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PS 121 Lecture 3
The Middle East Since World War I: European Colonialism, De-Colonization, Nationalism, Petro-Politics, and the Resurgence of Islam
1. The Middle East Besieged by Imperial European Powers Strengthened by the Industrial Revolution 
2. The Challenge of Western Ideas: Reason, Progress, Liberty, Equality--and Nationalism (from 1798)
3.  The Effort to Modernize Islam: Jamal Eddidin al-Afghani (1839-97) and his disciple Mohammed Abduh (1849-1905)

4. British Courtship in WWI: “Lawrence of Arabia”
5. Dividing the Spoils of War: The Sykes-Picot Treaty (1916) and Colonialism
6. The Balfour Declaration (1917) and the League of Nations Mandate for Palestine (1920)
“His Majesty’s Government view with favour the establishment in Palestine of a national home for the Jewish people, and will use their best endeavours to facilitate the achievement of this object, it being clearly understood that nothing shall be done which may prejudice the civil and religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities in Palestine…”

7. “The Arab Revolt” in Three Waves: Michel Aflaq (1910-1989) and Salah al-Din Bitar (1912-1980): Ba’athism in Iraq and Syria; George Antonius (1891-1941), “The Arab Awakening” (1938, Palestine); Gamal Abdel Nasser (1918-1970) and Nasserism

8. Tensions in World War II
9. The Birth of Israel, War, and the Arab Refugee Problem (1948-49)—to Arabs “al Naqba” (the Catastrophe); the PLO; the “Peace Process”
10. The Cold War and Internal Strife: 1950-1990

11. The “Oil Weapon,” OPEC, and the Quest for Alternate Sources of Energy  

12. The Pervasive Sense of Frustration, Failure, and Stagnation Leads to the Rise and Spread of Islamism and Hostility to the West

13. The Rise and Fall of Saddam Hussein – and the Entry of the U.S. into the Region
14. The Iranian Revolution (1979) and its Consequences 

15. The Resurgence of Islam and Jihadism: the Muslim Brotherhood, Al Qaeda and the Islamic State
16. The “Arab Spring” in 2011 and its Aftermath
17. Civil war in Egypt, Libya, Iraq, Syria, Turkey, Yemen, Bahrein, and Somalia
Some of the highlights of the Period
In looking at the earlier modern history of the region we saw how, from small, localized beginnings in the Arabian peninsula, the banner of Islam was carried far and wide, reaching its zenith in the Ottoman Empire and Persian and Indian empires to the east. In the fifteenth century the Ottoman Empire became the dominant though not the exclusive center of Islamic civilization and politics. 
In the nineteenth century, this empire began to come under attack, and in the early twentieth century it came unraveled. In outline form, here is what happened:

*Energized by the Industrial Revolution, by the strengthening of the institution of the nation-state, and by empire-building, European powers rallied to stop Islamic incursions and then took over much of Ottoman-controlled European territory, in the Balkans and all along the Mediterranean coast of Africa, creating states they controlled. 
*A nationalist movement in Turkey arose early in the twentieth century to strengthen the Ottoman Empire but the regime sided with the Central Powers in World War; when these allies were defeated the empire collapsed. The Turkish military then gained control of what has become modern Turkey, in the process starving, expelling and killing many Armenians and suppressing Kurdish separatism.
*As a result, Turkish and Persian nationalism emerged as a new and powerful alternative to the traditional attachment to Islam alone. Arabs also embraced nationalism, which found expression in the Baath movement, especially strong in Syria and Iraq.

*Zionism, another form of nationalism, arose in Europe among Jews and led to an effort to recreate a Jewish homeland, endorsed by Britain in 1917 and then by the League of Nations, which awarded Britain a mandate over Palestine. After World War II, a UN General Assembly partition resolution led to the emergence of the state of Israel. 
*Between the early 1950s and 1970 Egypt under Nasser sought but ultimately failed to forge pan-Arab unity in opposition to imperialism and Israel. 
*Because of its major oil resources, the region became critically important to the rest of the world, drawing it into the Cold War and producing internal frictions.

*Some intellectuals sought to modernize Islam to make it compatible with science and secularism, but they were largely unsuccessful.

*Opposition to Israel produced a series of wars which Israel won (gaining territory) but which led to the formation of the Palestine Liberation Organization and its use of terrorism (euphemistically described as “armed struggle”) to gain recognition of Palestinian Arab rights and hurt or destroy Israel.

*In 1979, the regime of the shah in Iran – which had been a major US ally – was overthrown and replaced by an “Islamic republic.” 

*In 1993, Israel and the PLO agreed to a process of mutual recognition that was to lead to a “two-state” solution but the “peace process” remains unresolved.

*The failure of modernization, coupled with hostility to the West and colonialism, led to the resurgence of Islam as a political force, notably in the Muslim Brotherhood in Egypt and its offshoots in the Islamist movement, with its hostility to secularization and the West. 
*As the Cold War ended, the region entered a new phase in which two states, Iraq under Saddam Hussein, and Iran, following its Islamic revolution in 1979, sought to gain regional hegemony. The U.S. was drawn into the region in force, first by Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait in 1991, then by the Bush administration’s decision to overthrow Saddam Hussein in 2003. *
* The Islamist movement gave rise to a jihadist version which sought to overthrow “un-Islamic” rulers, restore the caliphate, and attack the West and which continues as a menace.

* In Sudan, a long tension between the Muslim North and the Christian-Animist south, which resulted in battles costing an estimated two million lives, was ended by a truce and the division of the country into two separate states.

* Suddenly, without any warning, popular uprisings dubbed “the Arab Spring” succeeded in expelling autocrats in Tunisia, Libya, and Egypt, and others erupted in Yemen, Syria, and Bahrain. 

About the only generalizations it is safe to make about what has happened in and to the region since the fall of the Ottoman Empire are that it has become 1) a lot more fractious and 2) much more important to the rest of the world than previously – especially because for its oil resources, and 3) that the rise of Islamism, including the takeover of Iran, and of jihadism is posing a new threat to the West, especially the U.S. 
During the Cold War the region was coveted by both superpowers, which developed client states in the region (and were sometimes used by those clients for their own benefit). It is now divided into a collection of loosely affiliated and in some cases mutually antagonistic independent states, many of them with unstable political systems, and it is the home of a great many angry young men inspired by radical versions of Islam and determined to defend what they see as attacks against their territory and way of life, in some cases by becoming terrorists. In some places, wealth is bringing modernization (in Abu Dhabi and Qatar, for example) but for the most part, the region is not achieving the peace and modernization that would promote greater stability and better integration with the rest of the world. 
1. The Modern History

Why the Ottoman Empire collapsed is not hard to understand. The process of disintegration took several centuries. The empire suffered from conflicts with Persia and Russia. Christian Western Europe began to get its act together and put the Ottomans on the defensive.  The industrial revolution, which began roughly about 1750, along with many technological, socio-economic, political, and intellectual changes that preceded it, made Europe the world’s powerhouse. The U.S. was still a new nation, an offshoot of Europe, preoccupied with continental expansion and the exploitation of its own resources –including all the energy sources (wood, coal, oil, and hydroelectric) we needed. Europe was the heartland of global military and economic power, and the major European states—not just England and France but the Netherlands, Spain, Portugal and Italy as well, even Denmark--competed with each other to spread the influence of their cultures and gain control over sources of raw materials and markets throughout the world. They flexed their muscles by colonizing less developed areas in Africa, Asia, Latin America, and the Middle East. The nineteenth century became the heyday of European imperialism, and the Muslim world began to feel the effects.
Britain was especially successful. A handful of civil servants sitting in the Colonial Office in Whitehall effectively ran the affairs of millions of people throughout the world. The British justifiably boasted that the sun never set on their empire. Until the twentieth century, they were not yet fully ensconced in the Middle East but they did acquire control of Egypt (and the Sudan), where the Suez Canal, built by the French in the 19th century, had become a vital link to India. 
France completed its conquest of Algeria in 1847 and proceeded to try to integrate that country with the mainland by settling colonists there (known as pieds-noirs, literally “black feet” because they worked the land) and educating the natives to speak French and acquire French culture. Tunisia also fell under French control, along with Morocco. The French called these territories “France d’Outre Mer” – Overseas France.  Libya became an Italian province. 
Faced with this challenge, the Ottoman Empire began a fairly rapid retreat, losing most of its European provinces in the nineteenth century, as the Greeks,  Serbs, and others threw off the yoke of foreign domination, and everything else except for its holdings in the Anatolian heartland, in the twentieth. Persia too became a contested space for foreign powers, especially Russia and Britain. 
A surge of nationalism in Europe played an important role in this reversal of fortune for the Ottomans. In the middle and later decades of the nineteenth century, nationalism arose everywhere in Europe, one domino after another. It was inspired by the French Revolution, which established Napoleonic France as “la grande nation.” In turn, this revolution inspired the Italian Risorgimento led by Mazzini and Garibaldi that unified Italy. Then came German unification under Bismarck and similar movements to the east, including pan-Slavism in the Russian Empire. There were stirrings of nationalism in the Austro-Hungarian Empire, in Poland, and among the Muslim peoples governed by czarist Russia who today occupy the independent “stans” that were formerly part of the Russian empire and then of the Soviet Union—Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, Azerbaijan—and in those areas uneasily retained as provinces by modern Russia—Chechnya and Dagestan.  As a result, the second half of the century came to be called “the springtime of nations” – a term now applied in the Middle East’s “Arab Spring.” 
European nationalism also helped spawn modern Zionism. The Jews of Europe now found themselves left out of the European zeal for national identity. Political Zionism arose in the second half of the 19th century. It was both an outgrowth of the precarious position of Jews as perennial pariah people in Christian Europe, who were now doubly disfranchised by the rise of nationalism. While Jews were thought of simply as one of the Czar’s subject peoples, that was one thing; they had a lot of company, including everyone else who lived in Poland or the Baltic states.  But once those subject peoples began to identify themselves as Poles, Estonians, Lithuanians, Russians, Ukrainians, and so on, the Jews became even more an alien people than they had been on account of their religion. Some Jews said we might as well acknowledge that we will never be safe and respected unless we too can experience nationhood in a land of our own. The same recognition arose, more reluctantly, among the Jews of Western Europe when nationalism and traditional Christian hostility joined in Austria, Germany and France to dash their hopes for assimilation.    

Pressed by European advances and internal defections, the Ottoman Empire was reduced to controlling its home base – a territory inhabited by Turks with Greek, Armenian, and Kurdish minorities, and including the mainly Arab areas in the hinterland. That hinterland included “Syria,” which then included the countries that are now Lebanon, Israel, the Palestinian territory, and what is now Jordan, Iraq, and much though not all of the Arabian Peninsula. Egypt was an anomaly. Although nominally part of the Ottoman Empire, by the 1880s it was under British control, as was Sudan.
2. Enter Western Ideas – Especially Nationalism


Nationalism moved from Europe into the Middle East, via Ottoman Turkey and Persia at the outset. Persia went through a constitutional revolution in the years from 1906 to 1911. In 1908 a Turkish nationalist movement – led by “the Young Turks” -- gained power in the central provinces of the Ottoman Empire. Then in 1914 the regime in Turkey made a huge mistake by siding with the Central Powers in the First World War. When the war ended with the victory of the western allies, what remained of the empire was lost and dismembered. The new Turkish regime, under Mustafa Kemal Atatürk (the last an adopted name meaning Father of Turks), dissolved the sultanate and later the caliphate, and sought to turn Turkey into a secular republic modeled on those of Western Europe. 

And that is when the contemporary phase of Middle Eastern history begins.

Even before then, however, Western political influence began to be felt throughout the region. This influence is often said to date from 1798. That’s the year when Napoleon invaded Egypt. There had been other Western incursions before but they did not have the same cultural effect. That’s because Napoleon’s invasion brought with it everything represented by the French Revolution—which was in many ways a turning point for the world, not just for Europe. 
It introduced the belief in humanistic rationality rather than faith in supernatural religion; in the social principles summed up as “liberty, equality, fraternity”; in the idea of progress, and in the confidence that because of the progress of reason mankind was capable of “indefinite perfectibility.” And last but not least, it brought with it a belief in nationalism. 

All of these ideas had reshaped Western Europe in the nineteenth century. They brought down monarchies in favor of parliamentary government or they forced absolute rulers to become constitutional monarchs, and eventually figureheads. They helped fuel the industrial revolution and gave rise to the movement called liberalism (economic freedom and individual rights) and to the socialist and anarchist movements which represented reactions against both liberalism and what remained of the old order. Nationalism replaced the old dynastic alliances and set in motion tendencies that culminated in World War I and World War II.
The deep and widespread European fervor for nationalism provoked a backlash among those incorporated in the European empires, as colonized people said in effect, “If national self-determination is good enough for you, it is for us too.” (The same sentiment had earlier inspired the American colonists to break with Britain.) 
That feeling was intoxicating in the Middle East as it was elsewhere, and it affected the Ottoman Empire. 

All the ferment caused many young Arabs in the entire region to wonder whether they too should abandon their traditional identity as members of the Muslim umma  --subject to whatever Muslim regime was in control locally -- and instead think of themselves ethnically as Arabs who ought to be part of an Arab nation. But they were uneasy about adopting this western ideal. Nationalism was part of the package of western ideals and the rest of the package was by no means as congenial. Arab societies were not like European societies. They were still tribal and hierarchical. There were sharp distinctions of status, between men and women, free and slave. And most important, Islam counseled obedience rather than liberty, to rulers as well as in matters of faith. Islam is a religion of duty, of submission to God and his ruler, who is often referred to as God’s shadow on earth. In Islamic cultures, there is no tradition of popular assemblies making law, as there was in ancient Athens and Rome and in the church councils and parliaments of monarchical Europe. In Islam the law or shari’a covers all aspects of behavior and is laid down by the Qur’an and its religious interpreters. So the idea that government ought to be in the hands of a popular representative assembly, that law can be made by men rather than by God alone, was and still is considered foreign, Western, not indigenous. What would happen to all these traditional standards if they were to become Western-style nationalists? Would everything else follow in its wake?
They could see that the West was obviously more successful and superior in power. Many younger Arabs reasoned that its institutions and beliefs must also be superior. The weakness of the Ottoman Empire in the face of the European challenge seemed final, crushing proof of the region’s inferiority and backwardness. It led directly to the revolt of the Young Turks, which began in 1908, and the rise to power of a military leader, Mustafa Kemal, who set about creating a republic and a secular society in imitation of the Western European models and came to be considered the founding father of modern Turkey. The revolt of the Young Turks” inspired Arab nationalists as well, though at first all they sought was greater autonomy within the empire.  

World War I was the final spark that set off the demand for change. When it was over, Britain and France carved up the Ottoman possessions and sought to transform them in their own image. The British created the kingdoms of Syria and Iraq. France established Lebanon as a protected enclave for Christians and Syria as a mandated French state. Iran too became a western protectorate, under British influence.

But colonialism led to revolts. One of them arose in Iran. From 1921 on Persian rulers sought to throw off foreign influence. In the 1950s, an Iranian Prime Minister, Mohammed Mossadegh, tried to nationalize Iran’s oil. The U.S. came to the rescue of the Shah via our CIA which covertly helped toppled Mossadegh. 
Some Arabs welcomed imperialism. The new Gulf Arab rulers invited British military aid and foreign companies that discovered their oil and developed the wells, shipping, refining, and marketing of the oil. Most people in the region grudgingly cooperated with the colonial powers, taking advantage of the opportunities they opened up. Some sought decided to emulate their masters by adopting secularization if not Christianity. A new secular elite of the wealthy and educated as well as a middle class grew up alongside the social elite of traditional society. The new elite was composed of the tribal elders and notable families, allied with the religious authorities. Some reformers sought to modernize Islam, to incorporate modern science and technology -- in effect to synthesize Islam and western thinking but they made little headway. 

Christian missionaries took advantage of the regional weakness to paint Islam as an inferior, even primitive religion which should be replaced. Some Arabs were ready to believe that Voltaire, the eighteenth century pillar of the French Enlightenment, was right when he said that at least Christianity was compatible with rationalism and science whereas the Semitic religions—Judaism and Islam—were inherently incompatible with the progress of civilization. These secularist modernizers therefore began to think that what the region needed to do was to abandon its fixation on Islam and adopt Western ideals like liberalism and socialism.
3.  The Effort to Modernize Islam: Afghani (1839-97) and Abduh (1849-1905)

Jamal Edidin al-Afghani (1839-97), born in Persia and widely traveled, and his pupil Muhammad Abduh (1849-1905) in Egypt preached an Islamic revival that would take the best of what the West had to offer and use it as a basis for achieving independence of the west and reconstructing their societies in Islamic terms--a kind of Islamic Enlightenment and Reformation rolled into one.
 Abduh said there was a need “to liberate thought from the shackles of imitation” as was the case in the beginnings of the religion. Now, he said, that required weighing religious teachings “in the scale of reason.” “Seen in this light,” he said, religion must be accounted a friend of science.” Abduh also drew a distinction between the basic religious principles enunciated by a string of prophets culminating in Muhammed, which can all be justified by reason, and law and social morality, which should change with circumstances. Among educated Muslims, those most influenced by Abduh, it seemed possible to unite the spiritual beliefs and ethical teachings of Islam with the modernization represented by the West. That meant for example banning slavery, as a practice that should be changed, and it could also mean changing the status of women, ending polygamy, etc., etc. In other words the stage was set for a confrontation with a reformed Islam and a fundamentalist Islam, the outcome of which remains undecided to this day. Had Afghani and Abduh succeeded, they might have become the Muslim parallels of Luther and Calvin. They proved to be marginal figures, at first because the Arab intellectual elites, tribal leaders, and military figures were more attracted by Western ideas and a desire to court the Western imperial powers. 
4. British Courtship in WWI: Lawrence of Arabia


During World War I a young British army officer named T.E. Lawrence—who came to be called “Lawrence of Arabia”--makes his appearance and encourages the Arabs to revolt against the Turks. Lawrence developed a Romantic view of the Arabs, seeing them as a people full of potential which had been suppressed by the Turks but one that could become a great civilization in its own right.

The major Arab leader at the time was Sherif Hussein of Mecca, the head of the Hashemite dynasty in the Arabian Peninsula. To gain his help against the Ottomans, the British promised that they would make the Arabs independent under his leadership. That promise was decidedly ambiguous. What the British really had in mind was a limited independence under British control. And they persuaded themselves, against the advice of Lawrence, that Arab rulers were mainly interested in spiritual and cultural independence, not political rule. They completely failed to understand that in Islamic societies secular and religious authority had always been joined in one way or another and that nationalism had begun to penetrate Arab thinking. You might say that they saw the Arabs through a Western prism. (The late Edward Said, an American literature professor of Palestinian origin, said that this was part of a long-standing bias among Western experts, whom he called “Orientalists.”)
Imperialism bred and rested upon a certain contempt for native peoples.  British colonizers called the natives “Wogs”—apparently short for Polliwogs, or tadpoles--a derisive slang word. (Also said to be an acronym for “Wily Oriental Gentlemen,” though this was probably said in jest.)  Except for some like Lawrence, British colonizers had no great respect for Arabs or their rights. They had a typical imperialist mindset, which was that they would do what was best for these inferior peoples and that they were best off being ruled by British gentlemen. This was what the poet Rudyard Kipling called “the white man’s burden.” The French had other ideas. They thought they had a “mission civilisatrice” or civilizing mission. They were also imperialists but they wanted to spread French culture and absorb some of the colonized peoples into France itself. But both converged in thinking that the Arabs would accept being ruled by them in preference to being ruled by the Turks. Michael Field puts this well:

A basic fact underlying Britain’s and France’s policy in the Middle East during the war was that neither country ever imagined that the region should or could be independent in the modern sense of the word. For some decades it had been taken for granted in Europe that the Ottoman Empire would collapse and that when this happened the European powers would have to take responsibility for much of its territory. No European statesman of the time thought for a moment that the Arabs would be able to govern themselves. When British officials spoke of ‘independence,’ referring to Sherif Hussein or Arab territories their normal meaning was independence from the Turks with some form of British or French supervision or protection.

Nor were the Arabs seen as one people. Europeans after all did not think of themselves as one people either. They transferred their own nationalistic mindsets on to the region, and not without some justification. Although there were Arab intellectuals who dreamed of creating one Arab nation, the reality was that Egyptians, Arabians, Syrians and others had come to live separate lives in separate political jurisdictions under the Ottomans. Only the provinces closest to the center of Turkish rule had been directly under its control. It was not at all clear whether all these separate entities could or would want to unite, and if so under whose control. The British and French took advantage of these divisions, or segmentation, but they did not simply invent or impose them.
5. Dividing the Spoils of War: The Sykes-Picot Treaty (1916)
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This Anglo-French understanding was the basis of a secret agreement, the Sykes-Picot Treaty, drawn up in 1916 by diplomats from the two countries. It divided the region mainly between a French protectorate in the north and a British protectorate to the south. The treaty only became public after the Bolshevik Revolution when Lenin spilled the beans in order to show how imperialists behaved and win adherents to the Communist cause among the colonized. 
The treaty allowed for French control of Syria and British control of what became Iraq, Transjordan, and Palestine. Afterward, the French did take over Syria and the British took over the rest. To pacify Sherif Hussein, they left him in charge of part of the Arabian Peninsula. They rewarded his son Faisal, who had commanded Arab armies, by proposing to make him king of Syria. When that failed, he was made king of Iraq – another state cobbled together out of Ottoman territory.
A particular British interest in the Middle East was in gaining a secure land route from the Mediterranean to the head of the Persian Gulf to supplement the sea  route provided by the Suez Canal. They intended to build a railway there so they could easily move troops between Europe and Asia, making it easier to defend their empire in India. They wanted the French to occupy the territory to the north to serve as a buffer against Russian expansion. These strategic concerns were much more important at the time than access to all the oil reserves of the area. The British even gave the French the province of Mosul in Iraq where much of Iraq’s oil was located. They would hardly have agreed to that so readily if they had been sensitive to the need for access to the oil of the region

By 1917 however the officials of the British Colonial Office began to entertain grander ideas. They wanted to expand their empire in east Africa and the Middle East, so as to create a vast arc of British territory running from South Africa through Rhodesia and East Africa through Sudan, Egypt, Palestine, Iraq, southern Persia and the Persian Gulf, India, Burma, and Malaya and finally to Australia and New Zealand. This would also enable them to guard the Suez Canal. They became concerned about Russia, once it was taken over by the Bolsheviks. And they decided to create a Jewish homeland in Palestine that would be a British protectorate.
6. The Balfour Declaration (1917) and the League of Nations Mandate (1920)

“His Majesty’s Government view with favour the establishment in Palestine of a national home for the Jewish people, and will use their best endeavours to facilitate the achievement of this object, it being clearly understood that nothing shall be done which may prejudice the civil and religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities in Palestine…”

from a letter from Lord Balfour to Lord Rothschild
At the same time as they were promising independence to the Arabs, the British also promised Zionists, led at the time by the British chemist Chaim Weizmann, that they would establish a Jewish homeland in the territory known as Palestine. This they did in the Balfour Declaration of 1917. The declaration pledged that Britain would establish such a homeland, with the proviso that it would not prejudice the “civil and religious rights” of other inhabitants. 
It was anticipated that Palestine would become a British protectorate and that under this mantle, a Jewish homeland would be fostered—not necessarily an independent state but a homeland. The boundaries of this homeland were not specified. It might be the whole of Palestine or only a part of it. The issue of statehood was left for the future. But some British leaders expected that a Jewish state would emerge. As Lord Cecil put it, “Our wish is that the Arabian countries shall be for the Arabs, Armenia for the Armenians, and Judea for the Jews.” Winston Churchill, who was a member of the cabinet, was an ardent Zionist. He spoke of a Jewish state by the banks of the Jordan which might comprise three or four million Jews”—this at a time when the Jewish population was still only in the tens of thousands.

Why did the British issue this declaration and why did they did they do it then? There were a number of factors at play:

Sympathy for the plight of the Jews as a homeless and persecuted minority had grown up among fair-minded people in Britain and the U.S. –especially after the pogroms (attacks) in Czarist Russia earlier in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.

Some people high in British government and in the Establishment (the ruling elite in the country) like Lord Balfour and the Prime Minister, David Lloyd George, had been persuaded by the Zionist argument that the only real solution to what was called “the Jewish Question” was to agree to the establishment of a Jewish homeland. And since everyone was aware that the land called Palestine had been promised to the Jews in the Bible, this seemed the obvious place for such a homeland, even though others had been considered. For a long time, Palestine had been a sparsely settled wasteland, which made it seem all the more suitable 
Before this time—from 1882 -- Jewish settlements had been established in Palestine which showed that at least some Jews were willing to move there.

There were other motives at play as well:

-- The British cabinet hoped to sway neutral sentiment to the side of the allies, and they thought that the enthusiasm of Jews in countries like the U.S. and even Greece could help. The British were worried that the Germans might beat them to the punch, endorsing the idea of a Jewish state in Palestine so as to enlist Jewish support in the war. Indeed, the Central Powers moved to counter any propaganda advantage the British might get from the Balfour Declaration by calling for autonomy for the Jews in Palestine.  
--The British were also concerned to keep the French from asserting a claim to the Holy Land, though the time the declaration was issued their troops were about to occupy the country, so the need to fend off the French was no longer urgent. 
--The British also worried that Russia was about to leave the war and make a separate peace with Germany, which would enable Germany to throw more troops into the battle on the western front. They were hoping that Jewish support would help keep the Bolsheviks from leaving the war. (That expectation was altogether naïve. The Jews who joined the Bolsheviks were Communist revolutionaries, not Zionists and Lenin was determined to get Russia out of the war at all costs.)
--They also had a vague hope that Jewish interests might strengthen the American commitment to the war, but by then the U.S. was already in the war so that could not have been a very strong motive.

They did not expect the declaration to cause them trouble they couldn’t handle with Arabs because they were used to having their way with the peoples of the areas they colonized and they knew the Arabs were not well organized and could be appeased with rewards of their own when the spoils of war were divided.  

Ironically the one dissenting vote in the cabinet came from the only Jewish member of the cabinet, Edwin Montagu, who expressed the fear that creating a national home for the Jewish people would expose people like himself, who thought of themselves as loyal British subjects, to the charge of dual loyalty.

The Arab reaction was at first not one of outright rejection. At the urging of T.E. Lawrence, the Emir Faisal told the British that he did not object to them allowing the Jews a homeland in Palestine so long as their promise to the Arabs was also honored. There is a fascinating document in which Faisal and the British Jewish leader, the chemist Chaim Weizmann, who was to become the first president of Israel, signed an agreement to cooperate in achieving both Jewish and Arab aims. If you wonder how it is that Faisal could speak for all Arabs, including those of Palestine, bear in mind that the there was no Arab political structure in the region. The Arabs in the affected areas had been ruled by the Ottomans and for the time being the only significant leader in the region was Sharif Hussein and the Hashemites.

That deal fell apart rather quickly, however. The British installed Faisal in Damascus at the end of 1918. But the French wanted to control Syria. They occupied Damascus and sent Faisal packing. The French prime minister announced that Syria would remain forever French. That seemed to end the possibility of there being one unified Arab state. But the Hashemites did not take this setback lying down. Soon Faisal’s brother Abdullah marched into eastern Palestine, saying he was going north to liberate Damascus from the French. The British did not want trouble with the French so they persuaded Abdullah to accept a new emirate which they carved out of Palestine and called Transjordan, a sparsely populated region then inhabited largely by Bedouins. At the same time, they contrived to establish Faisal as king of Iraq. They put that country together by amalgamating three contiguous regions: the Kurdish north, the Sunnite middle, and the Shiite south.


Finally, one more state was created, not by the British, but by a tribal dynasty. This was Saudi Arabia. The founder was Abdel-Azziz bin Abdel-Rahman al-Saud. That left north and south Yemen, Oman, and what are now the United Arab Emirates, Qatar, Bahrein, and Kuwait also independent. Bear in mind that oil was not discovered in Saudi Arabia until 1938. Had they had any inkling of the tremendous finds to come there, the British would surely have managed to control that region. 

The division of the region into separate states amounted to imposing Western ideas of statehood and nationhood on the region. A Western diplomat said that these new kingdoms were little more than “tribes with flags.” And those who believed in pan-Arab nationalism blamed the imperialists for preventing the emergence of a united Arab nation. Instead the Arabs states joined together to create the Arab League—now with 21 members. 

In 1920 the newly created League of Nations gave international sanction to the Balfour Declaration by awarding Britain a mandate over Palestine on the understanding that it would be administered to create a Jewish homeland. Although the U.S. did not join the League, much to the disappointment of President Woodrow Wilson, Wilson strongly supported the idea of a Jewish homeland in Palestine because he believed that it was one expression of the ideal of national self-determination. 
In implementing the mandate the British decided in 1922 to separate the territory of Palestine west of the Jordan River from mandatory Palestine and make it a British protectorate, the Emirate of Transjordan, not yet an independent state. It was stipulated that this territory would not be available for Jewish settlement. Zionists had expected that part of this territory on the eastern bank of the Jordan would form part of the Jewish homeland, as it had in ancient times. But the British government thought that the division of Palestine would help gain Arab acceptance for the plan to create a Jewish homeland in the western part of the territory and would compensate the Hashemites for the loss of Syria and avoid trouble with France. 

Turmoil ensued for the rest of the century, as the British and French were expelled or left the region, and as various factions and autocrats struggled for control, and as nationalism became a prominent force. 

7. “The Arab Revolt”: Aflaq, Bitar, the Ba’ath Party; Nasser and (Pan-Arab) Nasserism

The term Arab Revolt has been used to describe the rebellion against the Turks in World War I, but it had a second wave in the interwar years and a third wave after World War II. In the second wave, the intellectual fuel was supplied by thinkers like Michel Aflaq, who combined pan-Arab nationalism with socialism. Like Aflaq, many of these thinkers were Christian Arabs. They had an obvious interest in promoting a sense of Arabism that was not too closely associated with Islam. 
Aflaq was the founder of the Ba’ath Party. The term Ba’ath means Renaissance. Ba’athism sought to synthesize traditional belief in ethnic kinship and religion with nationalism and modernity. The party was founded in Syria and spread to Iraq, with lesser influence elsewhere. Aflaq attacked the divisions in the Arab world, which he said were responsible for its disunity. He called for the unification of the Arab world and the transformation of Arab society. He argued that Arab society was being exploited by its feudal families and wealthy bourgeois traders and land owners. He called for the adoption of socialism as a way of ending these inequalities and promoting development. And he proposed a form of nationalism which would allow for religious and ethnic differences. Aflaq exhibited a penchant for flowery language which has often been said to be characteristics of Arab culture in arguing that Islam and nationalism were perfectly compatible. “Have no fear of a clash between nationalism and religion for nationalism is its likeness, springing from the heart and issuing from the will of God, and the two walk together embracing, especially if the religion represents the genius of nationalism and mixes with its nature.” For Aflaq, someone said, Islam was Arab nationalism. 
Things turned out to be rather more complicated. Arab nationalists were often secularizers and separatists. Islamicists rejected secularization as westernization and thought in terms of the Muslim umma. The Ba’athist doctrine took hold in Syria and Iraq and led in the 1960s to nationalization of property, which, however, retarded rather than promoted economic growth, except for the importance of oil, which Iraq nationalized in 1972 and has been its principal source of wealth. The Ba’ath party grew in influence in Syria and Iraq, merged with others and defeated others, but became the instrument of powerful figures, Hafez al-Assad in Syria and Saddam Hussein in Iraq. Both Ba’ath parties became little more than the personal political organizations of these two leaders.

Another influential writer, also a Greek Orthodox Christian, George Antonius, wrote a book called The Arab Awakening, in 1938, which was to become a manifesto of Arab nationalism. Antonius said you could sense that all over the Arab world there were stirrings, yearnings for liberation, first from the Turks and then from the imperialists. But he was less radical than others because he was hoping that outsiders would act as guardians—first he pinned his hopes on the British, then the Germans. And he took part in a congress in Damascus which called for unity. This effort made little headway, but it is important because it fostered collaboration and raised consciousness.  

After the Second World War, in Egypt a different form of pan-Arab nationalism emerged in the Free Officers Revolt led eventually by Gamal Abdel Nasser. He wanted Egypt to take the lead in uniting the Arab world. He threw out the king. Then he threw out the British. He too introduced an economic policy based on state ownership. His example was electrifying. It helped inspire the overthrow of the monarchy in Iraq in 1958. He intervened in the civil war in Yemen, tried to create unity with Syria and Libya, and fought for Arab control of Palestine, but in the end failed.

Why did both the Ba’ath and Nasserism fail? Some Arabs blame it all on Israel, which, by staying alive, defeated the effort to create one Arab nation, but there are other, more plausible reasons:

--“Arab socialism” proved a barrier to progress, in Algeria no less than Syria and Egypt. 
--The Gulf dynasties benefited from the rise in the importance of oil, and they did not want to be part of some pan-Arab system that would redistribute their wealth. Nationalism proved as divisive as it was unifying. 
--The Syrians did not want to be ruled from Cairo. They expected the Palestinians to be content with becoming part of Syria; the Palestinians said “no thanks.” 
--Nasser at first controlled the PLO; eventually, they got out from under Egyptian control and accused Sadat of selling them out at Camp David in order to get a deal for Egypt. 
--The Syrians sided with the Maronites in Lebanon out of fear that other Lebanese would be more nationalistic and would resist their hegemony. 
--In the 1980s, when Iraq went to war with Iran, Syria sided with Iraq, fearing that if Iraq won it would take over Syria next. 
--The Kurds wanted independence from Iraq, Iran, and Turkey. 
So nationalism proved to be a double-edged sword: it produced sentiments of separatism and antagonism which ran counter to those of pan-Arabism. 

8. Tensions in World War II

World War II produced great uncertainty in the region. Turkey was neutral. North Africa became a battleground. Britain was anxious to hold Egypt to secure its access to oil and Asia. Early on, many Arabs thought that Germany would win the war. They therefore courted German favor. Nasser and his successor, Anwar Sadat, were practically German agents. Haj Amin al-Husseini, who had seized control of the Palestinian Arab cause, courted Hitler’s support since they shared a common hostility to Jews. Hitler promised he would help as soon as German armies broke through into the Caucuses. (This alliance belies the notion that European, and specifically Nazi, anti-Semitism, was directed not just at Jews but at “Semites” generally, including Arabs.)  The British sent troops into Syria to prevent the Vichy French regime from allowing the Germans to use it as a base and they also turned back an effort to allow Iraq to become a German base. 

9. The Birth of Israel, War, and the Arab Refugee Problem (1948-49)

Weakened by World War II, the French were forced to abandon Syria and Lebanon after the war. The British decided to withdraw from Palestine when they concluded that they could not control the strife in the country without an investment of men and resources they could ill afford, and threw the issue into the newly formed UN, which created a special commission on Palestine. 
Mindful especially of the plight of over a hundred thousand stateless Jewish refugees in temporarily housed in camps for “displaced persons” in Europe, many of them clamoring to be allowed to go to Palestine, the commission recommended partition—as the British Peel Commission had done earlier, in 1937—into a Jewish and an Arab state, with Jerusalem under international control and the Arab state consisting of two separated territories, the West Bank and the Gaza strip. The Zionists accepted the partition proposal, the Arabs of Palestine and everywhere else rejected it. After impassioned debates, the General Assembly adopted the resolution 33-13, with Britain abstaining, giving it the two-thirds vote needed for adoption. 

Just before it was to take effect, British forces were withdrawn and civil war broke out. Soon, five Arab armies attacked from all sides, expecting to defeat the poorly equipped and outnumbered Jewish defense forces. Field Marshal Sir Bernard Montgomery gave the Jews no more than two weeks before they would be defeated. But the Jewish inhabitants of Palestine managed to defend themselves, partly because of high morale, partly because of the ineptitude and lack of coordination among their antagonists. Israel came into being as a state in 1948.
In the process, many Arab inhabitants of Palestine either fled or were expelled from their homes. Estimates vary, but the UN uses the figure of 720,000. The late Professor Nadav Safran, who took part in the fighting on the Israeli side and wrote about the conflict, estimated that about half the refugees left of their own volition in the early days of the fighting, when they expected the Arab armies to succeed, and the other half were expelled by the Israelis, partly for security reasons but also to reduce the Arab population of the new Jewish state. (Safran was a careful scholar and a close personal friend of mine, and his assessment can be relied upon. It is consistent with the latest “revisionist” scholarship by scholars like Professor Benny Morris.) 

The refugees settled on the west bank, which was taken over by Transjordan (now renamed Jordan) along with east Jerusalem, in Gaza, which came under Egyptian control, and in Lebanon and Syria. Armistice agreements were concluded with most of the surrounding Arab states in 1949, but no permanent peace treaty was concluded, and the Arab-Israeli conflict came to occupy center stage in the region as the refugee question festered unsettled.  

10. The Cold War and Internal Strife: 1950-1990

Dramatic changes also came elsewhere. The British-protected monarchy in Iraq was overthrown. The French gave up Algeria in 1962 after a ferocious war. The British and French tried to assert control over the Suez Canal in 1956, after it was nationalized by Egypt, but were ignominiously forced to give it up after a clumsy and abortive invasion attempt in collusion with France and Israel. Colonel Muammar Qaddafi overthrew the monarchy in Libya and sought to make himself a champion of radical pan-Arabism. Civil war broke out in the Sudan between the numerically superior Muslims of the north and the Christians and Animists of the South, a conflict which continues and has cost an estimated two million lives. 

The two Cold War adversaries, the US and the USSR, sought to fill the vacuum created by the withdrawal of Britain and France and almost came into direct military conflict in the process. Oil made the Arab Gulf states rich and able to use their leverage to gain greater independence of the west and foreign companies. 

In Iran, the shah was overthrown and an Islamic Republic proclaimed, leading many to fear that Islamic fundamentalism was going to sweep the region, topple all the secular Arab regimes, and threaten both Israel and the West.

Iraq’s Saddam Hussein, fearful that the influence of the new Iranian regime might trigger an uprising from Iraqi Shiites—the largest group in the population—and in the hope of taking advantage of the weakness of the new regime in Teheran, launched a war against Iran which did not succeed but took hundreds of thousands of lives. When that was over, he decided to annex Kuwait, an action which the U.S. and its allies successfully annulled in Operation Desert Storm—but which left him in power.
11. The Oil Weapon


When Egypt and Syria launched a surprise attack against Israel in October, 1973, Saudi Arabia declared an embargo on shipments of oil to the United States and other countries supporting Israel. The embargo caused considerable hardship in the U.S. – notably long lines at gas stations – and brought a long-run spike in prices. In 1971, oil-consuming nations paid about $2 a barrel. In 1981 the price had jumped to about $35 a barrel. Recently it hit a new high of almost $80 a barrel, before falling to the low $60s.  In the 1980s, however, conservation and market forces pushed the price of oil back down. Lately it has resumed its rise with a vengeance. Behind the rising prices are several factors:


1. The rise of OPEC (the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries). OPEC was originally formed in 1959. The membership was gradually expanded to 13. Venezuela was the only member not from the Middle East. (Some major oil-producing states, including Mexico and Russia, are non-members.) OPEC has sought to establish itself as a producers’ cartel – a body set up to control production levels and prices. It has not always been successful because some members have cheated on their quotas, but because the Saudis are the biggest single producing state, they have been able to exert considerable leverage with the other members. OPEC has an obvious interest in keeping prices high, but not too high to encourage conservation and the search for alternative sources of energy. A separate but linked organization –OAPEC (the Organization of Arab Petroleum Exporting Countries) cut oil production in 1973 and threatened to cut off all supplies to the U.S. unless the U.S. changed its Mideast policies.

2. Rising global demand for oil and natural gas, also in abundance in the region, thanks especially to the economic development of China and the other Asian states.


3. The depletion of oil supplies in much of the rest of the world (including the lower 48 continental states of the U.S.), and the need to explore offshore (as in the Gulf of Mexico) at higher prices.


4. Fears of the security of supply, which has often led to speculation in oil futures in the markets. Part of the high price in recent years is considered a “security premium.”


The importance of oil has given the oil-producing states an influence in world affairs they would otherwise not enjoy. It also triggered enormous arms purchases, especially by Saudi Arabia, Iraq, and Iran. And it has tempted ambitious rulers and regimes to expand their control of the region’s oil resources. Saddam Hussein went to war with Iran to take advantage of what he thought would be its weakness after the Islamic revolution, in hopes of taking over its southern oil fields and controlling access to and from the Persian Gulf. After his costly campaign ended in failure, he had piled up very high debts to Russia, France, and the Arab Gulf states. He invaded and annexed Kuwait to gain that country’s wealth and oil resources as a way to pay off his creditors and enhance his power. When he refused to withdraw, the U.S. led a U.N.-sanctioned attack which ousted Iraqi forces from Kuwait and entered Iraq, but which stopped short of toppling Saddam Hussein. U.S. fear that Saddam Hussein would develop and use weapons of mass destruction to resume his campaign for regional hegemony (putting access to oil at his mercy) led the Bush administration to launch a largely unilateral campaign to topple his regime in 2003. The President has since warned Americans that our “addiction to oil” makes us dependent on supplies from this highly unstable region. 


In addition, there is growing concern that the emission of carbon dioxide and other “greenhouse gases” into the atmosphere is responsible for a major climate change – “global warming” – with potentially dangerous consequences. For the time being, however, there are hardly any signs that the world’s appetite for oil is diminishing or that an energy transition (to renewable, non-carbon-based, fuels) will be achieved in the near future. 
12. The Pervasive Sense of Frustration, Failure, and Stagnation; the Resurgence of Islam


Except for Turkey, Israel, and the oil-rich Gulf states, the region has been gripped by a frustrating Third World sense of failure and hopelessness. As a result, many turned back to traditional Islam because it offered comfort, a sense of purpose, and a communal system of welfare. Their slogan has been “Islam is the answer.” Many blame their failure and frustration on Israel or the United States, alias the Great Satan. A more objective analysis would suggest that they are suffering primarily from self-inflicted wounds -- an inability to achieve internal stability and to turn their resources and skills into instruments of development for more than the oil-owning elites. They like to point to their past achievements in mathematics, but they have almost no modern universities or scientific establishments that are even near world class – with the significant exception of Iran. The Arab governments, Michael Field says, “had no moral purpose; they were not trying to change society build a new world; they were neither traditional nor autocratic.” 
Authoritarian governments, with their talk of Arab socialism, have stifled initiative. This sort of government is perfect for a stagnant society. No Arab country has a parliament which can remove a ruler. No Arab country has free television and radio networks—with the important exception of Qatar’s Al-Jazyra TV station, which now broadcasts to a large audience by satellite. Only Egypt has an almost free press, but editors of the main dailies are appointed by the government and exercise self-censorship. Saudi Arabia, whose rulers are the most sensitive to any breath of criticism, simply deletes from magazines anything written about it abroad. Its bookstores have no books whatever about the country or the region. All the incredible wealth transferred to the region for oil has not produced an economic miracle anywhere comparable to what has happened in south Asia without oil. 
No Arab country, as Field points out, has a major industrial sector. Except for petroleum, they have only low-tech industries aimed at exporting dates or other agricultural commodities like Egyptian cotton. Iraq squandered not only its own resources but that of its neighbors on a vain war with Iran. Iran suffered enormous casualties in that war and has been unable to stabilize its own economy. Saudi Arabia spent a fortune on modern weapons. Egypt is grossly overpopulated. Unemployment is rampant in the Middle East, even in Saudi Arabia. Why? Capital alone does not produce development. It takes entrepreneurial values, political stability, population control, disciplined work force and access to consumer markets. 


In his book The Dream Palace of the Arabs, Prof. Fouad Ajami captures this sense of failure brilliantly. He points out that by 1995 the Arab world with 260 million people exported fewer goods than Finland with 5 million. Capital sought shelter abroad. Israel’s per capita income was ten times that of Jordan, nearly twenty times that of Egypt. The big exception is the oil producing states. East Asia and Latin America are doing well, but not the Middle East. Instead, the Arabs have allowed themselves to become obsessed with Israel. “As the world batters the modern Arab inheritance, the rhetorical need for anti-Zionism grows. But there rises too the recognition that it is time for the imagination to steal away from Israel and to look at the Arab reality, to behold its own view of the kind of world the Arabs want for themselves.” 



So far, however, the region remains caught between the pressures to modernize on the one hand and the resistance to all change on the other. That tension accounts for a good deal of the sense of failure and frustration that grips the region. Field noted astutely:

Unlike the people in the West, the Arabs are preoccupied with foreign issues that concern their identity and pride rather than with domestic matters that they can actually do something about. They are “less concerned with their economies, or with improving or deteriorating social services, and more concerned with national pride and military success.” If they go to war they don’t concern themselves much with its morality or with the losses of their enemies (as the west did in the Gulf War) as long as they win. They want to have the outward signs of power and prestige. This means the latest aircraft and missiles. Or the Aswan Dam. Or control over the Haram in Jerusalem.
13.  The Rise and Fall of Saddam Hussein


Saddam Hussein came to power in Iraq in 1979, after a series of coups had toppled the Hashemite monarchy installed by the British. He ruled as the titular head of the Ba’ath Party, which had eliminated its rivals. Saddam stayed in power by using extremely ruthless means of repression and launched a major effort to develop the country’s resources, infrastructure, and military might. He was very much a secular figure whose personal habits were libertine, but he took care not to attack the Sunnite religious and tribal leaders on whose support he relied; and when he wanted to pose as the Arab world’s new Saladin, he had the Islamic slogan “God is Great” added to the Iraqi flag. He displayed no such concern for the Shiite religious authorities to the south, killing, exiling and imprisoning those who dared challenge his rule. He over reached himself, however, when he made war on Iran. The Iranians used costly human-wave attacks to defend themselves against his better armed forces. His use of chemical weapons exacted a fearful toll, both among Iranians and Iraqi Kurds, who were also targets of his megalomania. When the Iran-Iraq war ended in a stalemate, he decided to make Kuwait Iraq’s “eighteenth province,” despite a treaty signed by a predecessor guaranteeing Kuwait’s sovereignty. This too proved a bad gamble, when the U.S. led a U.N.-authorized coalition that expelled him from Kuwait. He agreed to a treaty calling for him to destroy his advanced weapons and the U.N. imposed an “oil for food” program to force him to allow inspectors to monitor compliance. He proceeded to suppress rebellions by the Kurds in the north and the Shiites in the south. In 1998, he expelled the inspectors, and the U.S. launched bombing raids against suspected sites in which he was though to be stockpiling or developing weaponry. In 2003, after he continued to refuse full cooperation to U.N. inspectors, the U.S. and a “coalition of the willing” launched an attack which succeeded in achieving “regime change” but was then met with an insurgency and sectarian violence. The result remains in doubt. 
14.  The New Threat from Iran 

After a period of very fractious internal struggle, compounded by the need to defend against Saddam Hussein’s attack, Iran appears to have consolidated its revolution and resumed its original intention of spreading its message and its influence throughout the region. It has developed an arsenal of chemical weapons of various types. With help from Pakistan’s rogue nuclear engineer, A. Q. Khan, and from Russia, it has been making a major effort in nuclear research, which it claims is for peaceful purposes but which it lied about to the inspectors of the International Atomic Energy Agency. (Iran is subject to inspections because it is a signatory to the Non-Proliferation Treaty, which allows a country to get assistance from other states to develop civil nuclear power, so long as it abstains from developing nuclear weapons.) It has also made great progress in developing missiles and other advanced weaponry, with the help of North Korea. It is using its oil profits to pay for this militarization, even though it sustains a high level of unemployment, and it is using the lure of oil deals to keep Russia and China from joining the Western allies in voting for sanctions in the Security Council to compel Iran to desist from developing nuclear weapons. It also supplies Hezbollah in Lebanon and is thought by many observers to be in the process of creating an “arc of Shiite power” from Iran via Iraq to Lebanon (via Sunni Syria, with which it is allied). Its leaders have often stated an intention to “wipe Israel off the map” and remove Western influence from the region. Its rhetoric, its buildup, and its behavior (in sponsoring terrorist attacks) have created widespread apprehension, not just in Israel but also among Sunnis and the Western nations. If Iran should develop nuclear weapons, the question in many minds is whether it could be deterred from using them (in view of the apocalyptic beliefs of its Islamist leaders and their willingness to court martyrdom) and whether this would trigger a nuclear arms race in the region as Arab states like Saudi Arabia and Egypt would want to hold their own against Iranian hegemony. A new agreement is now entering into force that would relieve sanctions imposed on Iran in exchange for Iran’s acceptance of tight controls aimed at preventing it from developing nuclear weapons.
15. Jihadist Terrorism: Al Qaeda and the Islamic State

During the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan in the 1980s, indigenous mujahadin (a term for holy warriors) had support from the Arab world as well as from the United States, via Pakistan.  A movement known as Al Qaeda (the base) took root there, led by Osama bin Laden and others who had already been active in Egypt and Sudan but had found those countries inhospitable. Once the Soviets were forced out, the Taliban was installed in power and al Qaeda set up training and planning facilities there, with the aim of attacking the United States and its allies on the ground that they were enemies of Islam. That campaign led to the disastrous attacks on 9/11/2001 and continues.

16. The “Arab Spring”


Sparked by the self-immolation of a fruit peddler, enraged by the bad treatment he had received from a government agency, Tunisia erupted in revolt in 2011. The government was overthrown. That example set off rebellions elsewhere. The regime of Hosni Mubarak was overthrown in Egypt and the ruler of Yemen was forced to go into exile.  The regime of Colonel Muammar Gadaffi was overthrown in Libya after forty years in power, but the country is now fractured as contending factions fight for control of its regions. A new coalition government has been formed in Tunisia and a military coup has overthrown an elected Muslim Brotherhood government in Egypt. Syria is engulfed in a civil war that has displaced millions.  Yemen and Somalia are also gripped by civil war and the jihadist Islamic State now controls large swathes of Iraq and Syria. Libya’s government is all but paralyzed. So far the Arab spring has either failed to bring about democratization in most places or been throttled by the return of authoritarianism.  
