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Abstract 
What happened on January 3, 2020 appeared to be a dramatic departure 

from this low-level confrontation in Iran global politics, not only in terms 

of the nature of the operation, but also with respect to its attendant political 

discourse. It is the first time that the US has targeted an Iranian official of 

this stature. In addition, the US claimed responsibility for the operation 

with threatening language demanding that Iran abstain from targeting US 

interests. Many associated this shift with the attempt by PMF elements to 

attack the US embassy in Baghdad on December 31, 2019 which brought 

back the painful memories of the storming of the US embassy in Tehran in 

1979 and the American consulate in Benghazi in 2012. However, it seems 

to be the views of many researchers that the American decision to escalate 

preceded this. It can be traced back to the US air strike on December 29 

against five of the bases and Headquarters of the Kataib Hezbollah, one of 

the most important Iraqi Shia armed factions loyal to Iran which lead to 

killing of at least 25 militiamen and wounding more than 55 peoples. The 

air strike was a response to the December 27, 2019 rocket attack on the K-

1 Iraqi military base near Kirkuk, which killed an American contractor and 

injured several American military personnel. The US air strike was 

devastating and led to a large number of causalities. It was different from 

previous attacks on PMF bases in terms of the sheer level of destruction it 

caused. The paper  has a  findings that Kata’ib Hezbollah, a Shi’ite   Muslim 

Militia which has link to Iran denied any responsibility for the attacks and 

the unilateral U.S airstrikes were condemned by the Iraqi Government, 
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Iraqi Armed Forces personnel, and culminated in the U.S embassy in 

Baghdad being attacked by Iraqi militiamen and their supporters on 31 

December, 2019. This in turn led to U.S. airstrike near Baghdad 

International Airport on 3 January, 2020, killing General Qasem Soleimani 

and Iraqi militia commander Abu Mahdi Al-muhandis. 

 

Keywords: US Air Strike, Military Strategy, Armed Forces Personnel and 

Political Interest 

 

Introduction 
The assassination of General 

Soleimani raised a number of urgent 

questions among global political 

analysis, especially because of the 

perception that it signaled a turning 

point for the US strategy and Iran 

political relations. Many researchers 

are asking does US going to continue 

targeting the pro-Iran armed groups, 

which had become a cornerstone of 

the current Iraqi regime, and thus aim 

to dismantle their infrastructure? 

Indeed, there were concerns among 

many of the leaders of these factions 

that they could be target on other top 

political leaders that are threat to US 

political strategy in the Region as 

well. Some feared that the US would 

not stop at the assassination of 

Soleimani and would instead topple 

the entire political order in Baghdad, 

replacing it with a military regime 

(Abdullah, 2020) 

Looking at the developments of the 

first week of 2020, we can now say 

with certainty that the crisis will not 

escalate into an open conflict; the US 

does not want to go further and face 

off with Iran in Iraq and Tehran, for its 

part, is not capable of real retaliation 

or starting a war in the region. Its 

limited attack on the Ain al-Assad 

military base hosting US troops 

demonstrated its weakness, confusion, 

and limited options. In other words, 

what many observers thought was a 

turning point in US-Iran relations may 

in fact not be the case.  

The assassination was a limited 

precision strike meant as a deterrent 

for future Iranian attacks. It is a 

continuation of Trump's "maximum 

pressure" strategy, not a deviation 

from it. It came as a response to Iran's 

own decision to escalate by hitting the 

K-1 base, which is one of the 

headquarters of US military advisers 

in Iraq; previously Iranian attacks had 

avoided directly targeting Americans. 

(Ferouz, 2018) 

https://www.aljazeera.com/news/2020/01/troops-clear-rubble-iraq-base-days-iran-strike-200113175647381.html
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Trump wants Iran to come back to the 

negotiating table, which is why on 

January 3 he tweeted: "Iran has never won any war, but it has not lost any 

negotiations." During a news conference the same day, he also said that the goal 

of this attack was to stop the war and not start one. 

That said, the assassination will still have a negative impact on Iraq, which will 

face the consequences of renewed tensions. Although unable to respond in kind, 

Iran still wants to use the incident as a game-changer in Iraq - to redraw spheres 

of influence, roles of political actors and the balance of power. The US, on the 

other hand, will continue to resist an escalation, while maintaining its 

"maximum pressure" strategy. 

Politics of Middle East 

The political actors that are influential in regional politics can be classified in 

to various dimensions of powers in international system, regional organizations 

and non-state actors. As stated previously, these actors attempt to develop 

policies within the frame-work of opportunities provided and constraints 

imposed by the structural factors. In the meantime, the actors are also 

continuously interacting with each other (Allison, 1972) 

The principal actor of politics in the Middle East is the state. As the highest 

political authority reigning over a specific territory, the state is the principal 

power to make basic decisions with regard to political, economic and social etc. 

issues. Despite the existence of long-   established states with their own 

bureaucratic traditions (such as Turkey, Iran, Egypt) in the region, some Middle 

Eastern states (such as Lebanon, Syria, Iraq, Israel and Jordan) are considered 

as products of the colonial period. Additionally, there are some city-states 

(Kuwait, Qatar, Bahrain, and United Arab Emirates) around the Persian Gulf, 

as well as traditional political authorities that are maintained in countries like 

Saudi Arabia and Oman. 

 The state is the main actor in politics, however, it is the political regime that 

forms the state and determines basic politics in a country. That is, a political 

regime in a country forms the type of government, its ideology, basic principles 

and organizational structure and represents the state. Political regimes/states in 

the Middle East can be categorized in different forms depending on the source 

of legitimacy (theocratic / secular), the form of government (republic / 

monarchy), the type of government (democratic / authoritarian), and depending 

https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1213078681750573056
https://www.aljazeera.com/news/2020/01/iran-tensions-latest-updates-200103022407743.html
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on its approach to region and international system (revisionist / status quo), and 

its principal social and economic policies (revolutionary-radical / conservative). 

Political regimes are not everlasting. Ruling regimes may be overthrown 

through different ways such as revolution, coup d’etat or war that culminate in 

a dramatic change of basics of politics in that country. For instances, the 

monarchies in Egypt (1952),  Iraq (1958), Libya (1969) and Iran (1979) were 

overthrown and replaced by republics. While Egypt under Gamal Abdel Nasser 

was radical and revisionist, it turned into a status quo power in the 1980s. 

Having been pro-status quo and conservative until the 1979 Islamic Revolution, 

after then Iran became a revisionist and radical state. Recently, long-lasting 

authoritarian regimes in Egypt, Tunisia and Libya were overthrown through the 

‘Arab Spring.’ 

In addition to characteristics of ruling regimes, power of the state has decisive 

effects to shape politics. Al-though their definitions and characteristics are 

controversial, legitimacy, autonomy and sovereignty could be taken as principal 

measurements to comprehend power of state. One of the most controversial 

issues regarding Middle Eastern states is the claim that the legitimacy of 

political regimes ruling in the region is weak. Governments that are plagued 

with the lack of legitimacy often tend to use sheer force and oppressive 

measures in order to maintain their power. For this reason, these governments 

are called as authoritarian or police states. Syria under the Assads, and Iraq 

under Saddam Hussein are primary examples of authoritarian states. 

Additionally, governments that face with legitimacy problem tend to bring 

security issues into the forefront or to adopt trans-national ideologies in order 

to mobilize people behind them and suppress opposition (Bull, 1995). 

The autonomy of state means the capability of a government to act 

independently from social groups inside the country or foreign powers in order 

to maintain their authority. Thus, autonomous regimes can behave easily while 

making policies. Foreign aids and rents like oil revenues may strengthen 

autonomy of government against internal power centers, but risks to increase 

dependence on foreign powers and international dynamics. Being independent 

from any social group and external factors provides the regimes with freedom 

of movement. However, at the same time it may weaken the government 

because it lacks social and/or foreign support. For this reason, the regimes who 

are seeking to reinforce their power tend to rely on a specific group, party, tribe 
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etc., which may lessen autonomy of government after a while and deepens the 

problem of legitimacy. 

Those states/governments that cannot control their territories, i.e. whose 

sovereignty is considerably challenged lose their power to determine politics. 

Lebanon that is plagued with sectarian divisions and long-time civil war, Iraq 

after the American occupation and Syria during the civil war, are clear examples 

of this phenomena. Under those circumstances, the country become open to 

foreign interventions as well as increasing role of non-state actors in politics. 

There are some regional organizations such as the Arab League, Organization 

of Islamic Cooperation and the Gulf Cooperation Council in the Middle East; 

how-ever, they could not play influential roles in regional politics. The 

prospective attempts of powerful states in the region to turn those organizations 

into political instruments to their own benefits; had to  led the competing powers 

and weaker ones to be reluctant for further cooperation. An-other reason for the 

weakness of regional organizations in the Middle East is the fact that they were 

generally emerged in reaction to some threats and incidents, rather than to be 

built on inspiring and lasting ideas. Further-more, although the Middle East is 

addressed as a unit of analysis, we cannot talk about the development of a 

regional identity and regional values. For this reason, the leading actors in the 

region have chosen to organize around the idea of Arab nationalism that 

excludes some actors, or Islam that goes beyond borders of the region instead 

of regionalism. Additionally, some of the states in the region, with the support 

of extra-regional powers have engaged in security cooperation (like the 

Baghdad Pact of 1955) against certain regional threats; or some countries that 

have specific and limited natural resources engaged in coordination in order to 

protect their interests (like OPEC). However, those initiatives could not turn 

into effective regional political organizations. 

One of the actors in regional politics that should be taken into account is non-

state or sub-state actors. Especially well-organized ethnic or religious minorities 

could become influential political actors particularly in the countries under 

weak governments. In fact, their influence is not limited to the countries they 

live in; they can affect regional politics either through looking for allies from 

abroad for their struggles inside the country, or through some provocative 

activities. For instance, Hezbollah, which is a political organization of the 

Lebanese Shiites, has brought Iranian influence to the country through its close 
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relations with Tehran. In the same vein, having kidnapped two Israeli soldiers 

in June 2016, it provoked the Israeli attack on Lebanon. In another case, the 

Kurdish attempts to establish an autonomous government in the north of Iraq 

especially after Gulf War I (1991) raised concerns in other countries in the 

region like Turkey, Iran and Syria, and affected their regional politics. In this 

framework, at some times the tribes can also become influential actors in 

regional politics. It appeared that the tribes played effective roles especially at 

the times when central governments were weakened and where they begin to 

lose control. The tribes have become prominent political actors in Iraq after the 

American occupation in 2003, and in Libya after the Arab Spring (Catori, 1975). 

As it is obvious in the historical background of the Middle East, some extra-

regional states could be influential in the evolution of the region with their 

policies. Especially the great powers continuously strive to shape the Middle 

East according to their own interests.  The region mostly under the influence of 

British and French colonialism in the early 20th century witnessed the US-

Soviet competition during the Cold War. After the end of the Cold War various 

powers have tried to establish their sphere of influence in the Middle East with 

different objectives and different means. Nonetheless, American military and 

political presence has considerably increased in the region in the wake of Gulf 

Crisis (1990-91). At that time, in parallel with the rise of ‘New World Order’ 

discourse at international system, the concept of the ‘New Middle East’ came 

into prominence. The “New Middle East” vision that hinted the American 

leadership, peaceful resolution of regional conflicts, and reduction of military 

expenditures, economic and social development, and regional economic 

integration had two pillars; the realization of Arab-Israeli peace, and the 

security of flow of oil from the Persian Gulf. In this context, policies for the 

‘peace process’ and ‘dual containment’ came to the fore and marked the 1990s. 

However, by the end of the decade, the dual containment policy was declined, 

and the Middle East Peace Process was interrupted. 

The US attempts to shape the Middle East has continued in later times, as well. 

One of the most remarkable examples of these attempts is called the Greater 

Middle East Initiative (GMEI).13 The failure of American at-tempts ‘to put the 

region in order’ after the Cold War, and the increasing radicalism in the Middle 

East that has directly threatened American interests as in the case of September 

11, 2001 have led the United States to revise its policies towards the region. 
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In the aftermath of September 11 attacks, the United States and its allies have 

concluded that main reason behind the rise of radicalism in the Middle East that 

has threatened them is the backwardness of the region and lack of democracy. 

Then, they decided to intervene in the region in order to transform it in social, 

economic and political terms through comprehensive political and economic 

reforms. In this line, the George W. Bush administration used both the military 

means and the American soft power. Accordingly, the US administration would 

al-ways prioritize American interests, and intervene militarily whenever and 

wherever it is deemed necessary. The government that tried to use its ‘soft 

power’ through the GMEI, promoted development and democratization of the 

region, and encouraged regional countries to further freedoms. Thus, the 

conventional and pro-status quo American policy towards the Middle East was 

replaced by a new approach that projected liberal democracy and free market 

economy in the region. The GMEI, which was also supported by NATO and G-

8, was viewed as a new American imposition, and welcomed neither by the 

ruling regimes nor by local political actors and elite in the region. Only 

Morocco, Jordan, Bahrain and Yemen besides Turkey involved in the process. 

One of the first engagements of the Bush administration within the framework 

of new Middle East vision was the invasion of Iraq by the ‘Operation Iraqi 

Freedom’ in March, 2003, and the overthrown of Saddam Hussein government. 

The Bush administration put forward some reasons to wage war against Iraq; 

including the prevention of Iraq from obtaining weapons of mass destruction 

that may threaten the United States and its allies, the prevention of international 

terrorists that targeted the United States and its allies from obtaining those skills 

and capacity, and the removal of despotic dictator from power in order to create 

a region that is proper to establish stable democracies and open society. 

According to this policy, democratic regimes would be established in the 

Middle East that would begin firstly in Iraq, which eventually culminate in a 

decrease in radicalism, thereby; the region would no longer be regarded as a 

source of threat (Berber,2006) 

Contrary to its pro-status quo policies employed in the Middle East since the 

1980s that was based on containment and deterrence, the United States became 

a revisionist power that strived for changing status quo through its occupation 

of Iraq and the introduction of GMEI.15 Although the United States was 

successful at overthrowing the regime of Saddam Hussein in a short time, things 
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didn’t go well in Iraq. Both the rising resistance movements and disagreements 

among the Iraqi political leaders thwarted the establishment of a stable and 

strong government. That is why the wished ‘wave of democracy’ could not be 

generated in the region. More-over, while the authoritarian regimes in the region 

were employing ‘American methods’ to neutralize their own ‘terrorists’, the 

occupation of Iraq has helped the resistance movements and radical groups 

recruit more militants. Additionally, although conservative regimes in the 

region have tried to adapt themselves to the pressure for ‘democratization’, the 

GMEI unsettled traditional allies of the United States in the region, which has 

come up with the worsening of relations between the United States and Saudi 

Arabia. Finally, the achievements of Hezbollah and Hamas, who are considered 

as terrorist organizations by the USA, in elections held in Lebanon (2005) and 

Palestine (2006) struck a heavy blow against the American at-tempts. 

Furthermore, the establishment of a ‘Shiite’ government after the 

institutionalization of new constitution in Iraq, and the political awakening 

among the Shiites of Lebanon and the Persian Gulf countries has led to the rise 

of Iranian influence in the region, which is called by some people as the rise of 

‘Shiite Crescent.’ As a result, the GMEI was put aside and the United States has 

given up the idea of democratizing the region and has turned back to its 

conventional policy of relying on powerful and authoritarian leaders. 

The advent of Arab Spring in December 2010 that overwhelmed the whole 

region was another challenge to the American policy. Despite the rhetorical 

support for democratic transformations, the United States has pursued different 

policies in different countries under the influence of the Arab Spring. In 

response to mass pro-tests against the regime in Egypt, the American 

government asked Hosni Mubarak to resign, however, it did not backed the 

Morsi government that came to power through elections after the revolution. 

Moreover, it is claimed that the United States has implicitly supported the coup 

d’état against the Morsi government, on July 3, 2013. However, the United 

States, under the umbrella of NATO, extend-ed military support to the 

opposition against the Qaddafi regime in Libya. When the Syrian government 

tried to suppress anti-regime demonstrations by using over violence, the 

American administration declared that Bashar al-Assad has lost his legitimacy, 

and helped his opponents to get organized. However, it has avoided repeating 
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the Libyan case, that is, military intervention against the Assad regime, and has 

not equipped well enough the opposition to gain advantage against the regime. 

 

Two scenarios: US withdrawal or engagement 

A war can be a means of attaining certain interest or destruction of a relationship 

but looking at the current political system in Iraq and Iran can only remain intact 

when the two countries harmonize their political interest to meet common needs 

of their citizenry    . In this case, there are at least two possible scenarios for what 

would happen in future to entire Arab countries in that area. In the first scenario, 

the US would withdraw its forces from Iraq in response to the resolution passed 

by the Iraqi parliament to that effect on January 5, 2020. This would likely 

enable Shia Islamist forces close to Iran to solidify their control of Iraq. 

Despite Trump's threats of sanctions against Iraq if it decided to end the US 

military presence on its territory and despite the US political opposition to the 

decision of the Iraqi parliament, there appears to be some support within the US 

establishment for withdrawal from Iraq. Such a withdrawal will not only be 

military, but also political - a price to pay for the assassination of   General 

Soleimani. 

This would remove the existing tension by allowing the Iranians to save face 

given their inability to respond to the assassination. The Americans would likely 

move their forces to alternative locations, such as the Kurdish region of northern 

Iraq, from where they would continue pressuring the Iranians and their allies. 

In this scenario, Iraq would face the most critical moment in its recent history, 

as it would fall outside American patronage for the first time since 2003. The 

Iraqi people did not benefit much from the US engagement in Iraq over the past 

17 years. During this time, the US democratization project failed, corruption 

increased, sectarianism spread, radical armed groups proliferated and the 

country was brought to the brink of civil war. With a weak government in 

Baghdad, Iraq became a vassal of Iran. And yet a US withdrawal now could 

make matters much worse. The fear is that Shia Islamist forces loyal to Iran 

would close the country and eliminate its relative openness to the world - or 

what is left of it - not only politically but also culturally, turning Iraq into a clone 

of Iran (Nahas, 2017). 

In the second scenario, the US could refuse to withdraw from Iraq for strategic 

reasons and continue confronting Iran and its allies. Trump suggested that he 

https://www.aljazeera.com/news/2020/01/iraqi-parliament-calls-expulsion-foreign-troops-200105150709628.html
https://www.aljazeera.com/news/2020/01/trump-steps-rhetoric-iran-threatens-iraq-sanctions-200106034214732.html


70  africascholarpublications@gmail.com                                                                               

 2019 

 
 

could choose this course of action during a news conference on January 7, 2020,  

when he said a US withdrawal would be "the worst thing that could happen to 

Iraq" as it would strengthen Iran's foothold in the country. 

If the US stays, the existing regime in Iraq will be under pressure, not to cut off 

ties with Iran necessarily, but at least to curtail the activities of the armed 

factions, especially those that target the US presence and interests. The US 

would in this case pit the Shia political elites against one another, that is, those 

who support incorporation into the Iranian regional sphere of influence against 

those who oppose Iranian influence and wish to carve out a regional role for 

Iraq independent of Iran. 

This does not necessarily bode well for Iraq's democracy either. After all, the 

Trump administration has repeatedly demonstrated that it is not concerned 

about human rights violations or democratization efforts. It is concerned about 

Iran's influence on the Iraqi government and the influence of Iran's proxies in 

Iraq. 

It should be recalled that the US supported keeping Adel Abdul Mahdi in his 

post as prime minister despite calls by the protesters for his resignation after a 

violent crackdown killed hundreds.   

 

The biggest challenge for Iraq's revolution 

The continuing protests in Iraq aim not to reform the existing political system 

but to reformulate national identity and the relationship between society and the 

political order.  

Regardless of which scenario follows the assassination of Soleimani, it appears 

that the revolutionary movement in Iraq will face its greatest challenges and 

tribulations in the coming months. 

Before the assassination, Iran interpreted the protests as part of a regional plot to 

overthrow the existing political system in Iraq, which it considers one of its 

closest allies and the cornerstone of the regional axis it leads. It is the same way 

that Iran interpreted the situation in Syria and decided to launch a battle to 

defend the Bashar al-Assad regime at the expense of millions of Syrians who 

were killed and displaced (Tim, 2002) 

Many have believed that Iran is ready to defend the regime in Iraq, as much as 

it defended the al-Assad regime or perhaps even more. 

https://thehill.com/homenews/administration/477190-trump-its-not-the-right-point-for-us-to-leave-iraq
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Being unable to avenge the assassination of Soleimani, the armed factions and 

Iran's proxies will now turn their wrath on those they consider to be "America's 

allies", a general and prejudiced term that includes all opposition to the current 

regime. This narrative, employed by authoritarian regimes in the region who 

describe any protest movement as a foreign conspiracy, will grow more 

aggressive in Iraq and will be used as a justification to target protesters. 

At the same time, the Iraqi ruling elite, who rightly consider the revolutionary 

movement as the greatest internal challenge they face, will also become more 

ferocious. Since they lack the vision and will for genuine reform, they will likely 

step up their efforts to stamp out any opposition. These internal dynamics will 

prompt them to rebuild a closed authoritarian regime that eliminates the 

remaining relative freedoms that the country has enjoyed since 2003. 

Thus, the revolutionary movement, which holds the key to the country's 

salvation, will encounter even more antagonism after Soleimani's assassination. 

In the face of this hostility, the Iraqi revolutionaries must continue to reject 

attempts to turn Iraq into a battlefield for regional powers to settle their scores. 

We must emphasize that we will create our own political system with our own 

hands regardless of the will of foreign powers. Our revolution will heed the 

sacrifice of hundreds of Iraqis and continue the fight for a new Iraq built and 

shaped by its own people. 

 

The Killing of General Soleiman Qassem 

The assassination of Qassem Soleimani has been an unexpected bounty for the 

Islamic Republic at a time when Iran was balancing multiple economic, 

domestic and regional pressures stemming from the Trump administration’s 

maximum pressure campaign (Sanam, 2020) 

Coming on the heels of anti-Iranian demonstrations in Iraq and Lebanon, and 

following Iran’s own November 2019 protests that resulted in a brutal 

government crackdown against its own people, the Soleimani killing has helped 

the Iranian government shift the narrative away from its perceived regional and 

domestic weaknesses to one of strength.   

The U.S. airstrike that killed Iran’s top commander showed Tehran that it can’t 

get away with its provocations, but won’t stop the country from continuing with 

its agenda, a former chief of Saudi intelligence told CNBC. 

https://www.cnbc.com/id/10000385
https://www.cnbc.com/2020/01/03/top-iranian-general-qassim-soleimani-killed-in-us-airstrike-in-baghdad-pentagon.html
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“The taking out of (Qasem) Soleimani definitely has been an important step to 

check at least some of the ambitions of Iran after its very provocative actions in 

the past year,” Saudi Arabian Prince Turki Al-Faisal told CNBC’s Hadley 

Gamble.’’ 

 “The attacks on the oil tankers, culminating in the attack on 

the Aramco facilities, and there was no response,” he said. 

“This was a sort of a wake-up call to the Iranian government 

and the Iranian leadership that they can’t get away with it.” 

 

Tehran has denied involvement in both incidents. However, Al-Faisal said the 

death of Soleimani would not halt Iran’s “agenda.” 

“It definitely was a very important step,” he said. “Whether it would stop further 

activities by Iran to use the methods that Soleimani was very clever in using — 

I don’t think so.” 

That’s because the Iranian leadership has an “agenda and a project,” he said. 

“That project is to be the dominant representative, if you like, of all of Islam in 

the world.” 

Tehran has used “surrogates” such as Hezbollah in Lebanon and the Houthis in 

Yemen to advance its project, he said. 

“That is going to continue,” he predicted. “Maybe less efficiently than when 

Soleimani was alive, but inevitably, equally terroristic and, in my view, evil in 

its intent.” 

The massive funeral scenes in multiple Iranian cities displaying unending waves 

of mourners chanting against the United States has provided the Islamic 

Republic with a unique opportunity to showcase its mobilizing potential. This 

potential is not limited to Iran but also extends to Iraq and Lebanon, where 

Tehran’s transnational summoning power has also been visible. The Iraqi 

parliamentary vote to end the American military presence is one early negative 

consequence. While the region awaits Iran’s response, further anti-American 

rallying cries will continue to reverberate.   

Domestically, Soleimani’s death and President Donald Trump’s continued 

provocations on Twitter, including threats to attack 52 Iranian cultural sites, are 

being used as a nationalist rallying cry. This sentiment should not be seen solely 

as Islamic or ideological, but rather an opportunity for the state to pivot to an 

https://www.cnbc.com/2020/01/03/who-was-iranian-general-qasem-soleimani-and-why-his-killing-matters.html
https://www.cnbc.com/id/10000297
https://www.cnbc.com/id/10000304
https://www.cnbc.com/hadley-gamble/
https://www.cnbc.com/hadley-gamble/
https://www.cnbc.com/id/10001262
https://www.cnbc.com/yemen/
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Iranian-based nationalism that is more inclusive and empowering for much of 

the country’s disgruntled youth. 

Iran’s notoriously divided political factions have also unified in the face of this 

crisis. With parliamentary elections looming in February and turnout previously 

expected to be low, the political establishment is likely to use this crisis to 

mobilize voters in favour of conservative candidates.   

How Tehran chooses to respond to Qassem Soleimani’s death will very much 

determine its ability to continue to control the narrative and manage its swell of 

domestic and regional support. For these benefits to continue to manifest, it is 

important for Tehran to balance the mix of public sympathy and international 

anxiety and not overplay its hand in its quest for revenge. 

The US strike which killed Qassem Soleimani and Abu Mehdi al-Muhandis has 

grave implications for Iraq. The act jeopardizes Iraq’s recently stabilized 

security situation, and threatens to reshape the country’s political environment, 

moving backwards to the days of anti- Americanism and sect-based 

mobilization. If Baghdad loses relations with the US and other diplomatic 

representations, it risks turning into a pariah state. (Renad, 2020) 

Over the past few years, and notably since October 2019, young Iraqis have 

taken to the streets demanding reform and the downfall of the political 

establishment, and its main external backer Iran. The political establishment, 

including political parties and militias close to Tehran, failed to appease or 

suppress these protests. Now, these political elites are using the deaths of 

Muhandis and Soleimani to (re)gain popularity from their own population, by 

drawing on the old tool of anti-Americanism.  

Following the attacks, Shia populist cleric Muqtada al-Sadr – who until recently 

had called for an end to Iranian and pro-Iranian militia influence in Iraq – has 

called to revamp the Mehdi Army that he led until 2008 and is calling for 

‘Islamic resistance’ to the US. In seeking to regain control of his former 

movement, he is coming closer to former Shia foes. 

For years, pro-Iranian groups attempted to push the US out of Iraq. Their calls 

often fell on deaf ears, as public opinion in Iraq did not consider the US as a 

threat and some even supported the US and international effort against ISIS. 

Following the attacks, however, anti-American voices have gained more 

ammunition. A complete American withdrawal would not only have direct 
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security implications but force other countries and organizations, from 

European states to NATO, to reconsider their positions and role. 

Al-Faisal (2020) also weighed in on the impact of U.S. troops pulling out of 

countries in the region. 

‘’The U.S. should have withdrawn from Afghanistan at “earlier 

stages when it was more doable than perhaps now,” he said, 

citing a “missed opportunity” after the killing of al-Qaeda 

leader Osama bin Laden in 2011.’’ 

 

It’s ‘deceitful’ to continue calling OPEC a cartel: Saudi prince When asked if it 

is better for Iraq that American forces leave, he said: “Not today.” 

He recalled speaking to American and British officials at the time of the U.S. 

invasion of Iraq. “I remember I used to say to them that I hope that you will not 

leave Iraq as precipitously as you entered it.” 

 “We’ve seen America pull out troops and then al-Qaeda 

begins operations, and then they have to push back in troops 

under General (David) Petraeus,” Al-Faisal said. 

“I don’t know what type of … organization (is) coming, but it 

will definitely be much more complicated and more blood 

shedding than it is with American troops in there.” 

 

New Iran Deal: A Guide for Trump, Washington, Tehran, Europe and the 

Middle East 

In the context of recent developments, this paper reviews US President Donald 

Trump’s Iran strategy and explores possible pathways to a new nuclear 

agreement with the Islamic Republic, According to Dr. Sanam Vakil (2019) a 

Deputy Director and Senior Fellow, Middle East Africa Program has cited that  

‘’ During the tense wait for Iran’s retaliation, Trump 

threatened to counter it by bombing a list of 52 targets in Iran, 

including cultural sites: a clear violation of international law. 

Though his Secretaries of State and Defense disavowed this 

threat, when reporters asked Trump to clarify the first doubled 

down, and then two days later backed off, It is the Trump 

paradox: everything the President of the United States says 

https://www.cnbc.com/id/10000294
https://www.cnbc.com/id/10000358
https://www.cnbc.com/united-kingdom/
https://www.cnbc.com/id/100007355
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must be taken seriously; nothing that Donald Trump says can 

be taken seriously.’’ 

 

With that paradox come confusion over why the U.S. has forces in the Middle 

East. The best reason is to fight ISIS, which lost its caliphate but remains an 

insurgency, especially in the Iraqi countryside. Soleimani had served to both 

fuel and fight Sunni extremists, who prey on Shi’ites. But the backlash from his 

assassination spurred U.S. commanders to confine their forces to base; 

operations against ISIS were suspended. 

Worse, outrage by Iraqi politicians brought calls to expel U.S. forces from the 

country, where the U.S. has spent more than $1 trillion and thousands of lives. 

Expulsion makes no military sense: without U.S. airpower and special 

operators, ISIS would still hold much of Iraq. But after Iraq’s parliament passed 

a nonbinding resolution ordering American forces out, the U.S. command in 

Iraq issued a letter suggesting it was packing its bags. 

The letter was a mistake, but one that gladdened hearts in Tehran. Getting U.S. 

forces out of Iraq was, after all, the mission Khamenei gave Soleimani. His 

mandate expanded to the equivalent of a four-star general, CIA chief and 

Secretary of State. The Shi’ite foreign legion of 50,000 he cultivated projected 

Iranian power across the Middle East. And if his vocation made it unlikely 

Soleimani would die a natural death–Khamenei had called him a “living 

martyr”–his assassination may prove to be a force multiplier. Sensing that the 

notion of the U.S. leaving Iraq has now become credible, Iranian leaders are 

upping the stakes, calling for the expulsion of U.S. forces from the entire Middle 

East. 

Fast forward to August 2020, Imagine news from Iran that a dozen U.S. sailors 

have been detained by the Islamic Revolutionary Guards navy. Instead of 

releasing them in a timely fashion, as it has in the past, Iran demands that all 

American troops first vacate the entire Middle East, an impossible request. 

Three months from Election Day, how does Trump react. 

 

US presence in the Middle East 

The flags of the EU, Iran, France, Germany and the UK are pictured before 

meetings on 15 May 2018 in Brussels, Belgium, in response to the US’s 

announcement of its withdrawal from the Iran nuclear deal. Photo: Getty 
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Images.  Iran’s use of Lebanon and Syria as spaces for revenge against the US 

is unlikely. 

On Sunday, Hezbollah leader Hassan Nasrallah vowed revenge for Soleimani’s 

death by singling out American soldiers as a target. However, Hezbollah’s 

options are limited. Lebanon is in the middle of wide-ranging protests against 

the country’s ruling political class, of which Nasrallah is a key figure. 

Unlike in 2006, when Hezbollah’s military actions against Israel rallied the 

public around it, today there is no public appetite for dragging Lebanon into a 

war. Were Hezbollah to instigate one, it would incur public anger, if only for 

the economic repercussions that would exacerbate an already severe financial 

crisis in Lebanon. Lebanon also does not have any US military bases that could 

be a target for Hezbollah. 

In theory, Hezbollah or other Iranian-backed groups could attack American 

bases in Syria. But these bases are staffed by multinational forces from the 

international anti-ISIS coalition. Attacking them would therefore put Iran in 

confrontation with other countries besides the US, which is not in Iran’s interest. 

Attacking US soldiers in northeast Syria would also go against Kurdish interests 

because it would weaken the anti-ISIS coalition front of which Kurdish forces 

are part. It would, furthermore, anger Arab tribes in the area, opening up 

possibilities for ISIS to take advantage of public dissent to stage a comeback. 

Iran would then find itself fighting on several fronts at once, which it does not 

have the capacity to handle.  

More likely, Iran’s allies and proxies in the Levant are going to engage in strong 

rhetoric without taking hasty actions. When a key Hezbollah leader, Imad 

Mughniyeh, was assassinated in Damascus on 2008, there were strong words 

and public vows to seek revenge for his killing, but ultimately there was no 

response.     

 

The consequences of the Gulf War. 

The Gulf War did not, as some expected, radically transform the Middle East 

system which, instead, remained locked into the old power politics. What it did 

do was open the region to much greater external penetration and shift the 

regional balance of power to the advantage of the non-Arab peripheries. While 

the war opened a window of opportunity to advance a resolution of the Arab–

Israeli conflict, Arab weakness, American hegemony and Israeli superiority 
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prevented the equitable compromises that alone might have issued in a 

settlement. Without such a settlement, any attempt to shape a new order based 

on legitimacy rather than force was doomed. 

 

Power politics in a Pan-Arab vacuum 

The second Gulf War both reflected and contributed to the further enervation of 

the remnants of Arab solidarity that had heretofore contained inter-Arab 

conflict. Saddam Hussein’s use of Arabism to justify his invasion of another 

Arab state discredited the sentiment among Gulf Arabs. The formation of the 

anti-Iraq coalition showed how decision-making in the Arab states was driven 

almost exclusively by individual geo-political interests and Western economic 

or security dependency and hardly at all by supra-state identity. That a majority 

of the states of the Arab League voted to invite foreign intervention against Iraq 

demonstrated that the sanctity of borders had achieved legitimacy – at least 

among governments – at the expense of Arab identity and norms against 

Western intervention (Barnett 1998: 217). Inter-Arab institutions were much 

weakened: the coalition states, led by Egypt, once the champion of Pan-

Arabism, had manipulated the Arab League into facilitating Western 

intervention against another member of the League at the expense of an ‘Arab 

solution’ to the crisis. 

In the post-war period, the Arab League was paralyzed, with no agreement 

possible on holding an Arab summit between 1990 and 1996 even though 

momentous decisions were being taken affecting the common Arab interest, 

notably in the Arab–Israel peace process. This paralysis reflected, above all, the 

inability to heal the rift between Iraq (and to a degree its supporters) and the 

Gulf Arabs, especially Kuwait, which distanced themselves from Arab core 

concerns such as Palestine. The Arab League Secretary-General, presumably 

the keeper of the common interest, announced that henceforth no Arab state 

could interfere in another’s definition of its own interest and security. Brief 

hopes for the creation of a new collective Arab security framework embracing 

Egypt, Syria and the GCC under the Damascus Declaration failed when the 

latter chose to rely on Western treaties, further enervating the Arab norm against 

overt foreign treaties and bases (Barnett 1998: 227–8; Faour 1993: 84–5). While 

Saddam’s arousal of the Arab street in the Gulf War had showed the durability 

of mass Pan-Arab sentiment, it was contained by authoritarian regimes, receded 
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in the wake of Iraq’s defeat, and ceased to be a constraint on states in the post-

war Arab–Israeli negotiations. 

 

A main effect of Arab fragmentation was the increased ability of hostile 

periphery states to exploit Arab divisions and their greater engagement in 

balancing against Arab states. The virtual collapse of Arab collective security 

was sharply exposed amidst the intensification and cross-border spillover of the 

Kurdish–Turkish conflict. The conflict not only drew Turkey into punitive 

expeditions in northern Iraq against Kurdish Workers Party (PKK) guerrillas, 

but also sharpened disputes with Syria, which gave sanctuary to the PKK. This 

dovetailed with a conflict over Turkey’s control of Euphrates water on which 

Iraq and Syria were dependent in which Syria was trying to use the PKK as 

counter-leverage against Ankara. For this and other reasons, Turkey and Israel 

entered a security pact, which, in enabling Israeli forces to use Turkish territory, 

encircled Syria and threatened Iraq and Iran. Arguably, the water dispute 

between Turkey and downstream Arab states was a precursor to an increasing 

struggle over control of an ever scarcer and utterly vital resource that could 

become as important to the region as the older battle over oil. Arguably, too, 

both the military and water security of Arab states were at stake in this conflict 

but the continued paralysis of Arab collective institutions was underlined by the 

outcome of the conflict. When, in 1998, Turkey’s threats of war against Syria 

forced it to expel the PKK, not only was Arab support for Syria ineffective but 

Jordan was actually tacitly aligned with the Israeli–Turkish alliance. If there 

was any check to this alignment it was the countervailing power of the Syrian–

Iranian alliance. This episode made it clear that, far from a new collective 

security system taking hold, intractable conflict and military power remained 

central to the region’s international relations. This was all the more so because 

the promise that the post-war Arab–Israeli peace process would resolve the 

region’s 

 

The failure of US Strategy at Middle East 

American attempts to substitute for an indigenous order with a Pax Americana 

were also failing. To be sure, the Middle East was exceptionally impacted by 

the rise of US hegemony for, unlike other regions, there was no regional great 

power, comparable to China or India, which could balance it. The defeat of Iraq 
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and the much-enhanced American military presence in the Gulf seemed to 

effectively deter any future challenges to Washington. Its manipulation of the 

UN Security Council sanctions against Iraq demonstrated its ability to punish 

recalcitrant actors as never before. The US sponsorship of the Arab–Israeli 

peace process also made it pivotal to the interests of all regional actors, 

including Arab nationalist Syria, and fostered a potential Israeli regional 

hegemony working in concert with Washington. US influence was also 

exercised indirectly through the other most powerful states in the region – 

Egypt, Turkey and Saudi Arabia. The dependence of the Arab Gulf, especially 

Saudi Arabia, on American protection from a resurgent Iraq and Iran abetted 

US determination to maintain its enhanced military presence. Those regional 

powers not yet resigned to American hegemony – Syria, Iraq, Iran – were 

surrounded and contained or co-opted. However, if there ever was a chance for 

the US to use its unrivalled power to foster a stable regional security order, 

Washington missed it and instead, in certain ways, it actually exacerbated the 

insecurity of the region. First, massive arms sales to the Gulf states and Israel, 

largely by the US, threatened the military balance and spurred a counter-build-

up by the Syria-Iranian axis and hence an increased level of regional 

militarization. The expectation of a decline in the utility of military force after 

the Cold War hardly applied to the Middle East where weapons proliferation 

continued, with all its repercussions for the ‘security dilemma’. Insecurity also 

fuelled a drive by regional states to acquire non-conventional deterrents. Of the 

twenty-five countries having or developing ballistic missile capabilities, eleven 

were in the Middle East (Norton, 1991: 20–1). Again, the US passed up a chance 

to check the non-conventional arms race by backing Israel’s refusal to sign the 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation Pact; inevitably, despite US efforts to prevent it, 

when one side acquires non-conventional weapons and delivery systems, other 

states will seek the capability to deter the threat they pose. 

Washington’s  policy of designating and isolating ‘pariah states’ was also 

ultimately destabilizing. The ‘Dual Containment’ of Iran and Iraq obstructed 

the moderation and normalization of Iran’s role in the region. But it was the 

American exacerbation of the problem of Iraq that was the main source of 

regional instability. In the wake of the Gulf War, the American-dominated 

Security Council imposed unprecedented demands on Iraq – to dismantle its 

chemical and biological weapons and missiles, to recognize a Kuwaiti border 
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imposed without consultation with Iraq, to pay reparations from oil exports and 

forgo claims to compensation, to seek permission for all imports, and to submit 

to international inspection. Later, no-fly zones were unilaterally imposed and 

enforced by an on-going US–UK air campaign against Iraq. A decade after the 

Gulf War, Washington continued to obstruct all initiatives to lift economic 

sanctions on the country. 

The aim was not just to strip Iraq of non-conventional weapons, but to impose 

sufficient suffering that Saddam would be toppled from within or, that failing, 

to keep Iraq permanently weak. While the limits imposed on imports of food 

and medicine by the sanctions regime were an irritant, the major damage was 

its use to prevent the reconstruction of Iraq’s infrastructure, preventing the 

restoration of irrigation and industry and the repair of disease-controlling 

sanitation systems. The consequences were devastating for Iraq. From 6,000 to 

7,000 children a month were dying of sanctions-related causes according to 

Denis Halliday, the UN humanitarian coordinator for Iraq who argued that the 

Washington-imposed sanctions regime ‘amounted to genocide’ (Middle East 

International, 12 February 1999, p. 23). Radiation from the depleted uranium 

weapons used by the US was reported to have contaminated wide areas. Yet 

Washington remained oblivious to the human costs of its policies which 

Secretary of State Madeline Albright notoriously declared to be ‘worth paying’. 

Keeping Iraq as a pariah state, however, only postponed and exacerbated the 

unavoidable problem of rehabilitating and readmitting it to the regional system. 

The sanctions – making Iraqis more dependent on state rations for daily survival 

– actually strengthened Saddam Hussein’s hold on power while his external 

ambitions could easily have been contained without the intrusive and punitive 

measures that constantly inflamed Iraqi–Western relations. The refusal to let 

Iraq get on with post-war reconstruction deterred it from what would otherwise 

likely have been a natural turning inward to its own problems. A whole 

generation of Iraqis, victimized by Western sanctions backed by Iraq’s Gulf 

neighbors, had legitimate grievances possibly mobilize by revanchist leaders in 

the future (Graham-Brown 1999; Niblock 2001; Simons 1996). 

There, were however, recessive but important counter forces to   US hegemony. 

Its ability to lead in the Gulf War had been a function of the broad threat Saddam 

Hussein posed to a variety of actors – both the economic interests of the 

industrialized states, and the sanctity of borders so dear to Third World states – 
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but this threat had been largely neutralized (Norton 1991: 23). US hegemony 

depended in good part on the acquiescence of other world powers and major 

regional powers. This could only be readily sustained if the hegemony consulted 

with and satisfied the interests of these partners and if it was effective in dealing 

with the two main threats to regional stability, Iraq and the Arab–Israel conflict. 

Yet the special relation with Israel which was supposed to allow the US to 

broker a resolution of the Arab–Israeli conflict had failed to deliver an equitable 

or permanent solution ten years after the start of the Madrid peace process. The 

US was more successful in containing Iraq, a conflict in which its military 

power was most readily deployed; however, even in this case, US policy, in 

keeping the conflict going, actually exacerbated regional instability and was 

pursued in increased disregard of the interests of other states. 

Washington’s inability to mobilize the UNSC in the 1998 Iraq inspections crisis 

indicated erosion in its hegemony that allowed Iraq to exploit conflicts of 

interest between the core states. US unilateralism had its limits: since it did not 

finance the Gulf War, it is questionable whether the US could act alone in a 

future land confrontation with Iraq. The attempt of the US to impose, through 

extra-territorial legislation, the isolation of Iran also aroused impatience with its 

unilateralism. US policy provoked a similar dissatisfaction and an increased 

independence among even its closest regional allies. Egypt proved a 

disappointment to Washington by its campaign to force Israel into the Nuclear 

Non-proliferation Treaty in the late 1990s and its refusal to pressure the PA into 

an inequitable final status deal with Israel in 2000. Saudi Arabia refused the use 

of its bases to stage air attacks on Iraq and later Afghanistan. Increased co-

operation between Syria and Iraq raised the possibility of a Syrian–Iraqi–Iranian 

axis seeking to contain American intrusion. 

At the popular level revulsion against American hegemony was much more 

advanced. The Middle East was the one region where Western ideological 

hegemony remained contested: to this extent Huntington’s (1993) ‘clash of 

civilizations’ thesis, though exaggerated, had a core of truth, for Western 

penetration did stimulate a resurgence of cultural and religious resistance: 

‘Islamic jihad’ reacting to McDonaldisation (Barber 1992). However, the West 

was not chiefly resisted for its supposedly antithetical values, many of which 

were actually shared by local people or for its material superiority, the products 

of which were widely embraced in the region. Rather, the West was resented 
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because it was seen to pursue an agenda targeting the Muslim and Arab worlds. 

The Western identified enemies of the New World Order, the ‘terrorist’ groups 

and the ‘pariah states’ were exceptionally concentrated in the Middle East – 

Iran, Iraq, Libya, Sudan. The double standards of the US – its ongoing attacks 

against a virtually defenseless Iraq and the victimization of the Iraqi people by 

an unending sanctions regime in the name of UN resolutions, juxtaposed to the 

approval of overt Israeli violations of UN resolutions and the pressure to accept 

a triumphant Israel without the satisfaction of internationally recognized 

Palestinian national rights – were blatant in the eyes of Middle Eastern publics 

(Salem 1997: 32). To the considerable extent US hegemony therefore lacks 

ideological legitimacy in the region, American influence is always on the verge 

of ‘deflating’ to the threat and use of crude military force which is much more 

costly to employ. 

The dilemma in which this put Arab governments, caught between the US and 

their own people, was captured by Rami Khouri’s (1998) comments on the 

resolutions of a conference of Arab parliamentarians condemning the 1998 

‘Desert Fox’ air campaign against Iraq: 

The Arab parliamentarians express their people’s intense emotional and 

political anger with the US and UK, and make rhetorical and symbolic gestures 

of solidarity with Iraq; but they cannot change Anglo-American . . . policies to 

Iraq . . . [as] many Arab states depend heavily on the United States (and Europe) 

for financial support, technical assistance, food, markets, armaments, 

diplomatic support, or sheer survival through direct military protection . . . 

[while] Arab parliaments will not defy Arab . . . power elites . . . the exercise of 

political power that is not subjected to checks-and-balances . . . results in 

tyranny by the powerful and dependency by the weak. 

Laura Guazzone (1997: 237–58) points out the paradox of US hegemony in the 

region: while at the military level it stabilizes the Middle East against revisionist 

states, its biased and inequitable application continually stimulates the 

nationalist and Islamic re-action at the societal level that keeps the regional pot 

boiling. As such, it is questionable whether the US actually delivers the stability 

expected of hegemony. 

In this situation, indigenous resistance increasingly took the form of small group 

terrorism, the weapon of the weak. It is no accident that the Middle East, the 

most penetrated regional system, has witnessed by far the most international 
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terrorist incidents or that the US is increasingly the target. The September 11 

2001 attacks by Osama bin Laden’s terrorist network on the World Trade Center 

and the Pentagon raised this to a new level. While some interpreted the attacks 

as a symptom of a ‘clash of civilisations’, in fact, Osama bin Laden and his 

following of ‘Arab Afghans’ were partly a US crea-tion, fostered against the 

Soviets in Afghanistan. They were turned against the US, not by religious or 

cultural differences, but by its continued presence in Saudi Arabia, ‘home of the 

two mosques’, its perceived control over Arab oil, its siege of Iraq, and its 

support for Israeli oppression of the Palestinians. The attacks were also a reflec-

tion of globalisation in that Bin Laden’s al-Qa’ida was a function of the 

acceleration of global transportation, communications, and immigration; multi-

national in composition, it was a ‘post-modern’ terrorist network. In a 

globalised, intensely interdependent but anarchic world, every US action now 

produces a multitude of unan-ticipated reactions. Moreover, the geographic 

scope of opposition to US policy has progressively widened from the Arab 

world to the much wider Islamic world: first to Iran, then Afghanistan, now 

increasingly publics are being inflamed by animosity toward Washington from 

Pakistan to Indonesia, to the Islamic Diasporas in the West itself. 

While most Middle East regimes have themselves been the targets of ‘terrorism’ 

from disaffected elements of their own societies and are either dependent on the 

US or fearful of its power, their overt enlistment in an indiscriminate US ‘anti-

terror’ campaign will likely only further cost them precarious legitimacy and 

nourish radical groups at home. Middle East public opinion, while shocked at 

the loss of life in the 11 September attacks, widely believed that US policy bore 

major responsibility for having stirred up the deep animosity on which terrorism 

flourished; but Washington denied that fighting terrorism requires addressing 

its roots or that it was, itself, part of the problem. If the US seeks to punish 

uninvolved groups, 

such as Hizbollah, which are perceived in the region as liberation movements, 

or to act against the states on its ‘terrorism list’, including Iran, Libya, Syria and 

Iraq, it will be perceived as initiating a war against the Arab–Islamic world, not 

just certain terrorist groups or pariah states. This would risk further inflaming 

populations across and beyond the region and making the ‘clash of civilizations’ 

a self-fulfilling prophecy. 
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Conclusion 

In the first dimension the killing of General Soleiman by US airstrike has raise 

questions among global political analysis, especially because of the perception 

that it signaled a turning point for the US strategy and Iran political relations. 

Many researchers are asking does US going to continue targeting the pro-Iran 

armed groups, which had become a cornerstone of the current Iraqi regime, and 

thus aim to dismantle their infrastructure? Indeed, there were concerns among 

many of the leaders of these factions that they could be target on other top 

political leaders that are threat to US political strategy in the Region as well. 

Some feared that the US would not stop at the assassination of Soleimani and 

would instead topple the entire political order in Baghdad, replacing it with a 

military regime 

 In the second school of thought neither Arab nationalism nor oil were able to 

overcome the legacy of fragmentation and dependency inflicted on the region 

by the West and neither proved able to restore the Arab world or the Islamic 

Middle East as a major world power. During the period when Cold War splits 

in the core restrained Western intervention while Pan-Arabism and later OPEC 

and the oil weapon relatively united the region, the Middle East enjoyed 

considerable autonomy and carried some weight in the international system. 

However, as the region again fragmented, with the decline of Arabism, the drive 

to autonomy was reversed. The US was able to use the region’s economic 

failures and conflicts, particularly the threat to the Arab states from the non-

Arab periphery, to contain the two main attempts – from Arab nationalist Egypt 

and Islamic Iran – to challenge its hegemony. The failure of nationalist 

economic development undermined the economic base of independent foreign 

policies, most crucially in Egypt. This facilitated Washington’s ability to exploit 

Israeli power and diplomatic and economic aid to turn Egypt from a regional 

buffer against American influence into a conduit for it. Similarly, the US used 

Saudi Arabia’s need for protection from states such as Iran and Iraq to enlist it 

in the moderation of oil prices and the neutralization of the oil weapon. The 

core’s ‘bridgehead’ in the region was, in the end, actually reinforced by the oil 

boom which gave the Gulf’s ruling families a much greater stake in the core 

while dividing Arab states between rich and poor. Washington needed only the 

with- drawl and collapse of Soviet countervailing power to sweep all before it; 

with the core relatively united behind the sole American hegemony and the 

region fragmented, many of the features of the imperialist age started to be 

restored. This outcome could not be attributed to the sagacity of American 

policy makers; with few exceptions, such as Kissinger’s Machiavellian 

manipulations, America came out on top in spite of its own policy and, as 

Quandt (2001: put it, ‘sometimes at extraordinary cost to the peoples of the 
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Middle East’, the continuing impact of the international system on the region in 

the post-Cold War era. 
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