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The crisis in the Persian Gulf poses a serious threat to
world order. Predictions of Iragl actlions were inaccurate and
the unprecedented world response was surprising. A vision of
peace, security and stability in the future is equally
perplexing. A complete U.S. military strategy including both
peacekeeping and collective defense would shape this vision or
strategy. Peacekeeping |Is essential but only part of the
strategy; {t is an iInterim solution. Peacekeeping was not
intended to function as a regional collective defense. This
paper focuses on collective defense. Collective defense is
needed to enhance Gulf Cooperation Council security and protect
U.S. interests. Collective defense can be achieved through
several military options most of which were used prior to the
Gulf War. The contlnuing post-war threats and votlatile
environment dictate a military option with the highest assurance
of success and Immediate, tangible resuits. A forward-deploved
force is the only option that meets the criteria. This force
called the Multinational Gulif Security Force (MGSF) replaces the
current GCC military structure. The MGSF consists of air,
ground and naval components from Arab, GCC and Western nations
including U.S. participation. The most important eiement, the
ground force, has multinational corps with uninational
divisiong. It is a sophisticated, lethal force that provides
what the GCC cannot ~-- a credibie seilf-defense. The MGSF ls the
key to a successful collective defense.
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INTRODUCTION

Concelvably, the crisls In the Perslan Gulf posed the most
serious threat of global war since World War II. For a conflict
its magnitude, predictions of Iraql actlons were {naccurate ang
the unprecedented world response was surprising.

A vision of peace, securlty and stabil!lty in the Persian
Gulf in the future [s equally perplexing. All the elements of
power -- economic, military and pollitical -- will play a rcle in
decldlng what shapes this vislon or strategy. This paper
fnvolves the military component of the overall strategy.

A complete U.S. military strategy to achleve U.S. interests
and ensure Gulf security would include, among cother elements,
peacekeeping and collective defense. Although Important, a
detalled discussion of peacekeeping {s beyond the scope of this
paper. Instead the focus |s on collective defense.

Specifically collective defense can be achleved through a
forward-deployed multinational force. This force consists of
Arab, Gulf Cooperation Councl! ¢(GCC>l 6 and Western participants
and lncludes a U.S. presence. Combined alr, ground and naval
components provide what the GCC alone cannot --a credible
sel f-defense.

In order to arrive at the necessity for such a force,
several Important factors were conslidered. Flrst the paper
reviews the national Interests and objectives of the key players
to clarlfy what 138 at stake. Second ls a brief dlscusslon of

the reglion’s environment. Then comes an analysis of the future




milltary threats to GCC security and U.S. Interecsts. Next |s a
dlscusslion and compar!son of peacekeeplng and collective defense
theories. Finally, in applylng practice to theory the paper

describes the forward-deployed multinational force and proposes

gseveral advantages.

INTERESTS AND OBJECTIVES OF THE KEY PLAYERS

Arn analysis of Interests and objectlives glves directlon to
strategy formulatlon. Nations with gsimilar objectives may have
similar strategies for achieving their national interests.
Conversely, nations with divergent objectives will probabiy have
conflicting strategies,

An examination of Iragl actions over the last decade
indicates Iraq’s interests or aims have been:

-- dominance in the Gulf region;
-- enhanced leadership in the Arab world; and
-- security, soverelgnty and economic prosperity.

To meet these alms, Iraq‘s objectives through two recent
wars have pbeen to succeed In its claims to islands and expanded
borders; to Ilmprove access to oil, oil facillties and ports; and
to develop one of the strongest milltary powers in the world.

It Is unclear whether Iraq’s aims or objectives will change

In the future. Irag’s military power has been degraded, but is




still strong In comparison to (ts nelghbors. Unless future
military sanctlions are Imposed or Saddam Hussein 18 removed,
Irag has the potential for Improving lts military power in the
near future.

The interests of the GCC states are:

-- economic prosperlty through oll exports and goods
and services imports;

-- modernizatlion (not "Westernlzation"); and
-- securlity and sovereignty through moderate
milltary relations with the West, amicable relations
with nelghbors and a viable defense.Z2
GCC long-term objectives have gtressed achieving security
through political and economlc means over mllitary means.
Although capable of lts own Internal security, the GCC has
relled on ad hoc arrangements for support against external
threats.2 1Iraqg’s invasion of Kuwait vividly demonstrated the
GCC’s informal apprcach to security is not viable in the future.
Returning to a pre-war millitary status is inadequate for
GCC security. Because of this, I belleve the GCC in the future
will modlfy 1ts objectlives by placing a higher priority on
military effectiveness and multinational participatlion.4
Traditional US interests in the Gulf remain:
-- the free flow of oll;
-- freedom of the seas;

-- limited Soviet influence in the reglion;
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-- reglonal economic stablility; and the
-- survival of Israel.

Although U.S. interests will not markedly change, some
objectives will. Prevliously, we superficially trled to maintain
a balance of power through managing an Iran-Iraq-GCC plus
superpower trlad. The Gulf War lnvalldated this moderate
approach. The War demonstrated the vulnerabllity of the GCC and
highllighted the Imbalance of power In the region. We should
more actively seek to improve GCC securlty to deter against
future aggression.

An analysis ¢f the Soviets indicates their interests over
the years have been:

-- limlted power projection;

-- minimal ethnic or religlous turmcil within the
Soviet Union created by bordering Middle East
countries;

-- neutrallzed Western influence In the reglion;
-- regional stabillty; and

-- gecurity of the motherland from reglons
contiguous to its borders.

[t appears some Soviet objectlves may change. A less
ambitious, less ldeologlically motivated Soviet Unlon with
interests in a free market economy may not try to transform
other states to Marxlism or a Soviet ldeology.S Increased
~emphasis |s being placed on avoliding conflicts and solving

disputes peacefully.® Perhaps the Soviets will give greater




support to UN authorlty and show Post-Cold War success is more
effectlve through peace than war.’

How does a comparison of Interests and objectives between
the key players affect our strategy? There iIs close congruence
petween GCC and U.S. lInterests and objectives. This suggests a
unity of effort and high degree of cooperation between the GCC
and U.S. in achieving mutual security aims after the war.

The uncertainty of future Iraq! interests and objectives
and her military capability conflict with GCC security and U.S.
interests., If Iraq contlnues to pursue her pre-war aim, closer
ties between the U.S. and GCC would be expected.

U.3.-Soviet interests are dlfferent, but lmproved
U.S.-Soviet relations and changing Soviet objectives provide an
opportunity for closer U.S.-GCC security tles. Due to improved
superpower relations and internal concerns, the Soviets do not
desire to rekindle a waning superpower rivalry. Now the Soviets
are less llkely to oppose a U.S. presence In the Gulf.

Soviet objectives In the Mliddle East are somewhat
peripheral to thelr global interesgts 8 Their support of Third
World countries 18 decreasing and Gulf power projection s not a
priority. They do, however want to have Influence too.

The Soviet’s superpower image has been tarnished by
Internal turbulence and a Cold War defeat. Perhaps some face
saving measure -- Soviet participation on a UN peacekeeplng or a
Soviet solution to the Palestinlan-Israell problem -- would

regain thelir international prestige.




Interests are influenced by the environment and both shape
future strategy. The environment must be analyzed for any
strategy to succeed. The Middle East environment, {nfluenced by
ancient and mcdern dynamics, has caused and will contlnue to

cause regioconal instability.

IHE MIDDLE EAST ENVIRONMENT

For centuries the Middle East has been lnherently unstable.
Empires have risen and fallen with different groups laying claim
to the same ground. Power was based on the sword; the ruler was
to be feared and obevyed. Brutal rulers who kept order, however
were preferred to endless confllct.?

Thomas Friedman best explalns how these archalc ways have
permeated modern society. He wrote,

They always know . . . when the modern veneer
of natlon-statehood |s stripped away, it stlll]
comes down to Hama Rules: Rule or dle.1l0

These "tribe-like" politics are characterized
by a harsh, survivalist quality.ll! A clear

message must be sent. If they violated you
In any way, you would make them pay, and pay
dearly.l!2

The tribal psyche |s also responsible for the frightening
arms proliferation In the region. As Helena Cobban wrote,
“Mideastern states . . . are today dominated by deep fears for
thelr very survlival. They have driven the arms acquisition

process that has made the region such a powderkeg."13




Added to the "tribe-1lke" dynamics are other factors
causing a constant struggle for political and military
dominance. Borders were artlficially imposed and drawn from
convenient gecmetric lines not based on geocgraphy, ethnic,
historicai, linguistic, or relligious bonds.!4 “Instead of the
state growing out of the natlon, the nation was supposed to grow
out of the state."1®

Consequently, nationalism |8 competing with other sources
of power for creating a unified identity within a nation. The
result 18 internal discontent between the "haves" and "have
nots", traditionallsts and modernists, and between
fundamentallsts and secularists. Rulers never feel they are
really in control.

Many Arab countrles do not accept the boundaries or lands
carved up long ago by colonial powers. In fact most borders and
ielands in the Gulf are disputed today. This has created
significant external friction between oll and non-oill states.l®

Combined these factors crsate an extremely complex and
potentially volatile environment. Many causes of discontent
will remain unchanged after the war and continue to add to

regional instabllity.




FUTURE MILITARY THREATS TO GCC SECURITY AND U.S. INTERESTS

Milltary threats coupled with a volatlle environment
exacerbate regional lnstabllity. The capabllitles of both the
mlllitary threat and the counter to this threat must be examined.
After the war, the milltary threat to GCC securlty and U.S.
interests will continue to grow.

Several Mlddle East Thlrd World countrles are qulckly
becoming second rate powers that could become first rate threats
-- "minl-superpowers" .17 Air forces are sophisticated, navies
are small but high tech and ground forces are large and well
equipped. Many -- Iran, Iraq, Llibya, and Syria -- have
pallistic missiles with a chemical,blologlical capabillty and a
developing nuclear capability.l8

What Is threatened? These military powers pose threats to
Inland and offshore oll facilitles, ports, llnes of
communication (LOCs) and other millitary and civilian
infrastructure. Weapons of mass destruction and state-sponsored
terrorism threaten political stablility. Most significant the
Gulf War demonstrates the very survival of the GCC and U.S.
interests are at stake.

A closer look at the Gulf reglon reveals Irag will emerge
from the war severely reduced militarily, but as a viable
national power In the Middle East. Iraq’s stature based on lts
own assessment of victory with Saddam Hussein as its hero, has

appealed to many Arabs In the Middle East. Iraq Is stlll]l a




direct threat to Gulf oll; nelghboring territories (borders and
Islands?); LOCs and GCC political stabllity and soverelagnty.
Even if Iraq’s overall mlilitary power was cut in half, it would
be about three times stronger than the GCC and as strong as
iran.!?

Iran poses a significant threat to oil facilitles, ports
and politlcal stabllity. It |s about three times as powerful as
the GCC with strengths in ground forces, air defense, attack
helicopters, and navy.<20

Since Iran’s defeat In the eight year war with Iraq some no
longer consider it a military threat. A huge population, large
oll revenues and current position of uninterupted recovery glive
Iran the potential for rebullding milltary power soon. Iran’s
military power has diminlished, but In a Gulf perspective,
neither the GCC nor any country within [t are a match for Iran.

Iran and Iraq are not the only milltary threats. There is
a 360-degree threat to Western oll supplles and Gulf LOCs.

Yemen and Ethlopla are potential alr, naval and missile threats
to Saud! Arablan territory and ports along the Red Sea coast .21
A comparison of Iraq acting with Yemen agalnst the GCC
shows a serious mlllitary Imbalance. The same comparison against
Saudi Arabla is even worse. Combat power ratlos for the threat
coalltlion are about three times greater than the GCC and six

times greater than Saudl Arabla.22

What about GCC capabillties? In general, the GCC has been

Individually and collectively weak and 1ts defense has lacked




coordinatlon and Interoperabllity. GCC states have had an
Internal rlvalry for mllltary sStatus based on acquliring the most
prestiglious arms. Thelr milltary power, however 1s only an
{l1lusion: iIn reallty they have only token forces. Most
significant, GCC states do not have a large population base or
enough trained manpower to sustaln a majJor ground conflict.
Unllke Saud! Arabl!a, the others have falled to build an adeguate
pasing or loglstics Infrastructure.23

A moderate military threat can become signlficantly
stronger agalinst an lnadequate counterthreat. An Insufficlent,
incapable GCC self-defense enhances the milltary threat of its
adversaries.

The lack of current threatening intentions toward the GCC
provides a false sense of securlity in the future. Serious
conslideratlion must be glven to capabllities not merely
intentions. As Thomas McNaugher sald, "Enemles can also be
friends often at the same time."24 The military threat is not
confined to the Gulf, focussed soley on Saud! Arabla, or

expected to disappear after the war with Iraq.

WHY COLLECTIVE DEFENSE AND WHY NOT PEACEKEEPING ONLY?

The foregolng analysis of interests, environment and
military power Indlcate continued threats to GCC security and

U.S. interests. We need to ensure the Middle East wlll not
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violently explode again. Polltical, economic and millitary
Strategies are all required to contain the explosion.

[ pelieve a feasible U.S. milltary strategy should Include
both peacekeeping and collective defense. It is important to
discern the theoretical differences between the two.

In the context of this paper, peacekeeping refers to
familiar, UN-sanctlioned peacekeeping operations. Peacekeeping
is conducted with consent of the belllgerents to facllitate
negotiations and monitor ceaseflre or truce agreements.25 The
purpose of UN peacekeeping is "not to create peace but to
contain war so others can search for peace In stable
conditions."26

UN peacekeeping has neither the authority nor capabillity to
enforce peace alone. Usually small, neutral countries
contribute forces which are lightly armed or unarmed and act as
observers.27 Peacekeeping involves conflict resolution;
collective defense involves crisis prevention.

Conceptually, collective defense refers to a NATO-Ilke,
regional security arrangement. Collective defense is a way to
deter or defend against speclifled or unspecifled milltary
threats, buy time for negotiations, or allow for an escalatory
response to aggression.28 The idea is to build a credible
self-defense |In order to protect tne natlons’ vital Interests.

There are several reasons why collective defense is needed
in addition to peacekeeping. First, although the UN has had

some small success in peacekeeping, It is not capable of
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collectlve defense., As Burns and Heathcote sald, “The UN can
act as an Internatlonal polliceman only agalnst minor crimlinals.
Any other pollcy would be overambitious."29

Next the superpowers never intended the UN to function as a
collective, regional security system. The UN Charter has no
basls for collectlve defengse. Chapter VI calls for "paclflc
settlement of disputes and Chapter VII allows for collectlive
enforcement agalinst violent transgressors of international
order."30

The veto clause allows superpowers to take lIndlvidual or
collective actions to pursue their national Interests. In order
to remaln impartial the UN must represent international
interests. To maintaln its credibllity, The UN cannot represent
the interests of a state or special group of states.

An impartial peacekeeping force intended to establlish peace
is not the same as a more permanent security force established
to protect national interests. UN peacekeepling forces are not
Intended to be flghting forces. They are normally small country
contingents lightly armed or unarmed and tralned in police
actlions. Commanders, staffs and soldiers lack the training and
professlional lgam necessary for large unit operations with
sophisticated equipment and complex tactlcal tasks.31

Finally the UN Is facing a challenging flnanclal crisls.
Without Increased revenues there are serious doubts about the
UN‘s abliity to manage 1ts cash flow. Thls could jeopardize

support of any peacekeeplng operations 1t undertakes.32
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In sum, Ramesh Thakur wrote,
The task of providing military defense properly
belongs to a coalltion of allties . . . Not only
was the UN not designed to cope with this sort
of problem, 1t was constitutionally debarred from
doing so. There Is a value |n having both NATO-1iike
alliances and the UN, for the two kinds of
international organization serve quite distinct
types of function.33
From a practical standpoint, UN peacekeeping in the Gulf is
essential after the cessation of hostilities. This
peacekeeping, however has limited value. Peacekeepling will not
secure the vital lInterests of the U.S. or guarantee GCC
gsecurlity. Collectlive defense would supplement and subsequently

replace UN peacekeeping.

THE PRACTICAL APPLICATION OF COLLECTIVE DEFENSE

There are numerous means avallable to achieve collective
defense when applylng practice to theory. Typlcal U.S. means or
milltary options include:

-- ailr and naval basing rights;

-- arms control, sales or transfers, or arms embargo;

-- forward-deployed forces;

-- prepositlioned equipment;

-- rapld-reinforcement forces;

-- over-the-horizon forces; and

-- training assistance and exerclises,

13




The most important millitary options give the best
assurance of successful collectlve defense. These options can
be selected based on several new factors and assumptions
emerging from the Gulf War. New factors or givens are:

-- GCC security against post-War threats is inadequate.

-- The GCC desires to improve external security through
increased multinational assistance and participation.

-- A U.S. presence signals strong resolve and
commitment resulting in a credible collective defense.

-- A world response to a simllar, future crislis may not
parallel Desert Storm.

Two key assumptions also influence the selection of
military options.
-- The Gulf War is not the "war to end all wars".

-- U.S. interests In the Gulf remain vital and requlire an
increased presence to achieve a higher degree of security.

All the military options listed, except for arms control
and forward-deployed forces, were used to assist with GCC
security prior to the Gulf War.

Based on new factors and assumptions, however only forward-
deployed forces provide the highest degree of success wlth

immediate, tangible results,

THE MULTINATIONAL GULE SECURITY FORCE

A forward-deployed multinational force ensures successful

collective defengse. Call it the Multlinational Gulf Security
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Force or MGSF. The MGSF 138 a cooperative, NATO-|ike structure
replacing the current GCC military structure. The MGSF has
combined forces from Arab, GCC, and Western nations Including a
U.S. presence. There are air, ground and naval components which
integrate former GCC capabilities.

The MGSF’s collective strengths would offset current GCC
military weaknesses. This force would provide sufficlient
trained military manpower and high tech equipment and skills
needed, but ltackling in the GCC.

GCC states would fully participate in the MGSF with forces
and especlally with host nation support and requlred baslng.
Additionally the GCC would be fully responsible for Internal
security to include: anti-terrorism, coastal defense, police
actions and security of clvillan and government faclilities.

The MGSF has combined afr, ground and naval components.
The ground force 18 the single most Important element needed to
correct the worst weakness in GCC security. Ground forces would
consigat of two multinational corps. One corps would be
multi-Arab with possibly Egyptian, Syrian and GCC forces. The
other corps would consist of Western forces including U.S.
participation. 1Israel could not participate.

Divisions and separate brigades would be uninational. The
U.S5. would provide one heavy division and an over-the-horlzon
marine reserve.

The U.S., as well as others, would provide permanently

stationed alr and surface naval forces lntegrated into a common
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gelf-getfense. Other high tech equipment and personnel -- alr
detense and intelllgence assets -- would also be provided.

The MGSF would be a highly credlible millitary deterrent
capaple of performing difficult missions with sophisticated,
lethal forces. Its mlissions would apply to external, not
internal military threats. The MGSF would be concerned with
gurvival of the natlon, not survival cf the government.
Appropriate missions would lnclude:

-- deter and defend against enemy ground attacks;

-- provide air defense, close alr support and
counter-air:

-- provide lntelllgence, reconnaissance, and
surveillance; and

-- secure LOCs and offshore oil facilities.

A clear mandate encompassing the military relationship
between GCC states and the MGSF would specify important aspects
to include: structure, political and military objectives, policy
maklng and declision authority, command and control, and host
nation support.

NATO and the MFO could be used as structural models. A
political council and subordinate military committee establ!shed
at natlional level would be Independent of the GCC. Each would
have representatives from all participating nations (including
GCC states).

The MGSF would be subordinate to the milltary commlttee.
There is a single commander in chief (CINC) responsible for all

forces Iin the MGSF. The CINC and MGSF staff positions would be
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permanently allocated, but divided among participating nations.
Senior U.S. commanders would be U.S. service component
commanders in peacetime and MGSF subordinate commanders, among
others, in wartime.

Leglistics would be a dlifficult, but not Insurrmountable
problem. Bilateral, GCC host-nation, and parent nation
arrangements would all be involved. Detalls concerning basing
rights, prepositioned equipment, facilities, supplies and other
logistics responsibilities would be spelled out in the terms of
reference or other letters of lnstruction supporting the

mandate.

CONCLUSIONS

Many conditlons threaten GCC securlity and U.S. vital
interests and have global ramifications. Although complete
results of the Perslian Gulf War are not vet ln, suffice it to
say an Iraqgi threat continues to loom as long as Saddam Hussein
is in power. There also is a 360-degree milltary threat to
Persian Gulf oill and LOCs. Finally, a volatile environment will
continue to add to regional instability.

Improved U.S.-Sovliet relations and compatlible U.S.-GCC
objectlves favor achleving our regional, natlonal interests.

The Soviets should not strongly oppose a multinational presence

17




In the Gulf. Mutual U.S.-GCC objectives Including securlty of
the GCC, {t3 oll, and lts LOCs favor closer tles between us,
Aslde from polltical and economic ways, how can these objectives
be achleved?

Peacekeeping and collective defense form the military part
of the answer. An interim, UN peacekeepling force |s essentlal.
Its purpose is to contaln hostllltles and achlieve peace between
ldentiflied belligerents. UN peacekeeping, however (s not
intended to provide collective security. The UN cannot
represent national interests and must be impartial to retain |ts
credibility. The solution would not be complete without
collectlve defense.

Collective defense would deter war, or |f deterrence
falled, defend and take actions to achieve a favorable outcome.
I believe a credible collective defense could have saved Kuwalt
or prevented an invasion and could spare the GCC and the world a
similar fate in the future.

Collective defense can be achleved through several military
options most of which were used prior to the Gulf War. Based on
the threat, environment, and assumptions previously discussed,
only a forward-deployed force provides the highest degree of
success with immediate, tangible results.

A NATO-1lke structure with political council and milltary
committee would replace the current GCC millitary structure. The
MGSF is part of this structure and subordinate to the military

committee. The MGSF has combined alr, ground and naval
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components and provides what the GCC cannot -- a credible self-
defense.

The MGSF has some advantages resulting from unigque
opportunities that may never be repllcated.

First, a large force |s needed. No one natlion, Including
the U.S, is totally capable of providing thls force. A
one-nation force would be nelither politically or economically
reallstic nor Internationally acceptable or palatable to the
GCC. A multinational force, already In belng through worid
consensus, would be feasible on all counts,

Second, the MGSF would leverage favorable relatlons,
equipment and supplles, and millitary systems and procedures
existing from the Gulf War. The MGSF, augmented by GCC states,
would have the trained personnel, high tech equipment and the
size of force criticaliy needed for a viable self-defense.

Finally, the MGSF would quickly reestablish a balance of
power and regicnal security. A visible U.S. presence |s
important; a U.S. presence has been a proven deterrent
elsewhere.

The importance of U.S. vital Interests and GCC security and
reality of the Gulf War demand a successful collective defense.
A Multinational Gulf Securlty Force would be the key to its

success.

19




ENDNOTES

1 GCC refers to the six moderate Gulf states: Bahrain,
Kuwaijt, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, and the United Arab Emirates.

2. Anthony A. Cordesman, The Gulf and the Search for
Strateqgj¢c Stabjlity, pp. 68-70.

3. Thomas L. McNaugher, Arms and Qfl, pp. 157-158.

4, Fouad Ajami, "The Summer of Arab Dliscontent," Forelan
Affairs, Winter 1990, p. 19.

S. Alaln Gresh, "Contlnuity and Change In Soviet Policy," ’
Middle East Report, November/December 1990, p. 10.
6. Graham E. Fuller, "The Middle East in US-Soviet
Relations," Middle East Journal, Summer 1990, p. 420.
7 Augustusg R. Norton and Thomas G. Weiss, "Superpowers
and peace-keepers," Survival, May/June 1990, p. 213.
8. Fuller, p. 420.
g. Thomas L.Friedman, EFrom Belirut to Jerusalem, p. 94.
10. Ibid., p. 104.
11. Ipid.., p. 87.
12. Ibid., p. 88.
13. Helena Cobban, "The Hard Road to Peace," World
Monitor, November 1990, p. 62.
14. Friedman, pp. 98-99.
15. Ibid., p. 99.
16. Rlichard W. Murphy, "Mldeast Strategles for Stability,"
wWorld Monjitor, October 1990, pp. 67-68.
»

17. Dore Gold, "Changing Superpower Strateglc Relations in
the Eastern Medlterranean and Mlddle East," IDF Journal. Winter
1990, p. 23.

18. International Institute for Strateglc Studlies, The
Military Balance 1989-1990, Chart attached in rear entitled,
"Middle East Conventional Forces with SSM Ranges."

20




19. Combat power ratics were computed from the

International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Miljtary
Balapce 1990-1991, pp. 100-122. Kuwait was not included in GCC

totals because recovery from the Gulf War will take some time.
20. Ipid.
21. Cordesman, p. 539.

22. international Institute for Strateglc Studies, The
Military Balance 1990-1991, pp. 100-122.

23. Cordesman, p. 491.
24. McNaugher, p. 125.

25. U.S. Department of the Army, Fleld Manual 100-20, p.
4-1 (hereafter referred to as "FM 100-20")>.

26. Ramesh Thakur, Interpatiopnal Peacekeeping in Lebanon,
pp. 230-231.

27. Gustav Hagglund, "Peace-keeping in a modern war zone,"
Survival., May/June “1990, p. 236.

28. McNaugher, pp. 20-21.

29. Arthur L. Burns and Nlna W. Heathcote, Peacekeeping py
U.N, Forces, p. 189.

30. Ramesh Thakur, "Internaticnal Peacekeeping, UN
Authority, and US Power," ALTERNATIVES, October 1987, p. 461.

31. Hagglund, p. 236.

32. Norton and Weiss, p. 218.

33. Thakur, Ramesh, ALTERNATIVES, p. 472.

21




BIBLIOGRAPHY

Ajami, Fouad. "The Summer of Arab Discontent." Foreian
dffairs., Winter 1990, pp. 1-20.

Burns, Arthur and Heathcote, Nina. Peacekeeping by U.N.
Forces. New York: Frederick A. Praeger, Inc., 1963.

Bush, George. Natlonal Securjty Strategy of the United
States. Washington: Covernment Printing Offlice, March
1990.

Caldwell, Lawrence T. "Soviet-American Relatlons: The Cold War

Enas." Current History, Vol. 89, October 1990, pp.
305-308 and pp. 343-346.

Cheney, Dick. Statement of the Secretaryv of Defense to the

Washington: Offlce of Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Public Affairs), 19 March 1990.

Cobban, Helena. "The Hard Road to Peace." VWorid Monlitor,
November 1990, pp. 59-64.

Cordesman, Anthony A,
Stability. Boulder, CO: Westviev Press, 1984.

Englehardt, Joseph P., et al. Armed Forces in the Persian

Gulf: Pollitlcs py Another Name. Boston: Harvard
University, April 1989.

Frieaman, Thomas L. From Beirut to Jerusalem. Toronto:
Harper and Collins, 1989.

Frydenberg, Per. Peacekeeping Experience and Evaluation.
Norway: Norwegian Institute of International Affairs,
1964.

Fuller, Graham E. “The Middle East in US-Soviet Relations.®
Middle East Journal, Vol. 44, Summer 1990, pp. 417-431.

Gold, Dore. "Changing Superpower Strateglc Relations in the
Eastern Medlterranean and Middle East." IDF Journal,
Winter 1990, pp. 18-23.

Gresh, Alaln. "Continulty and Change in Soviet Pollcy."
Middle East Report, November/December 1990, pp. 4-10.

22




Hagglunad, Gustav. "Peace-keeping in a modern war zocne."
Survival, Vol. 32, May/June 1990, pp. 233-240.

Hlggins, Rosalyn. Unlted Nationg Peacekeeping 1946-1967.

London: Oxford University Press, 1970.

International Institute for Strategic Studies. The Military
Balance [989-199Q0. London: 1989.

International Institute for Strategic Studies. The Mllitary
Balance 1990-1991. London: 1990.

Johnson, Robert H. "The Persian Gulf in U.S. Strategy: A

Skeptical View." Internpational Securjty, Vol. 14,
Summer 1989, pp. 122-160.

Kemp, Gecffrey. "The Gulf Crisis: diplomacy or force?"
Survival, Vol. 32, November/December 1990, pp. 507-517.

Mackinlay, John. The Peace-keeperg: An Agsegsment of

Boston: Unwlin Hyman, 1989.

Mackinltay, John. "Powerful peace-keepers." Survival, Vol,.
32, May/June 1990, pp. 241-250.

McNaugher, Thomas L. Arms and Qjl. Washington D.C.: The
Brookings Institute, 1985.

Murphy, Rlichard W. "Mideast: "Strategles for Stablility."
World Monitor, October 1990, pp. 66-68.

Norton, Augustus R. and Weliss, Thomas G. “Superpowers and
peace-keepers." Survival, Vol. 32, May/June 1990, pp.
212-220.

Rikhye, Indar J. The Theorv and Practice of Peacekeeping.
New York: St. Martin‘s Press, 1985.

Schiesinger, James R. "“Rapld (?) Deployment (?) Force (?)."

washington Post, 24 September 1980, p. A27.

Talbott, Strobe. “Defusing Baghdad’s Bomb." Time, 30 April
1990, p. S50.

Thakur, Ramesh. International Peacekeeping in Lebanon.

Boulder: Westview Press, 1987.

Thakur, Ramesh. "Internationai Peacekeeping, UN Authority,
US Power." ALTERNATIVES, Vol. 12, October 1987, pp.
461-492.

23

and




Zuckerman, Mortlmer B. "Four Steps to Mideast Peace." US News
and World Report, 29 January 1990, p. 64.

24




