THE MIDDLE EAST

In an unguarded moment, shortly after the terrorist attack on the World Trade Center in
New Y ork City, the President of the United States declared that his country was
launching a“ crusade’ againg terrorism. In the light of the historical redity of the
Crusades, the word was clearly not the best choice for a politician engaged in forging an
dliance, among others, with the world’s Mudim countries. The term was hadtily
withdrawn and replaced by the more neutrd word “ campaign”.

From another point of view, however, the word was well chosen as an expression of the
higtoricd redlity asit hasin fact existed since the time of the Prophet Muhammad and as
it dill existstoday. In fact, rdigious and other ideologies have dways played an
important role in events as they have unfolded throughout human history and thereisan
element of the crusade in dl of them. Thisis certainly true in the case of the Middle
Eadt. It certainly underlies the continuing conflict between Isradl and its Arab
neighbours. And for that reason rdigion will make a convenient starting point for

today’ s discussion of that fascinating region of the world.

RELIGION

The Middle East isthe cradle of Idam. More specificdly the Idamic religion cameinto
being on the western margns of the Arabian Peninsula that forms part of present-day
Saudi Arabia. We are dl probably aware that, apart from its more commonplace
meaning of a collective endeavour amed in a particular direction, Crusade is the name
given to a series of attempts by the forces of Christendom to liberate the holy city of
Jerusalem from the so-called infidd. Thisis one excellent example of the way different
people adopt different perceptions of the same set of circumstances depending precisely
upon their respective rdigious ideologies. Indeed the Mudims for their part had
deliberately chosen Jerusalem, which they referred to as Al Quds, to become the site of
thefirg great Idamic shrine. The place chosen by Abd d-Mdik, fifth caiph of the
Umayyad dynasty, who reigned from 685 to 705 of the Chrigtian era, was Temple Mount
and this was the exact spot where, according to rabbinic tradition, Abraham had prepared
to sacrifice his son and on which the Ark of the Temple had rested. It was precisely here
that Abd a-Malik built the Dome of the Rock, as the new Idamic shrinewas and is caled
in English. The choice was not therefore by any means an accidental one. On the
contrary, it had the clear polemica purpose of correcting the errors the Jews and the
Chrigtians had falen into. It was intended as a symbolic satement that Idam had come

to supersede and compl ete the teachings of the earlier prophets.

The interior decoration of the Dome of the Rock makes this polemical purpose absolutely
clear. Thewadls are decorated with inscriptions of verses from the Koran, one of which
reads as follows:

God is one, without partner, without companion.

Thisisan explicit rgection of the Christian doctrine of the Trinity.



The point here however is not to relate the entire history of 1dam from the times of the
Prophet, through the successive dynadties of the Rightly Guided Cdliphs, the Umayyad,
the Abbasids, the Seljuk Turks, the Ottomans and so on, to the present day. The purpose
israther to show the perdastence of the influence of religious ideologies throughout

history and down to the present day. It is thus no accident that one of the most burning
and gpparently insoluble issuesin the Middle East today is the conflict between Isradl and
the rest of the Arab world, with Paegtine in the forefront. The deep religious roots of this
conflict are only too obvious. We shal have more to say about this conflict later.

At the same time, it would be quite incorrect to suppose that Idam is one single and
undivided fath. This approach is still sometimes the rather naive approach of people
outsde the Middle East in the world of Chridtianity among others. Such an attitude is
however grosdy overamplified and it is just as mistaken to imagine that everyone in the
Idamic world is driven by the samereligion, as it would be to assume that everyonein
the so-cdled Chrigtian world belongs to the same sect and isfilled with an equal degree
of religious devotion.

The red Stuation ismore complex. In thefirst place, the Mudim world is split into two
magor branches, the Sunnites who condtitute the vast mgority and the Shi’iteswho are a
powerful minority. The origin of this split can be traced back to avery early moment in
the spread of Idam, namely the early years of the Abbasid cdiphate, when the Abbasids
had to defend their legitimacy as rulers againgt a group, known as the Shi’ites, the
descendants of Ali, who believed that the only rightful line of descent was through the
family of the Prophet himsdlf.  The Sunni on the other hand believed that the Koran and
the habitua behaviour of the Prophet were enough for a proper interpretation of 1dam.

In addition to these mgor divisonsinto the Sunnite and the Shi’ite sects, there are many
other groups and rdigions dive and active in various parts of the Middle Eas, including
Kurds, Armenians, Druses, Alawites (which is the sect of the ruling Ba athist government
in Syria) and Copts.

OIL

It isof course open to debate whether religion has been more important then ail in the
more recent history of the Middle East. Thefirst drilling for oil took place as early as
1842 in the Aspheron peninsula then ruled by Russia. Subsequently, in the first part of
the twentieth century, the ail of the Middle East was exploited by mainly British, French,
Dutch and American concessonary companies operating under roydty arrangements
with Middle Eastern governments. Between 1918 and 1934 an ail pipeline had dready
been built from Irag across what was then Trangordania and Palestine to the port of
Haifa stuated on the Mediterranean coast. However, at this time the consumption of oil
in Europe was dill rdaively smdl. It was not until the 1950s that major new discoveries
of oil were made. It is estimated that the Middle East possesses more than two-thirds of
the world's ail reserves and by 1970 was producing more than one-third of the world's
totd output of ail.



Within the Middle East the effect of the exploitation of oil has been uneven. Though
deposits of ail exist in some Middle Eastern countries and not in others, this distinction
was mitigated to the extent that the non-ail-producing countries benefited from loans,
grants and investments from the ail-producing countries. Thistransfer of wedth from ail
producing to non-ail-producing countries occurred though the establishment of specid
funds for that purpose, such as the organization of Arab oil-exporting countries, OAPEC,
an organization created by OPEC, the organization of oil-exporting countries or the Arab
Fund for Economic and Socid Development. At the same time, however, other factors
meant that the increased revenue from oil was not evenly spread throughout the
population. The new wedlth tended to remain in the hands of the upper echelons of
society — the ruling dites, army officers, technicians and highly skilled workers — while
those at the lower end of the scale — small business people and lower level employees—
were |eft out.

Increased government revenues were spent first and foremost on armaments, purchased
mainly from the United States and Western Europe. The other mgjor areas of economic
expans on were government service and the consumer indudtries. By contrag, little
investment was made in heavy indugtry, the principle exceptions being: Saudi Arabia,
which built two large complexes on the Red Sea; and Algeria under the leadership of
Boumediene.

Income remitted by migrant workers employed in the ail-rich countries of the Middle
East of the world made a significant contribution, amounting to no less than $5 hillion a
year at the end of the 1970s.

It istrue that the existence of immense deposits of ail in the Middle East has given the
countries of the region powerful leverage in the world as awhole and in relaion to the
United States and Western Europe in particular. Around 1981, however, oil prices
reached their peak and thereafter declined quite rapidly. There were several main reasons
for this. excess production; more careful use of energy in the indudtrialized countries and
the fallure of OPEC to maintain a united front. Some commentators would now go so far
asto say that reliance on the oil economy is a dangerous thing on the part of those in the
Middle East that rely on the export of oil. Thereisail in other parts of the world apart
from the Middle East and there are dso other sources of energy apart from oll.

At the same time, it isworth noting that at the present time more than 50% of the ail
consumed by the United States originates in the Middle East. Nor is there any obvious
evidence of an attempt to replace oil by some other so-called renewable source of energy,
such as wind power, or non-renewable energy, such as natura gas, on any economicaly
sgnificant scae.

The importance of oil is underscored by the issue of economic sanctions imposed by the
United States againgt three countries in the Middle East region. The following statement
inthisregard is published by the American Petroleum Indtitute (APY).



“Economic sanctions againg three mgjor oil producers—Iran, Irag, and Libya, are being
reviewed in the context of US energy policy. This sudy argues that these sanctionsto
date have both failed to achieve their intended goals and instead have produced
unintended and perverse consequences. Because of expected changesin world oil
markets, continuation of such policiesislikely to be even more prone to perverse
consequences in the future. Even if they worked as intended, such policies could raise
worldwide ail prices by as much as 25%, offsetting much or adl of any revenue lossto the
target countries due to reduced output, while costing consumers more than $160 billion
annudly in increased ail prices and reducing world GDP by more than $100 billion
annudly”

The importance of the oil economy can lead to interesting, and perhaps extreme,
interpretations of current eventsin the Middle East. Here is one example of mistrust of
USforeign policy in rdation to the Middle East.. A newspaper in Bahrain has claimed
that “ Strategic ail interestsin the energy-rich Caspian basin may be the redl reason for
current US-led military strikes on Afghanistan.” Such mistrust of US foreign policy is
perhaps understandable, when one remembers US involvement - sometimes covert - in
Chile, Colombia, Nicaragua, El Salvador, Honduras, Irag, Korea, or Vietnam, for
example.

WHERE ISTHE MIDDLE EAST?

So far we have been speaking about the Middle East, asif it was a clear concept. To some
extent thisisjudtified. But in fact thisis not entirdy true. So thisis perhaps an

gppropriate moment to say something about the definition of the term “the Middle East”.
We are more or less correct in Stuating the region gpproximately at the eastern end of the
Mediterranean Sea. And in the case of many countries we can without hesitation Sate

that they do beong inthe Middle Eagt. The list might be asfollows.

Bahrain

Egypt
Iran

Iraq

|srael

Jordan
Kuwait
Lebanon
Oman

Qatar

Saudi Arabia
Sudan

Syria

United Arab Emirates
Y emen



On closer ingpection we find that, athough the essentid core of the Middle East is clear,
there are a number of countries that seem to occupy akind of nether world; someinclude
them within the Middle East region, whereas others do not. It gppears, for some at least,
that we need to extend the region far to the west dong the northern coast of the African
continent to include:

Libya
Algaia
Tunigaand
Morocco

There are cogent enough reasons for making this extensgon. And perhapsit should even
go asfar as Mauritania.

And it dso seems as if we need to include some other mgor countries, such as Turkey
(which occupies arather sngular position within the region), Pakistan and Afghanistan.

Some writers attempt to Stretch the region even further by including the former Soviet
autonomous republics of Georgia, Armenia, Azerbaidjan,Uzbekistan, Tadjikistan,
Turkmenistan and Kazakhgtan, dl of which became independent statesin the wake of the
collgpse of the USSR in 1991. Apart from Georgia and Armenia, which have there own
non-Middle Eastern languages, the rest of these states use alanguage of the Turkic group
akin to Turkish or, in the case of Tadjikistan, a variety of Persan. Thisintroduction of
new independent states using non-Arabic languages does of course have considerable
geopaliticad dgnificance in the Middle East as awhole.

However that may be, the important thing is not perhgpsto arrive at an absolutely
watertight definition of what the Middle East is. Suffice it to recognize the generd
outlines and, from there, to examine the various interrelationships that bind this group of
countries together, for better or for worse.

WARS

The lgrali/Arab Conflict

In the minds of many people the Middle East is dmost synonymous with the Middle East
crigs, and Middle Eagt crisisis the shorthand we have come to adopt to refer to the long-
gtanding conflict between Isradl and Palestine, and more broadly with al the Arab States.

Thereisnot time hereto go into dAl the details of this conflict. In summary the conflict
began long before the establishment of the Sate of Israel in 1948. Theidea of credting a
national homeland for the Jews can in fact be traced back to the Ottoman period, but it
became especidly acute during the period of the British mandate. It was during this
period that an Anglo-French agreement was reached, in 1916, known as the Sykes-Picot
agreement, which, while accepting the principle of Arab independence, nevertheless
divided the areainto zones of permanent influence for the British and the French. And it



was during the same period that a British document of 1917, the Bafour declaration,
dated that the British government viewed with favour the establishment of a Jewish
nationad homein Pdegtine. Thisissue went on to assume immense proportionsin the
light of the Nazi Holocaust |eading the extermination of alarge part of the Jewish
population in Europe during the Second World War. This event gave extreme pertinence
to the clams of the Zionist movement. There was amounting tide of Jewish refugees
seeking aplaceto live. In April 1947, Britain, which had relinquished its Indian imperia
possessions, announced that it was handing its Paestinian mandate to the United Nations.

The United Nations exercised the Mandate for about one year with Britain remaining asa
kind of caretaker government. After lengthy negotiations the UN Generd Assembly
adopted aresolution for the partition of Paestine into three entities: a Jewish state; an
Arab state; and a so-called cor pus separatum for the city of Jerusdlem under internationa
jurisdiction. Unfortunately, however, no provision was made for the implementation of
thisresolution. The Council of the Arab League declared that it would oppose the
partition by force. By contrast, the Jewish leadership in Palestine accepted the UN plan
and preempted the Situation by declaring the establishment of the state of Isradl on May
14, 1948.

Since that date, and up until the present time, the Isragli/Arab conflict remains unresolved
despite dl effortsto find asolution. The period since 1948 has been punctuated by wars
between Israd and its Arab neighbours. 1n 1949, following the first war, |sragl
negotiated armistice agreements with neighbouring Arab states on the idand of Rhodes
and for decades these armistice agreements were the only basis for relations between the
partiesto them.

The most dramatic war was that of 1967, when in the space of Six daysthe Isradli amy
inflicted crushing defeats on the armies of Egypt, Jordan and Syria, and on an Iragi
expeditionary force.

At the present, the state of play can be best summarized as follows, using the brief
explanations provided on the BBC website:

“ISRAEL: While not officidly abandoning the peace process, |sradl’s conservative
government has made little progress because it believes concessons will sacrifice Isradi
security and compromise Isradlis right to settle in the West Bank — the biblica homeand
of the Jews.

“JORDAN: Jordan historically has been Isradl’'s closest Arab dly despite its Sgnificant
Paestinian population which is largely opposed to peace. But relations soured in
September 1997 when Isradli intelligence unsuccessfully tried to assassinate a Pdegtinian
leader on Jordan's soil. The two countries are currently trying to repair relations and
move the peace process forward.

“EGY PT: Despite nearly 20 years of forma peace, relations between Egypt and |sradl
remain cool. Egypt largely supportsits Arab neighbours demands for Middle East peace.



Like Syria, it believesthat Isradl should pull out of the Golan Heights and the “ security
zon€’ in Lebanon. But asakey USdly, it isworking to make sure that the process does
not break down.

“SYRIA: Syriaisakey player in the peace process, particularly snce Lebanon is
unlikely to make peace until Syria does. Syria seesitsdlf as a champion of the Arab
nationalist cause againg Isradl. It has refused to make peace until the Golan Heights are
returned. Syriawants a united Arab peace settlement and is opposed to any unilatera

peace agreements.

“LEBANON: Territory in southern Lebanon, occupied since 1978, remainsin dispute. A
UN Resolution callsfor Isradli forces to withdraw from the area but Isragl maintains that

it needs a“ security zone’ to prevent incursions by Iranian-backed guerrillas. Isradl's
cabinet has agreed to withdraw on condition that Lebanon guarantee the security of
Israel’'s northern border. Lebanon has rgected the dedl and is unlikely to agree to a peace
dedl with out the involvement of its powerful neighbour, Syria

“JERUSALEM: A compromise over Jerusdem's future status has proved impossible to
find. The city has been Israd's officia capital snce 1949 but has been the centre of
Jewish kingdoms and the focus of Jewish prayer for centuries. The city dso hasreligious
and higtoricd sgnificance for the Pdedtinians. East Jerusdem istheir residentid and
commercid centre and the main junction between the northern and southern parts of the
West Bank.

“THE GOLAN HEIGHTS: The Golan Heights have akey strategic position and good
water resources. |sradl captured the territory from Syriain 1967 and annexed it in 1981.
Syria continues to demand the return of the strategic plateau back in exchange for a peace
agreement. |sradli leaders have so far said they will not surrender the territory.

“THE GAZA STRIP. Almost amillion Pdedtinians are crammed into the Gaza Strip, a
gpace only eight km at itswidest point and about 45 km from north to south. The
economy had effectively collgpsed by mid-1993 and unemployment isrife. Since 1994,
Gaza City has been the effective headquarters of the Paedtinian sdlf-rule authority.”

After those few quotations from the BBC website, intended to make the main issuesin
the Middle East crisis clearer, | would add that the current US attack on Afghanistan
seems to have had the incidenta effect of sparking renewed violence between Isradl and
Pdedtine, verging on war and this Stuation may prove extremely dangerousto the fragile
aliance the US has gpparently succeeded in forming in the fight againgt world-wide
terrorism.

The Iran/lrag War

The other mgjor Middle Eastern conflict of the post-war period was that between Irag and
Iran. This conflict lasted from 1980 to 1988. It was devadtatingly destructive of human
life and it has been explained in many different ways, none of which istotdly exclusve



of the others. It has been presented as a confrontation between two charismatic leaders,
Saddam Hussain of Irag and Ayatollah Khomeini of Iran; it has been seen as an ethnic
conflict between Persans, on the one hand, and Arabs, on the other; it has been described
interms of an ideologica clash between the Idamic revivdism of Khomeini’s Iran and

the secular modernism of Saddam Hussein's Irag, an attitude that Saddam Hussain
subsequently changed; it has been viewed in sectarian terms, as awar between the two
magor branches of Idam, the Sunni and the Shi’i; at the same time, economicaly, it might
be interpreted as a struggle for control over the region’s most precious resource, oil; and
finaly, it may be regarded as aterritorial dispute and a struggle for regiona hegemony.

The war ended to dl intents and purposesin akind of victory for Saddam Hussain, and it
may have been this victory that gave him the courage, some years later, to attempt an
annexaion of the independent state of Kuwait, which Saddam regarded as a province of
his own country. Hisinvasion of Kuwait iswhat led to the battle known as Desart Storm
inwhich the US and its allies forced Iragi troops to withdraw from the territory they had
occupied.

Other Conflicts

An account of the two mgor conflictsin the Middle East by no means exhauststhe ligt of
struggles that have aflicted the various gates of the region.

In some countries, the ruling government has had to use force to suppress dissident
minorities on their own soil. This has been so in the case of the Kurdish minoritiesin
both Turkey and Irag. In the Sudan, the Mudimsin the north have had to contend with
non-Mudim Africans in the south of the country. In September 1979 a confrontation
occurred between the Hashemite rulers of Jordan and the Palestine Liberation
Organization, which openly chalenged the authority of the Jordanian state. The Pdegtine
Liberation Organization was roundly defested in this confrontation.

One of the mogt serious cases of internd strife was the Algerian civil war in the early
1990s. Here, apowerful Idamic movement challenged the legitimacy of the ruling
Algerian government.

Yemen isapaticular case. The country’s existence as a unified state dates back only to
1990 when it was formed from the merger of the traditionaist North Y emen and the
Marxist South Yemen. It remains asingle date despite the civil war that broke out in
1994.

Syria, once the center of the Idamic world is a country of diverse ethnic composition,
induding Kurds, Armenians, Assyrians, Alawite Shi'is and Druses, aswell asthe Arab
Sunni Mudim mgority. In the period from 1956 to 1961 Syria merged with the Egypt of
Nasser to form the so-caled United Arab Republic, but this merged state collapsed
following an army coup that restored independence to Syria. Since 1963, the leadership
of the Syrian Arab Republic has been in the hands of the Allawite-controlled Arab



nationdist Baath, or Renaissance, party, characterized by authoritarian government at
home and anti-1sradli policiesin itsforeign policy.

SAUDI ARABIA

One of the countries of critical importance in the Middle East today is certainly Saudi
Arabia. Saudi Arabia s sgnificanceis both religious and economic. Asaready pointed
out, from the religious standpoint, Saudi Arabiais not only the geographic areain which
Idam was born, but it is aso, and precisaly because of that, the center of the Idamic
religion today. Mecca, the birthplace of the Prophet Muhammead, is located in Saudi
Arabiaand it has become one of the world’s mgor places of pilgrimage. All Mudims are
supposed among other things to make the pilgrimage to Mecca at least once in their lives.
This pilgrimage is known to Mudims as the Hadj and a person who has made the
pilgrimege is entitled to cal himsdf a Hadji.

In fact many Mudims go to Meccamany times and at certain times of the year the desert
road leading down through Jordan and on into Saudi Arabiaiis lined with hundreds of
buses carrying pilgrims to the holy shrine of Idam. The buses sop at regular intervas
five times aday to alow their passengersto go off and put their prayer mats down on the
sand to adlow them to pray. Admittance to the shrine itsdlf is Strictly reserved to mae
members of the Idamic faith.

Saudi Arabiaisruled by the Saud family, which is a monarchy whose roots go back far
into higtory. The Saud family are themselves staunch dlies of the United States of
America. American forces have been based in Saudia Arabiain particular Snce thetime
of the United States' war on Irag, when the Saudi regime felt in need of Americal's
military protection againgt a possible attack by Saddam Hussain.

A key issue that arisesin the present circumstances is the stability of the Saudi
government. The country has immense oil wedlth and in point of fact holds one quarter
of al theworld s ail reserves. At the same time the average living standards of the Saudi
people has seen a steady decline from some in the region of US$25,000 to its present
level of only US$3,000. Some commentators go so far asto maintain that, if the present
government of the Saudi roya family were replaced, it would in order to give place to
one that would in fact dosdy resemble the Tdiban regimein Afghanigan. It might even
be suggested that the on-going crissin Afghanigtan is nothing more than a Saudi criss
that has been exported to another country.

Itis certainly afact that of the terrorists identified as having taken part in the recent
attacks on the United States, nine out of fifteen are now known to have been of Saudi
origin. Itisdso beieved that within Saudi Arabia funds amounting to as much as US$10
million may well be funnded into support for terrorist organizations every year, though
thisis adamantly denied by the Saudi leaders.

It is not possible to predict what the future will hold for Saudi Arabia under present
circumstances. It would however seem that Saudi Arabiaisacrucid dement in the



current crigs Situation, first asavita part of the perhaps precarious dliance put together
by the United States to combat terrorism; and second as the source of such a substantia
share of ail, that vitd commodity for the surviva of the present-day consumer society as
people in the western world know it today. If the Saudi government were for some
reason to be ousted and if the huge oil reserves stored in the country were to be destroyed
inwhole or in part by some terrorist attack, then the face of the world might begin to look
rather different from what it does now.

CONCLUSION

Any attempt to survey aregion as varied and complex as the Middle East is bound to
overamplify many issues and to leave many others out completely. We have among

other things given little atention to the Cold War period of rivary between the United
States and the then Soviet Union, and the effects that thisrivary had on Middle East
politics and economic development. | hope that the question and answer period will be
an opportunity to raise some of the points that got left asde or to go more deeply into the
ones| have raised.

| started by trying to suggest that there are usudly at least two Sdes to any argument.
Rdigion provided ajumping off point for this discusson of the Middle East. The focus
was on the word “crusade’ and the ideological overtones that this word still has today,
many centuries after the Chrigtian crusaders set out to recapture Jerusalem.

Another word that seems to give rise to Smilar reaction in the opposite sense and,
therefore, to be fraught with the same emotiond charge as “crusade’ isthe term “jihad”.
“Jhad” in the minds of many western peopleisle with the concept of “holy war”. And
more specificdly, it istaken to imply that Idam spread over aremarkably vast areain a
higtoricaly spesking reatively short space of time mainly asthe result of aHoly War
waged by warriors bent on imposing their rdigion on theinfidd. Indeed, in little more
than a century, the lands of 1dam had spread throughout the Arabian peninsula,
southward into Egypt, eastward across northern Africa to the Atlantic and, from there,
northward into Spain. They had also spread into Mesopotamia and Persaand
represented a direct threet to the eastern Roman Empire in Byzantium or Congtantinople.

Of course, the word “jihad” does take on a variety of meanings among those who use it.
One organization, gpparently based in Syria and financed by both Syriaand Iran, is
dedicated to fundamentalist Idam and set on the total destruction of the state of Isragli by
holy war. That organization goes under the name of Idamic Jhad.

Notwithstanding these ambiguities and precisely in view of this rgpid spread of Arab
religion and culture, aswell as Arab rule, in the early centuries of Idam, it isinteresting
and important to note that, in most cases, the conquest was a peaceful one, not an armed
assault. Infact, Arab civilization was more often than not, so it would seem, marked by
tolerance of other peoples and religions, provided of course that, like Idam, they were
monotheigtic. Thistolerance therefore certainly extended to Christiansand Jews. The
only demand the Idamic conquerors made on those they conquered was the payment of



taxes. And even the taxes were less heavy than those imposed by other imperia powers,
such as Byzantium or Perda. In other words in the early centuries of Idam, Jews and
Christians were free to live and to practise their religion in peace.

In this context, therefore, the frequent western use of the word “jihad” to mean Holy War
may sometimes be a misinterpretation and, as many Mudims have been a painsto
explain in recent weeks, “jihad” may be more accuratdly trandated as Struggle, in the
sense of the struggle that every human being must undertake in order to follow the
precepts of thelr religion.

LOOKING TOWARDS THE FUTURE
THE ROLE OF THE UNITED NATIONS — PAST, PRESENT AND FUTURE

Any attempt to predict future eventsis hazardous to say theleast. And thisis particularly
true of the Middle East & the present time. History did not start afresh on September 11,
2001. But somewould have usbdievethat it did. It istrue that an event of dmost
unprecedented significance occurred on that day, a least in the eyes of the American
people. An attack was made on US soil for the first time since the Japanese assault on
the American fleet in Pearl Harbour. The events of Pearl Harbour are themselves freshin
the minds of many Americans a the present time, among other things, because of the
recent appearance of amaor motion picture on that subject.

The andlogy between these attacks has not been lost. At the same time however we can
eadly detect some striking differences between the two occurrences. In the case of Pearl
Harbour, the assault was made by one state on another and it happened in Hawali, rather
far away from the centers of power on the east coast of the United States. Alsointhe
case of Pearl Harbour it was easy to see that the attack congtituted an act of war by one
date agang another.

When we come to September 11, the Stuation is a very different one. The destruction of
the two towers of the World Trade Center and apart of the Pentagon constituted an act of
terrorism. It is harder to understand how they can be categorized as an act of war.
Secondly, they were an atack not on the military forces of the United States, but on the
cvilian population.

Notwithstanding these facts, the government of the United States chose to declare war on
terrorism throughout the world and to endeavour to enlist the support of as many other
dates asit could, for and foremost its dlies, but after them the remainder of the world
community.

The NATO countries quickly concluded that there were grounds to invoke Article 5 of
the North Atlantic Treaty by virtue of which an attack on any member of the Alliance is
an atack on dl of the other members.



The United States President declared that the terrorists would not succeed in changing
ether the foreign policy of his country nor its domestic policy. In redity we have seen
that the terrorist attacks of September 11 have stood the foreign policy of the United
States and its alies more or less completely on its head. Mgor shifts have occurred
which not only represent a complete bresk with the past, but o leave abig question
mark over their possible implications for the future.

To mention afew, the sanctions imposed on both India and Pakistan following both
countries’ nuclear testing in the mid-1990s were quickly lifted despite the fact that both
the countries concerned had openly violated the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treety. At the
same time the British foreign minigter, Jack Straw was seen Sitting in earnest discussons
with the moderate prime minister of Iran, Ayatollah Khamene, in an atempt to win

Iranian support for the war being waged on Afghanistan. In this capecity the British
government was acting in the stead of the United States of America, which has had no
formd diplométic reations with Iran since the time of the Iran Contra crisis.

The French government has been at pains suddenly to forge a cooperative relaionship
with Colond Khaddafi, leader of Libya, with the same end in view.

Particularly when one redlizes that both Iran and Libya are precisely among the countries
regarded as number one suspects in the redlm of internationa terrorism.

A further repercussion of the ongoing war in Afghanistan isthe effect it has on the only
too familiar Middle Eadt crigs, and as we have dready seen the Middle East crisis
generdly means the long-standing conflict between Isradl and its Arab neighbours, and
more especidly Paegtine. The period since the start of the war has seen an ominous
escalation of military action by Israel against the people of Palestine. And, under the
present circumstances, desperate to hold together the perhaps fragile aliance with the
Arab gtates of the Middle Eagt, the United States has shown an unaccustomed concern to
put adamper on the zed of the Isradlis. These effortsto quell the Isragli reaction, which
was sparked off with epecia force by the assassnation of aminigter in the Isradli
government, do for the time being appear to be producing some results in the face of
distinct reluctance on the part of the Isradlisthemsalves. But it is dtill too early to foresee
what the eventua outcome of this Situation will be.

It seems equally true that American domestic policy has been turned completely on its
head by the September 11 attacks, which were very obvioudy attacks on the principa
bastions of American power, the financid world and the military establishment. Despite
al assartionsto the contrary, that the lives of the American people have been radically
changed, and that they will remain so for the foreseegble future.

Since the devadtating attacks of last September, however, the world, and in particular the
United States, has apparently awakened to the existence of another much more sinister
threet to its everyday life than that represented by conventiona military force— or even
the use of commercid aircraft to demolish skyscrapers. And thet is the threat of
biologicd terrorism. Indeed, the United States over the last few weeks has fdlen prey to



aseries of gniger incidents involving the use of the deadly bacterium Bacillus anthracis,
or anthrax.

| intentionally used the words “ gpparently awakened” to this new threat, because any
awareness of the redl facts would make it hard to believe that the existence and use of
such wegpons could have come asasurprise. On the contrary, there is ample reason to
know exactly the opposite.

In abook entitled “Living Terrors’ by Miched T. Osterholm and John Schwarz,
published quite some time before September 11, 2001, the authors point out thet
according to a 1999 report by a Commission of the US Congress “most of the nations
identified as gponsors of terrorism have sought or are seeking weapons of mass
destruction.” Those states were listed by the Commission as follows: Cuba, Iran, Iraq,
Libya, North Korea, Sudan and Syria. We note that of these seven no less than five are
located inthe Middle East. The CIA in amore recent report sngled out Iran, Irag, North
Korea and Sudan as particularly worrisome nations in terms of biologica terrorism.

And, asthe authors of “Living Terrors’ go on to point out “ Americans who wonder
where these nations' biowegponeers get their technology might not need to look further
than their own borders.”

Therefore, dthough one would certainly not wish to accept such a possihility, it does
seem asif September 11 may have marked the onset of anew era, one in which
biologica wegpons are indeed used againg the civilian population. And, more
ggnificantly gill, it ssemsthat the nations mogt likely to be targeted by such use are il
sngularly unprepared to dedl with its consequences.

Turning to the war itsdlf, it does appear to be generdly accepted that a country should not
embark on military action unlessit has a clear ideawhat the expected outcome will be
and what the so-cdlled exit srategy will be. In the case of Afghanistan the explicitly
sated god isto track down the Al Qaedaterrorist network and its leader Osamabin
Laden. It isasyet uncertain whether this objective will in fact be achieved. Ramadan
approaches together with the onsat of winter. Theterrain is notorioudy difficult and all
previous attempts to conquer the people of Afghanistan, by the Soviets and before them
by the British have falled. The United Statesis clamed to have much superiority in

terms of military strength and technological sophistication. On the other hand, the results
of the conflict to date are far from suggesting that a clear-cut victory isin Sght. Itis
possible that Osamabin Laden will succeed in completely euding the grasp of those who
are out to get him, ether by merging into the civilian population or by some other
subterfuge. Thiswould undoubtedly creste amagjor politica criss for those like

President George W. Bush and Mr. Tony Blair, who have staked so much on his capture.

Meanwhile, criticism of the war is mounting, among other things, because of civilian
casudlties, the number of which is mounting despite the American protestetions that they
are doing everything possible to avoid them. Thereis criticism aso sparked by the
unaccountable destruction of awarehouse belonging to the Red Cross and a hospita



where as many as a hundred patients are reported to have been killed; and by the use of
certain types of extremely dangerous wegpons such as cluster bombs.

But even if Osamabin Laden is captured or killed, it is ill far from clear that this will
represent ared victory for the countries that are fighting againgt him. In thefirgt place, it
ismore then likely that thiswill make him amartyr within the Mudim world and, by
virtue of that, make it more and more difficult for the United States and its dlies to hold
together the codition againg terrorism.

Beyond that, there isthe far from smple question of what will hgppen to Afghanistan
subsequently, on the assumption that the war is brought to some kind of conclusion. A
government hasto be put in place and the ravaged country will have to be rebuilt. Who
should form the new government? And who should undertake the rebuilding of the
country? Will the United States walk away from the Situation as it has been known to do
inthe past? Isthere arole for the United Nations? And will the United Nations be
prepared to assume that role?

One thing does however seem quite certain. The end of the war in Afghanigan, evenif it
is accompanied by the tota eimination of Osama bin Laden and his Al Qaeda network,
will not coincide with a cessation of terrorist acts throughout the world. To expect that to
happen would surely be naive.  And, to be consistent with the declared policy of the
United States, the President would have to continue the fight by turning to the other
countries identified as harbouring terrorist organizations. Irag might be the firgt, but —
uncomfortably — as we have seen, the list dso includes Iran, Syria, Libya and Sudan, two
of which have been urged to join the present codition.

Asde from this rather tantaizing issue, there isdso a subgtantia body of opinion that
would question the red motives behind the war in Afghanigtan. There are some who
would go so far asto claim that that those real motives are not the pursuit of Bin Laden
and the eradication of terrorism from the face of the earth, but rather the attempt to secure
apogtion in the Middle East by encouraging the establishment of awell-disposed
government in Afghanistan and at the same time to render accessto oil suppliesfrom the
Middle East more secure.

We have dready seen that oil isavita issuein the world economy. We have aso seen
that the Middle East holds by far the largest part of the world' stota oil reserves. And as
pointed out earlier, no less than one quarter of these reserves are held by Saudi Arabia
aone.

On the demand side by far the largest share of the consumption of ail is accounted for by
the United States and Western Europe.

In times like these the motive to guarantee access to oil supplies becomes stronger than
ever. Thiscan be achieved as aresult of the relations maintained with the oil-producing
nations of the Middle Eagt. It can dso be achieved by diversfying the sources of the ol
one consumes. Thisisthe likely explanation of the decison of the United States



government to tap the oil resources of Alaskain the face of direct oppostion from the
environmenta lobby within the country, which beievesthat Alaskais one of the last
remaining areas of the world where nature is unspailt by the intervention of man.

This desire to diversfy the suppliers of oil dso explains such recent agreements as that
between Japan and the Russian Federation that will allow Japan to exploit for its own
benefit oil resources located within the territory of Russan.

Ancther way of reducing dependence on supplies of oil from the Middle East isto
develop and use other new and renewable sources of energy. But in redity the ground
made in exploiting these forms of energy — which include solar energy and wind energy —
dill appearsto bevery smal. Thereis certainly no immediate prospect of replacing
dependence on ail by turning to other types of energy. And one of the primary reasons
for thisisthe importance of economic viahility of the oil industry and the vested interest
of certain people in that viability.

Some would say it is no accident that the present leaders of the United States have a
direct persond interest in thisregard.

Of course, when we begin to speculate about dl the circumstances underlying the events
we see occurring around us, there is atemptation to indulge in al kinds of theories, most
of which cannot be supported by any kind of tangible evidence.

It may be worthwhile ligting some of these speculations, if only to give an idea of the
confusion in people’ s minds when an event of the magnitude of September 11 takes
place. Here are some of the questions people have asked.

Is there tangible evidence that Osama bin Laden and the Al Qaeda network were directly
implicated in the attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon?

Isthe real motive for the war that of eradicating the threat of terrorism so asto protect the
values of freedom and democracy? Or isit rather to secure the what are preceived to be
the vitd interests of the western world in the Middle East?

Was the attack a complete surprise or did some people have more advance knowledge
than has so far been reveded?

Why were there so many cases of short selling of shares, inter dia, in the airlineswhose
planes were hijacked in advance of the event?

Was the whole thing a Jewish conspiracy and isit true that there were no Jews among the
victims at the World Trade Center?

Ought the US authorities to have been caught so much off their guard when the first cases
of anthrax infection began to occur?



Have the ordinary citizens of Afghanistan got anything to do with the Stugtion at dl?
Andisnot thisissue a Saudi Arabian one that has somehow got exported to another
place? After dl, the vast mgority of those so far implicated in the terrorist attacks were
not Afghans but Saudi Arabian citizens.

Has the use of anthrax got any connection with the terrorist aleged to have been
ingtigated by Osama bin Laden?

Many of these questions, which have been asked at different times and for understandable
reasons, might amount to the postulation of a conspiracy theory. According to such a
conspiracy theory the whole thing would have been a put-up job designed to serve the
interests of asmadl dlique of interest groups. However, it is difficult on the bass of a
sober andlysis of the facts to sustain some congpiracy theory of thissort. At mog, it
would seem that the events of September 11 did serve asa“wake-up” cdl, but that the
reactions shown by those who woke up, were in many respects naive or opportunistic.
Above dl, it seems that these everts have revealed some remarkable vulnerabilitiesin the
western world and some remarkable weaknesses in the structure of a country that claims
to be the world's only remaining superpower. And the attempts to argue that these
vulnerabilities and wesknesses are a direct outcome of the freedom and openness of the
society in which they are found sound somewhat hollow.

In the foregoing remarks | have focused to a very considerable extent on the United
States of America. Thisisto alarge extent naturd, Snce, as we have seen, thereisavery
direct link between what has happened in the US and the whole of the Middle East
region. Asaresult of the events that occurred in the United States and, in particular, asa
result of the manner in which the US government, its dlies and the codition members
have responded to it, the face the Middle East region may be changed dmost beyond
recognition. The leaders of such countries as Saudi Arabia and Bahrain have been led to
aign themsalves unequivocdly on the American side. Iran and Pakistan have aso done
50, while nevertheless posing their conditions for such adignment and, in the case of
Pakigtan, expressing the strong hope the present war againgt Afghanistan will be short.
On ancother front, the Isradli government appears to have yielded to American pressure to
dess in itsfight againg the Pdedtinians, notwithstanding the ministerid assassination.

But how will dl thisend? Will the war bewon? And what exactly doesit meantowin a
war on terrorism throughout the world? Will an acceptable government be found for
Afghanigan? Will the Al Qaeda network be dismantled? Will the effort to root out
terrorism be carried over into other countries? Can other countries be held responsible
for the use of anthrax in the United States? Will the codition hold together, even if the
war drags on and fails to achieve its declared god? Can those leaders that have sided
with the United States, perhaps for economic reasons, withstand domestic pressures from
groups deeply hodtile to the United States and fundamentally sympeathetic to Bin Laden
and the cause of Idam? What repercussons will thiswar ultimately have on relations
between Isradl and its Arab neighbours? Will this Stuation have a positive or anegative
effect on relations between India and Pakistan and, especidly, on the fate of the disputed
territory of Kashmir?



Discusson of the present crissin the Middle East would not be complete with some
mention of the United Nations. This subject can conveniently be divided into three parts,
which provide answers to the following questions. What isthe UN doing now to help
ded with the Stuation? What hasthe UN donein the past? And, findly, what can the
UN be expected to do in the future?

What has the United Nations done in the past?

The United Nations has an important peacekeeping role placed upon it by the United
Nations Charter.

Article 1, which sets out the purposes of the United Nations, takes up the issue of
international peace and security from the gtart. It reads as follows:

“The Purposes of the United Nations are:

1. Tomaintaninternationd peace and security, and to that end: to take effective
collective measures for the prevention and remova of threats to the peace, and
for the suppression of acts of aggression or other breaches of the peace, and to
bring about by peaceful means, and in conformity with the principles of
justice and internationd law, adjustment or settlement of internationd
disputes or situations which might lead to a breach of the peace;

It is Chapter VII of the Charter that deds fully and in detall with the measuresthe
Organization can and should take when face with an act that condtitutes a threst to
internationa peace and security. The terms of Chapter V11 of the UN Charter can be
summearized in the following manner.

The UN Security Council must first determine whether a threat to internationd peace and
security exigts. (Article 39).

The Counall shdl, before making further decisions or recommendations, first call upon
the parties to comply with whatever provisional measures the Council deems are
necessary and shadl take due account of fallure to comply. (Article 40)

The Council may decide what measures not involving the use of force, such asthe
interruption of communications and severance of diplométic relations with the parties,
and call upon Member States to apply those measures. (Article 41)

Should the Council deem that the measures taken under Article 41 are ineffective, it may
decide on the use of armed force. (Article 42)

The remaining Articles of Chapter V11 are mainly concerned with the peacekeeping
mechanisms employed with the United Nations and, in particular, the manner in which
States may be called upon to contribute troops to UN peacekeeping operations.



Article 51, the last of the articles in Chapter VI, isworthy of note. It stipulates the
inherent right of member states to defend themselves until such time as the Security
Council hes taken measures to restore international peace and security.

Thereistherefore aclearly defined legd framework for the settlement of internationa
disputes under internationa law.

However, aswe are well aware, no human inditution is perfect and no legd system
functions as it was in theory intended to operate. Theredity isthat many factors
intervene to complicate the smooth gpplication of the legal procedures laid down by the
United Nations Charter. Some of these factors are externd to the Organization and some
of them areinternd to it.

One of the paramount issues isthe fact that internationd law itsdf is not backed by any
power of enforcement. States may violate the provisons of internationd law with
condderable impunity, since the jurisdiction of the Internationa Court of Jugtice is not
binding upon States that choose not to accept that jurisdiction.

Thereisof course agenera mativation to comply with tresties and agreements of al
kinds that arises from the desire for reciproca behaviour on the part of other States. It
nonetheless remains true thet in the internationa arena might isright and a State that
fedls srong enough to do so may well circumvent the stipulations of internationd law.
Progress towards the establishment of a genuindy enforceable internationd legd regime
isdow.

A further important issue relates to finance. The United Nationsisin theory funded on
the basis of ascde of contributions determined for each Member State on the basis of
certain parameters, such as population and per capitaincome. The result of thisisthat
certain States are on paper very substantia contributorsto the UN budget. At the same
time, each Member State enjoys one vote in the Generd Assembly regardless of itssize
and population and regardless therefore of its contribution to the overal budget.

This system of variable contributions and the possession of one vote can be defended asa
satisfactory way of ensuring that even very poor States are enabled to make their voices
heard in the international community. The disadvantage, however, isthat larger
contributors may smply decide to withhold their contributionsiif they fed that the
decisons of the mgority of States run counter to their own domestic policy or their
interestsin the world at large.

The result therefore is that the actud funding of United Nations' activitiesisnot at all
what one might imagine it to be on the strength of the scale of contributions.

Current totd payments to the United Nations by the United States amounted to $621
million, the Fifth Committee (Adminidrative and Budgetary) was told this morning asit
continued its congderation of the financid Stuation of the Organization.



Evidence of the extent of arrears is provided by a recent announcement of the United
States. The representative of the United States confirmed that last week legidation on the
long promised $582 million in peacekeeping arrears had been signed into law by
President Bush and that those funds would be in the hands of the United Nations by 9
November. Payment of $571 million in current peacekeeping dues had aready reached
the United Nations together with payment of $23 million for the Internationa Tribunds.
For its regular budget assessments, payment of $27 million had been made, and the
remainder would be paid as soon as the United States Congress completed its work on the
budget, which should be a matter of days. The United States remained staunchly
committed to paying debts to the Organization. He noted the contribution of $31 million
by Ted Turner.

Speakersin today’ s debate welcomed the fact that, at the end of 2001, after years of
crigs, the United Nations had a progpect of improving itsfinancid Stuation due to the
payments expected from Member States, particularly the largest contributor. 1t was said
to be particularly satisfying snce many countries had assumed an added financia burden,
following paingtaking negotiations on the scale of assessments at the end of last yesar.
Delegates a0 expressed satisfaction that reimbursement of the amounts owed countries
contributing troops and equipment to peacekeeping operations was being accorded high
priority.

Severa speakers, however, expressed concern that fewer countries had paid their
assessed contributions in full this year and stressed the need for dl Member Statesto
meake such payments in full, on time and without conditions, thus carrying out their
financid respongbility under the Charter.

Ancther burning issue within the United Nations, which has been under discusson for
many years, but is fill far from any satisfactory resolution, is the so-called veto right of
the permanent members of the Security Council. There are five permanent members of
the Security Council, the United States, the United Kingdom, France, the Russan
Federation and China, and this state of affairsisthe direct historical result of the fact that
the United Nations was itself formed in the immediate aftermath of the Second World
War. The present composition of the Security Council is seen by many asan
anachronism in the modern world and there are many demands for achange in
membership that would, for example, give permanent membership at least to two of the
economicaly most powerful States in the world today, namdy, Germany and Japan, and
which would aso dlow the so-called devel oping world to have a strong voice, perhaps
through a system of rotating permanent membership based on some kind of regiona
digtribution.

For the time being, however, no decision to change Security Council has been taken and,
since any such decision would entail amendment of the UN Charter, which in turn can
only occur following a favourable vote on such an amendment by the Security Counail,
the present Stuation has many of the characteristics of an impasse.



Indeed, the voting rules in the Security Council are such that no resolution on such mgjor
issues can be adopted without the concurrent votes of al the permanent members, thusin
effect giving the permanent members aright of absolute veto.

Since the same voting rules must aso gpply to any decisions taken by the Security
Council under the provisons of Chapter V11, quoted previoudly, the Security Council has
often found itsdlf paradyzed and unable to act in crucia Stuations, thisleading to a
seriousloss of credibility for the Council. And thisis perhaps an additiona reason why
States sometimes fed that they must take mattersinto their own hands.

In terms of internationd conventions, the United Nations has since 1979 and to date
adopted no less than four specifically concerned with acts of terrorism.

Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of Crimes against

Internationally Protected Persons, including Diplomatic Agents, adopted

by the General Assembly of the United Nations on 14 December 1973.

International Convention against the Taking of Hostages, adopted by the

General Assembly of the United Nations on 17 December 1979

International Convention for the Suppression of Terrorist Bombings,

adopted by the General Assembly of the United Nations on 15 December

1997.

International Convention for the Suppression of the Financing of
Terrorism, adopted by the General Assembly of the United Nationson 9
December 1999.

At the sametime it should be redlized that the four of these Conventions, for the
Suppression of Financing of Terrorism, has not yet entered into force for want of the
required number of parties. Therearein fact at present only four partiesto this
Convention.

In generd, it would gppear that one of the mgor obstacles to the implementation of any
of the terrorist conventions adopted by the United Nations so far is the failure of the
international community to agree on a definition of terrorism itsdlf.

Thisdigresson into the inner workings of the United Nations is necessary to an
understanding of the role that the UN might play in the present circumstances.

What is the United Nations doing now?

In the light of the above condderdtions, it is a sgnificant measure of the unanimous
condemnation of the recent terrorist atacks on the United States that the UN Security
Council has succeeded in adopting two resolutions, 1368 and 1373, on terrorism since the
events of September 11, 2001.



Resolution 1368, adopted on September 12, was a short recognition of the horrifying
nature of the acts committed and an expression of condolences.

| cannot quote the lengthier and more substantia text of resolution 1373 infull. Sufficeit
to say that that resolution decisvely condemns acts of terrorismin dl their formsand
cals upon Member States to take a variety of measures, such asthe freezing of financid
assats, to suppress terrorism within their jurisdiction.  Inter dia, a0, the resolution
contains adecison to set up aspecia Committee of the Security Council on terrorism.

That Committee was condtituted in early October when the members of the Security
Council agreed to elect H.E. Sir Jeremy Greenstock, Permanent Representative of the
United Kingdom of Gregt Britain and Northern Ireland, to the position of Chairman of
the Committee. In addition, the following have been dected to the position of Vice-
Chairmen: H.E. Alfonso Vadivieso, Permanent Representative of Colombia, H.E.
Jagdish Koonjul, Permanent Representative of Mauritius, and H.E. Sergey Lavrov,
Permanent Representative of the Russian Federation.

From 1 to 5 October, 2001 the United Nations Genera Assembly held an intensive
debate on internationd terrorism. The debate was moved up from its previoudy
scheduled date to urgently address ways of combating the threet in the wake of the
attacks againg the United States. 160 countries participated in the debate.

There was a unanimous condemnation of terrorism in the course of the debate. At the
same time, the debate reveded some very different perceptions of what terrorism is and,
to this extent, illudtrates very wdl the difficulty experienced by the internationd
community in arriving a any commonly accepted definition of the phenomenon.

The statement made by the representative of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, spesking on
behdf of the Arab group in the UN, is very doquent in this respect. Here are some of the
things the Libyan representative said.

“Firg of dl, the Arab Group condemnsterrorism in al its forms and manifestations, and
condemns also al those who practiceit, or provide assistance for it, be they individuas,
groups, organizations, or states.

“It should aso be remembered that Arab countries throughout many decades were prime
victims of terrorism, in dl its forms and manifestations. Sate terrorism, occupation
terrorism, and the terrorism practiced by the extremist groups. We paid a high price for
those acts of terrorism in terms of losses of innocent human lives. Until today Arabs lose
ther lives daily because of the continuation of terroriam.

“The Arab Group wishes to put in record that the Arab states which suffered from some
forms of terrorism, carried out by extremist groups, requested some states upon whose
territories the leaderships and members of those groups reside to handover the eements



who participated in the planning or execution, of those acts, so that they may be brought
to judtice. The concerned states, however, paid no attention to such pless.

“Our group wishes aso to record that some Arab |leaders were the first who proposed to
the United Nations, asfar back asthe early seventies, that an internationa conference
devoted to the study of the phenomenon of terrorism should be convened in order fird to
reach a unified definition of terrorism, and subsequently an agreement on an international
endeavor to eradicate it. Those initiatives were debated in the United Nations, and
received broad internationd understanding, they included the invitation to hold an
internationa conference to define terrorism, and another to combet terrorism. The
summit of the Non-Aligned movement, the Organization of 1damic Conference, and
other governmental bodies, endorsed those initiatives. That endorsement was embodied
in the conclusion of the Arab Convention, the Organization of Idamic Conference
Convention, and the Organization of African Unity Convention, al devoted to combeat
terrorigm. All such initiatives and invitations are being constantly renewed by Arab
leaders, until thisweek, and they are widdy advertised in the media

“The Arab Group is keenly eager to emphagize, with no limits, its affirmation of the right

of the Arab Paestine people to freedom and independence. Furthermore, we affirm that
until this god is achieved, the Paestine people has the full right to resist the occupetion,
and dl its consequences, chief among which is settlement, in addition to the right of those
Pdegtinians, who have been dispossessed or deported, to return to their homeland, asthey
have no other homeand.

“The Arab Pdegtinian people are victims to modem terrorism, in the fullest sense of the
word. Their land was occupied, their property either confiscated, or destroyed by
bulldozers, and most of their sons and daughters were displaced, imprisoned, tortured,
expdled, or deported, to the farthest corners of the earth, in order to empty their land so
that foreigners may settlein it. The Palestinian people are subject to repression in order to
prevent their members from even expressing their rejection to occupation. Most brutd,
cruel, and inhuman means and methods have been used as tools for this repression,
including the use of the most modern planes, carrying most sophisticated weapons, in
addition to tanks, artillery, and politica assassnations of dl those who resist the
occupation.

“In this respect, the Arab Group siresses its determination to confront any attempt to
classify resistance to occupation as an act of terrorism. Such an atempt will turn concepts
topsy-turvy, and only hatred can be engendered from this kind of oppresson. Freedom is
indivisble, and must not be diminished in anyway. Anyone who maintains otherwise
cannot be convincing in his resstance to terrorism in the name of freedom or judtice.”

We note therefore that the Arab Group “ stresses its determination to confront any attempt
to classify resistance to occupation as an act of terrorism.” This clearly opens up an
immense area for argument asto what isin fact happening in the world today .



Meanwhile, on the ground in Afghanistan or in neighbouring Uzbekistan and Pakigtan,
the United Nations and severd of its specialized agencies is working sSide by sde with
other relief agenciesto try to ded with the looming humanitarian criSs created by the
ongoing war. Lack of food and influx of refugees are dl made more darming by the
imminent onset of the harsh winter dimeate.

What may the UN do in the future?

The United Nations has been involved in many peace-keeping operations, in East Timor,
Kosovo, Somdia and Rwanda to mention only afew of the more recent occasons. It
seems certain that the UN will be called upon once again to assume this kind of role once
thefighting isover. From statements mede by representatives of the US government,
however, the war in Afghanistan may continue for two years or more before it is brought
to end. Presumably the war will be consder as won, when and if the prime target Osama
bin Laden is apprehended and the Al Qaeda network in Afghanistan is believed to have
been dismantled. Thiswill be alimited victory againg terrorism, Snce we are told that

bin Laden has aready designated a successor, who is not in Afghanistan, and since we
are dso told that Al Qaeda has branches or cdlsin as many asfifty-five other countries.

Notwithstanding this fact, once “peace’ has been restored to the territory of Afghanistan
the UN will have to consder its future role within the framework of its exigting lega
procedures.

Asdready pointed out, Resolution 1373, among other things, calls for the establishment
of a Security Council Committee and, in paragraph 7, the resolution directs the
Committee to “delineste its (the Security Council’s) tasks, submit awork programme
within 30 days of the adoption of (the) resolution, and to consider the support it requires,
in consultation with the Secretary Generd.”

It may be hoped that, by the end of the war, the alied forces, by diplomatic means, have
put together some kind of codition government for Afghanistan, perhaps under the
leadership, initidly, of the former king of Afghanistan. Aswe have seen, thisin itsdf

may prove extremdy difficult to achieve. There are even voicesin the United States that
urge full concentration on the pursuit of the war, leaving any efforts at nation-building
adde.

When it is eventually deemed gppropriate — in other words, when hodtilities cease — the
nation-building task will have to be undertaken. And thisis the point when the United
Nations may be expected to emerge directly on the scene.

Its task may not be an easy one. Itsusua practiceis to establish a peacekeeping force
made up of troop continents provided by so-called troop contributing countries. This UN
force (known asthe “blue berets’) is responsible for policing the territory and preventing
further outbreaks of violence and, in past cases, such as East Timor, one particular
country, Austrdia, has assumed alead role in coordinating the action taken.



Within this context, various other United Nations speciaized agencies will have their
work cut out for them in restoring the infrastructure of a war-torn country —which means
rebuilding the roads, railways, airports, restoring power supplies; reestablishing the
hedlth and education systems; and dso preparing the trangtion towards a functiona
democratic society, with dl the indtitutions of government, through the eventud
organization of free and democratic eections.

It is dear that thiswork cannot start until hodtilities are over, and even when it does begin

we can expect that it will take many years and that it will experience many setbacks along
the way.



