eliminate the PLO’s forces, seize Beirut and install a pro-Israeli government under
Bashir Gemayel and his Maronites. By mid-December 1982, the PLO guerrilla forces
were forced to quit Beirut (Lebanon) after a deal was brokered by the US government

led by former US President Ronald Reagan. Many Palestinian fighters and

77(a) Before his assassination, Israeli Prime Minister Menachem Begin shared the 1979 Nobel Peace prize
award with the Egyptian President Anwar Sadat who both signed the Camp David Accords which
constitute the basis for peace between Egypt and Israel.

186



Palestinians were evacuated to various countries in the Middle East, North Africa,
Europe and America (See Table. 3.3).

TABLE 3.3: Dispersal of Palestinian Refugees in Various Parts of the World
(Estimates for 1986, 1990 — 91, 1995, 2000)

Country 1986 1990 -91 1995 2000
Jordan 1,398,050 1,824,179 2,170,101 2,596,986
West Bank (East Jerusalem) 951,250 1,075,531 1,227,545 1,383,415
Gaza Strip 545,100 622,071 726,832 837,699
Israel 608,200 730,000 800,225 919,453
Lebanon 271,434 231,757 392,315 463,067
Syria 242,474 301,744 357,881 410,599
Other Arab Countries 582,894 445,195 516,724 599,389
Other Countries 280,846 450,000 500,000 550,000

Source: Monday Morning (The Weekly Magazine Published in Beirut), vol. xxx, No 1468, 12 February
2001, p. 16

Lebanon is strongly opposed to the principle of implantation of the Palestinians
on its territory because Lebanon’s constitution does not allow any Palestinian refugee
to remain (or stay) permanently on its territory. Lebanese authorities, therefore,
continued to insist on the application of UN Resolution 194 which recognizes the right
of the Palestinian refugees to return to their historical/ancestral homeland.

Lebanon’s Hizbullah (Party of God) plays a major role in Lebanese politics”®
and religion. Its leader - Hassan Nasrallah - always urge Arab leaders and
governments to support Palestinian intifada with money (financial support) and men
(human) rather than words. Hizbullah has tremendous support from the Lebanese
Shia (Shiite) and Sunni Communities. More significantly, Hizbullah is also a
resistance movement which spear-headed the struggle that forced Israeli forces from
south Lebanon on 25 May 2000 after more than twenty-two years of Israeli military
occupation. However, the US government does not consider Hizbullah a movement
of resistance to an occupier (Israel), but rather a movement opposed to US policy

objectives in the Middle East. Nonetheless, Hizbullah’s successful resistance against

"8 Hizbullah is also a political party with nine (9) members in Lebanon’s Parliament.
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Israeli military occupation in south Lebanon increased the organization’s influence in
the country. Currently, it is leading a guerrilla campaign against Israeli troops in the
disputed Shebaa Farms area of south Lebanon. The disputed Shebba Farms area,
which Beirut claims to be its territory, is still a bone of contention between Lebanon
and Israel. Besides, Lebanon-Israeli relations are soured over the non-release of
Lebanese vis-a-vis Israeli nationals who are held in undisclosed prison cells in both
countries. This explains why Lebanon has not shown any interest in establishing
diplomatic relations with Israel. It also explains why Lebanon is still at war with the
Jewish state.

More importantly, Lebanon fought a bitter civil war (1975 — 1991). The conflict
in Lebanon, which exploded into civil war, was inflamed by Israelis, Syrians and the
Palestinians. It was rooted in the shifting relations between Lebanese communities
themselves. At the end of its civil war, Lebanon moved quickly from a state of
violence and anarchy to a condition of peace and reconstruction. During the civil war
period, not only did it suffer the destruction of most of its basic infrastructure
particularly in Down-Town Beirut; but more importantly, Lebanon suffered the loss of
a large number of its economically active and entrepreneurial population through
emigration’.

In the early days of the Lebanese civil war, there was a military alliance
between Lebanon and the PLO; but in the early 1980’s, relations between the
Lebanese and Palestinians went sour for political and economic reasons. Since then,
relations between both have not been very cordial. Despite this, Beirut attracted
attention for the Palestinians following the 1982 Israeli invasion of Lebanon and the

massacre of several Palestinians at Sabra and Shatila refugee camps.

™ See Rosemary Hollis and Nadam Shehadi, (ed), Lebanon On Hold: Implications for Middle East Peace,
The Royal Institute for International Affairs, Middle East Programme, Oxford, 1996, p. 79
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It is essential to point out that Hizbullah’s military wing —the Islamic Resistance
— spearheaded a campaign of armed struggle which led to the total withdrawal of
Israeli troops from most parts of south Lebanon in May 2000. The Israeli forces
occupied south Lebanon in 1978. Hizbullah, backed by Lebanon, Syria and Iran, has
thus won a wide measure of respect in its country over the last decade from
Christians and Muslims especially Sunnite Muslims as well as the Shiite community
from which its members are drawn. Put simply, Hizbullah is held with high esteem by
the Lebanese and top government officials.

In summary, Lebanon is a country without natural resources such as crude oil.
It is the most Westernized part of the Middle East. In 1949, Lebanon signed the
Armistice Agreement with Israel in order to avert war. Hence, Lebanon did not
participate in the wars that took place between Israel and the Arab world in 1956,
1967 and 1973. Despite this, Israeli forces invaded Lebanon in 1978 and 1982; while
the Israeli invasion of Labanon in June 1982 brought global attention to the
Palestinian struggle. Besides, Lebanon suffered seventeen years of civil war (1975 —
1991). At the end of its civil war, Lebanon made a quick recovery through re-
construction and developmental plans funded mostly by International Monetary Fund
(IMF), regional institutions like OPEC and the United Arab Emirate and also through
bilateral agreements signed with the European Union/Countries or European Donors.
More importantly, the Lebanese are regarded as sharp, clever, good, hard-working
and dedicated business-men and women.

Hizbullah was set up in 1980 to fight the Israeli occupation of south Lebanon.
Hizbullah is a radical Muslim group with close links to Israel’s bitter enemies — Syria
and Iran. Believed by some to have invented the concept of modern suicide bombing,
Hizbullah is thought to have helped train groups such as Hamas and Palestinian
Islamic Jihad to attack Israel. Hizbullah has built up a powerful base in south Lebanon
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and has seats in the Country’s Parliament. The group has gained popularity by
running welfare programmes and its security arm is seen by some as providing
protection in south Lebanon.

SYRIA

Syria is a very important state actor in the Middle East and plays a key role in
the region’s peace process and decision-making. It joined the Middle East peace
process in the fall of 1991. Syria always asserts that a true peace will be achieved on
UN Resolutions stipulating Israel's complete withdrawal from Arab/Palestinian
territories occupied during the 1967 Arab-Israeli war. For Syrian leaders, the
unending Israeli occupation of Arab territories means pressing on with resistance
against occupation and seizure of Arab territories. More importantly, Syria is a
powerful neighbour of Lebanon.

Syria shelters more than ten radical Palestinian organizations including the
Hamas and Islamic Jihad which had carried out the bulk of suicide bomb attacks
against Israeli targets since 1993. In addition, the peace talks between Syria and
Israel began in 1991 and continued with interruptions till February 1996 when the
then Israeli Prime Minister Shimon Peres suspended Israeli participation for political
reasons. Since 1996, no serious effort has been made to revive Syrian-Israeli
negotiations over the disputed Golan Heights captured by Israeli forces on 5 June
1967. Syrian authorities always assert that the Golan Heights is Syrian territory and
want it to be returned in any peace talks between Israel and Syria.

Syria, which plays the role of a protector in Lebanon, extends political support
to Hizbullah in order to force Israel implement UN Security Council Resolution 425 in
full and quit the Shebaa Farms area. While refraining from extending military support

to Hizbullah, Damascus (Syria) believes its political support for the group will help
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pressurize Israel to eventually withdraw from the Syrian Golan Heights®®. Full Israeli
withdrawal from the Golan Heights will undoubtedly reduce, to a considerable extent,
the role of Hizbullah which currently has a sizeable bloc in Lebanese Parliament.
Damascus has, for long, argued that the Palestinians have the right to use
force in opposing Israel’s occupation of their territories. The Syrian authorities
believe that resisting occupation is an international right. When US-sponsored Middle
East Peace talks opened in 1991 and based on implementing UN Security Council
Resolutions 242 and 338 plus the principle of exchanging land-for-peace, former
(late) President Hafez Assad of Syria wanted Chairman Yasser Arafat of PLO to co-
ordinate his moves with Syria, Lebanon and Jordan. Rather than coordinating his
moves, Yasser Arafat signed a separate deal with Israel at the end of the 1993 Oslo
Summit. Thus Arafat’s signing of a separate peace deal with Israel in 1993 infuriated
King Assad of Syria and led to Syria accusing the Palestinian leader of betrayal and
of making unnecessary concessions (to the Jewish State) which weaken Arab
position. Consequently, Syria’s relations with the Palestinian leader were strained
after signing of the 1993 Oslo Accords without consultation with the Arab States.
Syria’s influence in Lebanon has been pervasive from time immemorial and
there is mutual distrust between the Syrians and the Lebanese. This distrust is to be
expected between the subject people and their overlords. In recent times, the Syrian
army and secret services were forced to withdraw from Lebanon following the
assassination of the Sunni Prime Minister, Mr. Rafiq Hariri. This was after
tremendous pressure from the United States supported by France which has
considerable influence in Lebanon right from the time it ran the country as a

mandated territory of the League of Nations. As a result of the assassination of Prime

8 See The Daily Star, Friday, 2 November 2001, p. 6
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Minister Hariri, the United Nations then set up an investigation panel to enquire into
Hariris death.

Besides, the United States and Great Britain had been trying in recent times to
stretch a friendly hand to Syria and Iran by suggesting that the two countries might
help in resolving the terrible situation in Irag. This was rather unusual because Mr.
Bush Jnr. — the American President — had lumped Syria and Iran in what he called
the “axis of evil” in modern time along with North Korea. Syria, apparently established
full diplomatic relations with Iraq..°® This is why it is unreasonable for Syria to
embark on policies that will antagonize the United States and the Western Alliance in
Lebanon. Israel is not, however, comfortable with the new rapprochement between
Syria and the United States. Consequently, Israel might want to make trouble for
Syria in order to disrupt the rapprochement between the U.S. and Syria.

In summary, Damascus and Tel-Aviv have held sporadic peace talks since
1991 but negotiations between both countries broke down in January 2000 without
reaching a deal on the fate of the Golan Heights. Syria (like Lebanon) has not shown
any interest in establishing diplomatic relations with Israel. Despite poor Syria-PLO
relations, Chairman Yasser Arafat was allowed to attend Hafez Assad’s funeral in
Damascus (Syria) in June 2000 and held brief talks with the younger Assad now the
incumbent Syrian president. Lastly, Syria has long been seen as an ally of Hizbullah.
The Syrians have also exerted major control over Lebanon where thousands of their
troops were stationed until the year 2005 when they finally withdrew after mass

protests against them.

JORDAN

Apart from Egypt, several Arab summits on Middle East conflict and peace process

80(a) See The Nation, Vol. 1, No. 00119, Sunday November 26, 2006, p. 8.

192



have been or are held in Amman (Jordan). Indeed, it is a favoured venue for Arab
summits. In September 1970, King Hussein of Jordan ordered the Jordanian Army to
expel Arafat and his PLO fighters; and after their expulsion from Jordan, the PLO was
relocated to Lebanon where it continued its terror campaingn against Israel. In 1994,
Jordan became the second Arab country (after Egypt) to make peace with Israel.
King Abdallah 1l of Jordan continues to push for international efforts aimed at finding
a comprehensive solution to the Arab-Israeli conflict and violence.

More importantly, Jordan is the host to the largest concentration of Palestinian
refugees in the Arab world. Jordan always insists at any public forum (or fora) on
Palestinians’ right of return and/or compensation. Besides, it is the only Arab State to
have granted them Jordanian citizenship. Jordanian government spends an average
of $300 million annually on 13 refugee camps’ infrastructure and services in the
country®®. But the sticky issue in Jordan is the desire to absorb or settle the
Palestinian refugees now known as “Jordanians of Palestinian origin” thus complying
with Israeli demands that the refugees be kept in place in their host countries. Only
20 percent of the Palestinian refugees registered with the UN Relief and Works
Agency live inside dilapidated camps across the Kingdom of Jordan. The rest have
built their lives in towns and cities across Jordan®.

While more than half of Jordan’s population of 5 million is of Palestinian origin,
many have integrated into the Jordanian society through marriages and most have
established businesses, own homes and pay taxes. Also many Jordanian officials
consider them as “already settled/settle”. King Abdallah Il who assumed the throne in
February 1979 is married to a Jordanian of Palestinian origin — Her Excellency Rania

al-Yassine®. According to King Abdallah Il of Jordan, the goal of his kingdom is for a

81 See The Daily Star, Saturday, 8 December, 2001, p. 6

2 pid.
83 Ibid,
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fair and balanced resolution of the Middle East crisis. He places emphasis on justice
for the Palestinian people and security for Israel as well as one that realizes the right
of Palestinians to a viable, independent state and respect Israel’s right to exist.

Following the Palestinian intifada and the September Eleventh 2001 calamity

that fell on the United States of America, the Jordanian government banned public
demonstrations and protests. The September Eleventh 2001 terrorist attacks in the
United States gave Jordanian policy makers an excuse to take excessive, despotic
and oppressive measures against suspected terrorists. Despite this, the Palestinian-
Jordanian relationship is still cordial to some extent. The Jordanian-palestinian
entente encouraged a Joint Palestinian-Jordanian UN delegation to the 1991 Madrid
conference.

Despite Israel’s capture of East Jerusalem from Jordan during the 1967 war,
Jordan and the Jewish state signed a peace treaty on 26 October 1994. With the
ratification of the Peace Treaty, full diplomatic relations between both countries have
been moving forward steadily to the mutual advantages of the peoples in both
countries. Indeed, Jordan and Israel have been co-cooperating in many spheres for

the benefit of their peoples.

SAUDI-ARABIA

Saudi-Arabia is an important oil producer and it devotes a high percentage of
its GNP to foreign aid mostly to Muslim and Arab countries. In addition, Saudi Arabia
is a moderate player in the Middle Eastern affairs. Like Iran, Saudi Arabia is an
authoritarian oil-rich monarchy with a Muslim population. Not only that, Saudi Arabia
is the most conservative country in the Arab world. Hence, it is resistant to
democratization of its political, social and cultural systems. Also Saudi Arabia
depends heavily on American and European weapons as well as covert security

relationship with the United States of America. Saudi Arabia draws much of its
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legitimacy from its role as the guardian of Mecca and Medina (two holiest sites in
Islam). At this juncture, it is essential to note that Saudi Arabia has no territorial
claims against Israel and shares no border with the Jewish state.

After several months of deadly and continuous violent attacks between the
Palestinians and Israelis and to prevent deadlock in the Middle East peace process,
the Saudi Crown Prince Abdallah bin Abdelaziz presented in early 2002 a peace
proposal aimed at solving the protracted Arab/Palestinian-Israeli conflict. It was a
welcome development in the Middle East peace process in the sense that the peace
plan offered normalizatioin of diplomatic relations with Israel in return for its
withdrawal from all Arab land occupied in the 1967 war. Prominent non-supporters of
Saudi peace plan include Muslim militant followers of Saudi-born extremist Osama
bin Laden accused by Americans of masterminding the September Eleventh 2001
terrorist attacks in US. Fifteen of the nineteen of September Eleventh (2001) suicide
hijackers were Saudis allegedly linked to Osama bin Laden’s al-Qaeda global
terrorists network® which still poses a serious threat to international peace and
security.

In summary, Saudi Arabia, with no territorial claims against Israel, plays a
crucial role in the Arab/Palestinian-Israeli conflict and peace process®. Its leadership

is vital if the Middle East peace talks are to succeed.

ISRAEL
Israel with a small population is not just a boom to the Israelites or Israelis;
they fought for it. In 1948, they unilaterally declared their independence in old

Palestine which since then had not known peace. The Palestinians immediately after

8  See The Daily Star, Friday, 8 March 2002, p. 5.

% The Saudi Peace Initiative or plan calls on all Arabs and Muslims to recognize and establish normal
relations with Israel in exchange for the latter’s withdrawal from all the Arab territories occupied in the
1967 war. Unlike the 1993 Oslo Agreements, ending the Israeli occupation is what the Saudi peace
Initiative addresses first and foremost.
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the creation of Israel got their Arab brothers to join in the invasion of Israel without
success. The small state of Israel defeated Arab armies. From that time on, the Arab
armies have suffered one defeat after the other in 1967 and 1973 until it dawned on
the Arabs that the State of Israel has come to stay. Also the futility of military attack
on Israel dawned on the Palestinians and Yasser Arafat to form al-Fatah movement
as a Palestinian nationalist rally dedicated to the destruction of Israel

Israel has an aggressive and expansionist foreign policy. In addition, it is a
regional power and a central actor in the Middle East politics and conflict because of
its formidable military, economic, technological and political wherewithals. Of the 6.5
million inhabitants of Israel, about 20 percent (or 1.3 million) are Palestinians or
Israeli Arabs. Put simply, about a sixth of Israel’s 6.5 million citizens are Arabs. Of
this figure, about 400,000 are eligible to vote which means that they are statistically
and theoretically entitled to 12 members of Israeli Parliament known as Knesset.
This eligibility of Arab Palestinian voters is in line with Israel’s electoral system of

86(a)

proportional representation Relations between the Jewish and Israeli Arab

citizens were, however, soured in October 2000 when Arab citizens rioted and 13 of

them were killed by Israeli police®®

In protest, most Arab Jews boycotted the
February 2001 Parliamentary election.

Since its creation in 1948, Israel has been ruled by distinguished and historic
leaders and they include, Ben Gurion, Gaolda Meir, Menachem Begin, Sharmir,
Yitzhak Rabin, Shimon Peres, Benjamin Netanyahu, Ehud Barak, Ariel Sharon and

Ehud Olmert who succeeded the latter as Israeli Prime Minister. Under its prominent

leaders named above, Israeli institutions of civil society such as the media, the courts

86(a). Proportional representation is a system of voting in elections by which all political parties are
represented in government according to the number of votes they receive in the whole or overall
national election.

86(b). See Monday Morning, 12 November, 2001, p. 9.
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(judiciary), the universities and the Labour Unions / Movements developed generally
along Western European lines.

Israeli society today can be broadly divided into two camps namely: those who
want to see lIsrael take the lead in the Middle East and those who want Israel to
control, dominate and be feared in the region. This division can be referred to as the
Left and Right. The Left encompasses the supporters of the Labor Party while the
Right includes those who support the Likud Party and other religious parties.
Ideology is no longer relevant on both sides because the Labor Party has lost its
socialist character while the Likud Party has lost its revisionist liberal character. The
support which one of the two major Israeli political parties (Labor and Likud), gets
depends, to a large extent, on the successful implementation of its political agenda
(or manifesto). In spite of their differences, both parties believe in the use of “carrots
and sticks” approach in Israel’s relations with its Arab neighbours except, of course,
Egypt and Jordan.

Israel’s policy includes (i) policy of expansion and settlement of the Jews on
occupied Arab territories, (ii) policy of aggression and (iii) regional supremacy. Israel’s
aspirations for regional supremacy does not allow for strong neighbors. There is no
doubt, American military and financial aid to Israel had helped the Jewish State to
build up aggressive force in the Middle East region. Israel is America’s unique and
strategic ally whose main and ultimate objective is to perpetuate occupation and
undermine the Middle East peace process. Rather than Europe and Russia, the US
is the only outside power which Israeli authorities respect.

Militarily, the Israeli Army is widely considered to be one of the best-equipped
in the world. It commands an enormous arsenal of high-tech weaponry and around

170,000 highly motivated male and female soldiers®’. Israel is far more powerful than

8 | See The Daily Star, Friday, 10 August, 2001, p. 5
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the Palestinians while military imbalance or unequal military power exists between
Israel and Palestinians as stated in Table 3.4 (or below):

TABLE 3.4: Military Imbalance Between Israel and Palestinians

Israel Palestinians

1 | Troops-Around 600,000 men| No register of Army. Paramilitary forces
including 425,000 reserve forces around 35,000 men.

2 | Armoured Vehicles — 3,800 tanks,| 45 Armoured transport vehicle light
5500 armoured personnel carriers | weaponry

Fighter Planes — 459 in operation Nil

4 | Helicopter - 130 2 Helicopters. Both were destroyed
during Palestinian violence by Israeli
forces.

5 | Navy — 53 Warships Nil

6 | Nuclear Arsenal - a hundred| Nil

warheads (estimate)

Source: Military Balance published in Beirut, Monday Morning (The Weekly News
Magazine, No 2281, October 16, (2000), p. 20

In a nutshell, Israel has three military and strategic advantages or superiority
over the Palestinians. First, the Israelis maintain a nuclear monopoly in the Middle
East sub-region. Second, they have an overwhelming conventional military
superiority over any possible coalition of Arab forces, and third, Israel maintains an
unwritten alliance with the United States of America. The latter is committed to
Israel's security needs. The state of Israel, even though dependent on American
military, financial and diplomatic clout or support, is not a push over. It contributes to
American intellectual and scientific power and its voice is not always muffled. Also
the political leverage of the Israelis is not matched by the Arabs inspite of the vast
financial resources derivable from Middle East Crude oil or petroleum.

For over five decades, the Israeli government has been reluctant to show any
co-operation with the UN and has turned down all UN Resolutions aimed at resolving
the Arab/Palestinian-Israeli conflict. Indeed, Israel has never paid heed to the
international conventions and laws relating to the Arab-Israeli dispute. Within Israel

itself, pressure groups such as the lIsraeli Peace Camp and Israeli Green Line
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Movement play major roles in the Palestinian — Israeli conflict. The latter is
campaigning for a unilateral Israeli withdrawal from the occupied West Bank and
Gaza Strip, dismantling of the Israeli settlements, the establishment of a Palestinian
state in the occupied territories and negotiated settlement of the Palestinian-Israeli
dispute; while the former emphasizes the need for Israelis and Palestinians to go
back to the negotiating table in order to achieve peace®®. Also it does not believe in
inventing new peace proposals such as the Tenet and Mitchell Peace Plans or any
new ideas for negotiations. In a nutshell, the primary purpose of the Peace
Movement is to press Israeli government to seek peace through negotiations and
mutual compromise while the Green Line movement wants Israeli occupation of Arab
territories to stop without conditions attached to it.

In summary, Israel, which became a Jewish state in 1948, has been involved
in numerous and unending wars with its hostile Arab neighbours; and there is
considerable unrest among its Palestinian population. In 1982, Israel invaded
Lebanon. During lIsrael’s invasion, Christian militia allied to Israel massacred
thousands of Palestinians in the Sabra and Shatila refugee camps located in the
outskirts of Beirut (Lebanon). More importantly, Israel is highly industrialized and a
world leader in advanced farming techniques. Forced by circumstances to rely on
itself for survival and supported by US military and diplomatic aid, Israel has
developed the most efficient armed forces in the Middle East. Above all, Israel is a
trusted, closest, dependable and reliable US ally in the region. Since 1948, the US
government has continued to offer unprecedented support for the Jewish state.

Besides, Israel considers Iran to be the greatest threat to its survival in the
Middle East, and rejects Tehran’s claim, that its nuclear programme is peaceful

probably because Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad has repeatedly called for

8  See The Daily Star, Saturday, 9 February 2002, p. 4
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the Jewish state’s destruction. On assuming power, Israeli Prime Minister Ehud
Olmert warned that Tehran would have a “price to pay” if it does not back down from
its atomic ambitions. Support for United Nations sanctions against Iran has grown
among members of the UN Security Council after weeks of talks between the
European Union and Iran failed to persuade Tehran to suspend its uranium
enrichment and atomic ambitions.

IRAN

Strictly speaking, Iran is not an Arab nation, but it is an Islamic state. The
Iranian revolution, which put the Ayatollah Khomeini in power in Iran, was a Shiite
fundamentalist movement and has serious implications on the entire Middle East
region. As a matter of fact, Iran’s Islamic Revolution brought a new factor into post-
1967 Arab politics; first as a supporter of Palestinian resistance, then as a sponsor of
local guerrilla groups such as Lebanon’s Hizbullah whose struggle and resistance
led to the withdrawal of Israeli forces from south Lebanon, except from the disputed
Shebaa Farms area, on 25 May 2000.

Tehran (Iran) continued to urge Islamic countries including those that have
relations with Israel to stop crude oil export to Western countries and the United
States of America in order to force them to abandon their support for Israel.
According to Iranian militants, the oil belongs to the Arab people and can be used as
an effective weapon against the West led by the United States and those who
support the Jewish State®. But it appears that they have forgotten that Arab oil
today is no longer as crucial as it once was for the United States. The reason for this,
as former US Energy Secretary Bill Richardson once said, is that the US has
diversified its sources of energy away from the turbulent Middle East. Consequently,

Arab oil, unlike in 1973, can no longer be used as a powerful and effective weapon

8 See The International Herald Tribune, Saturday — Sunday, April 6 — 7, (2002), p. 4
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against the US and its capitalist European allies. Both Iran and Iraq earn huge
revenues from crude oil, but they have been troubled by dictatorship and political
unrest. In 1991, for example, Iraq was devastated by the Gulf War (1990-1991)
while Iran stayed neutral during the Gulf crisis triggered by Irag’s invasion of Kuwait.

Besides, Iranian leaders condemned the terror attacks and expressed
sympathy with the United States in ways unprecedented since the 1979 Islamic
Revolution which led to a break in diplomatic ties between the USA and Iran. Iranian
leaders also called for a UN-led coalition to fight international terrorism. This is a big
step for a country formerly at odds® with United States and which has strong links to
militant groups including Lebanon’s Hizbullah guerrillas. In spite of this, Iranian hard-
liners still distrust the United States.

In summary, Iran has ambition of becoming a major power in the Middle East

and perhaps in the long run become a nuclear power.

IRAQ

Irag, with a population of over 22 million, like Iran, is an Islamic state with a lot
of Islamic extremists and fundamentalists. In 1979, the country’s President al-Bakr
stepped down because of his ill-health and died shortly afterwards. He was replaced
by Saddam Hussein who was deposed in April 2003 by US-led coalition forces.

Irag’s main export is crude oil and was regulated by the UN “QOil-for-Food
Program®. Before the first Gulf War of 1990/91, Iraq benefited tremendously from
the 1970’s and 1980’s oil boom and it expanded its infrastructure. During Irag’'s

bitter war with Iran (1980 to 1988), the United States of America offered support to

% Iran and the United States severed diplomatic ties following the 1979 storming of the US

Embassy. Iranian militants held 52 Americans hostage for 444 days. Also, they ousted the US
backed Shah of Iran.
% SeeThe Daily Star, Friday, 21 September 2001, p. 6
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Baghdad (Iraq); but with Irag’s invasion of Kuwait® in 1990, the United States not
only turned its back completely against its former ally in the Middle East, but
spearheaded the aggression against Irag.

Previous US administrations chose containment of Iraq through economic
sanctions, “no-fly zones” and limited air strikes as a means to preserve the status
quo in Irag. Later, the United States government (or the Bush administration Jnr.)
led a “willing rather than international coalition” to disarm Saddam Hussein’s regime
of weapons of mass destruction by force. Before the year 2002 ended, a number of
US conservatives have called for a “determined effort to remove Saddam Hussein of
Irag from power”, even if he could not be linked with the terrorists who struck in New
York (World Trade Center) and Defense Building (Pentagon) in Washington D. C.
killing thousands of Americans and other nationals on September Eleventh 2001.
Indeed, after the September Eleventh (9/11) attack on New York, America invasion
of Iraq had become inevitable. Whether the Iraqis were involved or not, the terrorist
attacks in US provided an excellent opportunity for the United States government to
overthrow Saddam Hussein’s regime.

Indeed, Saddam Hussein’s invasion of Kuwait constituted formal excuse for
the US to exploit the new unipolar post-cold war configuration of power to achieve
certain long-term regional objectives of its own in the Middle East sub-region and
these objectives include the tightening of control over the oil resources, the
preservation of the political and socio-economic status quo in favour of the oil-rich
dynasties, the elimination of potential Arab deterrence of Israel, the establishment of

a threshold of power beyond which no Arab country is permitted to develop and the -

92 After eleven years, Kuwait is still not ready to forgive and forget the 1990 Iragi invasion.
Reconciliation with the ousted regime of President Saddam Hussein is a taboo for any Kuwait's
leaders. For more information, see International Herald Tribune, Wednesday, 1 August 2001, p. 5
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consolidation of US hegemony in the Middle East region®*

Towards the end of October 2006, the United States of America could not
ensure peace, order and security in Iraq where sectarian violence occurred between
Iragi Sunni and Shia (Shite) communities. Both sects killed, wounded and kidnapped
each other. As a result, the former U.S. Secretary of State, Collin Powell regards
conflict in Iraq as a civil war.”*® But is Iraq really in civil war or sectarian violence
involving destruction of lives and properties worth millions of U.S. dollars? Sectarian
killings have dragged both Sunni Arabs and Shiite Muslims into civil war.

In summary, by the time Irag invaded Kuwait in August 1990, the situation
was ripe for the establishment of an exclusive preponderance of United States in the
Middle East. The victory of the coalition forces against Saddam Hussein’s forces
during the 1990/91 Gulf War meant the radical weakening of the Arab countries.
Also the victory of the US-led coalition opened a new phase wherein the United
States exercised absolute monopoly of power on the affairs of the entire Middle East
sub-region because the Soviet Union (now Russia) did not pose any obstacle to the
Gulf War while the European Union supported US strategies in the region. Rather
than producing positive results, the overthrow and execution by hanging of Saddam
Hussein led to chaos in Iraqg.

3.5 REGIONAL INSTITUTIONS

This sub-section deals with regional institutions and they include the PLO,
Arab League, the European Union, the Franco-phone and OAU (now AU). We now
examine their roles in the Arab/Palestinian-Israeli conflict and peace process in the

order stated above.

%, See Walid Khalidi, The Middle East Post-War Environment, Institute for Palestine Studies,

Washington D. C., 1991, p. 10
a) The Researcher watched Collin Powell’s Statement /Speech on CNN News, Wednesday, 29
November 2006 during 5p.m. News at Abuja, Federal Capital Territory, Nigeria.

93(
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THE PALESTINE LIBERATION ORGANISATION (PLO)

It is essential to observe at the onset that (i) the PLO is not a nation-state but
a non-state actor and a prominent player in the Arab/Israeli conflict, (i) most of the
Palestinian people do not live and earn their living in Palestine and they are
languishing in refugee camps scattered all over Jordan, Lebanon, Syria and
elsewhere, (iii) there are many Palestinians who bear a deep hatred for the United
States of America which they identify as a country that has made their lives a misery
for over half a century, (iv) the establishment of a Palestinian state was decided by
the Palestine National Council at its meeting (summit) held in Algiers (Algeria) in
1988, (v) the goal of the fundamentalist and militant movements in the Middle East
sub-region is not religious in the sense of faith, or cultural in the sense of values, but
political: it is to take power (political power) for the purpose of governance from those
who control the Arab states and once they have power, to hold on to it (power theory
becomes relevant here); and (vi) in 1968, Yasser Arafat was named Chairman of the
PLO which is dedicated to the destruction of Israel.

The Palestine Liberation Organisation (PLO) was formed in the mid-1960s
and it includes numerous extremist factions (or groups) which include among others,
the Fatah, the al-Aqsa Martyrs’ Brigades, Hamas and Islamic Jihad. Virtually all the
Palestinian factions are militant groups and they express strong resistance to the
Israeli occupation of Arab/Palestinian land.

The Fatah Movement was formed on 1 January 1965 by Civil Engineer
Yasser Arafat who later became Palestinian leader from 1965-2004. The Fatah
Movement appears to be the largest and the most influential arm (or segment) of the
PLO. Like other factions, the Fatah Movement supported (and still supports) armed
struggle against Israel. At the end of Yasser Arafat's December 16 (2001) speech
requesting the Palestinians to stop suicide attacks on Israel, the Fatah Movement
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played the role of enforcers for the Palestinian Authority’s ceasefire. It made a large
contribution to the Iull in violence at the start of US Middle East Peace Envoy
Anthony Zinni’s visit to the region. The Fatah leaders brokered truces with their rival
secular and Islamic groups. Consequently, operations both inside Israel and in the
occupied territories ceased temporary.

The al-Agsa Martyrs’ Brigades is Fatah’s splinter group which was formed as
the Palestinian uprising erupted in September 2000. It is a leading force in the
intifada. Its militants operated in great secrecy while details on the number of
supporters and the groups funding are not known. What is clear, however, is that
the radical splinter group has dozens of armed militants. The Brigades is active
mostly in the West Bank and it has carried out several operations against civilians in
Israeli soil. The group went along with Yasser Arafat’s ceasefire call of 16 December
2001 but abandoned the truce following the killing of one of its leaders-Read Karmi-
in the West Bank.

The Hamas has close ties with extremely moderate Arab regimes. The
Hamas strongly opposed the land-for-peace principle (or formula) enshrined in the
Interim Peace Agreement signed by Israel and the Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat.
Besides, the Hamas has signaled its opposition to Saudi Peace Initiative which was
adopted at the Arab (Beirut) summit held in March 2002 as Arab Peace Plan. Like
Fatah, the goals of Hamas are (i) the Israeli withdrawal from all occupied territories
especially in the West Bank and Gaza Strip, (ii) the dismantling of all Israeli (or
Jewish) settlements in the occupied territories and (iii) full right of return for the
Palestinian refugees who live in other countries. It should be noted at this juncture
that the Fatah and Hamas are rival groups battling or contending for power and

influence in the volatile Palestinian territories.
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All Palestinians know that their principal constituency is the Arab world and
that their struggle for self-determination and independence exist in an
overwhelmingly Arab and Islamic environment. More importantly, US-Palestinian
relations, like some radical Arab States, have been exceptionally complicated and
unsatisfactory. Regarded as a terrorist organization, the PLO members (or officials)
were barred from entering United States of America during the Reagan era (1981 —
1988). Indeed, there was no official contact between the representatives of the US
and PLO until late 1988.

The PLO came to prominence in the aftermath of the Arab failure during 1967
war, but its failure to improve the Palestinian’s condition (or welfare) and the invasion
of Lebanon in June 1982 led to popular uprising (intifada) against the Israeli
occupation in December 1987. The uprising ended with the beginning of the peace
process at the 1991 Madrid Conference. Also the failure of the peace process to
deliver liberty (freedom) and dignity drove the Palestinians into the second uprising
(intifada 1), which began on 28 September 2000 and lasted for over eighteen
months.

Besides, the PLO has a Parliament known as the Palestine National Council.
The organization’s Charter was adopted in Jerusalem in 1964 at the time the PLO
was created. The Charter reflects Nasserist thinking about Arab nationalism, the
primacy of the Arab States and the confrontation with Israel as a central task. The
Charter also sees Zionism as a manifestation of Western colonialism aimed at
displacing the Palestinians. Besides, it affirms that the Palestinian people have a
right of self-defense as guaranteed under international law.

In summary, Yasser Arafat and his PLO fighters returned from Tunis in 1994
and established their headquarters in Ramallah. More importantly, the Palestinians
want Agreements that would lead to the end of Israeli military occupation and the
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creation of Palestinian state. An overwhelming majority of the Palestinians
supported the declaration of an independent Palestinian state in September 2002,
which was the deadline for a peace treaty with Israel.

The Arab League

The Arabs are one nation because of historical, territorial and linguistic
factors. Regrettably, they are not united against their common enemy. There are
radical and extremist Arab states (e.g. Iraq and Libya), conservative and moderate
Arab states (e.g. Egypt, Jordan and Saudi Arabia). The United States of America
strengthens its co-operation with the conservative and moderate Arab states ruled
mostly by Arab monarchs. In recent times, Arab frustration grew because of lack of
balance in the US approach to Palestinian-Israeli peace process. Since the Arab
states have limited influence and have shown themselves to be weak militarily, the
US government prefers to push the Middle East peace process unilaterally rather
than multilaterally.

Militarily, the Arab states are weak and so they depend on West European
nations especially the United States of America for weapons in order to survive.
More importantly, the Arab world has one of the highest per capita military
expenditure rates in the world, but some of the worst equipped and poorest-trained
armies. Also, no Arab country is in a position to defend itself against regional
competitors, let alone wage war on Israel. It is essential to note, however, that most
of the ruling Arab regimes came to power in a series of military coups that cited the
debacles in the 1948 and 1967 Arab-Israeli wars with Israel as a justification for their
actions. They have thus naturally given the highest priority to upgrading their
countries’ defense capabilities and very low priority to economic development,

welfare programs and human rights. The citizens were urged to endure deprivation
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to allow the ruling elite to engage in the “holy war” with the “Zionist enemy”®*. The
Arab public is today openly asking: why are the Arab regimes so impotent and
incompetent?

The Arab League which comprises 22 member-states was launched in 1954.
Its principal objectives are to: (i) obtain the liberation of the Arab world from foreign
domination and colonialism, (i) protect and safeguard the integrity and
independence of the liberated Arab States, (iii) ensure broad co-operation in
economic, social, cultural and political affairs among the Arab world, (vi) assist the
Palestinian people to recover their legitimate rights including the right to set up an
independent Palestinian State with East Jerusalem as its capital; and (v) assist the
Syrian and Lebanese people to recover their occupied territories especially the
Shebaa Farms area in south Lebanon and the Syrian Golan Heights.

For a just, permanent and comprehensive peace to be achieved, the Arab
leaders want Israel to comply with the UN Resolutions beginning with complete and
unconditional withdrawal from all occupied Arab territories. In the early Eighties, the
Middle East witnessed the creation of three sub-Arab League Councils and these
are: (i) the Gulf Co-operation Council (GCC) created in 1981, (ii) the Arab Maghreb
Union comprising Morocco, Libya, Tunisia, Algeria and Mauritania was created (18
February 1989) and (iii) the Arab Co-operation Council (ACC) grouping Iraq, Egypt,
Jordan and Yemen together (created on 16 February 1989).

The Arab world is today divided by two contradictory political movements: the
first is represented by Egypt, Saudi Arabia and Jordan which call for political realism
while the second is directed by Iran, Irag and the militant/fundamentalist movements
such as the Lebanese Hizbullah, Hamas, Islamic Jihad, the Fatah and the Muslim

Brothers or Brotherhoods in Jordan. The militant groups urge Arab regimes to take

% See International Herald Tribune, Thursday, 28 February 2002, p.4
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action against the Zionist State even to the extent of declaring war on Israel. At the
head of political realism is President Hosni Mubarak of Egypt. He took office in 1981
after the assassination of President Anwar Sadat. At the domestic level, Mubarak
took courageous initiatives, reconciled himself with the Egyptian politicians and
authorized a multi-party system of government in Egypt. At the external level, he
reconciled with other Arab States and brought back the headquarters of the Arab
League to his country. President Mubarak also contributed to the expulsion of Iraqi
forces from Kuwait in 1990/91 Gulf War and took an active part in the Madrid
Conference as well as approving the 1993 Oslo Accord as the first step on the road
to peace in the Middle East®.

Abundant data, proposals and resolutions of previous Arab summits exist. In
this respect, the first Arab summit took place in May 1948 at Inshass where it was
decided that Palestine is an Arab land; and that it was imperative to put an end to
Jewish immigration to the territory. The second Arab summit was held in Beirut
(Lebanon) in November 1956 following the tripartite aggression during the Suez
Canal crisis. At that summit, late President Gamile Chamoun of Lebanon urged that
the consequences of the attack be studied and that a work plan be adopted to press
the United Nations to apply its own Resolutions. In the event that Britain, France
and Israel did not withdraw from their positions, the Arabs were invited to implement
the common defense agreement. That very day, US President Eisenhower
compelled Israel to evacuate the Sinai Peninsula. At this juncture, it will be recalled
that the Beirut Summit held in 1956 led to the Israeli withdrawal from Sinai
Peninsula, but the Beirut Summit of 27 —28 March 2002 did not force Israeli Prime
Minister Ariel Sharon to pull out of the West Bank and Gaza Strip and lift the

blockade against Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat who was restricted for several

% See Monday Morning (The Weekly Magazine published in Beirut, Lebanon), 15 August 2001, p. 4.
209



months to the town of Ramallah (West Bank) because of his failure to deal with
Palestinian terrorists. The Third Arab Summit was the Rabat (Morocco) Summit of
1974. It was followed by the Fez Summit of 1982 when King Fahd bin Abdelaziz of
Saudi Arabia proposed the exchange of “land for peace” option. The fifth was the
Beirut Summit of 27 — 28 March 2002 when the Arab States unanimously adopted
the Saudi Peace Initiative as the Arab Peace Plan. The deadlock in the Palestinian-
Israeli peace process and the siege imposed on Yasser Arafat were instrumental in
pushing Saudi Arabia to announce ideas for a regional peace settlement in mid-
February 2002.

The Beirut Summit of March 2002, did not inspire confidence in the Arab
world because some Arab leaders like Hosni Mubarak of Egypt, King Abdullah Il of
Jordan and Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat stayed away. Nonetheless, the 22
member states of the Arab League unanimously offered Israel, for the first time, the
prospect of diplomatic recognition and security guarantees. The offer, however,
contains terms (or conditions), which Israel finds hard to accept including full
withdrawal from the territories occupied after the 1967 Arab-Israeli war and some
provision for return of Palestinian refugees®. Regrettably, the Palestinian suicide
bombing attacks in the heartland of Israel on Wednesday, 27 March 2002 derailed
the Middle East peace process. Although the Arab States have shown themselves
to be too weak military, the Arab League summit has brought international attention
to the real situation in the Middle East region. Also Arab States especially Syria and
Lebanon always lay emphasis on reactivating the Middle East peace on the basis of
UN Security Council Resolutions 242 and 338 and the exchange of land for peace

formula.

% See International Herald Tribune, Saturday-Sunday, 30 — 31 March 2002, p. 6
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In summary, some members of the League of Arab States (that is, non — Arab
African States) such as Djibouti, Somalia and ethno culturally mixed Mauritania and
Sudan belong to Africa and they are also members of the OAU (now AU). Majority of
the Arab States depend on US military and economic aid. Arab predicaments are
essentially political and economic in nature. Their political problem focuses on the
Arab/Palestinian-Israeli conflict while economic decline in the region is a big concern
to Arab leaders and governments. Although they have a common language, a
shared history and culture and despite their region’s impressive oil wealth, economic
performance in many Arab countries is poor. In this respect, economic growth has
lagged behind other regions of the world. The Arab countries’ combined GDP rose
from $440 billion in 1980 to around $730 billion in 2001, that is, to an average annual
rate of around 2 percent. Moreover, the doubling of the region’s population from 140
million in 1980 to 285 million in 2001 has led to a marked decline in per capita
income. For instance, per capita income in Saudi Arabia has fallen from $25,000 in
1998 to $8,500 in 2001°%". Besides, Arab countries’ efforts at regional co-operation
have so far failed to produce tangible results, although talks of a common market
started in the 1950s. Trade protectionism and Western manipulations remain part of
the problem. Tariffs, on average, remain high compared to Europe and the
Americas. More importantly, the Arab League has failed completely to liberate
Palestine from Zionist colonialism in the West Bank and Gaza Strip. Indeed, no
practicable method has yet been agreed upon by all the Arab States for the
elimination of Zionist colonialism in the Arab world.

The European Union
The European Union, which comprises 15 or 27-member nations, is the

greatest financier of the Palestinian Authority’s projects in the West Bank and Gaza

%" | See The Daily Star, Tuesday, 26 March 2002, p. 10
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Strip. It is also willing to pay the “bill for re-construction” if peace is reached in the
Middle East. The EU is weak diplomatically to play a positive role in the Palestinian
— Israeli conflict and peacemaking. It merely plays the role of a second fiddle to the
United States in the Middle East peacemaking and diplomacy largely because Israel
sees it as pro-Palestinian. The US is the leader of the Western alliance (or NATO).
No member of Western Alliance would be ready to undermine US authority and
influence in the region and elsewhere. Besides, former US Secretary of State Henry
A. Kissinger once said:
“European nations should not be allowed too large a role in the
Middle East affairs because its involvement would raise Arab
expectations too high®.
Kissinger's assertion further explains why the EU plays the role of a second fiddle to
the United States in the Middle East region.

In June 2001, EU policy Chief (Javier Solana) and Swedish Prime-Minister
(Goran Person) with a four-member team of EU representatives mediated between
the Israelis and the Palestinians for more than eight days without positive results.
Also, at a meeting held in Brussels (Belgium) from 18 — 20 July 2001, EU Foreign
Ministers urged Israel to accept Third Party monitors to help restore peace in the
Middle East. Israel has so far opposed the deployment of outside monitors fearing
they would be biased against its own forces®. In addition, Israel looks at the policies
of other states in the Middle East sub-region solely in terms of the Arab-Israeli
conflict.

The European Union is Israel’s biggest trading partner. In this respect Israel
sends 27 percent of its exports (trade worth $7.64 million in 2001) to EU countries,
and more than 43 percent of its imports come from the EU bloc. Israel’s economic

relationship with the EU dates back to the signing of a commercial agreement in

% See Syria Times Thursday, 12 July 2001, p. 3
% See, Monday Morning, 23 July 2001, p. 1
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1964. The Agreement between the EU and Israel was, however, punctuated by the
Israeli invasion of Lebanon in 1982 and by the Palestinian uprising (violence or
intifada) from 1987 — 1991. As a result of the second Palestinian uprising (intifada II)
which broke out on 28 September 2000 and Israel’s deadly military offensive in the
Palestinian West Bank cities, towns, villages and refugee camps, the EU
contemplated imposing economic sanctions on the Jewish state, and a call for
sanction or suspension of trade with Israel was made by the European Parliament.
The sanction would have affected a six-year-old Association Treaty under which
Israel enjoys preferential trade terms with the 15-member nation bloc.

Among the toughest critics of Israel in the EU are France (a traditional friend
of the Arab world), Sweden, Belgium (which has openly suggested the suspension of
EU Pact with Israel), Spain and to some extent Finland. Israel’s strongest European
defenders are Germany (partly out of a sense of historic responsibility for the
holocaust), Britain, The Netherlands and Denmark. All the European defenders are
the most pro-American member states. Consequently, division within the EU makes
trade sanctions against Israel extremely difficult and impossible'®. On Monday, 4
February 2002, the EU threatened to seek reparations worth $14 million relating to
funded projects destroyed by Israeli forces in the West Bank and Gaza Strip during
more than 18-months of violence and fighting between the Israelis and Palestinians.
In response, Israel’'s Foreign Ministry’s Legal Adviser- Mr. Alan Baker said:

Israel reserves the right to target Palestinian installations

when they are used to plan and carry out attacks against

Israel. Within the context of a war, these things happen

and that is it*°L.

Dissatisfied with Baker’s assertion, Mr. Jean Breteche who is the Head of the

European Commission Technical Assistance Bureau in Jerusalem and whose office

100 See The Daily Star, 13 April 2002, p. 5
10 " Ibid., Tueday, 5 February 2002, p. 1
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runs as well as monitors development projects in the West Bank and Gaza Strip,
accused lIsrael of willful destruction. According to Breteche, the EU projects are
infrastructure mostly schools, laboratories (labs.), tarmac, water supply, etc., which
could not justify demolition for security reasons'®?. He concluded by saying “it's a
form of vandalism”.

Rather than playing active and positive role, the EU can criticize the United
States for the latter's policy of unilateralism in the Middle East peace process or
peacemaking. Besides, the EU Foreign Ministers diverged from US views on Middle
East peacemaking at its summit held on 9 February 2002 when they said that there
should be “less stress on security and more on political aspects of the Palestinian-
Israeli conflict”. In this respect, Spanish Foreign Minister Josep Pique who was the
EU President in 2000/2001 said:

It is very important that we go back to putting politics in
the centre of our discussions on the Middle East'®.

The EU Foreign Ministers, however, differed from those of Israel and the US which
have urged a halt to clashes in the region before negotiations could resume. As a
matter of fact, Mr. Pique’s assertion implied that it was not realistic to demand a
complete halt to violence and for Yasser Arafat to make hundred percent effort
aimed at stopping violence between the Israelis and Palestinians.

In foreign policy (or relations), the members of the EU do not often speak with
one voice concerning Arab/Palestinian-Israeli conflict and peacemaking. For
instance, at EU Foreign Ministers’ summit held in Madrid (Spain) in early February

2002, some EU delegates welcomed Washington’s rejection of Israeli Prime Minister

192 '|srael demolished hundreds of Palestinian homes and uprooted thousands of hectares of farm
crops between September 2000 and February 2002. The Researcher watched the destruction of
Arab/Palestinian crops on CNN (7pm. Beirut Time) on Tuesday, 4 February 2002.

% See Syria Times, Sunday, 10 February 2002, p. 1
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Ariel Sharon’s appeal to cut ties with Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat. But they
could not agree among themselves (or with the United States) on what to do next on
the Middle East crisis as a whole. Also they differed on whether Washington should
extend its war on terror (or terrorism) beyond the border of Afghanistan'®. Despite
their different views and approaches, EU officials have expressed deep concern and
indignation over Washington’s unflishing support for Israel in its efforts to crush the
more than 18 months-old Palestinian uprising against the Israelis.

In summary, the EU has never played an active role in the Middle East
peacemaking. Rather it is satisfied with using diplomacy as a way to undermine US-
brokered peace deals and giving hefty (or huge) financial aid to support the
Palestinian Authority and the Palestinians. Neither the US nor Israel is comfortable
with a greater European role and neither was pleased when, in 1979, Egypt tried to
bring the UN to the negotiations between Egypt and Israel. Lastly, the EU believes
that the implementation of the Mitchell Report and Tenet Plan is the only way to stop
the escalation of violence between Israel and the Palestinians as well as resume
negotiations. It is essential to note that EU Foreign Policy Chief Javier Solana was a
member of the Mitchell Commission whose Report calls for a cease-fire, a lengthy
cooling-off period and confidence building measures between Israel and the
Palestinian Authority led by Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat. The failure of EU
members to reach consensus and speak with one voice show how divided the
Organization is over the Middle East peace process.

The Franco-phone Organization

The Franco-phone organization plays invisible role in the Middle East

104.

See The Daily Star, Tuesday, 12 February 2002, p. 1.
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peacemaking. Despite this, the Franco-phone organization has always supported
the withdrawal of Israeli forces from Arab occupied territories in compliance with UN
Security Council Resolutions 237, 242, 338, 425, 1397 and the exchange of “land for
peace formula”. The Franco-phone organization is led by France which failed to play
mediatory role assumed by Norway during the 1993 Oslo Summit. Paris inability to
play any role occurred under the Gaullist government of Edourard Balladur.
Nonetheless, Mitterand’s stance and active diplomacy in response to lIsrael’s
invasion of Lebanon and its siege of Beirut in the summer of 1982 brought him
Palestinian, Lebanese and Arab gratitude for his criticism of the Israeli attacks,
invasion and his instrumental role in mediating the PLO’s departure from Beirut
(Lebanon) in 1982.
The Organization of African Unity (OAU) now African Union (AU)

Our discussion on the role of regional institutions now concludes with the
OAU (now AU). Black African states including Nigeria did not involve themselves in
the early stages of the Middle East crisis which dates back to the termination of the
British mandate over Palestine in 1947. Even in the early years following their
independence, African states attempted to keep the Arab-Israeli conflict out of
African politics. Also in the early years following the formation of the OAU in May
1963, the continental organization did not get itself involved in the Middle East crisis
until the outbreak of the Arab-Israeli War of June 1967 because of the Israeli
occupation of Egyptian territory, that is, the Sinai Peninsula, captured by Israeli
forces during the war. Geographically, Egypt is part of African continent.

At the 4™ Annual Summit of the OAU in Kinshasa in September 1967, African

Heads of State and Government including Nigeria decided to work within the UN in
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order to secure the evacuation of occupied Egyptian territory by Israeli forces.*®
However, during the Emergency session of the UN General Assembly on Arab-
Israeli conflict in 1967, only 14 of the 32 independent African states voted with Egypt
on the Resolution calling for immediate withdrawal of Israeli forces from Egyptian
territory. In this respect, 8 African States voted against the UN Resolution, while 10
African states abstained presumably to avoid any entanglement in the Arab-Israel
conflict. Since 1967, however, the conduct of African diplomacy in the Middle East
crisis has been guided by the withdrawal of Israel from illegally occupied Arab-
territories as provided for in the UN Security Council Resolution 242 of 22 November
1967 and Resolution 338 of October 1973 as well as the principle of “land for peace”

The failure of the Jarring Mission in February 1971 to brake the Middle East
dead-lock prompted the OAU to engage in an African mediation effort. Accordingly,
an OAU Committee of Ten consisting of the Heads of State and Government of
Cameroun, Ethiopia, Ivory Coast (now Cote d’lvoire), Kenya, Liberia, Mauritania,
Nigeria, Senegal, Tanzania and Zaire was formed. Regrettably, the OAU mediation
effort did not succeed.

The failure of the OAU mediation effort and the obduracy of Israel to withdraw
from occupied Arab / Egyptian territories strengthened Afro — Arab relations or unity.
It also led to closer collaboration between the OAU and the Arab league. Following
the outbrake of the October 1973 Arab-Israeli War, 21 African states including
Nigeria severed diplomatic relations with Tel-Aviv (Israel), thus bringing to 29 the
total number of African states which broke diplomatic ties with the Jewish State in

1973 (see Table 5.5, p. 333).

105. See OAU Document AHG 1% . 2 (iv) of September 1967 .
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3.6 THE ROLE OF FOREIGN POWERS

In this sub-section, our focus is on the role of the foreign powers particularly
the United States of America and the defunct Soviet Union (now Russia) in the
Arab/Palestinian — Israeli conflict and peacemaking. We begin first with the United
States.

The United States and its Involvement

The US appears to be the only superpower that has the economic and military
capability, resources and diplomatic clout to push the Middle East peace process to
a logical conclusion. In other words, Washington, heavily influenced by the Jewish
lobby in the USA, has the human, military, financial resources plus the diplomatic
clout to make a peace deal stick in the Middle East sub-region.

During the cold war era, the objectives of the US in the Middle East were: (i)
containment of the expansion of Soviet communism and influence, (ii) protection of
the state of Israel from Arab destruction, (iii) promotion of US and Western interests
in the Middle East and (iv) defense of its own clients especially Israel and (v)
weaning those of the Soviet Union. The US achieved the above stated objectives by
shielding Israel from Soviet pressure, giving her the means to outmatch the Soviet's
Arab clients, avoiding the demand for concessions which Israel could not freely be

1% in the

persuaded to make and offering no aid (or comfort) to any Soviet Client.
Middle East. During the Palestinian-Israeli violence (September 2000-2002), the US
had two principal objectives in the region. One was to end the Palestinian uprising
(intifada) against Israeli occupation of Arab/Palestinian territories while the second

was to reduce tension in the Middle East sub-region. The ceasefire worked out by

CIA Director George Tenet and the attempt by US Secretary of State Colin Powell to

1% see Malcolm H. Kerr, America’s Middle East Policy: Kissinger, Carter and The Future, Institute for

Palestine Studies, 1980, p. 10.
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promote the Mitchell Report are in line with both objectives stated above. In
addition, American policy during the Palestinian-Israeli deadly violence seemed to be
by exhaustion. The US government led by George Bush (Jnr.) allowed the two sides
to fight it out until they ran out of energy and anger. Regrettably, American strategy
did not work. Rather than exhaustion, the Middle East region withnessed escalation

of violence. The Bush administration’s decision to distance itself from Middle East
affairs (peacemaking) or Bush’s initial hands-off approach leaves a large question
mark over the future role of the United States in the search for a solution to the

Arab/Palestinian-Israeli conflict.’®

By distancing itself from the problem of the
region, the Bush administration (Jnr.) attempted to remove the US from the position
of the main co-sponsor of the Middle East peace process. Russia is another main
CO-Sponsor.

It is essential to note that the US is the only country that has tremendous
power and influence on both Israelis and Arabs including the Palestinians. Stated
simply, the United States is the only country which both the Arabs and Israelis
respect in the region. Inspite of its power and diplomatic clout, the United States is
constrained by the strength of the Jewish lobby in America where there are up to six
million Jews residing and many of them control the media, high finance and are
prominent on the intellectual community.’® Besides, the United States government
has, for a long time, been the sole sponsor of the Middle East peace process. In this
respect, the US sponsored the 1978 Camp David | Summit and witnessed the

signing of the 1979 Israeli-Egyptian Peace Treaty as well as the Israeli-Jordanian

Peace Treaty of 1994 Also the US-led coalition forces against Iraq’s invasion and

107(e) See The Daily Star, Wednesday, 27 June 2001, p.1.

1070 See The Nation, Sunday, August 17, 2008, p. 54.
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illegal annexation of Kuwait remains relevant (or crucial) to US role in the Middle
East peacemaking. In other words, former US President George Bush (Snr.) will be
remembered for forging a decisive coalition to liberate Kuwait from Iragi occupation
and for using his prestige to convene the 1991 Madrid Conference held in Madrid
(Spain). Rather than Europe and Russia, the US is the only outside force willing to
play a direct role in the Middle East conflict and peacemaking. Former US Secretary
of State Henry A. Kissinger conducted shuttle diplomacy and statesmanship in the
region. He did help to negotiate the end of the 1973 October War. In addition, the
Clinton administration sponsored the unsuccessful 1993 Oslo Peace Accords
between the PA and Israel as well as the Camp David Il Summit held in July 2000.
The United States is a strategic ally of Israel and a major actor in the Middle
East peace process. The US believed that it has already provided the tools for
easing the Middle East conflict in the Mitchell Report and a ceasefire brokered by
CIA Director George Tenet in June 2001. US General Anthony Zinni worked closely
with Israelis and Palestinian leaders on a ceasefire proposal grafted by CIA Director
George Tenet. However, the Palestinians believe that the ceasefire will serve only
Israeli interests. Even US citizens in a public opinion poll conducted by Zogby
International of New York from December 18 to 21, (2000), faulted the US approach
to the Palestinian-Israeli peace process. The following outcome emerged from
Clinton’s approach to pursuing Middle East peace: 29.5 percent of 1012 randomly
selected American voters said that Clinton leaned toward favoring Israel; while 5
percent said that Clinton leaned toward the Palestinians. Despite this, 50.5 percent
of all those polled described Clinton’s policy as “steering a middle course”. But when
the same selected American voters were asked how George W. Bush (Jnr.) should
pursue Middle East peace, only 15.5 percent said he should lean toward Israel; while
1.5 percent said that the newly elected (forget whether or not the election was free
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and fair) American President should pursue a policy that favors neither side (see
Table 3.5).

TABLE 3.5: Clinton’s and Bush’s Approach to the Middle East Peace

Year Lean Toward: Steer a Middle Course
Israel Palestinian %

1997 15 3 56

1998 15 2 61

1999 12 2 63.5

2000 15.5 1.5 71.5

Source: Abu Dhabi Television and Washington-based American Institute and
conducted by Zogby International of New York (Syria Times, No 5321,
Monday 15 January 2001, p. 3.

As a result of the inability of the Soviet Union to play any major role in the
Middle East and its collapse in 1990/91 as well as the end of the Cold War, the
United States of America began to play an exclusive role in the handling of Middle
East crises and in the search for peace in the region. More importantly, America
has, for long, allied with corrupt and authoritarian regimes in the Middle East in an
attempt to protect the West's oil supplies. The US does not even bother about
violation of human rights in the region because the US fears to offend, for example,
the royal families in Saudi Arabia and Jordan just to mention a few of the monarchies
in the Middle East region. The US emphasis on process over substance made the
Arab publics suspicious of American mediatory efforts and led them to believe that
the peace process was only a mirage designed to trick their governments and
leaders into prematurely establishing economic ties that would help Israel break out
of its regional isolation. Consequently, anti-Israeli sentiment went hand-in-hand with
anti-Americanism. From here, our focus is on the US involvement in the Palestinian-
Israeli entanglement since January 2001.

Initially, the Bush administration (Jnr.) was reluctant in the first year in office
(January 2001 - January 2002) to get fully involved or engaged in the

Arab/Palestinian — Israeli conflict and pursued a hands-off approach in the Middle
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East sub-region. Indeed, the US administration maintained a reasonable distance
from affairs of the region for a couple of months. The US, therefore, decided to
move slowly and cautiously into the Middle East crisis, first to end the Palestinian
intifada or violence and second to reduce tension in the region. This led to US
support for a ceasefire hammered out by CIA Director, (George Tenet) and the
attempt by US Secretary of State Colin Powell to promote the Mitchell Peace Plan.
Both efforts focused on security issues at the expense of political measures*®.

But what really explained George Bush’s initial hands-off approach toward the
Israeli-Palestinian struggle and his lack of interest? Several reasons could be
presented. Firstly, the Clinton administration’s experience (January 1993- January
2001) greatly influenced George W. Bush’s thinking and conduct. The failure of the
Clinton administration to achieve a breakthrough in Palestinian-Israeli peace talks,
despite its high political investment, appeared to have convinced the Bush /
Republican administration of the futility of closely and deeply involving the US
government in the Middle East diplomacy. Secondly, Clinton’s active involvement in
Arab/Palestinian-Israeli peace-making stemmed from his close connections with the
Jewish State’s friends and allies in the United States. He was confident and assured
of their support for his peace initiatives, and the Zionist lobby sanctioned his hands-
on approach. With Clinton in the White House, the Arab-Israeli peace process
became one of America’s strategic interests. Also Clinton took pride in the fact that
he was one of the most pro-Israeli Presidents in US history. The Jewish community
Overwhelmingly voted for him in the two presidential elections that brought Bill

Clinton to power (1993 — 2001). He reciprocated by basically packaging Israel’s —

108

. See The Daily Star, Thursday, 5 July 2001, p. 3
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negotiating proposals as his own and aggressively pressured the Palestinian
authorities especially Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat to accept Israeli peace terms.
Bush Jnr. might have calculated that he was too weak domestically to upset the
prolsraeli Congress. By keeping his distance, President Bush (Jnr.) tried to avoid

entanglement in the Arab-Israeli quagmire.*®®

His hands-off approach would be
politically cost-effective to an inexperienced US President in international relations.
Under the Bush administration, Washington’s emphasis shifted from peace-making
to regional stability and security. Thirdly and more importantly, the Bush
administration appeared to be unwilling to honor the peace process which its
immediate predecessor (the Clinton administration) had started. To Clinton’s
successor and his team especially US Secretary of State Colin Powell, the peace
process is dead and is not worth reviving. The Bush administration like its
predecessors reiterated Washington’s full commitment to Israel's security and
ignored the sufferings as well as the aspirations of the Palestinian people.

As a result of persistence of Palestinian-Israeli violence in the Gaza Strip and
West Bank, the Bush administration (Jnr.) which previously was not ready to play
any role made a U-turn and began to play an active role in the Arab/Palestinian-
Israeli peace process because the violence between the two sides threatened to
undermine US vital interests in the Middle East. Consequently, Washington realized
it could no longer distance itself from the region’s problems. The US, therefore,
concentrated on how to protect American interests, credibility and influence in an
area that stores underneath its soil 70 percent of the world’s crude oil.**® But had

the Israeli military attacks and excessive use of force succeeded in ending the

Palestinian intifada, the Bush administration (Jnr.) would not have intervened in the

199 1pid., Thursday, 16 August 2001, p. 6
110 See Syria Times, Sunday, 27 May 2001 p.3.
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Israeli-Palestinian violence. But when it found that it could not bring the Palestinian
uprising to a halt, it resorted to political and diplomatic means.

Between March and June 2001, the Bush administration (Jnr.) began to
intensify its efforts through the George Mitchell's Report, CIA Director George
Tenet’s plan and Anthony Zinni’'s Middle East Mission. The Mitchell Report calls for
a ceasefire followed by a cooling-off period and confidence building measures such
as total construction freeze on Jewish settlements in the West Bank and Gaza Strip.
George Tenet tried to secure a ceasefire with the Israeli and Palestinian leaders.
Israel insisted that the Palestinian leaders should arrest all Palestinian militants that
fled or were freed from Palestinian jails during the Palestinian-Israeli violence. The
list of terror suspects was given to George Tenet who later met and discussed with
Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat and his security chiefs in Ramallah (West Bank).
The Palestinians balked and their officials asserted that Arafat has already made
tremendous effort to enforce the cease-fire including holding meetings with leaders
of Hamas and Islamic Jihad and so Arafat could not be expected to order mass

arrests!!

as demanded by Israeli authorities. Besides, they took to the streets of
Gaza Strip and West Bank in large demonstration to protest Tenet's pro-Israeli
proposals. Consequently, American CIA Director George Tenet left the Middle East
on Tuesday, 12 June 2001 without achieving a ceasefire between the Palestinians
and Israelis.

As the Palestinian —Israeli violence reached an unprecedented level in early

March 2001, the American President took the decision to send General Anthony

Zinni to the Middle East and see if he could achieve ceasefire between both sides.

1 See The Daily Star, Friday, 8 June 2001, p.1.
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Zinni’s power and authority, however, did not extend beyond negotiating ways to end
violence between the Palestinian and Israeli forces. Zinni's quest for a ceasefire was
unsuccessful. Although there was a relative calm during his visit to the Middle East,
Zinni was not able to persuade both sides to begin implementation o fa ceasefire
plan drafted by George Tenet and his team in June 2001. The relative calm in the
Middle East was due to Yasser Arafat’s call for a halt to all attacks against Israel.
Indeed, Arafat’s call for a halt produced limited and brief effects. Firstly, violence fell
sharply in the occupied Palestinian territories. Secondly, the US government was
encouraged to re-engage General Anthony Zinni in the M. E. peace process since
Israel could not quell the Palestinian intifada (or uprising) with force. Thirdly, it led to
the re-emergence of “peace camps” as shown by the peace rally in Jerusalem
(Israel) on 28 December 2001. The peace rally called for immediate negotiations
between both parties with the aim of achieving a peace deal.

However, on Tuesday, 2 October 2001, the Bush administration (Jnr.) threw
its support (or weight) behind the UN Security Council Resolutions 242 of 1967 and
338 of 1973 which established the principle of “land for peace”. Most Arabs were
delighted because they regarded (and still regard) the two Resolutions as twin
cornerstones of their struggle (or efforts) to recover their occupied land and restore
Palestinian rights via diplomatic rather than military means. Also US President
George W. Bush (Jnr.) spoke about efforts to revive the Middle East peace-
making.**>  Among the proposals of the Bush administration to revive the Middle
East peace process include the establishment (or creation) of a Palestinian State
and Jerusalem as the capital of both the Palestinian State, (when created) and

Israel, the implementation of the Mitchell Report and the Tenet Plan.

112 Ibid., Wednesday, 3 October 2001.
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Lastly, on Monday, 19 November 2001, US Secretary of State Colin Powell
set out US Middle East Policy'™ in a speech which he delivered at the University of
Louisville (Kentucky State, USA). His speech was received with hope and
satisfaction in Arab /Palestinian circles. Powell’s speech is significant because it
heralds an end to the Bush administration’s hands-off policy (or approach) to the
Arab-Israeli conflict in general and the Palestinian-Israeli dispute in particular.
Secondly, Powell’s speech reaffirmed US President George W. Bush'’s support for
the establishment of a separate Palestinian State. Thirdly, Colin Powell expressed
continued US commitment “to contribute actively to a third-party monitoring and
verification mechanism acceptable to both parties”. He also acknowledged a role for
other relevant parties (or actors) in the Middle East peace process. In this respect,
he declared:

We look forward to continuing to work closely with Egypt and
Jordan, with the European Union, the United Nations Secretary-

General, with Russia and many other parties in this effort***.

In spite of the significance of his speech, the shortcomings in Colin Powell’s speech

13 us foreign policy goals towards the Middle East during the Bush administration (Jnr.) are:

0] to restore calm after several months of deadly violence and blood letting between the
Palestinians and Israelis,

(ii) to achieve a ceasefire between both the Palestinian and Israeli forces and thereafter to
move both sides towards negotiation.

(i) to end Palestinian uprising against Israel,

(iv) to seek Arab/Muslim support for US interests in the Middle East. US interests include among
other things, economic, political and socio-cultural. Economically, the Middle East oil is very
important to the economy of Western Europe including the United States itself. Indeed, the
importance of oil supplies and the routes especially the waterways through which they are
shipped have been too critical and strategic to the US and its Western allies. As the leader of the
Western (or NATO) alliance, the US has accepted the responsibility to protect access to oil
supplies from the region. Politically, American interest has been increased because of the
creation of the State of Israel. The US is committed to the protection and survival of Israel.
Besides, the Middle East is strategically important to the US because of the Suez Canal and the
Mediterranean Sea. More importantly, the US has socio-cultural interest in protecting and
promoting American values and ways of life in the Middle East. In pursuit of this, the US
government has built internationally accepted American University and Hospital in Beirut
(Lebanon) which have trained and educated several Middle East citizens and leaders.
14 See The Daily Star, Wednesday, 21 November 2001, p. 6.
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should not be taken lightly. Foremost is the lack of a time-table to achieve the
“‘American Vision”. The absence of a time-frame for reviving the Middle East peace
process in general and the stalled Palestinian-Israeli peace process in particular as
well as reaching a peaceful settlement should be a source of concern to all peace
loving individuals and nation-states.

While his speech recognized the right of both parties to live in their own
separate states within secured borders, Powell’s reference to Israel as “a Jewish
State” implies that Washington will not support Palestinian demand that Israel should
recognize the refugees’ right to return. This is no small matter to the Palestinians
and Arab countries such as Lebanon which accommodates several Palestinian
refugees. Finally, Powell’s speech did not contain a precise peace plan or the
anticipated final agreement. Hence his “American vision” lacked a territorial blueprint
or any fixed borders.

Closely allied to his speech was Colin Powell’s Middle East tour. In April
2002, Powell embarked on Middle East tour and left the region on Wednesday, 18
April 2002 without achieving a ceasefire agreement between the Palestinians and
Israeli forces. As a matter of fact, he failed to convince Israel to end its occupation of
Palestinian territory in the West Bank and Gaza Strip. Most Arab leaders judged US
Secretary of State Colin Powell’s troubleshooting mission to the Middle East region
to be a resounding failure and catastrophic for the Palestinians, alarming for the Arab
governments, damaging to the Bush administration’s credibility, but a triumph for
Israel and its supporters in both Israel and United States of America. Others
concurred that it was a failure resulting from US President George W. Bush'’s U-turn
from his earlier position demanding an “immediate” end to Ariel Sharon’s military
offensive in the West Bank and the withdrawal of Israeli forces from the Palestinian
areas they had occupied. The global sole superpower failed to muster sufficient
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pressure on Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon to heed the US President’s own call
for an immediate withdrawal of Israeli forces.**
Besides, US Secretary of State Colin Powell had not even left for Washington D. C.
before his Middle East peace mission was labeled a failure. The verdict was harsh
and unexpected. It is true that none of President George Bush’s demands was met
and that Yasser Arafat did not move decisively to renounce violence. Israel also
failed to end its military occupation and incursions into West Bank towns. In
addition, Palestinian civilians continued to die as a result of Israel’s military offensive;
while Israeli civilians certainly did not feel safer. But there are a few other factors to
keep (or bear) in mind in assessing Colin Powell’s shuttle diplomacy to the Middle
East. One is that Powell tried to pacify two recalcitrant parties in a dispute which has
lasted for several decades. Secondly, President Bush (Jnr.) failed to employ
necessary strategy to achieve the ultimatums issued by him. The Bush
administration (Jnr.) which came to power in the midst of Palestinian uprising against
Israeli occupation of Arab/Palestinian territories, adopted a policy of distancing itself
from the Palestinian-Israeli conflict and peace process. Later, the US government
led by President Bush (Jnr.) made a U-turn and began to meet leaders from the
Middle East through Messrs George Mitchell, George Tenet, Anthony Zinni and US
secretary of State Colin Powell whose speech, in spite of its pitfalls, demonstrates,
beyond all reasonable doubt, US readiness to (i) address the core issues in
the Arab-lsraeli conflict and (ii) resolve the Palestinian-Israeli conflict if its war on
terrorism is to succeed.

In summary, during its first 12 months in the White House, the Bush
administration (Jnr.) kept its distance from the stalled Middle East peace process. It

preferred to play a lesser role than its predecessor. Also the Bush administration

115" See Ibid. Tuesday, 23 April 2002, p. 7.
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feared being sucked into the region’s conflict because of the failure to broker a
peace treaty by the Clinton administration at Camp David Il Summit held in July
2000. Rather than get seriously involved, US President George Bush (Jnr.) made
only half — hearted attempts by condemning the Palestinians for suicide bombings
while calling on Israel to refrain from retaliating with military raids into Palestinian-
ruled (or controlled) areas™*® and killing Palestinian militants / hardliners.
RUSSIA

After the collapse and disintegration of the Soviet Union (USSR), Russia
became a docile and co-operative junior partner in the Middle East Affairs. Since the
end of the Cold War, Russia has largely left the region to the United States which
became the sole global military super-power with immense human and natural
resources to influence world affairs including the Middle East affairs.

The collapse of Soviet Union in 1991 left Moscow’s main arms clients-(Syria,
Irag and Libya and to some extent Iran) with no secure supply of military equipment.
In this regard and with the exception of Israel and to some extent Egypt and Iran, no
Arab country in the Middle East sub-region has a significant capacity to produce its
own weapons and equipment. Moscow currently ranked the world’s fourth largest
arms exporter sold military equipments to the majority of the Arab States including
the Palestinians. Russia has consistently supported UN Resolutions on the
Palestinian-Israeli conflict and peacemaking. In this respect, Russia co-sponsored
the 1991 Madrid Conference.

It is essential to note at this juncture that the US and Russia are no longer
enemies at the end of the Cold War. The US now wants Russia as partner and ally

in progress. But they apparently disagree on what constitutes threat in the 21

118 See The Daily Star, 28 August 2001, p. 1
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century. According to US President George Bush (Jnr.), the threat in the 21 century
includes poverty, proliferation of nuclear weapons of mass destruction and Iraq
which is now fighting for its survival because of alleged involvement in global
terrorism and production of weapons of mass destruction.

3.8 THE ROLE OF INTERNATIONAL INSTITUTIONS

The United Nations

The United Nations is an international organization and it was born out of
World War Il. And so, at the time of its creation in 1945 the founders were very
conscious of the need to avoid wars and protect individuals in various parts of the
world. The role of the UN peace-keeping stems, to a large extent, from the
willingness of the international society to deal with conflicts and wars around the
world. More significantly, there has been a greater will by the international
community to intervene in global and regional conflicts as well as wars in order to
maintain international peace and security.

Hostilities between the Arabs and Jews began almost immediately following
the adoption of the UN Partition Plan on 29 November 1947 and in 1948 when the
state of Israel was proclaimed and with the outbreak of war in 1948, many
Palestinians fled for safety. Fifty-eight years later (1948 — 2006), the plight of about 4
million Palestinian refugees remains at the core of the Palestinian/Arab-Israeli
conflict.

Since 1947, the UN has been instrumental in the process of seeking amicable
solution to the Arab-Israeli conflict. Furthermore, the UN has been utilized by nation-
states as a forum to express their views on regional and global conflicts through
policy statements and voting for or against specific Middle East Resolutions. Also the
UN General Assembly and Security Council have issued (or passed) many
Resolutions relating to the Middle East conflict and peace — making. Some of these
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Resolutions are 194, 242, 338, 425 and 1397. The UN Security Council Resolution
194, for example, deals with the right of return of the Palestinians while Resolution
242 and 338 call for Israel’s unconditional withdrawal from all Arab territories
including the Syrian Golan Heights captured and occupied by Israeli forces during
the 1967 Arab-Israeli war. The UN Security Council Resolution 425 of 1978 calls for
the withdrawal of Israeli forces from all Lebanese territory. Unlike previous
Resolutions, the UN Security Council Resolution 1397 initiated by the US,
specifically mentions, for the first time, the creation of an independent Palestinian
state side-by-side with Israel. Before now, the United States of America used to
regard the Palestinians as terrorists who should be hunted down by the Israelis. For
a Republic president like George W. Bush to commit America to a two stare solution
is an unusual recognition of a political reality. It also contains a strong statement
against global terrorism. But it fails to address the right of the Palestinian refugees
to return to their homeland. In addition, the Resolution does not refer to ending the

” However, the

Israeli occupation of Arab/Palestinian territories since 1967 war.'*
support of the US government for Resolution 1397 marks a new step in US
engagement in Palestinian-Israeli conflict.

The Security Council of the UN authorized the 1990/1991 Gulf War in order to
expel Iragq from Kuwait; and after the defeat of Iraq in the Gulf War in early 1991, the
UN Security Council passed the Economic Sanctions Resolutions that prohibited
trade in all non-essential commodities with Irag. More than ten years of economic

sanctions have devastated the Iraqi population and brought sorrow and misery to

ordinary Iragis. As a result of international criticism, the UN introduced an “Oil-For-

117.

See The Daily Star, Saturday, 16 March 2002, p.2.

231



Food Program/Plan” in 1996/97 to help Iraqi people cope with UN economic
sanctions imposed on Iraq after Saddam Hussein’s 1990 invasion of Kuwait. While
UN sanctions were designed to instigate the removal of Saddam Hussein from
power, or at least render him impotent, the oil —for-food program was designed to
support the Iragis with food and other humanitarian aid under the supervision of the
UN. In brief, the program allowed Saddam’s government to sell unlimited quantities
of crude oil provided most of the proceeds went to buy food, medicine and
humanitarian goods for the Iragi people and also to compensate the victims of the
1990/91 Gulf War. The Program did very little to rectify the situation in Iraq. Stated
bluntly, the Program brought very little comfort to the Iraqi population. Oil-For-Food
Program, however, allows Iraq to sell its crude oil to meet basic demands of its
citizens. Iraqg’s oil revenues are put in UN Escrow Fund out of which supplies are
paid™®,

Apart from the Resolutions passed by the World Body, its Secretary-Generals
have been very assertive on the Arab-Israeli conflict. For instance, former UN
Secretary-General Kofi Annan (1997- December 2006) ended his address (or
speech) to the Arab summit held in Beirut (Lebanon) from 27 — 28 March 2002 by
asking the Arab leaders to take steps to confront the menace of extremism, hatred
and intolerance. And for the first time, Kofi Annan'*®® described Israel’s occupation
of Arab/Palestinian land as illegal.**® Also in April 2002, UN Secretary General Kofi
Annan urged the international community to persuade Israel and the Palestinians
to“draw back from violence” that is threatening the Middle East sub-region. He

accused Israel of trying to escalate the more than 18 months of Palestinian-Israel

18 See The Punch Monday 6 December 2004, Vol. 17, No 19227, P.71

119(a) Kofi Annan (a Ghanaian-born) is awarded the peace prize jointly with the world Body for their
work for a better organized and more peaceful world

120 sSee The Daily Star, Friday, 15 March 2002, p. 4.
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violence and warned that self-defence against suicide bombings is not a blank
cheque® for Israel’'s excessive use of force. More significantly, the UN was side-
tracked in the preparation of the Mitchell Report and the Tenet Plan. In effect, the
UN did not play any role. Sometimes, UN Secretary General’s Special Envoy such
as Terje Roed Larsen performs purely humanitarian services to victims of conflict
and war in the Middle East through the provision of essential services which include
food, drugs and clothing. In the next chapter, our attention is on the

evolution/development of Nigeria’s foreign policy under various regimes since 1960.

12t See The Daily Star, Saturday, 6 April 2002, p. 5.
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FOUR

THE EVOLUTION AND DEVELOPMENT OF NIGERIA’S FOREIGN POLICY
THROUGH VARIOUS REGIMES 1960 - 2006

The foreign policy of states evolve and develop over-time and with regimes.
The evolution of Nigeria’s foreign policy and interaction with the outside world dates
back to the colonial period (1914 — September 30, 1960). More significantly, the
study of the evolution and development of a country’s foreign policy enables a
researcher and consumers of research effort to understand the various events that
have occurred and shaped a country’s foreign policy.

Like any other African country, the evolution and development of Nigeria’'s
foreign policy moved gradually from independence to post-independence periods.
This sub - section is devoted to the examination and analysis of the evolution and
development of Nigeria’s foreign policy since October 1960.

4.1 THE INDEPENDENCE AND POST-INDEPENDENCE PERIODS

It should be stated at the onset that the independence and post-
independence periods withessed the emergence of the First Republic (1 October
1960 — 15 February1966), the First phase of Military Rule (15 February 1966 —
October 1979), the Second Republic (October 1979 — 31 December 1983), the
Second Phase of Military Rule (31 December 1983— 28 May 1999) and the Fourth
Republic (29 May 1999 - ??). We begin with the Balewa Era.

The Balewa Era (1960 —1966 and The First Republic)

Nigeria’s foreign policy under the Balewa administration during the First

Republic (1960 — 1966) was characterized by moderate, conservative and pro-

West/pro-British policies. In addition, it was characterized by caution. The
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contention that Nigeria’'s foreign policy during the Balewa era was low-keyed and
‘conservative’ was based, to a large extent, on the Prime Minister’s personal traits.
Observers of his administration have variously described him as a calm and
moderate man with a knack for compromise; his personality being more calculated
to placate than to provoke'. According to Idang, the Prime Minister (Balewa)
regarded all types of radicalism and militancy as immoral®>. There is no doubt,
Nigeria’s foreign policy during the Balewa era was too cautious, conservative and
pro-West. Hence, Billy Dudley asserted that the Balewa foreign policy between
1960 and 1966 was marked by caution and relative inactivity.

Besides, there were too many moral and religious undertones in Nigeria’s
foreign policy from 1960 — 1966. Nigerian Prime Minister (Tafawa Balewa)
frequently made references to interference in the internal affairs of other states and
the need for international peace and morality. By favouring the policy of status-quo,
Sir Abubakar Tafawa Balewa always insisted that African boundaries, though
artificial, should be respected and in the interest of peace must remain the
recognized boundaries until such a time as the peoples concerned decide at their
own free will to change them or merge into one unit®. In effect, therefore, the
Balewa administration did not support revisionist approach to African boundaries.

During the Balewa administration, Nigeria was instrumental to the formation
of the Organisation of African Unity (OAU now African Union). In fact, the Prime
Minister, Sir Abubakar Tafawa Balewa, played excellent role in the search for

continental unity. His efforts and those of other patriotic African leaders like the late

; . See Gordon J. Idang, Op. cit., pp. 51 — 55.
%, See F. 0. Adeyemo, Op. cit., p. 238
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Emperor Haile Sellassie of Ethiopia led to the formation of OAU on May 25, 1963.
In addition, the Balewa administration spear-headed the expulsion of racist South
Africa from the Commonwealth and World Olympic Games. More importantly,
Nigeria severed diplomatic relations with France following the latter's atomic bomb
test in Sahara desert. Prime Minister Balewa single handedly made clear the
opposition of Africa against French atomic explosion in the Sahara in the 1960s.
Also the Balewa regime convened the first Commonwealth Heads of State and
Government Conference outside London in Lagos in December 1965 to deal with
the lan Smith Unilateral Declaration of Independence (UDI) in Rhodesia. More
importantly, whenever Nigeria spoke during Balewa’s regime, Nigeria was listened
to with respect in the comity of nations. Other external issues that dominated
Nigeria’s foreign policy under the Balewa administration were the Congo crisis,
which was the first foreign policy issue that faced the Balewa government, the
Rhodesian crisis and the Anglo-Nigerian Defence Pact. In the outline of the Draft
Defence Pact/Agreement initialed in London in 1958, express provision for the
leasing of a base to Britain in the following terms was made: Nigeria to lease to the
U.K. (on terms to be agreed) — (a) a piece of land at Kano (of up to 150 acres) on
which the U.K. may construct facilities and station personnel for staging purposes
and (b) on application by U.K. a piece of land large enough (about 1,000 acres) for
the construction and operation of an airfield and staging post if, for any reason,
Kano became unsuitable. Under the defence Pact, contingents and detachments of

British military naval and air forces on Nigerian soil and territorial waters could be
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stationed anywhere in the country without let or hindrance * whatsoever.

Concerning the Anglo-Nigerian Defence Pact, the Balewa government did not
see the Pact of 1960/62 as being incompatible with the policy of non-alignment.
When the Pact was being proposed in 1958, it was conceived as an anti-communist
weapon®. As a result of opposition from pressure / interest groups, especially
Nigerian University Students Union, the Balewa regime was compelled to abrogate
the Pact in January 1962.

The Balewa administration was hostile to the communist or East European
countries. While the Balewa government placed no limits on the diplomatic staff of
the British High Commission and the US Embassy in Lagos, the Staff of the Soviet
Embassy in Lagos was limited to only ten. Communist literature and its sale or
circulation was banned in Nigeria while the Balewa government rejected grants
and scholarships offered by East European countries. The movements of their
diplomats were monitored all over Nigeria. Thus, Balewa regime neglected
Nigeria’s national interest and it did not even consider recognizing mainland China®.

In spite of Nigeria’s policy of non-alignment, the Balewa government
remained very close to Western Powers, especially Britain and the United States of
America. Prime Minister Balewa could hardly take any major foreign policy
decisions without first consulting the British government. Concerning the pursuit of
world peace and security, Nigeria’s foreign policy did not have any impact on the

Arab-Israeli conflict and political instability in the Middle East sub-region.

4. See Sunday Tribune, No0.1440, 29 August, 2004, p.4.
> See Olajide Aluko, Op.cit., p. 172
® . See Olajide Aluko, Op.cit., p. 172
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Nonetheless, the Balewa regime granted diplomatic recognition to both the State of
Israel and PLO representatives in Nigeria. It also established diplomatic relations at
Ambassadorial level with the Jewish State. This allowed Nigeria to relate with both
the Arabs and Israelis.

In summary, the Balewa regime played a moderate but vital role in
continental affairs. Indeed, it has been suggested that one of the greatest
achievements of the Balewa administration was in the area of African affairs.
Nonetheless, ardent critics of the Balewa administration disagreed with this
assertion. If, however, the Balewa government had not performed as expected, it
was because the Federal Government of Nigeria under Prime Minister Balewa did
not possess the resources that subsequently became available to the military
regimes to pursue a vigorous, dynamic and assertive foreign policy. While it is
logical to praise the Balewa government for the important role it played in peace-
keeping operations and the discussion or conferences that led to the establishment
of OAU on May 25, 1963, the policy response of the Balewa government in terms of
concrete measures against decolonization and eradication of colonialism in Africa
fell short of expectation.

The civilian and parliamentary system of government led by Sir Abubakar
Tafawa Balewa was terminated on January 15, 1966 as a result of a bloody military
coup d’etat executed by military officers of Majors in rank in the Armed Forces of
the Federal Republic of Nigeria. The remote and immediate causes of political
instability in Western region of the country were clear evidences of rigging and other

electoral malpractices found in the December 1964 and October 1965 elections
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conducted in the Region. The victims of the elections, rather than seek redress in
the law courts, decided to take the law into their own hands. Consequently, there
was widespread looting, burning of houses and killing/roasting of people in various
parts of the then Western Region of Nigeria. The combined efforts of the Police and
the Army could not bring the situation in the Region under control. In effect,
therefore, there was lawlessness and anarchy in various parts of Western Region.
It was as a result of these ugly events which compelled the Armed Forces to take
over the reins of government on January 15, 1966. This led to the collapse of the
First Republic and the Balewa administration. The military coup led to the first
phase of military rule in Nigerian politics (15 January 1966-30 September 1979).
After a brief period of uncertainty, Major Nzeogwu surrendered to Major-General
Johnson Thomas Aguiyi Ironsi who declared himself Head of State and
Commander-in-Chief of the Armed Forces of the Federal Republic of Nigeria.

The Ironsi Regime (15 January 1966 — 28 July 1966 and The First Phase of
Military Rule)

On assumption of office, the Ironsi administration introduced a unitary system
of government which did not gain support in some parts of the country’. The
Unification Decree of May 1966 aimed at abolishing federalism in Nigeria and
establishing a unified civil service simply confirmed the fears of the federalists.
Even before the decree was promulgated, the Northerners (northern elite) had
organized politicians and military men to overthrow the Ironsi regime. In a counter-

coup on July 29, 1966, General John T.U. Aguiyi-lronsi was killed along with Col.

! . See F. O. Adeyemo, Dynamics of Nigeria’s Foreign Policy 1993 — 1998, (Beirut), 2002, p. 113)
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Francis Adekunle Fajuyi who was then the Military Governor of Western Region of
Nigeria. This was followed by anti-Igbo riots and pogroms in the North. This led to
serious implications which will be discussed very shortly. In spite of domestic (or
internal) problems especially political instability, General Ironsi declared that Nigeria
would continue to maintain existing cordial relations with other nation-states. He
also assured all friendly states that his administration’s foreign policy would
continue to be based on non-alignment, good neighborliness and active
participation in world affairs.

In summary, the Ironsi regime was ‘short-lived’ (January 15, 1966 — July 28,
1966). It was pre-occupied with domestic problems. As a result, it made no
significant impact on Nigeria’'s foreign policy and external relations. Thus, it can be
said that the Ironsi government essentially maintained the foreign policy put in place
by the Balewa government.’® The Ironsi regime was overthrown in a military
counter-coup executed mainly by Northern soldiers in the Nigerian Army on July 29,
1966. The coup was led by Lt. Col. Yakubu Gowon who, like Major-General Ironsi,
declared himself Head of State and Commander-in-Chief of the Armed Forces of
the Federal Republic of Nigeria.

The Gowon Era (29 July 1966 — 27 July 1975)
As a result of Northern counter-coup on 29 July 1966, personality clashes

between Ojukwu and Gowon, anti-Igbo riots and pogroms in the North, the Eastern

7(a) In connection with the external affairs of the country, Major General Aguyi Ironsi on January
16, 1966 declared to all and sundry that his administration would continue to maintain the
existing diplomatic relations with other countries and that it would honour all treaty
obligations as well as financial agreements entered with by the previous Government (i.e.
the Balewa administration). See The Nation, 30 September 2007, p. 16.
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Region decided to secede from the rest of the federation of Nigeria. The attempt to

secede was resisted by the Gowon administration. The emergence of the Gowon
administration coincided with the outbreak of June 1967 Arab-Israeli War and the
Nigerian Civil War (July 1967 — January 1970), which had profound influence on
Nigeria’s foreign policy and external relations. In other words, it has several
external implications. Firstly, the lessons and experiences of the war led to a swift
re-adjustment of the country’s external relations during the late sixties. One of the
lessons of the civil war was the need not only to have friendly governments in the
neighbouring countries but also to ensure that such governments are not replaced
or overthrown by forces hostile to Nigeria. These lessons and experiences led the
Nigerian government to place greater emphasis on its relationships with its
immediate neighbouring states with a view to safeguarding the country’s security®.
In this connection, the Civil War enabled Nigerian decision-makers to realize the
need to adopt and pursue the policy of ‘good neighbourliness’.

Secondly, the moral and material support which the secessionists received
from the white supremacist regimes in southern Africa compelled Nigeria to change
her moderate approach to the question of colonialism, racism/apartheid in southern
Africa. From 1968 to April 1994 when racism/apartheid collapsed in South Africa,
Nigeria became more militant and vocal in the denunciation of colonialism in
southern Africa but not in the West Bank and Gaza Strip (Middle East). Indeed,

Nigerian foreign policy decision-makers realized that the existence of apartheid and

8. See Olajide Aluko, Op.cit, p. 185
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colonialism in southern Africa constituted a serious threat to the independence and
territorial integrity of Nigeria. Consequently, the Federal Government of Nigeria had
no choice than to commit itself to the struggle against racial segregation and
oppression in southern Africa, especially in Namibia and South Africa. After the
Civil War, Nigeria consistently demonstrated her hostilities towards the former racist
South Africa in all international fora.

Thirdly, the experience of the Nigerian Civil War led to some changes in
Nigeria’s attitude to the Great Powers, most especially Britain, the United States of
America, France and the former Soviet Union. The refusal of the American
government to give license to the Federal Military Government to buy needed arms
and ammunition was strongly condemned. Indeed, the American attitude was seen
in Lagos (then Federal Capital of Nigeria) as an indirect support for the
secessionists. Similarly, Britain’s decision to remain neutral at the beginning of
Nigerian/Biafran hostilities in July 1967 was incomprehensible in Nigeria. Even
more perturbing was the British government’s refusal to sell military aircraft, bombs
and heavy guns until after an agreement had been reached with the former Soviet
Union on 2 August, 1967 to supply Nigeria with military planes and bombs. As a
result, Nigeria became Moscow’s number one partner on the African continent.

France did not remain neutral during the Civil War. However it did not accord
open diplomatic recognition to ‘Republic of Biafra.” From early 1968 till the end of
the War, France gave the secessionists or Biafrans moral and material support as
well as encouraged some of her former colonies to accord diplomatic recognition to

the ‘Republic of Biafra’. In contrast to the United States of America and Britain, the
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former Soviet Union quickly entered into an agreement with Nigeria in early August
1967. As a result, jet fighters, bombs and heavy guns were sold to Nigeria. Given
the solid support received from communist governments in Eastern Europe during
the Civil War, the Nigerian leaders and the Federal Government had little choice but
to continue to expand Nigeria’s relations with them®.

Put simply, during the Nigerian civil war, July 1967- January 1970) the Soviet
Union (now Russia) supported the federal government right from the onset of the
conflict or civil war. Russia’s ally i.e. Egypt, for reasons arising from being an
Islamic country and a surrogate of the Soviet Union sent pilots to fly Soviet supplied
MIG fighters on the Federal side. With the Soviet Russia on the side of Nigeria, the
United States under President Richard Nixon (1913-1994) and 37" President of the
United States reacted in cold war reflex action by opposing the Federal side
covertly. But for British pressure, the cold war would have drawn America openly
into the conflict. For their own strategic reason, South Africa, Rhodesia (now
Zimbwe), Portugal, France and Israel were on the side of the Biafran rebellion.
France had always seen Nigeria as a competitor for influence in West Africa.
France also did not forget the diplomatic slight of Nigeria’s expulsion of her
Ambassador over the French testing of atomic bombs in the Sahara Desert.
General Charles Andre Joseph Maria de Gaulle (1890-1970) who was the President
of the French Republic and for some curious reasons had a phobia for English

speaking world and was not averse to cutting to size the influence of the

® SeeF.O. Adeyemo, Dynamics of Nigeria’s Foreign Policy, 1993 — 1998, Zeidan Printing Press,
Beirut (Lebanon), 2002, p. 82
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Anglophone Commonwealth. South Africa obviously saw an opportunity to harm
Nigeria which since 1960 had championed the anti-apartheid cause in the United
Nations and in Africa. In Britain, Harold Wilson (1916-1994) the British Prime
Minister, in spite of anti-Nigeria public opinion in England, was able to bring the
British government behind Nigeria. Rhodesia and Portugal were fighting for their
political lives because removing Nigeria from the liberation movements® supporters
would ease the tension in their territories. Besides. Nigeria was concerned or
worried about the action of her immediate neighbours namely. Equatorial Guinea in
the South, Benin Republic in the West. Niger Republic in the North and Chad, as
well as Cameroon Republics in the West. They were steadfast in their support for
Nigeria. At the end of the Nigerian Civil War, Nigeria moved swiftly from over
dependence on the West to a balanced relationship with the Soviet Union (now
Russia) and the Eastern bloc. Indeed, the end of the Nigerian Civil War witnessed
Soviet Russia’s involvement in the economy of Nigeria particularly in the building of
the unending Ajaokuta Iron and Steel Complex (in Kogi State)

Furthermore, the Nigerian Civil War had serious financial implications on the
economy of Nigeria, even though it fought the War without external borrowing. In
this respect, a colossal sum of money was spent in prosecuting the war which had
two fundamental goals: (i) to win the war and (ii) to win the peace that would follow
at all cost. One of the potent means of winning the peace was to correct the
economic ills such as excruciating poverty, hunger, diseases, squalor and
ignorance in the Nigerian society. Indeed, the economic ills mentioned herein

appear to be the causes of rebellion and violent discontent in Nigeria today. Also
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the fact that Nigeria was able to finance the Nigerian Civil War without resorting to
external borrowing convinced Nigerian policy-makers that they can (or could)
pursue some of their declared foreign policy objectives without sacrificing the
country’s national interests.

Lastly, the Nigerian Civil War compelled Nigeria to adopt and pursue with
vigour the policy of non-alignment. The willingness (or readiness) of the former
Soviet Union to assist Nigeria helped to convince Nigerian decision-makers that
they could seek and accept economic and technical aid from the Eastern Europe
led by the moribund Soviet Union without endangering Nigeria’s national interests.
Indeed, the Civil War was an important landmark in Nigeria’s external relations.
More importantly, it coincided with the beginning of the oil boom/period in Nigerian
economy. Consequently, Lt. Col. (later General) Yakubu Gowon as Head of State
was able to concentrate Nigeria's resources to prosecuting the Nigerian Civil War
because of his determination to keep Nigeria united. Despite the Civil War, the
Gowon administration gave priority attention to Nigeria’s immediate neighbours. In
this regard, Nigeria began to pursue a policy of good neighbourliness. In effect,
Nigeria and Togo Republic were able to spear-head the formation of ECOWAS. In
other words, the Gowon administration’s desire for sub-regional integration
ultimately led to the birth of the Economic Community of West African States
(ECOWAS) in May 1975. Indeed, Generals Gowon of Nigeria and Eyadema of
Togo Republic co-operated in establishing ECOWAS in May 1975. Besides, the
Gowon administration offered economic aid and technical assistance to a number of

West African States. It also constructed roads and bridges for the Republic of
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Benin. More importantly, it engaged in joint-venture partnership with Benin
Republic. Examples include the Sugar Factory at Save and Cement Factory at
Onigbolo town (both in Benin Republic.

Apart from the policy of ‘good neighbourliness towards Nigeria’s immediate
neighbours, the Gowon administration adopted a policy of “rapprochement’® with
five African countries namely: Zambia, Tanzania, Gabon, racist South Africa and
Ivory Coast (now Cote d’lvoire) which supported and recognized the “Republic of
Biafra”. In addition, the Gowon administration worked hard for a united and
common African negotiation with Europe on economic and trade matters and its
efforts led to the ACP/EEC Agreements later known as the Lome convention.
Enormous crude oil or petroleum during the Gowon administration strengthened
Nigeria’s foreign reserve. As a result of adequate funds and resources, Nigeria
began to play effective role in African affairs.

During the Gowon administration, Nigeria pursued positive non-alignment
policy. This was manifested in a number of ways such as the visit of General
Gowon as Head of State to Communist China in 1972. Shortly after the Civil War,
General Gowon paid a state visit to the Soviet Union and thanked the Soviets for
their timely assistance in prosecuting and ending the war in Nigeria’s favour.
Political commentators and analysts have praised the Gowon administration for
initiating the establishment of the Economic Community of West African States

(ECOWAS) along with President Eyadema of Togo Republic in May 1975. It is,

1 “Rapprochement” is a diplomatic concept which refers to the establishment of a good relationship between
two countries or groups of people after a period of unfriendly relations. In this regard, see LONGMAN
Dictionary of Contemporary English, Third Edition, Longman Group Ltd., Essex (England), 1995, p. 1169.
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however, a matter of deep regret that on most important issues such as colonialism
and apartheid confronting Africa then, the weight of Nigeria was not adequately felt
like it ought to have been. This is perhaps why the era of Balewa up to Gowon has
been referred to as an era of inadequate initiative and positive action.

It is important to bear in mind that the oil boom and Nigeria’s entry into OPEC
in 1971 increased the country’s role in the international system. It also assisted in
the opening of new foreign missions for Nigeria. Indeed, Nigeria was fully ready or
prepared to play a dynamic role in her external relations. But this did not just
happen. The change in Nigeria’s international status occurred because of the
country’s oil wealth which came following the outbreak of the October 1973 Arab-
Israeli War. In this regard, Otubanjo declared:

At the time of the Yom Kippur war, she did not have any
design, nor indeed, the potentials for a center-stage role in the
politics of the world. Her vista was, as in the decades before,
substantially occupied by African and regional issues. She was
at the time in the midst of a programme of post war of an active
role in the international system. But once the enormous size of
the oil wealth and the opportunity it contained were
apprehended, Nigeria began tentative steps towards actualizing
the potential not only for leadership in African politics, but also
for the major role in the international system which had been
ascribed to her even before the events of October 1973 Arab-
Israeli War.
In the Middle East, the Gowon administration continued to support the UN efforts

and Resolutions aimed at bringing about peace to the sub-region especially after

the 1973 War. During the war, the State of Israel defeated the Arabs militarily,

' See Otunbanjo, “Introduction: Phases and Changes in Nigeria’s Foreign Policy” in A. B.
Akinyemi, S. Agbi and A. Otubanjo, Nigeria Since Independence: The First 25 years. Vol. X,
Heinemann Educational Books Ltd., Ibadan, 1989, p. 2
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violated Egypt’s territorial integrity and occupied Arab territories. In effect, Nigeria,
like many other African countries, severed diplomatic relations with Israel in 1973.
Nigeria, as OAU Chairman in 1973, was perhaps interested in playing a neutral role,
but the majority of OAU member States supported (or favoured) Egypt’s request for
total boycott of Israel. Nigeria, therefore, had to severe diplomatic relations with the
Jewish State in consonance with the OAU’s (now AU'’s) position.

By 1975, the mood of the majority of Nigerians toward the Gowon regime
began to change. Thus, it did not receive the desired domestic support because of
Gowon’s insensitivity to the true feelings and yearnings of the people as well as the
postponement of the return to civil rule which alienated him from the people
especially the Nigerian politicians who were ready and anxious to start “their
business” after several years of military rule. The overthrow of the Gowon
administration on 29 July, 1975 did not come as a surprise to many. It, therefore,
ushered in a new administration led by General Murtala Mohammed.

The Muritala/Obasanjo Era (29 July 1975 -30 September 1979)

Nigeria witnessed its third military coup on 29 July 1975 and it was led by
General Murtala Mohammed whose courage and patriotism as well as the ‘oil boom’
created favourable condition for the pursuit of Nigeria’s dynamic foreign policy. In
this connection, Nigeria was poised to play a leadership role in Africa and Angola
provided the first opportunity to play that role of big African brother. Nigeria, Cuba
and the former Soviet Union successfully challenged the United States of America
and her Western allies notably the United Kingdom and West Germany over

Angola.
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On January 11, 1976, General Murtala Mohammed delivered his famous and
historic speech titled “Africa Has Come of Age” in which he declared:
Africa has come of age. It is no longer in the orbit of any continental
power. It should no longer take orders from any country, however
powerful. The fortunes of Africa are in our hands to make or mar*?,
When the South African troops moved into Angola to support the Western

backed UNITA/FLNA forces in August 1975, Murtala Mohammed swiftly recognized

and supported the MPLA faction as the legitimate government of Angola®?.

Thereafter, Nigeria gave massive material and military support for the MPLA
government in Angola. Also Nigeria increased her diplomatic, moral and material
support to the liberation movements such as African National Congress (ANC),
Pan-African Congress (PAC) and South West African People’s Organisation
(SWAPO). The Federal Government of Nigeria further set up the Southern African
Relief Fund (SARF), which enabled patriotic Nigerians to contribute their quota to
the liberation struggle in southern Africa'®. The proceeds were used in buying
blankets, clothes and other materials for the victims of racism/apartheid and
colonialism in southern Africa. In addition, the Murtala/Obasanjo administration
vigorously supported armed liberation struggle in southern Africa, especially in
Angola, Mozambique, Zimbabwe, Namibia and South Africa. Without any doubt,

Nigeria’s activist foreign policy towards southern Africa during the Murtala/Obasanjo

12 See Speech Delivered by General Murtala Mohammed at the Extraordinary Session of OAU in Addis-Ababa
in January 1976 and quoted in an address by J. N. Garba, Commissioner for External Affairs at the
University of Ife on “The New Nigerian Foreign Policy in Nigeria Bulletin on Foreign Affairs, No. 6, Vol.
2, December 1976, p. 4

¥ see Joy U. Ogwu, Op.cit. p. 54

4 SeeF.O. Adeyemo, Op.cit, p. 116
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era was one of the high points of the effort by Nigeria to carve for herself a credible

and respectable role in African affairs. Nigeria’s effort in the southern African
liberation struggle resulted in her admission into the honourary membership of the
“frontline states”.

After ruling for less than seven months, General Murtala Mohammed lost his
life in an abortive military coup d’etat executed on February 13, 1976. General
Olusegun Obasanjo (Murtala’s second in command) became the Head of State (14
February 1976). He promised to continue with his immediate predecessor’s
dynamic foreign policy. In this regard, the Murtala / Obasanjo government set up
the Adedeji Panel on foreign policy review. From the recommendations in the
Report submitted by the Panel, the Federal Government announced new foreign
policy objectives as follows:

0] the defence of Nigeria’s sovereignty and territorial integrity,

(i) the creation of the necessary political and economic conditions in
Africa and the world that will facilitate the defence of the
independence and territorial integrity of all African countries while
fostering national self-reliance and rapid economic development,

(i)  promotion of equality and self-reliance in Africa and the rest of the
developing world,

(iv)  promotion and defence of justice and respect for human dignity

especially of the black man, and the defence and promotion of world
peace®

With the above-stated objectives, the Murtala/Obasanjo regime declared
Africa as the center-piece of Nigeria’s foreign policy. The regime pursued dynamic

foreign policy as noted by Otubanjo.

15 See F. 0. Adeyemo, “National Interest and Nigeria’s Foreign Policy Objectives’, in Nigerian

Forum, November/December 1988, vol. 8, Nos 11 & 12, p. 275
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The Murtala/Obasanjo regime pursued a foreign policy which was
aggressively African in its purpose. It was a policy which brought
Nigeria to the forefront of African politics and earned her universal
acknowledgement and widespread approval. Running through its
foreign policy was the desire not only for the total liberation of Africa
from the colonial and racist yoke but equally important, the genuine
independence and economic solvency of all African States™®.

In August 1979, the Murtala/Obasanjo administration nationalized the assets
of British Petroleum (B.P.) now known as African Petroleum (A.P.) when the
Company was caught exporting oil to racist South Africa in breach of UN and OAU
sanctions. This was done in order to quicken the decolonization of Southern
Rhodesia (now Zimbabwe). Nigeria’s timely decision compelled Britain to hasten the
independence of Southern Rhodesia.

Murtala/Obasanjo administration’s approach to the communist involvement
(on Africa’s side) was realist in orientation. General Obasanjo did not view as
immoral the communist involvement in southern Africa. For example, he (General
Obasanjo) justified the Cuban involvement in Angola in precisely this way:

...We are aware, Mr. Chairman, of the West’s concern at
what they consider to be Soviet and Cuban intervention
in Africa. Our own assessment is that considering the
peculiarities of our social systems, no African country is
about to embrace communism wholesome any more than
we are willing to embrace capitalism. To the extent that
any African country can be considered by the West to
have “gone communist’, it was as a direct result of the
failure of Western policies. The fact of the matter is that
Africa was colonized by Western powers and not the
Soviets. In the struggle for independence and freedom,
the only course of effective support was the Eastern bloc
countries. The Soviets were therefore invited into Africa

for a purpose and that purpose was to liberate the countries
to which they were invited from centuries of cruelty, degradation,

16. See O. Otubanjo, Nigeria since Independence: The First 25 Years, vol. X, Heinemann,
Ibadan, p. 6
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oppression and exploitation. Unless we wish an
undesirable situation to remain in Africa and recent
manoeurvres in Europe and America strengthen our
suspicion. In this respect, we should not be over
concerned by the presence of those we invited to fight for
specific causes and no more. The Cubans are, of
course, much of a new comer to Africa. Their presence
has the same background as the Soviets. In every case
where Cuba’s intervention was established, they
intervened as a consequence of failure of Western
policies and on behalf of legitimate African interests; we
have no right to condemn the Cubans nor the countries
which felt they needed Cuban assistance to consolidate
their sovereignty or territorial integrity™’.

Implicit in General Obasanjo’s address or speech as quoted above was the
recognition of the Cuban role in the liberation struggle in southern Africa. He,
however, admonished that the Cubans should not overstay their welcome. Hence
he said:

...I should like to say that having been invited to Africa in
order to assist in the liberation struggle and the
consolidation of national independence; they should not
over-stay their welcome™®.

Although previous regimes have declared Africa as the centre piece of
Nigeria’s foreign policy, the Murtala/Obasanjo administration found time to address
the Arab-Israeli conflict. Even before the Camp David Accords, the stand of the
Obasanjo Government over the Arab- Israeli conflict was clear as indicated in

address to the 14™ OAU Summit in 1977. Speaking on the Middle East, General

Obasanjo said:

17. See, Lt. General Olusegun Obasanjo’s Address at the 15™ Ordinary Session of the OAU
Assembly of Heads of State and Government held in Khartoun (Sudan), Federal Ministry of
Information Release, No 992 and 993, Lagos, 19 July, 1978, pp. 9-10.

18. Ibid.
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... while we demand for freedom, justice and equity for our brothers
in Southern Africa ... let us not forget the just struggle for the
Palestinian people and the government and people of the Arab
Republic of Egypt, a sister OAU State, whose land continues to be
occupied by Israel, despite repeated calls by international
community for withdrawal from these occupied lands. Nigeria will
continue with this support and look forward to the day when
Palestinians will have a homeland of their own and to the day when
Egypt will have all her territory back. Any Conference or solution
that does not take full cognizance of the realities of the situation will
not lead to a permanent peace in the Middle East.®

Again, in an extra-ordinary session of OAU Assembly of Heads of State and
Government held in Monrovia (Liberia) in 1979, General Obasanjo said:
Even though Nigeria had noted the events leading to the Camp David
Peace Treaty between Egypt and Israel, we are convinced that the
core problem in the Middle East crisis (that is, the Palestinian
guestion) remains unresolved. This issue cannot be ignored for too
long. It is our belief that to provide permanent and acceptable
solution, any decision on the future development for the homeless

Palestinians must fully reflect the expressed wishes and aspiration of
the Palestinians themselves.?

In summary, under the Murtala / Obasanjo administration, Nigeria pursued
dynamic foreign policy which led to Nigeria’s recognition of the MPLA government in
Angola. Nigeria’s timely recognition of Augustino Neto’s MPLA occurred at a time
when racist South Africa and the USA supported UNITA and FLNA forces against
the MPLA. Indeed the peremptory recognition of the popular Movement of the
Liberation of Angola (MPLA) was a successful policy that contributed to the re-

ordering of negotiations that paved the way for Zimbabwe’s independence. Lastly,

19. See Birai U.M., Domestic_Constraints on Foreign Policy: The Role of Religion in Nigeria-
2 Israel Relations 1960-1996, Shab Press, Kaduna, 1996, pp. 103-104.
) Ibid.
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“Africa as a center-piece of Nigeria’s foreign policy” was conceptualized during the
Murtala/Obasanjo regime, although scholars like Professor Ibrahim A. Gambari
have stated that it was not completely new and that as early as August 1960, Prime-
Minister Balewa informed Nigerian Parliament and the nation that his government
policy would be clear and practical towards Africa-the continent of our birth21. As a
result of his commitment to democracy, General Obasanjo handed over power to a
democratically elected government led by Alhaji Shehu Shagari. General
Obasanjo, therefore, became the first African military ruler to surrender and hand-
over political power to a democratically elected government on October 1, 1979.
The surrender of political power to civilian administration ended the first phase of
military rule in Nigeria.

It must be noted, however, that the emergence of the Murtala/Obasanjo
regime changed the pendulum of Nigeria’s complacency on foreign policy issues for
serious activism and dynamism. One important area that earned the Murtala /
Obasanjo regime uniqueness was its attitude to a speedy process of decolonisation
and the elimination of apartheid which the government embarked upon. Its effective
utilization of human and material resources in promoting the drive to end
colonialism and apartheid earned Nigeria the status of the “front-line state”, even
though geo-political distant from Southern Africa. It is within this context, therefore,
that the Murtala/Obasanjo regime could be praised. Besides, the Murtala/Obasanjo
regime promised a return to civilian rule by 1979 and never-waivered from that

position.

21. Ibid.
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The Shagari Era (The Second Republic, (1 October 1979-31 December 1983)

After the resolution of the controversial legal interpretation of 12%; of 19
States of the Federation of Nigeria by the Supreme Court, Alhaji Shehu Shagari
was sworn in as the democratically elected Executive President on October 1, 1979
after 13 years of uninterrupted military rule in Nigeria. The Murtala/Obasanjo
regime left sound economic resources for its immediate successor. Regrettably, the
Shagari administration (October 1, 1979 — December 31, 1983) failed to pursue
dynamic and purposeful foreign policy which it inherited from Murtala/Obasanjo
regime. This was due to internal problems and the oil glut as well as world
economic recession?.

With sharp decline in world oil demand, corruption and economic
mismanagement, the budgetary and long-term economic plans of the Shagari
administration suffered reversals. Consequently, strict remedial measures were
announced including the reduction of travel allowance for all categories of citizens
and a reduction of imports. Besides, the Federal government led by President
Shehu Shagari was forced to apply for IMF/World Bank loan. Negotiations had not
reached an advanced stage before Shagari’s government was overthrown. The
fragile domestic environment of the first years of independence re-surfaced not only
undermining Nigeria’s ability to act assertively in its external relations or interactions
but also compelling it to divert attention to the domestic arena. In effect, Nigeria

which has been distinguished by its successes in the international arena began to

22. See F. O. Adeyemo, Government Made Simple, p. 240.
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lose its credibility”®>. Some of Nigeria’s neighbouring countries had scant respect, if
not outright contempt, for Nigerians and their country. During Shagari’'s era, the
Federal Government expelled African nationals described as illegal aliens from
Nigeria. Shagari’'s action generated bad blood in ECOWAS. Under President
Shagari, Nigeria’s foreign policy lacked initiative, direction and innovation. In this
regard, Professor Otubanjo asserts:

Nigeria’s foreign policy remained at the level of routine

observance of existing relations and obligations. In no area of

foreign policy was there innovation nor a more urgent approach

than had previously existed. Even in the matter of the Lagos

Plan of Action of 1980 which emphasized the need to focus on

the economic problems of Africa, the Shagari regime was not

able to provide initiative or leadership. The four years of his

regime were, therefore, a period of recess for Nigeria’s foreign

policy. It was characterized by the slowing down of the tempo

and the substantial dismantling of the role expectation which

the previous regime had instituted. The performance meter of

foreign policy outputs oscillated steadily between the indifferent

and incompetent. The incompetent and lack-lustre foreign

policy was only surpassed by the level of ineptitude in political

and economic management at the domestic level®*.
Although it retained the idea of the ‘African-centredness’, the Shagari administration
did not practicalize it in Nigeria’s foreign policy. In this respect, the Shagari regime
failed to take a position on the recognition of the Saharawi Arab Democratic
Republic (SADR) because it did not want to offend Morocco which had laid claim to
the territory since the Spanish colonialists left it in 1975. Besides, the Shagari
administration consistently anchored the justification of continued diplomatic

isolation of Israel on the OAU decision which was taken unanimously by all African

states.

% See Joy U. Ogwu, op.cit., p.36
*_ See 0. Otubanjo, Op.cit, pp. 104-105.
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In summary, Nigeria’s foreign policy under the Shagari administration was
perceived as vague, poorly articulated, lacking vigour and direction. Indeed,
Nigeria’s foreign policy was characterized by lack of dynamism despite the fact that
it inherited buoyant economy and purposeful foreign policy from the
Murtala/Obasanjo administration.  Nonetheless, the hosting of the first OAU
Economic summit which led to the Lagos Plan of Action in April 1981 deserved
praise. The Shagari administration was over-thrown in a military coup d’etat on
December 31, 1983 thereby terminating Nigeria’s Second Republic.

The Buhari/ldiagbon Era (The Fourth Military Rule, 31 December 1983 — 27
August 1985)

On coming to power on December 31, 1983, General Muhammadu Buhari,
as Head of State, declared that his administration was an off-shoot of the
Murtala/Obasanjo administration. His declaration aroused the interest of Nigerians
both within and outside Nigeria. It also gave him domestic and global support.
Thus from the onset, the Buhari/ldiagbon gave clear direction to Nigeria’s foreign
policy. As observed by Gambari:

On coming to power, General Buhari’'s administration strove to
give clearer form to the country’s foreign policy orientation.
Africa was to constitute the area of primary concern to us. It
was also emphasized that Nigeria’s national security and
economic well being would constitute the axis around which
revolves our foreign policy. As the year 1984 ended, and the
following year professed, the meaning of this declaration
became clearer. The old concept of Africa being the center-
piece of our foreign policy was, under General Buhari, giving
way to the new expressed in a clearly set out scale of priorities
for our foreign policy endeavours. According to General
Buhari, ‘a pattern of concentric circles may be discernible in our
attitude and response to foreign policy issues within the African
continent and the world at large. At the epicenter of these
circles are the national economic and security interest of the
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Federal Republic of Nigeria, which are inextricably tied up with
the security, stability, economic and social well-being of our
immediate neighbours. One of our principal priorities is to put
on a more constructive footing in relations with our neighbours
with whom we share identical goals of regional stability and
peace®.

From the above, it can be stated that the West African sub-region comprising
the 16 member states of ECOWAS constitutes the next important circle in Nigeria’s
external relations. This is followed by the circle of relations with individual countries
and inter-governmental organizations in Africa and the rest of the world. The new
policy was designed to enable the Federal Military Government of Nigeria address
specific issues relating to national interests.

It was within the new policy framework under the Buhari/ldiagbon regime that
Nigeria has worked for closer co-operation with her neighbours while promoting the
long-term objectives of ECOWAS. Despite this, there were serious diplomatic
rupture caused by the closure of Nigeria’'s land borders and the mass expulsion of
illegal aliens between Nigeria and her Western as well as Northern neighbours.
Prolonged border closure and expulsion of illegal aliens had severe and adverse
effects on the economies of Nigeria’s immediate neighbours. Unlike the Shagari
administration, the Buhari/ldiagbon regime recognized Saharawi Arab Democratic

Republic against the objections of Morocco and its supporters and helped to save

the 20™ Summit of the OAU from imminent collapse while shifting the focus of the

25 See Ibrahim A, Gambari, “Concepts and Conceptualization in Nigeria’s foreign policy, Op.cit., p.

75
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organization towards serious economic and social issues/crises facing the continent
of Africa. Under the Buhari/ldiagbon regime, Nigeria sought to re-establish her
credentials as a “Frontline State” in the struggle for the liberation or freedom of
Namibia and the elimination of apartheid/racial segregation policy in South Africa.

As a result, extra-African countries began to take Nigeria more seriously than
in the past. Also, Nigeria’s relationship with the Great Powers was on the whole
positive, except perhaps Britain. There was diplomatic row between London and
Lagos over the expulsion of two British diplomats in Lagos following the expulsion of
two Nigerian diplomats in London apparently because of the ‘Umaru Dikko
diplomatic palaver. Dikko, who was a former Nigeria’s Transport Minister, was
found in a moderate crate which contained oxygen (0,) by British government or
immigration/customs officials.  Nigeria’s action really embarrassed the British
government. The abduction of Dikko from his London residence nearly sundered
Anglo-Nigeria relations.

In December 1984, General Buhari in his major foreign policy statement, took
a hard look at the debate concerning restoration of relations between Nigeria and
Israel and declared:

The Federal Military Government could not find no justification at

present time for a restoration of Nigeria’s diplomatic relations with

Israel.

The Buhari regime believed that the Israel — South African connection (or

factor) was relevant. He attacked Israeli policy that had strengthened South Africa’s

26. See Birai U.M., Op. Cit., p. 108.
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regime and its destructive racial policy or activities. On the Middle East conflict in
general, General Buhari further declared:

... While recognizing the right of the people of Israel to live within
secure borders, we (Nigerians) cannot concede to Israel the right to
deny the Palestinian people similar rights and continue to forcefully
occupy Arab lands.?*®

In summary, tit-for-tat or vengeful considerations became the basis of
conducting Nigeria’s diplomacy under the Buhari/ldiagbon regime. Lastly, the Buhari
regime introduced counter-trade (exchanging crude oil for essential imports) which
is not novel in global politics but at that period, it appeared to be a new policy
introduced in Nigeria’s foreign policy. Otubanjo summarizes the performance of the
Buhari/ldiagbon regime thus:

The foreign policy of the Buhari regime did not equal the
Murtala/Obasanjo era in flourish, exuberance and effect, but
nonetheless, it sought to march it. It could not be expected to
do so, in view of the economic limitations under which it
laboured. But it shared its clarity of vision as well as the sense
of urgency and purpose. There was an attempt to
reconceptualise Nigeria’s foreign policy in a way which would
allow easy identification of the nation’s structure of priorities.
The concentric circles approach which the regime articulated
did not have much effect before the regime was overthrown but
in its twenty months, the regime had done enough to bring
some measure of respect to Nigeria’s foreign policy?’.

He went to conclude that:
By the time the regime was overthrown on August 27, 1985, it

had done enough to restore credibility to Nigeria’s foreign policy
and put her once again in the forefront of African international

politics?®.
26(a) Ibid.
27. See O. Otubanjo, Op.cit, p. 7
2. ibid
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In essence, the regime rescued Nigeria’s foreign policy from retrogression,
indecision, incompetence and national disgrace. Despite this, the Buhari regime
expelled illegal aliens and closed Nigeria’s territorial borders which offended some of
our neighbours like the Benin Republic. It must be noted that important issues
which dominated the Buhari administration’s foreign policy included border closure
with Nigeria’s immediate neighbours, expulsion of illegal aliens, change of Nigeria’s
currency, dramatic recognition of the Saharawi Arab Democratic Republic and
diplomatic tit-for-tat with Britain (or U.K.) over the Dikko palaver/abduction.

The Babangida Era (27 August 1985 — 27 August 1993).

The Buhari regime was terminated after almost twenty months by a military
team led by General Ibrahim Badamosi Babangida. The overthrow of the Buhari /
Idiagbon regime led to the emergence of the fifth military rule in Nigeria. In his
maiden broadcast to the nation on taking over power on August 27, 1985, President
Babangida criticized his immediate predecessor’s foreign policy for not being
dynamic enough. According to him, Nigeria’s foreign policy, under Buhari
administration, has been characterized by inconsistency and incoherence. It lacked
clarity to make us know where we stood in matters of international concern to
enable other countries relate to us with seriousness. Our external relations have
been conducted by a policy of retaliatory reactions®®. Hence, President Babangida
declared:

African problems and their solutions shall constitute the premise of

Nigeria’s foreign policy. The realization of the OAU’s Lagos Plan of

Action for self-sufficiency and constructive co-operation in Africa shall be

Nigeria’s primary pursuit. The ECOWAS shall be strengthened with a

view to achieving the organization’s objective of sub-regional integration.
The problems of the drought-stricken areas of Africa shall be given
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priority attention. Nigeria’s membership in the United Nations shall be

made more practical and meaningful. Lastly, the call for a New

International Economic Order which has lost its momentum in the face of

debt crisis shall be reactivated.
Concerning the Middle East, General Babangida blamed the prevailing situation in
the region on the failure of the international community to solve the Arab-Israeli
conflict and then called on both the Israelis and the Palestinians to consider the
peace options within the UN Resolution 242. In this regard, General Babangida as
Military (Head of State or) President of Nigeria declared:

.... we in Nigeria are seriously concerned by the endless conflicts in

the Middle East Sub-region. | refer particularly to the Arab-Israeli

conflict.... We believe that the failure of the international community

to find an acceptable solution to Arab-Israeli conflict is responsible for

the tension in the area. We in Nigeria support the UN Resolution 242

which guarantees both the Israelis and the Palestinians their

respective rights, and we call upon both sides to consider the peace

options within UN Resolution 242.3

At the All-Nigerian Conference on Nigeria’s foreign policy held at Kuru, near
Jos (Plateau State) in April 1986, President Babangida called for the ‘creation of the
necessary political and economic conditions in Africa which will secure the
sovereignty, territorial integrity and national independence of all African countries

and their total liberation from neo-colonialism, imperialism and all other forms of

foreign domination.

29. See Sam Oyovbaire and Tunji Olagunju (eds.), Foundation of a New Nigeria: The IBB Era,
Precision Press, Nigeria (No Year), p. 61

30. See F.O. Adeyemo, Dynamics of Nigeria's Foreign Policy 1993-1998, Zeidan Printing Press, 2002, p.
125.

31. See Birai U.M., Op. cit., p. 110.
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At the inception of the Babangida administration in August 1985, the Nigerian
economy, which depended almost completely on the export of crude oil for foreign
exchange was in a very bad shape. Indeed, the economy showed signs of serious
deterioration because of decline in the volume of crude oil exports and the
worldwide economic recession which gave rise to glut in global market of crude oll.
Simply put, during the Babangida era, the issue of economic development
dominated Nigeria’s foreign policy. Nigeria’s economic regression, depression had
telling effect on the people’s social welfare, education, internal security and
Nigeria’s power position within the international system.

There was, therefore, the need for economic recovery programme. In this respect,
the Babangida administration welcomed public debate on whether or not to accept
IMF loan/credit facilities designed to achieve economic recovery. At the end of
public debate on IMF, the Babangida administration adopted the controversial
Structural Adjustment Programme (SAP) in preference to an IMF standby loan
facility which was turned down by the Nigerian people because of the
conditionalities attached to it by the IMF3®- The SAP was adopted in 1986 as
drastic measure to take Nigeria out of her economic difficulties. The need for SAP
also arose because of the poor relationship between production and consumption

(i.e. agriculture and industry)®** as well as severe economic crisis, which nearly

@ The International Monetary Fund (IMF) is more than a mere credit agency. It bails nations out of
their
short-term balance of payments difficulties. It sticks to a consistent pattern of prescription for all
nations seeking its assistance. The IMF is essentially an international lending institution
whose principal function is to make short-term loans to the members for balance of payments
support. The IMF regards inflation as inimical to foreign trade and foreign investment which are
what it is supposed to promote.

¥ See Nigeria’s Economic Diplomacy: The Ike Nwachukwu years, 1988 —1992, Op.cit, p. 44
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brought national economy to the brink of collapse and encouraged dependence on
importation of manufactured or finished goods from abroad. This further led to
increasing demand for foreign consumer goods including food items such as rice.
Importation of goods in large quantities encouraged high inflation and neglect of
domestic production in agriculture, commerce and industry as well as
construction/transportation. In addition, there was almost dependence on earnings
from oil exports for boosting Federal government revenues and accumulation of
foreign exchange reserves despite sharp fall in world oil prices.

In order to achieve the Structural Adjustment Programme’s objectives,
several strategies were adopted by the Babangida administration and these include,
among other things, (i) liberation and de-regulation of fiscal and monetary policies
through the Foreign Exchange Market (FEM), (i) reduction of administrative
controls and de-bureaucratisation of the economy and (iii) better debt management

arrangement including debt conversion programme.

In addition to the strategies mentioned above, a new industrial policy was
introduced in 1989 while a new trade and tourism policy came into being in 1990.
The objectives of both policies were to attract foreign investment in export oriented
industries with emphasis on development of local raw material contents and
employment generation. In this connection, several incentives were put in place by
the Babangida administration and these include:

0] fiscal and taxation measures such as pioneer status, tax relief for

research and development, capital allowances and tax free dividends,
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(ii)

(iii)

others are export promotion incentives such as import duty drawback
scheme, export licence waivers, export credit guarantee and insurance
scheme, export development fund and capital allowances.®® In order to
attract more foreign technology and capital input into the economic
process, the indigenisation laws or decrees were repealed in 1989 by the
Babangida administration. The new industrial policy, therefore, opened
up virtually all sectors of the Nigerian economy and further provided the
framework for commercialization of some key industries or their outright
public divestment. Besides, the Raw Materials Research and
Development Council (RMRDC) was established to encourage the
development of local raw materials, while the Nigerian Export Promotion
Council (NEPC) was re-organised to promote non-oil exports. Above all,

the National Economic Reconstruction Fund (NERFUND) was set up to

provide financing for small and medium scale industries*.

The inauguration of the Technical Aid Corps Scheme (TAC) for assisting needy

African, Carribean and Latin American countries was also part of Babangida

administration’s foreign policy achievement. Since 1986, successive administrations

continued to implement the scheme. Prior to the Babangida administration,

Nigeria’s foreign aid (mainly financial) to other African and black countries were

largely uncoordinated but with the introduction of the TAC programme by Nigeria’s

External Affairs Minister, Professor A. B. Akinyemi, in 1987 a realistic and bold
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alternative to direct financial aid to recipient countries was achieved. The scheme
has increased from just over 900 to 6,000 in 2007.

From its inception on 27 August 1985, the Babangida administration tried to
improve Nigeria's image abroad. Through quiet and shuttle diplomacy, the Anglo-
Nigerian relations, which was soured and strained as a result of the Dikko
diplomatic palaver, was normalized. The exchange of visits between Lagos and
London led to the re-appointment of High Commissioners by both countries.

In order to redress the confrontational attitude of its predecessors with
Nigeria’s neighbours, the Babangida administration launched a foreign policy which
had the West African sub-region as its central focus. In a paper titled “Nigeria: The
Next Ten Years and the External Relations View Point” Professor Bola Akinyemi
who became the first External Affairs Minister and who initiated the idea of Concert
of Medium Powers during the Babangida era said:

In seeking a functionally economically integrated West Africa
within the next decade, Nigeria is prepared to pay any price
and to bear any burden. The present administration has
corrected Nigeria’s aberrant insularity of the recent past when
we pre-emptorily expelled illegal aliens in 1983 and 1984 and
closed our land borders for unprecedented years between 1984
and 1986%.
Professor Akinyemi further said:

It should also be emphasized that ECOWAS is not merely an
economic organization, but one which has major security
implications. One of the best guarantees of Nigeria’s security is

the development of a friendly and co-operative relationship
between us (Nigeria) and our neighbours®

22 See A. B. Akinyemi, Nigeria: The Next Ten Years and External Relations View Point.
. Ibid
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He further urged that ECOWAS must pay greater attention to defence and security
matters to safeguard the sub-region from external aggression and foreign

intervention and to bring about the effective maintenance of a Pax West Africana.

Also, the Babangida administration tried to make the ideas of ECOWAS
more reliable. In this connection, Lagos/Abuja was among the first authorities to
launch the campaign for the establishment of ECOWAS Brown Card Scheme which
seeks to protect third party liabilities. Under the Babangida administration, Nigeria
re-opened her land borders which were closed for several months by its
predecessor (the Buhari/ldiagbon regime). With the opening of her land borders,
Nigeria’s relations with her neighbours began to improve. President Babangida’s
state or official visit to neighbouring countries also contributed to good relations
between Nigeria and her neighbours. Besides, Nigeria, under the Babangida
administration, showed keen interest in finding solution to the Liberian crisis,
Indeed, it got Nigeria deeply involved in the Liberian crises. Put differently, the
Babangida administration projected Nigeria’s power abroad especially in Liberia and
Sierra-Leone (West Africa).

In his Press Briefing on the Imperatives of Nigerian Foreign Policy and the
Crisis in Liberia®’, President Babangida said:

We have heard of the legality of ECOMOG. But those who
raise this preposterous question are equally but indirectly
guestioning the legality of ECOWAS. The answer, therefore, to
this rather ambiguous question lies in asking the fundamental
guestion: Is ECOWAS legal? Nothing in the present Charter

precludes the existence of regional arrangements or agency for
dealing with such matters relating to the maintenance of

37. See General IBB Press Briefing on The Imperatives of Nigerian Foreign Policy and the crisis in
Liberia at the press centre, Dodan Barracks, Lagos,pp.3-8
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international peace and security.. The members of the United
Nations entering into such arrangements or constituting such
agencies shall make every effort to achieve pacific settlement
of local disputes through such regional agencies before
referring them to the UN Security Council®®

In the same Briefing, he further declared:

For the thirty years of Nigeria’s independence, certain specific
imperatives have governed the conceptualization and conduct of
Nigerian foreign policy. Although emphasis may have been placed
here and there as may be dictated by the circumstances of times,
and styles of leadership may differ, the real substance of our foreign
policy objectives has tended to revolve around those principles to
which we hold tenaciously in the conduct of our foreign relations (...)

The principal considerations of Nigeria’s international relations are
the defence and protection of our territorial integrity and sovereignty
of our country from all acts of aggression whether internally or
externally instigated. The second has to do with contiguous
boundaries with Nigeria, otherwise known as the ring countries, and
our attitude over the years to all these countries has developed a
consistent pattern and relentless effort to ensure and encourage
peaceful co-existence (...) Above all, we believe that crisis or
conflicts in those countries would inevitably have adverse spill-over
effects on the peace and tranquility of our country. Consequently,
almost every administration in this country, including my
administration, has found it necessary to take measures that
enhance our national good-neighbour policies based on shared
common interests and aspirations for peace, security and economic
progress. This policy too, explains our involvement in the efforts to
restore peace in Chad (...) The third factor concerns the West African
sub-region, that is the ECOWAS region. Indeed, the ECOWAS
region completes what has been termed the three concentric circles
governing Nigerian foreign and defence policies.

In order to resolve the Liberian crisis, Nigeria spearheaded the formation of
ECOWAS Monitoring Group known as ECOMOG. Nigeria's support for the

formation of ECOMOG can be justified on ground of her economic interest in the

22 See Daily Times (Lagos), Monday, August 27, 1990, p.5
" M'y
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sub-region. Essentially, Nigeria wants economic integration which cannot be
achieved in a situation of war or political instability. In addition, Nigeria wants to
create a stable market for her products in West African sub-region.

At the continental level, the Babangida administration, like the Buhari regime,
resisted moves by Morocco and Zaire to dismember the OAU because of the
admission of the Saharawi Arab Democratic Republic into the continental
organization. Under the Babangida administration, Nigeria wrote off more than 70
million Naira expenses which it incurred during the OAU peace-keeping mission in
Chad Republic*

In spite of economic and financial constraints caused by frequent fall of oil
prices in the World market, Nigeria was able to respond immediately to the military
attacks or raids of ‘frontline states’ notably Botswana, Zimbabwe and Zambia by
racist South Africa. The Federal Military Government condemned in strong terms
the racist action. Nigeria also spearheaded the boycott of the Edinburgh
Commonwealth Games in 1986. As Chairman of OAU, President Babangida
addressed the UN General Assembly in 1991. He also spearheaded the campaign
for the unsuccessful election of General Olusegun Obasanjo (rtd.) as Secretary-
General of the UN*

In international politics, there is no permanent friend or enemy but permanent
interest. Hence the Babangida administration recognized South Africa following

tremendous political reforms made by the minority or racist regime led by President

. SeeF. 0. Adeyemo, Op.cit, p. 129.
*1 See The Guardian, Friday, October 10, 1997, p. 27
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Frederick de Klerk whose official visit to Nigeria on April 9, 1992 marked the end of
the chill in Nigeria-South Africa relations. During his official visit, President de Klerk
called for restoration of relations between South Africa and Nigeria. He also sought
Nigeria’s support for South Africa’s bid to join the Organisation of African Unity.
More significantly, the Babangida administration normalized diplomatic relations
after 18 years (1973 — 1991) with the State of Israel following official visit to Tel-
Aviv/Jerusalem in 1991 by Nigerian former External/Foreign Affairs Minister-Major
General lke Nwachukwu (rtd.). His official visit was the first by a Nigerian
government official to Israel since Nigeria severed diplomatic ties with the Jewish
State shortly after the 1973 Arab-Israeli War. Since then (1991) bilateral relations
between both countries have improved.
At the Commonwealth of Nations, the Babangida administration sponsored the
successful election of Chief Emeka Anyaoku as the Organization’s Secretary-
General. Nigeria also produced the President of OPEC and ensured that Professor
Adebayo Adedeji completed his tenure as Executive Secretary of the UN Economic
Commission for Africa (ECA). Also, the Babangida administration supported the
nomination and the election of Major General Joseph Garba (rtd. & deceased) as
the President of the UN General Assembly 44™ Session.

Above all, the Babangida administration placed much emphasis on economic
diplomacy whose primary objective was to woo foreign investors to Nigeria and
enhance the country’s economic development. Regrettably, the Babangida

administration’s economic diplomacy did not lessen or reduce Nigeria’s external
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debt burden. Besides, economic diplomacy did not attract considerable foreign
investors into Nigeria.

In summary, Nigeria’s foreign policy during the Babangida administration was
fine-tuned to reflect economic diplomacy under the stewardship of General lke
Nwachukwu (rtd.) who succeeded Professor Bolaji Akinyemi as Foreign Affairs
Minister. There is no doubt, the Babangida’s foreign policy was characterized by
dynamism and realism as evident in the establishment of the Technical Aid Corps
Scheme (TAC) in October 1987 for interested countries in Africa, Pacific and
Carribean as well as in the appointment of Nigerian nationals into top posts in the
Commonwealth, OPEC and the UN Specialized Agencies. The Technical Aid
Corps Scheme, for example, is designed to develop closer ties between developing
nations and to create good will for Nigeria. More importantly, diplomatic isolation of
Israel by successive Nigerian governments was reversed by the Babganda regime
in 1991 when it restored diplomatic relations with the Jewish State. The restoration
of diplomatic relations, however, had no significant impact on the Arab-Israeli
conflict and peace process. Lastly, Nigeria was respected and consulted by several
African leaders and governments on international issues before June 1993.

Regrettably, on 23 June 1993, President Babangida, in a nation-wide
broadcast, annulled the outcome of the entire June 12 (1993) Presidential election
(See Table 4.1) to the dismay of the majority of Nigerians and the international
observers who acknowledged that the presidential election was the freest, fairest
and most peaceful polls ever conducted in the electoral history of Nigeria. After the

annulment of the June 12 Presidential election, President Babangida announced
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the appointment/inauguration of an Interim National Government (ING) headed by
Chief Ernest Shonekan in order to avoid a vacuum whilst the military president and
ruler “stepped aside” from governance. Consequently, the Third Republic did not
see the light of the day.

The Babangida administration will be remembered for its improvement of
Nigeria’s relations with the great powers, Nigeria’'s membership of the OIC,
Nigeria’s participation in the ECOMOG intervention in Liberia and Sierra-Leone as
well as the annulment (or voiding) of the results of the 1993 presidential election.
Despite this, we strongly believe that the de-annulment of the June 12 (1993)
presidential election would have contributed immensely to the growth and
development of presidential democracy in Nigeria. There is no doubt, the election
saw the triumph of Chief Moshood K.O. Abiola and Alhaji Baba Gana Kingibe as
presidential and vice-presidential candidates of the Social Democratic Party (SDP)
over Alhaji Bashir Othman Tofa and Dr. Sylvester Ugo of the National Republican
Convention (NRC). Although the military government led by General Ibrahim
Badamosi Babangida nullified the election results of the June 12 (1993) presidential

election, the outcome was made public at various state collation centers (or levels).
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Table 4.1:

Results of the June 12 (1993) Presidential Election

SN | States Regd. NRC Percent SDP Percent Total Percent
Voters Voters Votes Votes
01 | Abia* 991,569 | 151,227 | 58.96 | 105,273 | 41.04 256,500 26
02 | Adamawa** 954,680 | 178,865 | 53.47 | 155.625 | 46.53 334,490 34.04
03 | Akwa lbom* | 1,032,955 | 199,342 | 48.14 | 214,787 | 51.86 414,129 42
04 | Anambra** 1,248,226 | 159,258 | 42.89 | 212,024 | 57.11 371,282 294
05 | Bauchi** 2,048,627 | 513,077 | 60.56 | 334,197 39.4 847,274 39.9
06 | Benue** 1,297,072 | 189,302 43 216,830 57 406,132 33
07 | Borno* 1,222,533 | 128,684 | 45.60 | 153,496 | 54.40 282,180 23
08 | Cross 876,599 | 153,452 | 47.08 | 189,303 52.2 342,755 39.1
River**
09 | Delta** 1,155,182 | 145,001 30.7 327,277 69.3 472,278 41
10 | Edo* 912,680 | 103,572 | 33.52 | 205,407 | 66.48 308,979 34
11 | Enugu** 1,291,750 | 233,281 | 54.44 | 193,969 | 45.56 427,190 33.07
12 | Imo** 1,141,630 | 193,202 | 55.22 | 156,700 44.8 349,902 31
13 | Jigawa** 1,230,215 | 89,836 39 138,552 61 228,388 18.6
14 | Kaduna* 1,614,258 | 336,860 | 46.36 | 389,713 | 54.64 726,573 44.81
15 | Kano* 2,583,057 | 154,809 | 47.72 | 169,619 | 52.28 324,428 12.5
16 | Katsina** 1,661,132 | 271,000 61.3 171,169 38.7 442,176 27
17 | Kebbi** 824,254 | 209,872 73.1 77,102 26.9 286,974 34.8
18 | Kogi* 978,019 | 265,732 54.4 222,760 45.6 488,492 49
19 | Kwara* 669,625 80,209 22.76 | 272,270 | 77.24 352,479 53
20 | Lagos* 2,397,421 | 149,432 | 14.46 | 883,965 | 85.54 | 1,033,397 43
21 | Niger* 1,002,173 | 221,437 | 61.90 | 136,350 | 38.10 357,787 35.93
22 | Ogun* 941,889 59,246 12.22 | 425,725 | 87.78 484,971 52
23 | Ondo** 1,767,896 | 160,994 15.7 803,024 83.3 964,018 54.33
24 | Osun** 1,056,690 | 72,068 15.5 365,266 83.5 437,334 41
25 | Oyo* 1,579,280 | 105,788 | 16.48 | 536,011 | 83.52 641,799 40.64
26 | Plateau* 1,513,186 | 259,394 | 38.32 | 417,565 | 61.68 676,959 45
27 | Rivers** 1,908,878 | 646,952 63 379,872 36.9 1,026,824 54
28 | Sokoto** 1,636,119 | 372,260 | 79.21 97,726 20.79 469,986 41
29 | Taraba - - - - - - -
30 | Yobe** 663,297 65,133 36.99 | 110,921 63 176,054 26.54
31 | FCT 152,686 18,313 47.84 19,968 52.16 38,281 52.16
* Published by the National Electoral Commission (NEC)
** Already collated by the collatioin committee made up of representatives

of local and foreign monitoring groups, National Republican Convention
(NRC), Social Democratic Party (SDP) and NEC
Source: Newswatch, (Nigeria’s Weekly Newsmagazine), June 28, 1993, p. 10.
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The Shonekan Era (August 27 — Nov. 17, 1993)
Chief Ernest Sonekan was appointed Head of the Interim National
Government (ING) on August 27, 1993. As a matter of fact, the ING could be
described as an extension of the Babangida regime. As Head of the ING, he
travelled extensively within and outside Nigeria. During his official tours, he made
public statements designed to gain support for his administration. On human rights,
for instance, he declared:
Our records are impeccable and perhaps, unbeatable in the
annals of our history... We freed all-jailed human rights activist.
We pardoned all political offenders both dead and alive,
allowed all politicians in exile to return home, and we have not
restricted the free movements of any activist in and out of the
country*?

On September 4, 1993, the ING got unfavourable response from the American

government which stated:
...that arbitrary action (i.e. annulment of June 12 election) by
the Babangida regime clearly thwarted the political will of the
Nigerian people and was not in accordance with the democratic
principles... The new regime (ING) has not committed itself to
these principles and that it has no support and confidence of
broad elements. The US has no plans to lift sanction that were
implemented following annulment of the June 12 election®.

During his trip to New York, Chief Shonekan also addressed African

Ambassadors at the UN and spoke extensively on Nigeria’s geo-political pre-

eminence in the continent (of Africa). Describing military involvement in politics as

2 See The Guardian Sunday, November 21, 1993, p. A7, As Head of the ING, he ordered the

release of late Dr. Beko Ransome-Kuti, Chief Gani Fewehinmi and Femi Falana from the
Kuje prison in Abuja, FCT.
*. lbid,
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an aberration, Chief Shonekan admitted that the developments on the political
scene in Nigeria have continued to make waves* Nevertheless, he assured the
envoys that the movement towards democratization in Nigeria has its foundation
and underpinnings in the national recognition that the will of the people remains
supreme and inviolable. He further stated that the ING was genuinely committed to
the democratic goals even if the process encounters daunting difficulties® On the
June 12 election, he told the African Ambassadors (or envoys) that its annulment
was made in the supreme interest of peace, security and stability of the country.
After addressing the African envoys in the UN, Chief Shonekan addressed a world
press conference at Hotel Waldorf Astonia (N.Y.). Unable to meet officials of the
US government with a view to amending broken fences resulting from the
cancellation (or annulment) of the June 12 election, Chief Shonekan returned to
Nigeria.

Between October 20 and 26, 1993, Chief Shonekan was in Cyprus attending
the Commonwealth Heads of State and Government Summit. He met, among
others, with Queen Elizabeth Il of England and the Zimbabwean leader — Mr. Robert
Mugabe. While he was in Cyprus, he could not say much because of a six-man
delegation sent by Chief Bashorun M.K.O. Abiola (now deceased) who was
presumably denied the mandate he won on June 12, 1993. While in Office, Chief
Shonekan received in audience envoys representing Britain, the USA, Iran, Israel,
Cameroun Republic, Italy, Japan, Sudan, Czechoslovakia and Switzerland among

others.

" bid.
5 Ibid.,
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On Wednesday, November 17, (1993), the ING was sacked by the military.
Consequently, he held a brief meeting with his cabinet and said:
However, | regret to inform you that in the light of recent events
and after due consideration of all the facts, | am left with no
alternative but to take the most honourable and dignified step of
resigning my appointment as Head of State and Commander-
in-Chief of the Armed Forces of Nigeria®®.
Thus, Chief Shonekan was quietly removed from office through a “bloodless coup”
on November 17, 1993. In all, he was at the helm of affairs of the Federal
Government of Nigeria for 84 days or about three months. Apart from his shuttle
diplomacy, Chief Ernest Shonekan as Head of ING, did not focus on any foreign
policy issue throughout his brief stay in office because of external and domestic
(especially the annulled June 12, 1993 presidential election) environments were not
favourable to the pursuit of a viable foreign policy. In effect, Shonekan’s ING made
no meaningful impact on Nigeria’s foreign policy. Like the previous administrations,
the ING was to make Africa the center piece of its foreign policy with particular
attention to the West African sub-region. In this connection, the Shonekan
administration found time to address Nigeria’s involvement in the Liberian crisis and
it favoured a phased withdrawal of Nigerian troops from ECOMOG.
The Abacha Administration (Nov. 17, 1993 — June 8, 1998)
The sixth military coup and rule occurred on 17 November 1993 and it was

led by General Sani Abacha. The Abacha administration inherited sluggish

economy, political instability, chaos, anarchy and civil conflict from its immediate

276



past predecessors. Following the annulment of June 12 election, a group of
prominent Nigerians came together and discussed ways and means to fight for its
de-annulment. After a series of meetings in Lagos between prominent adherents of
human rights groups and pro-democracy organization, the National Democratic
Coalition (NADECO) was formed in May 1994. NADECO was formed to press for
the re-validation or actualization of the June 12 election*’. The pro-democracy
organization (i.e. NADECO) gave the Abacha administration an ultimatum to
abdicate power not later than May 31, 1994.

NADECO leaders did not yield to any threat or pressure and they employed
the weapons of mass rallies, strikes, boycotts and invocation of international
sympathy for their cause. NADECO was able to forge an alliance with the Trade
Unions and it was a formidable ally. In July 1994, NADECO leadership succeeded
in convincing the leadership of the National Union of Petroleum and Natural Gas
Workers (NUPENG) as well as the Petroleum and Natural Gas Senior Staff
Association of Nigeria (PENGASSAN) to go on strike which was promptly carried
out. The strike was debilitating for the government. The fuel scarcity that resulted
from the strike crippled economic and social activities nationwide*®
The Abacha administration fought back effectively and ruthlessly. It proscribed the
trade unions including the Nigerian Labour Congress (NLC) and arrested as well as
detained their leaders. In addition, the Abacha administration turned its attention to

NADECO chieftains. Many of them fled from Nigeria in order to continue their

:; See Newswatch (Nigeria’s Weekly Magazine), March 23, 1998, vol. 27, No. 11, p. 12
. Ibid
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struggle while in self-exile in Europe and America. When the Abacha administration
came up with the idea of National Constitutional Conference, NADECO rejected it
on the ground that it was not sovereign and that a national government headed by
Chief Bashorun M.K.O. Abiola (the undeclared, detained and presumed winner of
the June 12, 1993 presidential election) could convene the desired Constitutional
Conference. NADECO also called for a boycott of the election of delegates to the
Constitutional Conference®®. The election of delegates was, however, conducted
but it recorded low turn out.

More importantly, NADECO opposed any transition programme carried out
by the military/Abacha administration. NADECO’s argument was that the military
could not achieve true democracy for a number of reasons. One fundamental
reason was that the military has so far ruled Nigeria for 29 out of its 38 years of
independence (1960 — 1998) and so it has become an interested party in the
struggle for political power. Secondly, most of the military officer-corps joined the
Armed Forces in the knowledge (or hope) that it was the shortest and surest avenue
to political power. Lastly, the annulment of June 12, 1993 presidential election
indicated quite clearly that the military, in spite of the long transition process during
the Babangida regime (August 27, 1985 — August 27, 1993), never intended to
relinquish political power. The annulment was effected when the expected result
was not produced. Consequently, the experience of the June 12, 1993 election
made it unreasonable for the military to conduct free and fair elections in Nigeria.

Majority of NADECO leaders found it difficult to trust the Abacha administration’s

9 Ibid. P 14.
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transition programme and so they strongly opposed General Abacha’s presidency
because he was a member of and a key actor in the Babangida administration that
annulled the June 12, 1993 election. Also they did not trust the Abacha
administration to conduct free and fair elections in the country. Lastly, they believed
that Abacha administration’s transition was designed for self-succession®.

Early in 1994, top leaders of NADECO met with the Federal Government
team comprising the Head of State-General Sani Abacha, Lt. General Jeremiah
Oseni (then the Minister of Federal Capital Territory (FCT) and Chief Tom Ikimi (the
Political adviser to the Head of State and later Minister of External/Foreign Affairs).
Catholic Archbishop (now Cardinal) Olubunmi Okogie was the facilitator of talks.
Members of NADECO team included late Chief Adekunle Ajasin (former governor of
old Ondo State and an elder Statesman), Chief Christian Onoh (former Governor of
old Anambra State), Chief Cornelius Adebayo (former Governor of old Kwara State
and later Minister of Communications (2003 — May 2007) and Admiral Ndubusi
Kanu (former member of the Supreme Military Council, SMC)>".

Regrettably, the talks did not yield positive results because the Federal
Military Government did not accede to NADECO’s demand that Chief Bashorun
M.K.O. Abiola be installed President of the Federal Republic of Nigeria. The
coalition (i.e. NADECO) thus went fully into opposition against the Abacha

administration while some section of the international community began serious.

® The Abacha administration’s transition programme was tailored towards self-succession and

continuation of military rule in Nigeria. This explains why all the five registered political parties
unanimously adopted General Sani Abacha as their sole presidential candidate or flagbearer for
the presidential election scheduled for August 1, 1998.

. See The Guardian, Friday, April 3, 1998, p. 11
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campaign against military rule in Nigeria and called for urgent democratization. As
a matter of fact, the relationship between both NADECO and the Abacha
administration became a cat and mouse game or affair. Some members of the
opposition were arrested and detained without trial. Others like Chief Anthony
Enahoro (an elder Statesman and Federal Minister of Information in the First
Republic), Wole Soyinka (a Professor of Literature and Nobel Peace Winner), A B.
Akiyemi (a Professor of International Relations and former Minister of External
Affairs), Lt. General Alani Akinrinade (a retired army officer), Raph Obiora (a former
Federal Minister of Industries) and Dan Suleiman (a retired Air Commodore) fled
into self-exile in Europe and America where they continued with their struggle
against military rule and enthronement of true democracy in Nigeria while the main
actor Chief M.K.O. Abiola, was arrested and detained in June 1994 on the grounds
that he proclaimed himself President of Nigeria. He was in detention from June
1994 till July 7, 1998 when he passed away. Before he died, charges of treason
were preferred against him by the Federal Military Government / Abacha
administration.  Abiola’s arrest and detention did considerable damage to the
image of the Abacha regime which battled unsuccessfully with its bad image and
credibility problem.

After destroying domestic opposition groups, General Abacha was able to
consolidate his power and authority as Head of State. He refused to re-validate the
annulled June 12, 1993 presidential election. Several draconian Decrees were
promulgated in order to silence opposition groups and maintain peace, law and

order in the country. Although the Abacha administration succeeded in maintaining

280



peace and order as well as the unity of the country, domestic opposition affected
the effective performance of the Nigerian economy. For instance, the objectives of
the 1994 annual budget could not be achieved partly because of stiff opposition
from powerful vital interest groups and partly because of low morale, lack of
incentives, low capacity utilization, poor implementation of the measures put in
place, political instability and uncertainty in the country®’. Also Nigeria’s traditional
trading partners and the multilateral financial institutions reduced financial flows to
Nigeria thereby stifling the country’s access to external resources.

More importantly, the USA, the EU and the Commonwealth of Nations
imposed limited but effective sanctions against Nigeria because of the country’s
alleged poor human rights record, lack of respect for democracy and the rule of law.
It will be recalled that the first package of EU sanctions against Nigeria was in 1993.
As a result, the EU suspended military co-operation, set visa restrictions for
members of the military and security forces and halted top-level official visits to EU.
In 1995, visa restrictions were tightened while severe arms embargo was imposed
against Nigeria. Also, the EU banned Nigerian leaders and their family members
from entering the EU member-states, banned all Nigerian military personnel and
stopped sporting contacts by denying visas to Nigeria’s official delegations and

national teams.>®

> The 1994 budget sought to achieve, among other things, the following objectives; (i) a balanced

budget firmly anchored on fiscal discipline and the abolition of deficit financing, (ii) exchange
rate stabilization and reversal of the high incidence of capital flight, (iii) rationalization of interest
rates to stem the decline of the real sector, (iv) reduction in the level of subsidies and
subventions to Federal Government owned companies and parastatals, particularly those slated
for partial or full commercialization and outright privatization and (v) effective debt management
strategies to reduce the debt service burden on domestic commitments and obtain debt relief
from external creditors.
%% See The Guardian, Friday, June 26, 1998, p.4
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The Abacha administration continued with its crackdown on the opposition
groups until November 10, 1995 when Mr. Ken Saro-Wiwa and his eight Ogoni
minority rights activists were executed for alleged murder. Some members of the
international community did not believe that Ken Saro-Wiwa et.al committed
murder. Rather they believed that they were executed because of their strong
views and opposition to military rule in Nigeria. Until General Abacha’s sudden
death on June 8 (1998), Nigeria’s foreign policy was blurred and it lacked focus.
From the foregoing, it could be argued that the Abacha administration was pre-
occupied with myriads of domestic problems. In other words, domestic factors more
than anything else determined the direction of Nigeria’s foreign policy from 1993 to
1998.

Under the Abacha administration, Nigeria virtually lost all her friends in the
comity of nations especially Western Europe. Besides, Nigeria was declared a
“Pariah State” by some sections of the international community because of Nigeria’s
alleged lack of respect for democracy, the rule of law and human rights. In spite of
international outrage, pressure and pleas for pardon (or clemency), the Abacha
regime executed by hanging Ken Saro-Wiwa and his eight Ogoni human rights
activists. Consequently, Nigeria was isolated while the Commonwealth of Nations
suspended her membership from the organization during the Summit of Heads of
State and Government held in Auckland (New Zealand) on November 11, 1995. It
is essential to note that the Abacha regime did not bequeath a heathy foreign policy

legacy to its successor - the Abubakar administration. Nonetheless, the Abacha
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regime will be remembered for its reactionary approach and foreign policy shift in
Nigeria’s external relations.
The Abubakar Administration, (June 9, 1998 — May 28, 1999)

After the sudden death of Nigeria’s Head of State, General Sani Abacha, a
military Head of State (General Abdulsalam Abubakar), assumed power on June 9,
1998 and at a critical period in Nigeria’s political development and transition to civil
rule programme. In order to achieve his administration’s domestic and foreign policy
goals (or objectives), General Abubakar pledged, in his nation-wide broadcast on
Tuesday, June 9, 1998 that he would pursue genuine reconciliation within Nigeria
and with all nations in the world. He also pledged to hand-over political power to a
democratically elected government on May 29, 1999. Besides, he called on
Nigerians in self-exile in foreign countries to return home (i.e. Nigeria). In this
regard, General Abubakar said:

Our vision for Nigeria is a country where nobody would be
intimidated on account of his (or her) views, tribe and religion®*.

In his response (on June 23, 1998) to condolence visit and message
presented by 26 African Ambassadors duly accredited to Nigeria, General Abubakar
described his immediate predecessor (late General Sani Abacha) as a man of
peace who lived and died fighting not only for the stability, peace and unity of his
country (Nigeria), but also for Africa in general and West Africa sub-region (notably
Liberia and Sierra-Leone) in particular. He further stated that his administration
would do everything within its power to bring peace not only to Nigeria but also to

Africa®.

5 ~ . -~ .
. See The Guardian, Tuesday, June 23, 1998, p.4

%, Ibid,
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At the graduation of (Course 20 Officers comprising the Army, Navy and
Airforce) 182 graduands at Command Staff College, Jaji (near Kaduna, Kaduna
State) which he attended personally in early July 1998, General Abubakar stated
what appeared to be the corner-stone or fundamental goals of his administration’s
domestic and foreign policies.

According to him:

The internal and sub-regional tasks, challenges and
responsibilities facing our Armed Forces are becoming
increasingly enormous and complex.  This administration
remains committed to restoring democracy, the rule of law and
full respect for fundamental human rights and civil liberties in
our country. We are also determined to take Nigeria back to its
rightful place among the comity of nations and, above all, we
are committed to taking our military back to its constitutional
and professional role of defending the independence, territorial
integrity and sovereignty of the nation. Therefore, Nigerians
and foreign friends should support us in this historic task>®

In his third broadcast to the nation on Monday, July 20, 1998, General
Abubakar further stated:

...this administration will consolidate existing relationships and
maintain positive and friendly relations with all nations of the
world without compromising our sovereignty and legitimate
interest of our sub-region on all issues... We implore our
friends to exercise patience and appreciate the unique problem
that face us as a nation. | have, therefore, directed the
immediate resolution of the Medium Term Economic
Programme (MTEP) with the World bank and IMF. We also
intend to begin discussions with the Paris Club with a view to
obtaining debt relief. In the meantime, we will liberalize the debt
conversion programme to encourage further foreign
investment. Trade and investment will remain an important
determinant in our multilateral relationships®’.

*°  See The Guardian, Saturday, July 11, 1998, pp. 1 — 2.
* . See The Guardian Tuesday, July 21, 1998, p. 15

284



There is no doubt, General Abubakar’s public and other official statements or
pronouncements earned him tremendous domestic and international support. As a
result, the Abubakar administration was encouraged to accelerate the tempo of
transition from military to civilian administration. Indeed, it bolstered his credentials
not only in Nigeria but in international community. The members of the international
community, most especially Britain, the EU, the Commonwealth of Nations and the
United States of America, were encouraged by the release of some political
detainees and prisoners after a week following General Abacha’s sudden death.
Also, in less than a month after General Abacha’s demise, the diplomatic tension in
Nigeria’s foreign relations was considerably reduced. As a result, a foreign policy
analyst asserted that the era of “cow boy or area-boy diplomacy” has ended.
Indeed, the fear of Nigeria becoming a “pariah state” died down completely®.
Throughout its brief but interesting period, the Abubakar administration continued to
pursue its policy of constructive engagement with other members of the
international community. It also continued to pursue economic diplomacy with a
view to attracting foreign investors, capital and investment into Nigeria. Under the
Abubakar administration, Nigeria was reintegrated into the mainstream of world
politics.  Indeed, the Abubakar administration re-established cordial relations
between Nigeria and its major Western allies.

The Emergence of the Fourth Republic and the Second Coming of the
Obasanjo Era ll (29 May, 1999 — May 2007)

This sub-section will focus on Obasanjo’s second coming (1999 — 2007).

8 See THIS DAY, Monday, June 29, 1998, p. 16.
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The first coming of Murtala/Obasanjo took place from 1975 to September
1979 when Olusegun Obasanjo voluntarily handed political power to a
democratically elected civilian government. Having said this, it is important to state
at the onset that the Nigeria which President Olusegun Obasanjo met when he was
returned to power was completely different from the one he left 20 years ago (1979
— 1999) as a military ruler / president or Head of State. As a matter of fact, Nigeria
was in a state of almost total collapse when his regime came back.

Indeed, the economic situation in Nigeria by the end of the 1990s was bleak
and was characterized by poor growth, declining levels of productivity, rising poverty
levels, widespread consumption and large external debt over-hung. The pre-reform
macro-economic environment was worrisome with inflation level ranging between
20 and 25 percent, an unstable exchange rate, low reserves and weak fiscal policy
with the government incurring a fiscal deficit of about 3.5 of GDP for the decade
prior to economic reforms.*® Besides, it inherited political crisis, instability, and poor
internal image. Nigeria was shunned not only in the international arena but also at
home. As a result, many Nigerians began to leave their country in droves in search
of better conditions in more advanced countries of Europe, the United States of
America and the Middle East. President Obasanjo, however, realized the crucial
role which unity and political stability could play in the realization of his
domestic and foreign policies.

While addressing newly appointed Nigerian envoy-designates on Monday, 27

September 1999, President Obasanjo stated that Nigeria’s foreign policy would be

59. See Daily Sun, Tuesday, 25 July 2006, p. 6.
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guided by “a more global approach” with emphasis on winning more friends for the
country, attracting genuine foreign investments and investors, improving Nigeria’s
image abroad and working hard to address Nigeria’s debt burden®. There is no
doubt, these are important declaration of foreign policy objectives.

In order to achieve the above laudable objectives, the Obasanjo
administration placed strong emphasis on transparency, accountability, conducive
economic environment and the elimination of corruption in the Nigerian society. It
will be recalled that foreign investors pulled out from Nigeria during the military era
for political and economic reasons, especially Nigeria’'s lack of respect for
democracy, human rights and the rule of law. For the West, including the United
States of America, Obasanjo can do no wrong in as much as he keeps democracy
sustained in Nigeria, continue with his anti-corruption campaign and opens up the
Nigerian market to competition through the government’s privatization of ailing state
enterprises. Although the West’s interest does not always coincide with Nigeria’s
national interest, some have viewed the privatization policy or programme with
suspicion.

More importantly, President Olusegun Obasanjo has been criticized for his
numerous foreign trips since the inception of his administration on 29 May 1999.
However, in defending his foreign trips at the Second Nigeria Investment Summit

held on Thursday, 18 July 2002, in London, President Obasanjo said:

60. Guardian New.Comm..Editorial of Tuesday, 28 September 1999, p. 1 of 2.
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My foreign trips were on the advice of marketing experts who
had noted that the country’s image was at its lowest ebb during
the military rule years. The grime (sic.) grim was so much that
it needed personal contact from the new leadership to attract
any foreign investment at all. As many of you may be aware, |
have devoted much time and energy journeying to virtually all
corners of the globe in my personal efforts to positively
reintegrate our country into the international community and
attract investment. We are happy to report that the results from
these trips have been encouraging enough to confirm my
personal belief and the advice of marketing experts that
personal contact is the best way to market your product. And
my product is Nigeria®.

By his sustained diplomatic shuttles to relevant countries in the world,
President Obasanjo did his best in selling Nigeria to key investors in each country
where he visited on the need to make Nigeria prime target for establishing their
respective businesses. It should be noted that as he did of the world, Obasanjo
travelled the length and breath of his country inspecting and commissioning of
projects financed and executed by state governments during his eight — years rule
as civilian President.

Moreover, Nigeria under the Obasanjo administration focused attention on
the economic integration of West African Sub-region and African continent. In this
regard, Nigeria spearheaded what it called the ‘First Track’ approach to integration
in West Africa. The process originally involved close economic collaboration
between Nigeria and Ghana but it has now expanded into the creation of a ‘Free
Trade Area’ involving Nigeria, Benin Republic, Togo, Niger Republic and Ghana.

Considerable progress has also been made to integrate the currencies, transport

and power systems of these countries. The Obasanjo administration did not limit its

61. See The Guardian, Friday, July 19, 2002, p. 1.
It will be recalled that the precursor of SAP was Austerity Measure which was introduced by the
Obasanjo regime between 1975 and September 1979.
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integration efforts to Africa or West Africa but also extended to cover the Third
World®? countries.

The Obasanjo administration established the Ministry of Co-operation and
Integration in Africa with a view to improving continental politico-economic relations.
To foster this agenda, he initiated negotiations with other African leaders and Heads
of State and Government in his bid to expand the economic power of the people of
Nigeria in particular and the continent at large through New Partnership for Africa’s
Development (NEPAD). The latter is a pledge by African leaders based on
common vision and a firm as well as shared conviction that they have a pressing
duty to eradicate poverty and to place their countries both individually and
collectively on a path of sustainable growth and development and at the same time
to participate actively in the world economy and body politic. The programme
(NEPAD) is anchored on the determination of Africans to extricate themselves and
the continent from the malaise of under-development and exclusion in globalising
world.

Besides, the Obasanjo administration can be credited with energizing the
Third World body (the G-77). As Chairman, Nigeria successfully convened summit
of G-77 for the first time in its 36 years of existence in Havana (Cuba) in April, 2000.
At the summit, Nigeria and Libya proposed a south-south Healthcare Delivery
Programme that was adopted at the Havana Summit. The Secretariat of the
programme is based in Nigeria and the programme formally took off in 2002 with

the first batch of volunteers leaving for Chad Republic, Burkina Faso, Sierra —Leone

62.  See, The Nation, Sunday, 20" May 2007, p. 12.
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and Niger Republic.

During the Babangida and Abacha regimes, Nigeria was plunged into
political instability and pariah status starting or beginning with the annulment or
cancellation of the presidential election results of June 12, 1993. Consequently, on
assumption of office, President Obasanjo embarked upon a globe trotting exercise
in his determined bid to erase the pariah symbol from the Nigerian state. During his
first tenure in office (May 1999 through August 2000), Obasanjo travelled to several
countries including the United States of America, Britain, Germany, France, Japan,
Canada, South Africa, and India. In effect, therefore, the Obasanjo administration
succeeded in transforming Nigeria from its ‘ pariah status’ to a respected
member of the international community. It also made Nigeria a safe haven for
foreign investors particularly in those sectors that have suffered neglect under
military rule. In order to promote greater inflow of Direct Foreign Investment (FDI),
the Obasanjo administration embarked upon a policy of resuscitating Bilateral Joint
Commissions with several countries that have been identified as exporters of
capital. Scores of Agreements particularly Investment Promotion and Protection
Agreements (IPPA) have been signed providing the framework for practical
consolidation of economic, trade, technical and other forms of co-operation with
many countries.

One of the least recognized achievements of the Obasanjo administration’s
diplomacy is the increasing level of international development assistance that now
comes to Nigeria. Hitherto, Nigeria was conspicuously the least favoured African

country for Official Development Assistance (ODA) grants or International Aid.
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Nigeria, under the Obasanjo administration has, however, shed the toga of wasteful
and never-do-well nation. Foreign investors are now competing to come and take
advantage of Nigeria’s large market, friendly population and cheap but qualitative
labour. As a result, their level of foreign direct investments especially in the
communications, energy, oil and gas, banking, stock market and manufacturing has
increased tremendously.®

In a national broadcast to mark the end of his two-term administration (of four
years each), President Obasanjo declared:

...We have seized to be one of the heavily indebted nations of the

world and can now be truly independent in all that we do for our

country.®*
The unprecedented debt reprieve, (cancellation of 60 per cent of national debt)
granted to Nigeria despite its controversial status as an oil-rich country, is a
product of tenacity and determination by President Obasanjo and his team. Due to
repeated and intense negotiations, the Paris Club of creditors finally cancelled
Nigeria’s foreign debt.

Towards the end of 2006, there has been some improvement in Nigerian
economy. In this regard, President Obasanjo declared:

Nigeria now has $42 billion in its foreign reserve. My administration
inherited $3.7 billion seven years ago, that is in May 1999

Speaking further he said:

63. .
Ibid.
See, The Guardian, Tuesday, 29 May 2007, p. 2.
See, The Nation, No 0109, Friday, 17 November 2006, p. 1.
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We were debtors before and no country wanted to invest in Nigeria.
We owed more than $35 billion but today we have paid our debt to our
creditors.®®

There is no doubt, Nigeria under the Obasanjo administration withessed economic
growth between 1999 and 2006.

In spite of the above, there was little or no development. The Nigerian
economy continued to go deeper in recession. In this regard, the exchange rate
of the Naira to the US dollar remains very high and increases on daily basis. In
most parts of Nigeria, water, efficient electricity, jobs, qualitative education, health
facilities, efficient transportation and lately fuel/gas with its high price per litre are in
short supply and the Nigerian government cares less about them. The majority of
Nigerians still live in poverty despite large infusions of donor funding or Nigeria’s oil
wealth. Development is impeded by entrenched poverty, pervasive corruption and
ineffective governance. Indeed, corruption has stultified or retarded the growth and
development in the country. However, given good leadership with vision, political
stability, discipline, unity and socio-economic development, Nigeria can be a major
factor within the international system.

In the next chapter, our focus is on Nigeria’s external relations with and

foreign policy towards the Middle East and its determinants.

See, Sunday Tribune, No 1558, 1 December 2006, p.7. It should be noted that Nigeria’s
domestic debt stood at N1.8billion as of March 2007, for detail see, The Nation, Friday 3
August 2007. p. 9.
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CHAPTER FIVE

NIGERIA’S FOREIGN POLICY ON THE PALESTINE AND ARAB-ISRAELI
CONFLICT AND ITS DETERMINANTS: AN ANALYSIS

51 INSIGHT
This chapter is devoted to the exploration of Nigeria’'s foreign policy on the
Palestine and Arab-Israeli conflict and peace process; as well as the determinants
of this policy. The analysis proceeds by first identifying (the nature of) Nigeria’s
foreign policy before examining the factors that determine that policy. To enhance
better understanding and appreciation of the discourse that follows, we deem it
necessary to highlight the policy and role of the United States of America in the
Middle-East crisis. The policy and role of America will make Nigeria’s policy and its
determinants much more visible.
In the entire history of the Palestinian question, and Arab-Israeli crisis, the
United States has remained clearly pro-Israel. In the days of the East-West cold
war, while the Soviet Union supplied weapons to Egypt and other Arab states, the
U.S. supplied weapons to Israel. In short, during the 1973 Arab-Israeli war, the US
threatened to launch the world’s thermo-nuclear war rather than stand and watch
Israel defeated or annihilated by Arab nations. At the same time, the US has
avoided open antagonism with Arab nations. US foreign policy in the Middle-East
has been determined by its economic interests (supply of oil by Middle-East Arab
nations), the survival of Israel as a vital reliable ally in the region dominated by
Muslim Arab states, (geo-strategic interests), and the cultural affinity between

American Jews and the Israeli nation.
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Henry Kissinger asserts that in the Middle East, America had “become an
integral part of the peace process. So committed was the United States to this role
that it almost virtually put itself forward as mediator”.! The US is powerful enough to
be able to insist on its view and to carry the day in such a way as to evoke charges
of American hegemony, with its prescriptions being products of domestic pressures
or a reiteration of maxims drawn from the experience of the cold war.

The United States thus, has played the dominant role in influencing the
direction of events in the Middle-East. Its moral, financial, military and diplomatic
supports (including lIsrael’s protection at the United Nations) have contributed
greatly to Israeli intransigence especially in defying United Nations Resolutions.

It is on the basis of the above insight that this study embarks on examining
Nigeria’s foreign policy on the Palestine question and Arab-lsraeli conflict and

peace process in the next section.

5.2 NIGERIA’S FOREIGN POLICY ON THE PALESTINE AND ARAB-ISRAELI
CONFLICT AND PEACE PROCESS

Pragmatism Not Neutrality

Even though the Middle-East crisis as highlighted earlier in section 5.1 of this
chapter began in earnest in 1948, Nigeria became independent in 1960. Since
foreign policy is the exclusive preserve of independent states, what can rightly be
regarded as Nigeria’s foreign policy began from October 1, 1960.
The government that managed Nigeria’s affairs at independence was led by Alh.

Abubakar Tafawa Balewa of the Northern People’s Congress (NPC). The NPC was

1. Henry Kissinger,_lbid, p. 17.
2. Ibid, p. 18.
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essentially a party based in the Northern part of the country and controlled there
from, while its coalition partner the National Council of Nigerian Citizens (NCNC)
was Eastern based, and the opposition Action Group (AG), party was based in the
Western part of the country.

The position of the Abubakar led Federal government over the Middle-East
crisis was made explicit during the Israeli loan controversy in 1960. The then
Federal Minister of Finance, Chief Festus Okotieboh, had visited Israel and reached
an understanding with its government over some development programmes and
succeeded in winning a loan for Nigeria from Israel. On the public announcement of
the loan deal the government of the Northern region (inhabited mainly by Hausa-
Fulani’'s and Moslems) denounced the deal insisting that it dissociated itself to ally
from the entire transaction, and would not accept any part of such loan or export
credit. The Northern region government perceived that the acceptance of such a
loan can be interpreted as involvement in the Middle-East crisis. Thus, Sir Ahmadu
Bello, the then Premier of Northern Nigeria declared emphatically:

The North would never ask Israel for help. When we want help,
we know where to go for it.?

The AG and NCNC (being Southern parties) publicly criticized the action or
pronouncement of the Northern region government over the loan issue, pointing out
that Nigeria could not afford to do without the foreign aid. The two political parties
also argued that accepting the loan would not involve Nigeria in the Arab-Israeli

conflict. This is to say that Nigeria’s policy or public assertions on Israel during the

3. Ibid.
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First Republic (October 1960-January 1966) reflected the religious dichotomy
between the North and the South.

To state things clearly, the federal government sensing the religious
overtones implied in the exchanges on both sides, the Prime Minister, Alh. Balewa
declared:

. the Federal government would accept assistance from any
country, would not involve itself in the Arab-Israeli conflict, would not

force any region to accept particular loan(s); but would not permit the

objection of a region to interfere with the Federal government’s

constitutional authority to borrow money from abroad.*

This pronounced Federal government position of non-involvement in the Middle-
East conflict was seen in government circles and outside as a neutralist policy,
dictated by the coalition nature of the central government (formed by the NPC and
NCNC), and the need to promote national unity. In both the UN and OAU (now
AU), Nigeria continued to assert its policy of neutrality or non-partisanship in the
Arab-Israeli conflict. For instance, between 1960 and 1965, the Arab-Israeli issue
annually came before the Special Committee of the UN General Assembly, but
Nigeria avoided participating in most of the debates.

With the coup of January 15, 1966 which overthrew the Balewa government,
General Aguiyi-lronsi (Igbo, from the East) became the Nigerian Head of State. To

assure the North and Arabs of his intention to maintain what many saw as Nigeria’s

neutral policy in the Middle-East set in motion by the Balewa administration.

4. Quoted in A.B. Akinyemi, Foreign Policy And Federalism: The Nigerian Experience, Ibadan,
Ibadan University Press, 1974, p. 103.
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General Ironsi sent a large Federal delegation of prominent Northerners to the
capitals of Middle-East countries. The Ironsi government was overthrown on July
29, 1966 in a counter-coup, and Colonel (later General) Yakubu Gowon from the
North but a Christian became the new Head of state. Gowon even though a
Christian, was more acceptable to the North than Ironsi. His Christian background
also made him acceptable to the Christian South.

In his first public statement on the Middle-East conflict, Gowon like his

predecessor intimated that his government would continue the policy of neutrality
adopted by the Balewa government at the country’s independence. He expressed
the desire of his government to maintain good diplomatic relations with both parties
involved in the Middle-East conflict.” The government thus informed the world that it
would steer a middle course between Israel and its Arab neighbours.
It is, however, the thesis of this study that based on data available to this
researcher; Nigeria’s foreign policy in the Middle-East is not that of neutralizing but
of pragmatism. Neutralism here is the policy of remaining strictly neutral — in foreign
affairs in relations to two contending international personalities or parties. But
pragmatism is the personality or state character or c