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Preface

This book was conceived on the battlefields of Vietnam,
where the term Vietnam became more than a geopolitical or
cultural designation and came to denote a phenomenon.
Vietnam is today a euphemism for getting mired in a war, for
getting bogged down, for being drawn into a guagmire. Since
that war, the US has not entered any military engagement
without the fear of encountering another Vietnam. Nor are we
alone. The Soviets met their Vietnam in Afghanistan; the
South Africans experienced theirs in Angola; and the Nigerians
encountered theirs in Liberia. In these cases, the problem
concerned the usual expectations of a war of brief
duration—the “short, sharp strike” and the realities of
subsequent military involvement which came to be measured
in terms of years.

Histories have been written of such long wars. Indeed,
Thucydides offered the first masterful account of a prolonged
war, recording the vicissitudes of battles as they changed the
fortunes of societies locked in a struggle which could not be
anticipated when the first spear pierced the last moment of
peace. Since then, there have been short wars, but they are
the exception. More often, wars have bogged down and
produced results hardly anticipated by the conflicts’
perpetrators. The general term for such conflicts has been
protracted war.

We argue, however, that wars may be long for two reasons
and that these reasons are so antithetical that to call both
protracted wars is analytically misleading. Some wars are at
the outset planned around a protracted war strategy, usually
by an insurgent force which realizes that a quick victory
against a superior enemy will not be gained on a conventional
battlefield. Hence, protraction is preferred by one of the sides.
The other long wars are those in which both protagonists
expect quick victory, but for a variety of reasons, they are
frustrated in their expectations. These should be termed



prolonged wars. Understanding protracted war is easier than
arriving at wide acceptance of why wars become prolonged.

Because so many wars are prolonged, they leave an
unanticipated wake of death and destruction. Their results
rarely allow either side to claim a victory that justifies the
human and material expenses incurred. Yet, apart from the
histories of such wars, few analytic energies have been
expended to understand the generic phenomenon.
Occasionally, certain dimensions, such as the expansion of
war aims or of the number of participants, have been
examined, but few have studied the wider, overarching
concept. In view of the prevelance of prolonged wars, surely it
is time to undertake systematic analytic efforts to learn about
them.

Our objective is modest: to establish the distinction between
protracted and prolonged wars, to present a number of case
studies of prolonged wars drawn from mostly contemporary
examples, and to offer the rudimentary outline of a proto
theory of prolonged wars. The introductory chapter was sent to
all contributors to this volume, along with a list of about 30
factors which we suggest may play a central role in prolonging
wars. We encouraged the contributors to consider these
factors as relevant variables but also to identify other items
unique to their cases. We did not attempt to impose a straight
jacket on the authors. The concluding chapter synthesizes the
findings of the case studies and provides an outline of atheory
of prolonged wars which subsequent researchers may use as a
guide to probe the prolonged war phenomenom in greater
depth. Certainly, our own speculations should be subjected to
more rigorous scrutiny.

However, we are confident that ultimately analysts will offer
more than theory to explain prolonged wars. They may aspire
to develop guidelines for anticipating in the early stages of a
new conflict those conditions which lend themselves to
becoming prolonged wars. Additionally, by divining the
character of prolonged wars, it might be possible—and
productive—to know at which stage a particular war is. This

Vi



new knowledge should enable them to prepare for strategic
responses and determine whether to terminate a conflict or
face another Vietnam.

This project has received the full support and official
backing of Col Dennis Drew, then head of the Airpower
Research Institute, Center for Aerospace Doctrine, Research,
and Education, a unit at Air University, Maxwell Air Force
Base. We appreciate his support. Later, at the Air University
Press, we benefited greatly from the support of Mr Thomas E.
Mackin and Mr John E. Jordan, Jr. We are most grateful also
for the hard work and professional expertise of our editor, Dr
Richard Bailey.
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Karl P. Magyar, PhD
Constantine P. Danopoulos, PhD
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Introduction
The Protraction and Prolongation of Wars

Karl P. Magyar

Studies of war focus decidedly on the conduct of wars.
These studies examine doctrines, strategies, and tactics to
learn what went wrong—or right—and for whom. They count
casualties and assess physical damage. But the bulk of what
is published concerns what may be physically observed or
quantified.

They also examine causes for the outbreak of hostilities but
in a much more speculative vein. Doing this presents a much
more challenging task. It is tempting to argue simply that an
inverse relationship exists between the gravity of the wars and
the agreement on the explanations of their causes. Leaders on
each side portray an obvious single enemy or offense, while
each allied power participates for reasons often distantly
removed from the major rationale for the conflict. With the
causes being complex, and the reasons for the participants’
involvements far from clear, the “fog of war” soon yields to the
“mud of war’—as the rationale for the conflict becomes
distorted and, most of the time, they get bogged down.

Lesser analytic attention has been given to the original
perceptions of impending wars at the time of their planning.
Invariably, the duration of the wars is projected to be short,
“from a few weeks to a few months.”? Some examples include
the American Civil War, Europe’s two world wars, and a
potential war with the Soviets which, considering the nuclear
prospect of it, was usually projected in yet shorter terms.
Certainly America’s war in Vietnam was not expected to last as
long as it did. Nor is this situation unique to the United States.
Napoléon never envisioned his Russian debacle in 1812, when
he encountered a moderately capable match in Kutuzov's
forces and the harsh environmental elements that should have
been accounted for in the planning of what was foreseen as a
short campaign.?
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More recently, the Soviets got bogged down in Afghanistan,
and, as in the case of the United States in Vietham, a new
Soviet administration inherited the conflict with different
perceptions of cause, objective, and strategies. Iran and Iraq
also fought a long war of attrition during the 1980s, employing
full-conventional weapons and tactics in their battles. And
early in 1990, Charles Taylor’s rebel forces made surprisingly
rapid advances against the highly vulnerable government of
Samuel K. Doe in Liberia. But Taylor also encountered the
mud of war as the prolonged conflict widened to include
another opposition rebel group and then other external
intervenors. The Gambia, a weekly newspaper, commented:
“The Liberian nightmare has gone on for so long that the
distinction between rebel and government soldiers is
beginning to blur.”3

There are short conflicts and wars. Examples include the
Soviet Union’s armed confrontation against Hungary in 1956
and the British war against Argentina over the Falklands in
1982. Other examples include the American invasions into
Lebanon in 1958, the Dominican Republic in 1965, and
Grenada in 1983. The US raid on Libya in 1986 and the ouster
of Gen Manuel Noriega from power in Panama in 1989 are
other examples. These interventions concerned clearly stated
and limited objectives and were against comparatively weak
opponents. The preponderant power easily won each of these
battles.

However, when facing the uncertain and far more capable
forces of Saddam Hussein across the borders of Kuwait
(1990-91), the concept of “Vietham” permeated the cynical
appraisals of the war’s likely course of events. In sharp
contrast to those who held that the US had not learned the
essential lessons of Vietnam, President Bush centered his war
policy on avoiding a situation which would become
progressively a war of attrition and would cause heavy military
casualties. Due mainly to the lessons of Vietham and a less
menacing physical terrain, planners decided to invite a
well-managed air campaign along with a cautious ground
offensive—cautious in that the single objective of ousting Iraq’s
forces from Kuwait was to determine the length of the
confrontation. This was not to be a prolonged war. Still, to
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prepare the US public for all contingencies, Gen A. Gray, Jr.,
commandant of the United States Marine Corps, cautiously
estimated on the eve of the war that American forces “might
have to stay in it for six months or longer.” Hussein had
warned that his people would fight six or more years—and that
his credibility was buttressed by his eight-year battle against
Iran.> But Air Force Gen Andrew Dugan’s controversial
comments, made while inspecting troops in Saudi Arabia,
projected a short, sharp resolution of the conflict with an
attack on key central targets, should the war break out.® He
was right.

The ground war lasted 100 hours and ended abruptly. Not
surprisingly, many observers criticized this quick end, arguing
that another four hours or one more day could have allowed
for the attainment of a few more objectives. Before long,
pressures emerged for the US and its allies to intervene on
behalf of the Kurds in Irag’'s north and on behalf of the Shias
in the south for an assault on Baghdad to remove Saddam
Hussein from power. Limited intervention on behalf of the
Kurds and the Shias was in fact introduced, but here again, it
was done most cautiously so as not to lose the ability to
expand intervention on the allied powers’ terms. To the analyst
of prolonged wars, the debate between demands and
resistance to escalation raised the altogether familiar
components of conflicts which introduce new objectives,
actors, tactics, and perceptions as these conflicts become
bogged down.

Observers may be tempted to make a distinction between
the length of conflicts fought among the great powers or the
industrially developed states and those fought in the third
world. Most European wars were hardly short, and
interventions in the third world are not necessarily quick and
decisive. Certainly, internal conflicts within third world
countries are usually of long duration as are the wars between
third world states. But these too count exceptions among
them. By African standards, Nigeria’s Biafran secessionist war
may be viewed as a relatively short and concisely defined war,
especially in light of its vast scale. Tanzania’'s ouster of
Uganda’s Idi Amin was a short, intense affair, even if Uganda’s
internal conflict continued. And numerous border skirmishes



PROLONGED WARS

have flared up in Latin America and in Africa or between the
Soviet Union and China. These conflicts may be part of much
longer conflicts that fester but rarely erupt into full-shooting
wars. But these comparatively rare cases of short, active
hostilities are contrasted by the numerous lengthy conflicts
which generally characterize the wars of the third world.

A distinction needs to be made between conflicts and wars.
For our purposes, we define a conflict as an established
attitude of contention between two or more groups, within one
or among two or more societies. Hostilities will break out
periodically but the disagreement is not quickly resolved. A
conflict is more than mere spirited competition. Certainly there
are nonviolent conflicts, but these will not concern us. More
specifically, a conflict results in at least some casualties over
an extended period of time.

Wars may be an integral part of such conflicts. In the
wording of Air Force Manual 1-1, Basic Aerospace Doctrine of
the United States Air Force, “War is a violent struggle between
rival societies to attain competing political objectives.”” A war
is a more intensively fought engagement in which at least one
side engages its full civilian and military resources. When part
of a prolonged conflict, a war is not necessarily resolved—as in
the case of Sudan, to cite one of many available examples. But
when a war is fought as part of an extended conflict, it will
either conclude without a clear victory, as in the case of the
Iran and lrag War, or with one side clearly victorious, an
example of which is Britain’s victory over Argentina.

There are different types of war; they may be classified as
nuclear, full- or limited-conventional wars, or low-intensity
conflicts or wars, or their illegitimate cousin, unconventional
wars. These wars are all violent means for resolving conflicts
instead of negotiated resolutions. The distinction between
wars and conflicts often becomes obscured when analyzing the
reasons for their prolongation. Both wars and conflicts in fact
may get bogged down, especially when judged by the
standards of the planners’ initial expectations. An unresolved
war may well become a conflict—if active hostilities break out
again. That development, of course, ensures prolongation,
which is far more damaging than if the war been fought to a
clear, quick conclusion. Further subtle distinctions could



MAGYAR

occupy an entire volume, but the focus of these introductory
comments is one of the reasons for prolonging
hostilities—whether wars or conflicts. Hence, the distinction
between the two can receive only limited treatment.

One may argue that a conflict by its innate nature is
extended and that prolongation is to be expected. Wars, on the
other hand, are the more interesting phenomena, since they
appear in the planning stages to be much shorter than they
usually turn out to be. Initially, the cost of prolonging a
conflict seems cheaper than waging an all-out risky and
aggressive war. But conflicts too are often prolonged beyond
initial expectations; hence, they may be just as devastating.
Conflicts may constitute the prolonged and less-intensive
portion of unresolved wars. Facho Balaam, leader of Chad’s
Patriotic Front, expressed the entire phenomenon concisely
when he referred to his country’'s 20-year-long conflict:
“Frankly speaking, we think that this is a war without any
result.”8 A prolonged war or conflict can degenerate into
purposelessness when judged by the results—yet a war or
conflict can take its toll in social devastation. This observation
is not a recent one. Writing more than two thousand years ago
in The Art of War, Sun Tzu noted: “In all history, there is no
instance of a country having benefited from prolonged warfare.
Only one who knows the disastrous effects of a long war can
realize the supreme importance of rapidity in bringing it to a
close.™

A further distinction needs to be made between the terms
protracted and prolonged. Protracted may well be an
appropriate term for conflict, while prolonged may be a more
appropriate one for war. Most wars are usually planned for
short duration, although hostilities exercised over a long time
are often an integral strategy of insurgent forces when they
confront a conventionally equipped superior enemy. This line
of reasoning deliberately pursues a violent, protracted conflict
in place of a standard, quick war—whose outcome would
certainly favor the superior enemy. Time, terrain, and tactics
are fused; therefore, there is no initial misassessment of the
length of a conflict which extends beyond the usual short
duration. A protracted conflict is planned and hence expected,
but a prolonged war is not pursued as a matter of course.
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Mao Tse Tung has popularized the concept of a protracted
war, although this sophisticated military strategy had a rich
history, especially in China. Mao recorded his thoughts on the
subject in the 1930s while fighting the Japanese occupation of
China and while his insurgent forces also opposed the
Kuomintang government. He presented his analysis of this
subject in On The Protracted War, a synopsis of speeches he
made in 1938.10

With respect to fighting government forces in the civil war,
Mao's strategy recognized two phases. The first of these phases
employed guerrilla warfare; the second phase, regular warfare,
was regular “only in the concentration of forces for a mobile
war and a certain degree of centralization and planning in
command and organization.” He recognized that this did not
rank with wars fought by foreign armies or even by the
Kuomintang: “It was in a sense only guerrilla warfare at a
higher level.”11

Against the Japanese, he also formulated two similar phases
of conflict. The first, the strategic defensive period, utilized
guerrilla strategies. In the second, the strategic
counteroffensive period, Mao relied on regular warfare, as by
then, he claimed to have developed a more regular armed force
capability which had acquired modern weapons. The second
phase also showed evidence of centralization and a higher
degree of organization. Mao believed there is little innate value
in retaining a guerrilla strategy if the capability to wage
conventional warfare is developed. Against the Japanese, he
wrote, “regular warfare is the principal and guerrilla warfare
the supplementary form.”12 Regular warfare is decisive, while
guerrilla warfare is utilized while preparing for a
counteroffensive.

Mao is the best-known exponent of the protracted war
concept, but one may argue that he should have been credited
with expertise on the subject of prolonged conflict. The Chinese
civil war lapsed into a national war and reverted into a civil
war, one occasionally interspersed with intense conventional
warfare. Such caprice characterizes a classic prolonged
conflict. Semantics aside, whether conflict or war, the object
remains final victory. He warns that the theory of a quick
victory is wrong: the “enemy is strong while we are weak.”3
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This observation calls for a “strategically protracted war.”
During the course of a protracted struggle, Mao counts on the
enemy’s position to weaken and his own to strengthen in
three, somewhat obvious stages. Each stage requires a
different form of fighting: mobile warfare, guerrilla warfare
(which is a supplementary form), or positional warfare. Mao
refers repeatedly to the factors that contribute to the success
of a protracted war: the decline of the enemy’s morale, tactics,
finances, war-fighting ability, and optimism.14

Mao also considers important the support a nation receives
from the international community. One may consider this an
interesting point as it underscores the fundamental political
nature of prolonged conflict, which, by engaging the superior
enemy via guerrilla strategies, demonstrates at least a credible
liberationist performance. In reality, as an integral tactic,
international pressures help to resolve the conflict for the
insurgents. This scenario was manifested more recently in the
Southwest Africa People’s Organization’'s (SWAPO) feeble
efforts on behalf of Namibia's independence. At no time did
SWAPOQO effectively threaten South Africa’s defensive
capabilities, but changing international configurations
ultimately led to a diplomatic settlement with SWAPO
emerging victorious in Namibia. Mao admits this point
unequivocally when he observes that China “cannot win
without utilizing the aid of international forces and the change
within the enemy country.”5

Mao divides the protracted struggle and terrain along
Wei-ch'i lines: a classic board game played by Oriental peoples
for thousands of years. The game is won through the slow,
progressive accumulation of advantages as opposed to the
capture of a single king in the cataclysmic finale of chess.
Scott A. Boorman considers this Sinic tradition of waging war
when mixed with Marxist-Leninist elements as “its use of fluid
operational methods and yet its reliance upon relatively stable
base areas; its emphasis on efficiency and yet its tolerance of
protraction; and its delight in complexity in contrast to the
simplicity of Western warfare.”16

Mao stresses the spaces to be gained by guerrilla tactics. He
elaborates on the political advantages of protraction in a
passage reminiscent of America’s frustration in Vietham. He
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suggests that “Japan’s military and financial power will be
heavily consumed by China’s guerrilla war, her home
population will become more discontented . . . and her
international position will become more isolated.”1” Superior
weapons alone are inadequate he stresses and continues by
arguing that “it is man and not material that counts.” With
reference to Mao and Vietnam, one may speculate that modern
weapons actually limit the war-making options of a
better-equipped force because the effective employment of
modern weapons favors a quick, short war, but the innate
composition of such forces handicaps them against a
lesser-equipped force that still relies on men—whose effective
utilization will be in a protracted situation. The 1991 Gulf
War, in which both sides relied on modern high-tech weapons,
amply illustrated this lesson.

Mao weaves an interpretation of his own strategic thoughts,
fused with Clausewitz’'s teachings, which describe the
contemporary third world revolutionary environment: “When
politics has developed to a certain stage beyond which it
cannot proceed by the usual means, war breaks out to sweep
away the impediments in the way.”18 This statement suggests
that the more normal condition prevailing in third world states
is protracted conflict, something utilized for the development
of effective and legitimate political institutions.

Adda Bozeman expresses the same concept: “Few modern
theorists in the field of international relations or conflict
resolution have bothered to explore the value content of
conflict, war and violence.” And, she continues, “Human
dispositions towards stress, violence and death are by no
means everywhere the same. . . . Nowhere outside North
America and Northern Europe does one encounter the
overriding desire to avoid armed conflict and to seek peaceful
settlement of disputes that leading peace-minded scholars in
our society assume to be generally present.”1® Conflicts, which
concern the problems of national consolidation more than
challenges to international strategic balances, will prevail in
the developing areas. Expecting a much better-equipped
external force to pave a path to victory through short, sharp
strikes is a naive and possibly disastrous notion. Maao’s vision
of protracted conflicts envisions innate value in waging
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“innumerable but indecisive battles.”2° This is, of course,
anathema to short-war doctrines.

Mao’s legacy influenced subsequent generations, who came
to look at protracted conflict as the predominating
characteristic of the communist strategy for world domination.
But where Mao had been concerned only with his particular
dilemma against his own government and against the
Japanese enemy, the new perspective elevated much of Mao’s
reasoning and strategy to global levels. Even such a militarily
well-equipped power as the Soviet Union was expected to
incorporate the advantages of the protraction rationale on the
march to total victory. A quick, decisive, short-war showdown
could defeat socialist gains, as the socialists of the world had
not yet consolidated sufficiently to confront the superior
capitalist enemy. Hence, insurgent fires would be kept burning
around the world; peace would not be tolerated; the capitalist
offensive would be neutralized; and eventually, victory would
belong to the liberated peoples.

One of the more notable elucidations of this theme at the
global level was the book, Protracted Conflict, by Robert
Strausz-Hupe, William R. Kintner, James E. Dougherty, and
Alvin J. Cottrell.2l The publication of this volume was
preceded by the testimony of Strausz-Hupe, Cottrell, and
Dougherty at a hearing of the House of Representatives’
Committee on Un-American Activities in 1958.22 At the
hearings, Strausz-Hupe postulated that the communist
strategy had never been a strategy of limited war but a
protracted conflict.23 This strategy, he said, “prescribes the
annihilation of the opponent by a long series of carefully
calibrated operations, by feints and maneuvers, by
psychological and economic warfare, and by diverse forms of
violence.” The weaponry employed ranged from seemingly
innocuous political activities to the megaton bomb. The
communist strategy of protracted conflict was an “organic
scheme of conflict” aimed at the one goal of total victory. There
was no difference between hot and cold war, nor between
military and political means. The communists “hope to make
small, steady gains and yet avoid the all-out conflict they do
not want,” according to Dougherty.?* An important ingredient
in this strategy was psychological warfare and its continuous
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use of threats of an all-out war. This strategy was dangerous
brinksmanship, one in which the communists retain the
offensive in true Maoist fashion.

Echoing Mao, Strausz-Hupe and his colleagues held that the
choice of conflict mode was a matter of tactical expediency.
Preferably, the communists would attain their goals without
warfare. But a general war would be employed if they thought
themselves capable of delivering a knockout blow. The conflict
would be built up and revolutionary tensions increased. For
this, the newly emerging third world states were opportune
battlegrounds. Communists were counterrevolutionaries in
that they captured revolutions made by others. Their
participation would of course lead to the protraction of all
conflicts and elevate history’s inevitable class warfare within
societies to a global level.

This was the stuff of classic cold war analysis. From the
vantage point of the next three decades, it describes the
Marxist image rather than the attained reality, as the fatal
fissure in the Marxist world was developing at the time
Strausz-Hupe and his colleagues were writing. But they must
be credited with having identified communist strategies as
protracted conflict and not as protracted war, as Mao had it.

In their volume on that subject, the authors further
elaborate Mao’s deliberate ambiguity between war and peace,
which suggests that Western statesmen must appreciate a
greater degree of analytic sophistication. A protracted conflict
postpones the decisive battle until revolutionary forces are
favored. The Russians and the Chinese “thrive upon conflict as
the normal condition of the twentieth century.”2> The doctrine
of protracted conflict includes the total objective; shifting
battleground; and weapons and tactics which confuse the
opponent, keeping him off balance and wearing down his
resistance. The strategies for attaining these objectives should
not be done by Europe’s style of limited warfare. A conflict
strategy gradually lapses into full war, if and when the
opportunity arises. Global conflicts tend to be interlinked;
regional conflicts are multifaceted but may well be an integral
component of a specific conflict elsewhere. Strausz-Hupe and his
colleagues noted that “the current struggle for the mastery of the
globe has been waged for five decades.” They also noted that “the
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festering sores on the international body politic cannot be
healed by pious homilies on the blessings of peace.”26

The implications for the Western strategic policy maker were
obvious: We cannot counter this menace by being prepared
only for war. Countering conflicts requires a new approach.
But, their counsel did not make a sufficient impact before
Americans escalated their involvement in Vietham. Writing in
1959, they observed that the West had neither a doctrine of
protracted conflict—nor a desire to produce one. To provide
one would be to resort to the tactic of our enemy.2” The
communists had accepted the central formulation of
Clausewitz regarding the interchangeability of military and
political instruments. The communist doctrine of protracted
conflict integrates war, politics, law, diplomacy, psychology,
science, and economics in the conduct of foreign policy.28 In
short, the modern communist strategy of protracted conflict is
a successful fusion of Clausewitz and Mao—perhaps the
supreme synthesis of West and East.

Strausz-Hupe and his colleagues focused on the protracted
global conflict as a centrally directed conspiracy by
communism to take over the world. They did not, of course,
appreciate modern third world liberation struggles which
sought to exploit the opportunities that Moscow offered to
them in their own conflicts for emancipation from colonial
domination. Strausz-Hupe, et al., also did not appreciate the
greater historical context of many conflicts, such as those in
the Middle East, Africa, and East Asia, which preceded
Marxism by several centuries. Many of these conflicts had
been fought almost continuously.?® Nor did these analysts
investigate the nature of prolonged conflicts in the third world
which were more than wars for independence. Many conflicts
in Asia and in Africa concerned internal consolidation more
than liberation from colonial rule. In the former case, conflicts
of consolidation broke out simultaneously with the approach
or attainment of independence. Many countries did not even
have to fight wars for independence, yet they have been
engulfed in conflicts ever since independence. Most of these
countries had only national objectives and were not an integral
component of global communist conspiracies.
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More recent analyses of long, violent struggles continue to
focus on protracted conflicts but not on prolonged wars.
Edward E. Azar, Paul Jureidini, and Ronald McLaurin present
a sociological perspective in their systematic study of conflicts.
They define protracted conflicts as “hostile interactions which
extend over long periods of time with sporadic outbreaks of
open warfare fluctuating in frequency and intensity.™°
Conflict stakes are high; they involve whole societies, and they
define national identity and solidarity. As they linger in time,
they have no point of termination.

For the contemporary strategic policy maker, Azar and his
colleagues maintain that these conflicts cannot be terminated by
explicit decision; they will end by cooling off, transformation, or
withering away. Protracted conflicts are characterized by
duration, fluctuation in intensity of interaction, and spillover in
all domains. They contain equilibrating forces which keep the
interactions within established levels of conflict boundaries. Azar
and his coauthors also recognize that strong forces operate to
undermine attempts to bring about settlements: “It is the nature
of the dynamics of protracted social conflict that the many
benefits accruing from an institutionalized conflict are clearer or
more immediate than those developing from peace.” A current
manifestation of this is evident in South Africa’'s rural,
Zulu-based, long-term conflict against more radical opposition
groups which are posturing to take over the leadership of South
Africa under an African National Congress (ANC)-centered united
front. Eventually, the institutionalization of the conflict becomes
necessary to participants who find it in their interest not to
resolve the dispute early.

Another more contemporary dimension of political
protraction concerns the interrelation between conflicts and
crises. Michael Brecher and Jonathan Wilkenfeld characterize
conflicts by their lengthy duration, fluctuation in the intensity
of interaction from violence to near accommodation and back
to violence again; intense animosity among participants; and
spillover into other issues. They were also characterized by the
absence of discernible termination.31 Crises within protracted
conflicts emerge from violence, which itself is a response from
one of the participants to a prior perceived threat. To
understand protracted conflicts, they search for the triggers
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that spark the violence that leads to crises. Nonprotracted
conflicts such as wars are probably easier to bring to a
peaceful resolution than are protracted conflicts.

The work by Azar and his colleagues contrasts with the
perspective offered by Strausz-Hupe and his team in one
important respect. The former view protracted conflict as
primarily a sociological phenomenon emerging from internal
cleavages. Their “protracted social conflicts” focus on religious,
cultural, and ethnic communal identities. Hence, terrorism
and low-intensity warfare are common practices. Military or
balance-of-power means cannot manage such conflicts.32
Strausz-Hupe and his colleagues, however, stress the external,
or global, dimension of the protracted conflict—of which local
conflicts are likely to be an integral part.

These two perspectives need to be combined for analytic
purposes. For example, where we may discount the grand
conspiratorial nature of a centrally planned, global-level
conflict today, we would err in glossing over the importance of
the extensive international interactions which characterize so
many prolonged conflicts. The Irish Republican Army has on
occasion been tied to New York, Libya, and the Marxist world;
Israel has been engaged in several conflicts in Africa to weaken
the soft underbelly of Egypt; Saudi Arabia’s financial largesse
has reputedly financed wars from the Western Sahara to
Mozambique and perhaps even in Nicaragua; and the
legendary Carlos from South America operated from bases in
north Africa and struck in Vienna as easily as at targets in the
Middle East. Even the Japanese Red Army faction had a global
mission. Though internationalized, these instances reveal no
discernible centrally planned nature. Traditionally, protracted
conflicts may have been almost purely parochial concerns, but
today the internationalization of such conflicts may well form
the central ingredient.

So far, this analysis has focused mostly on the identification
and elaboration of protracted conflicts. Their nature has been
developed by analysts, who have left us written legacies as well
as substantial histories to ponder. A cursory review of history
will no doubt verify that the weak pursued protracted
conflicts. They would much rather wage full conventional
wars, but in the absence of sufficient strength, a protracted
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struggle must serve as a supplementary strategy—in the
formulation of Mao Tse Tung.

However, numerous struggles are in evidence which may
properly be labeled as prolonged conflicts and prolonged wars. The
former suggests conflicts of long but unplanned duration. In fact,
they may follow the unsuccessful resolution of a war, but the key
element is that prolonged conflicts should not be mistaken for the
sophisticated strategic formulations of Mao and of other modern
guerrilla organizations. Prolonged conflicts best characterize the
numerous conflicts in Africa, most of which were not formulated
according to a long-term plan. Military leaders like E. Mondlane in
Mozambique and A. Cabral in Guinea-Bissau and Cape Verde
implemented strategies of protracted conflict against the
Portuguese colonial forces—hence, they are the exceptions. But
one can't trace most of Africa’s ongoing conflicts to strategically
formulated protraction.

In the case of wars, one would be foolhardy purposely to wage
them in protracted fashion, for that would then imply that they
are in fact conflicts. However, wars may certainly be prolonged,
as they tend to be the result of gross miscalculation by one or
both sides. Should such a war continue as a series of related
battles in which neither side clearly predominates, the war will
continue until it results in mutual annihilation or it lapses into a
prolonged conflict. Few of these, as Azar stresses, are
conclusively terminated. Another alternative suggests that a
prolonged war can terminate by mutual agreement, with no side
being victorious; it may not be followed by a prolonged conflict.
This was the case in the Iran-lraqg War of the 1980s, and it raises
the prospect that a prolonged war is one fought continuously but
with no clear victor emerging on the battlefield. The Cambodian
war and the war between National Union for the Total
Independence of Angola (UNITA) and governmental forces in
Angola may be other examples.

Identifying reasons for a protracted conflict is relatively
easy, as that strategy is one deliberately chosen by one side in
a conflict. The weak rely on protraction as a calculated policy
when they seek to exploit the advantages of time. But
identifying the reasons for the prolongation of a conflict or war
is much more difficult. A number of factors contribute to this
difficulty, and no doubt each particular instance produces a
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unique combination of reasons. Yet, considering the numerous
unresolved wars and conflicts in the world, agreement on the
reasons for prolongation is notably absent; as a generic
phenomenon, little academic insight has been offered.
Histories and statistics of such wars abound, each attesting to
unbelievable horror. Nevertheless, the phenomenon is
repeated in virtually every region of the third world.

Although developed countries today manage to escape wars
at least within their own boundaries, their frequent
involvements in such conflicts attest that those conflicts are
not only peripheral concerns. These prolonged wars and
conflicts have the innate capability of considerable global
involvement, disturbing regional balances, introducing new
expansionists, impeding access to vital resources, and
realigning political relations. In other words, such conflicts
can't be ignored, and merely recording their histories hardly
addresses the requirements for global stability. Understanding
the reasons for prolongation of wars and conflicts may well
rank as a major security concern on a par with the attempt to
understand their causes in the first place.

In the emerging new world order of the postcontainment era,
we may consider the termination of armed conflicts as a naoble,
but terribly naive, objective. In fact, most third world states
fighting wars have pursued their own agendas apart from
those of the cold war adversaries. However, the present
political terms of the new world order allow for the isolation of
these conflicts from global strategic concerns; therefore,
understanding the prolongation phenomenon allows
introduction of strategies for reducing the gravity of such wars
by limiting their damage and by enhancing their prospects for
an early peaceful resolution.
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Iran-lraq
Protracted Conflict, Prolonged War

M. A. Shahriar Shirkhani
and
Constantine P. Danopoulos

Centuries of historical rivalry, ethnic particularity, religious
and ideological differences, and boundary disputes have been
among the major forces contributing to a protracted conflict
between Iran and its western neighbors—the Ottoman Empire
from 1517 and Irag since 1920. One or a combination of these
factors have caused numerous military hostilities and many
full-scale wars. The recent Iran-lrag war (1980-88) was but
the contemporary phase of the old conflict. Though bloody,
none of the previous wars between Iran and its neighbors
continued unabated for as long as eight years and were fought
with such intensity as the Iran-lraq war. While centuries of
rivalry generated the potential and the psychological setting
for this war, the Iranian revolution and the danger it posed to
the interests of the two superpowers (US and the former
USSR) and certain countries in the Middle East created a
context which contributed to the length of the war. This
chapter examines the factors that contributed to the
prolongation of the 1980-88 Iran-lraq war.

Historical Background

The lIranian plateau, the cradle of Persian civilization, was
occupied in the seventh century by the Moslem Arabs. Their
occupation set the stage for a long rivalry between Persians
and Arabs. Mesopotamia (the land between the Tigris and
Euphrates rivers) was annexed by the Ottoman Empire in the
early part of the sixteenth century. The empire was dominated
by political and economic elites drawn from the Sunni sect of
Islam. At the same time Shah Ismail, founder of the Safavied
Empire (1501-1722), adopted Shiism as the state religion in
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Persia. The sectarian division between Sunni and Shiaa
Moslems was used by both states for mass mobilization to
support wars against each other, which took place in 1555,
1568, 1590, 1613, and 1618. Eventually, in 1636, a treaty for
the first time laid down a vague border between the two
empires.! This treaty secured relative peace for 200 years and
remained the foundation for future treaties.

Hostilities resumed in 1722. Yet in spite of five wars and
additional agreements, the 1636 treaty remained, for the most
part, intact. In 1821 hostilities broke out again. The war ended
with the First Treaty of Erzurum in 1823, which basically
confirmed the previous treaties. The Second Treaty of Erzurum
was signhed in 1847 under the mediation of Great Britain and
Russia. While it confirmed the 1823 treaty, the treaty of 1847
also made some adjustments to future disagreements. Iran
ceded its claims on the Suleimaniya region (part of modern
Iraq) to the Ottomans, and in return the Ottoman government
formally recognized the unrestricted sovereignty of the Persian
government on the left bank of the Shatt-al-Arab.
Furthermore, Iranian vessels gained the right to navigate
freely the Shatt.2 The discovery of petroleum in Khuzistan in
1908 increased the economic value of Iranian ports on the
Shatt for Tehran and its oil contractor, the United Kingdom.
To secure the free navigation of oil tankers, Iran demanded a
precise delineation of the borders on the Shatt. The
Constantinople accords of 1913, and their modification in
1937, procured Iranian maritime access to the entire Shatt.
These accords did not fully satisfy Iranian demands, as they
mainly drew the boundary at the low-water mark line on the
Iranian shore of the Shatt.

In spite of this, Shatt disputes remained dormant, as
internal matters preoccupied both sides. Iran was facing an
economic crisis, a political disorder caused by the Allied
occupation of the country during World War |1, and the forced
abdication of the powerful monarch Reza Khan. His departure
created a power vacuum which his young son was not ready to
fill. Iraq, a new political entity carved out of the disintegrating
Ottoman Empire, was in the first stages of state building.
Following the British mandate, the dominant Sunni political
elites in Baghdad were struggling to create a sense of
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nationhood and to establish a central authority in a country
with ethnic and religious diversity. The Kurds concentrated in
the north and the Shiaa in the south resented the authority of
the minority Sunni Arabs of central Iraq. Lack of strong
central control during the monarchy (1921-58), periodic
political instability following the 1958 coup, and the
establishment of a republic relegated the Shatt issue to a
secondary concern in Iraq.

However, as the mid-1960s approached, the old disputes
resurfaced again. Two factors contributed to their
reemergence. First, increased support for Arab nationalism in
Iraq was fueled by the nationalist movement in Egypt, led by
the charismatic Gamal Abdul Nasser. The logic outcome of
Arab nationalism was pan-Arabism, which helped to rekindle
Baghdad’s territorial expansion. The coming to power of the
nationalist/socialist Baath party in 1968 strengthened
Baghdad’s claim over the entire Shatt. Hostilities with Tehran
increased, and the probability of finding solutions based on
mutual interests declined. Second, the modernization process
in both Iran and Iraq improved the strategic importance of the
Shatt and its ports on the east and west banks. Invoking
international law, Iran demanded the establishment of a
demarcation along the median or the thalweg line. Iraq
objected and demanded sovereignty over the entire Shatt,
basing its claims on previous treaties. Finally, in 1975, after
Iran established itself as the hegemonic power in the Persian
Gulf, Baghdad was forced to sign the Algiers accord in which it
accepted the thalweg principle and settled for joint sovereignty
of the Shatt.

Later events indicated the Algiers accord (1975) could not
put an end to the long and deep-seated rivalry between Iran
and Iraq. Then Iragi Vice President Saddam Hussein, one of
the followers of Nasser and a devoted Arab nationalist, felt
personally humiliated when forced to give in to a determined
adversary and to share sovereignty of the Shatt, which he
considered to be an Arab waterway.3 This psychological factor
played an important role in Saddam Hussein’'s subsequent
decision to attack Iran (1980) to terminate the Algiers accord,
which he himself had signed.
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Origins of the Recent Conflict

The Islamic Revolution and the turmoil it created provided a
propitious opportunity for Irag to gain the upper hand in its
competition with Iran. The revolution’s religious orientation
imposed a threat to the ruling socialist/nationalist Baath
party in lIrag. It questioned the legitimacy of both modern
secular regimes as well as traditional monarchies in the
region. The Islamic republic also potentially endangered the
interests of the United States, Western European countries,
and the Soviet Union by pressuring other Islamic nations to
break off political and economic ties with these countries.
Furthermore, the Iranian revolution alienated other countries
by calling for tighter control over national resources, including
oil. It also challenged OPEC (Organization of Petroleum
Exporting Countries). The aim was to increase Tehran’s
revenues by driving up the price of oil.

The uncalculated consequences of these policies strained
Iran’s relations with its neighbors and isolated the Islamic
republic from the world community. In this context, the
prevailing view in the world community was to contain radical
Islamic fundamentalism within the borders of Iran and to
replace Tehran’'s theocratic regime with a secular and
moderate government.

Alarmed by the threat Khomeini’'s fundamentalism
represented to the Baghdad government, Iragi policymakers
felt they had the military muscle to bring down the Iranian
regime. Besides the historical rivalry with Iran and Saddam’s
leadership ambitions, the Iragi strongman feared his Shiaa
and Kurdish population would be vulnerable to influence and
manipulation by its Iranian brethren. Tehran was politically
isolated, its military was in disarray, and there was
considerable political disunity. Furthermore, the American
hostage episode had deprived Iran of its major military
supplier, the United States. All these factors combined to give
Saddam Hussein a golden opportunity to strike. Even though
Baghdad accused Iran of initiating the war, a recently
completed United Nations investigation puts the blame
squarely on Baghdad.
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Like many other leaders, who decided to commit their
nation’s civilian and military resources to war, Saddam
Hussein felt that, given lIran’s problems, his forces would
achieve a quick and decisive victory. Despite the Iraqi
strongman’s optimistic calculations, the Iran-lraq war lasted
eight years and earned the dubious distinction as “the longest
conventional warfare of this century.” More than one million
people lost their lives and the direct and indirect cost of the
conflict reached the “astronomical figure of $1,190 billion.”4

Although the Islamic revolution in Iran and the threat it
represented to Arab nationalism was clearly the fundamental
and overriding factor, additional considerations also
contributed to the prolongation of the war. These included: the
beneficial and unintended consequences of the war in terms of
regime consolidation in both Iran and Iraq, regional leadership
considerations, and international involvement. The remainder
of this essay analyzes in detail the role played by each of these
factors in making the Iran-lraq confrontation a long and
bloody war.

The Iranian Revolution

The factor most responsible for the prolongation of the war
was the Islamic orientation of the Iranian revolution, with its
religious psychology, and the messianic zeal of its leaders and
their followers, all of which created an environment hostile to a
rational cost-benefit analysis of the war. The Iranian
leadership’s behavior and rhetoric were steeped in Islamic
theology. Much like Christianity, which distinguishes between
just and unjust war, Islam requires male Moslems to take part
in the defense of Islamic soil. This holy war (Jihad fee Sabille
Allah), often referred to as simply jihad, is the only legitimate
type of war sanctioned by Islamic theology.®> Ayatollah
Khomeini, a faghih (jurisprudence) and the undisputed and
charismatic leader of the revolution, pronounced Saddam as
the enemy of Islam and identified the war as a jihad against
Saddam’s aggression. Khomeini announced that regardless of
the final outcome of the war, Iran would be the real victor, as it
was fighting for the sake of Islam. Moreover, Ayatollah
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Khomeini refused to negotiate with Saddam Hussein, for he
considered him an infidel and an agent enforcing the
East-West conspiracy against Islam. Talking peace was
regarded as blasphemous and counterrevolutionary.6
Saddam’s actions reinforced Khomeini’'s beliefs. The
execution of Ayatollah Mohammed Bagir Sadr, an eminent
leader of Iragi Shiaa, and his sister Fatemeh Benteh Hoda and
the brutal treatment of the late Ayatollah Ozma Hakim’s
(grand ayatollah) family were seen by Khomeini and the ulema
(scholars of Islamic law) to indicate the deep-rooted animosity
the Baathist leadership harbored against Islam. At the same
time, restrictions imposed on Shiaa Moslems in Irag were seen
in Tehran as an effort by Baghdad to suppress the
establishment of an Islamic government in that country by the
Shiaa majority. The zealous, devoted followers of Ayatollah
Khomeini, known as Hizbollah, felt that a cease-fire would
thwart their desire to see the establishment of an Islamic
government in Irag. Under the circumstances, cessation of
hostilities was considered a retreat from religious duties.

Khomeini was in a strong position to carry out the fighting.
His vehement refusal to negotiate with Saddam received popular
support among Iranians, at least in the early years of the war.
Irag’s initial successes, occupation of lranian territory, the
relatively low casualties, and destruction suffered by Tehran
contributed to popular approval of Khomeini’'s position. With the
exception of a few secular radical organizations—like Peykar, the
Fedaiis, and the Organization of Communist Unity—many
Marxist and other rival groups, who otherwise had ideological
disagreements with the clergy, supported the Islamic republic’s
defense efforts. Irag’s full-scale war, atrocities committed against
civilians, virulent anti-lranian propaganda, and protection of
Iran’s territorial integrity sufficed to mobilize strong support
behind Khomeini’s jihad.

Moreover, revolutionary ferment and turmoil had
transformed Iran into a highly politicized society “given to
making sacrifices and adopting an ethic of social cooperation,
so essential to waging a long war.”” In this respect, the war
became a prolonged contest between the national will of an
Iranian community committed to preserve the nation’s
political unity and independence, and a well-equipped and
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supported lIragi state apparatus threatened by the emergence
and possible success of Islamic revivalism.

From 1982 onward, the outcome of military operations
turned in Tehran’'s favor, further reinforcing Khomeini’'s
willingness to continue the war. Iranian units overran lraqi
military bases, penetrated into Iraqgi territory, and occupied
the Majnoon islands, Fao peninsula, and strips in the
northern section of the border. Tehran’s successes occurred
despite military support and intelligence information lIraq
received from the Soviet Union and the United States. In the
religiously charged atmosphere, these advances were
interpreted as God’s will. Iranian revolutionary leaders
meanwhile increasingly entertained the belief that a final
victory over lraq was possible. Thus, it became even less
justifiable to negotiate with Saddam, who they felt was
attempting to enforce satan’s will.

Under the circumstances, the numerous peace overtures
pursued by a variety of third parties—including Pakistan,
Turkey, Sweden, the Palestine Liberation Organization, and
the Islamic Conference Organization—failed in their mission to
persuade the warring parties to agree to a negotiated
settlement.8 The efforts ran aground because Iran questioned
their intentions and because neither of the two warring sides
was willing to agree on conditions set by the mediators. The
Gulf Cooperation Council offered Iran $10-25 billion as war
reparations in 1982 to entice Khomeini to agree to a cease-fire,
but that offer did not appeal to the Ayatollah, either.® He did
not view it as a genuine attempt to make peace, but rather as
a ploy to save the Baath regime. Tehran argued that Saddam
would use the time to reorganize his forces and would renew
his attack against Iran when he saw fit.

The gradual victory Tehran hoped to achieve was not
necessarily based on the Maoist notion of a protracted conflict,
which would result in a victory sometime in the future. Iran’s
human and material commitment was designed for a full-scale
conventional war. Accordingly, once lranian troops overran
Iragi defenses and penetrated into enemy territory, Tehran
stated that the “final” offensive would take place that year—an
announcement repeated at the beginning of each of the
following five to six years. This belief suggested that Tehran
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saw each annual campaign as the concluding round of the
war. Iran’s inability to achieve a decisive victory in part could
be attributed to the fact that the theocratic leadership
misjudged the determination of the international community
to contain Islamic radicalism inside Iran. This issue will be
discussed later in the chapter.

Despite the seemingly logical posture of the theocratic political
elites, it is arguable that if the lranian leaders could have
predicted the outcome of the war, they would not have insisted
on its prolongation. As the chances of a decisive victory became
less and less remote, some members of the clergy voiced openly a
distaste toward continuation of the war. For instance, Ayatollah
Hossein-Ali Montazeri, Khomeini’'s designated successor,
expressed his doubt about the benefits of prolonging the war.
Khomeini reacted fiercely. He publicly denounced Montazeri and
forced his resignation within a few days after Montazeri had
aired his views.10 Even though some members of the Iranian
ruling circles may have shown some willingness to look at the
war from a more realistic and cost-benefit point of view, the
hard-liners, led by Khomeini, were firmly committed to their
religious conviction. For them Saddam and his regime had to be
eliminated regardless of the price.

The War and National
and Regime Consolidation

Although unintended, the war provided a favorable
opportunity for both regimes to consolidate their power.
Baghdad presides over a country which is ethnically diverse
and lacks a common political culture. Saddam exploited the
war to send many Iraqis of Iranian origin back to Iran, and to
relocate Kurds and non-Arab minorities from the northern
mountainous areas to the predominantly southern Arab desert
regions of the country. The resettlement policy was aimed to
uproot the Kurds and to disperse them among the Arab
majority to break down their solidarity and desire for regional
autonomy. The settlements were located in harsh desert areas
with scarce agricultural lands, far removed from urban
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centers. The aim was to put Kurds against the local Shiaa
Moslems. Clashes between Sunni Kurds and the Shiaa Arab
majority, Baghdad reasoned, in the short run would redirect
frustrations from the political discrimination the ruling Sunni
Arabs exercised against them. The strategy was designed to
exploit the ethnic and religious diversity of Shiaa Arabs and
Sunni Kurds in favor of the minority Sunni political elites in
Baghdad. The Iragi Baath party presumed Arab nationalism in
time would overcome religious diversity and in the long run
would create cultural homogeneity. The Iragization of the Arab
population, both Shiaa and Sunni, was one of the major goals
toward state building the ruling Baath party pursued.

Islamic fundamentalism was represented in Iraq by the Daawa
party. Ever since the revolution, Tehran had urged the
oppressed Shiaa Moslems in Iraq, excluded from the nation’s
economic and political centers by the minority Sunni political
elites, to rise up and seize control of their own destiny. Ayatollah
Khomeini continuously called on the people of Iraq to topple
Hussein’s regime, and advised the Iragi military not to obey the
president’s orders, calling Hussein and his supporters “the foes
of Islam.”11 Furthermore, the Iraqi city of Najaf, the citadel of the
Shiaa theology, as was the burial place of the first imam of the
Shiaa, was considered sacred. The shrine of Hossein, third imam
of Shiaa Muslems and sayyed-ol shohada (master of the
martyrs), was also located in another Iraqi city, Karbala. Saddam
feared that Shiaa fundamentalists in Iran would collaborate with
the Daawa Shiaa militant party in Irag to establish an
autonomous Islamic government in these key cities. This fear
convinced him that his socialist/nationalist regime was the
prime target of Islamic Iran.

Saddam perceived the Ayatollah’s aim of stirring up the
oppressed, quiescent masses of the Shiaa Moslem majority of
Irag and feeding them with revolutionary values as a
fundamental threat to his rule and his hope of creating a
homogeneous secular political culture loyal to Arab
nationalism. According to the New York Times, “Never in the
12-year history of the Baath regime in Iraqg has the rule of the
Saddam Husayn [Hussein] come under such a threat as it did
since Khomeini came to power.”12 Therefore, it was natural for
Saddam to resist his own demise by attacking Iran to cause
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the downfall of the Islamic regime. This was supported by an
Iraqi Baathist in exile, who stated the single goal behind
Hussein's attack on Iran was “to topple Khomeini.”13

The war demonstrated that an external threat could
overcome religious loyalties, as the Baath party successfully
mobilized its Shiaa majority population in the war effort
against the Islamic republic. Iragi Shiaa did not switch sides
and did not support their Iranian brethren in the war as
expected. Interestingly enough, the recent Persian Gulf crisis
had the opposite effect. The costly Iran-lraqg war deprived
Saddam'’s ability to buy off his Shiaa subjects by doling out
substantial monetary benefits as he had done before. Iraq's
defeat by the coalition forces and the partial disintegration of
its central government provided an opportunity for politicized
Iragi Shiaa to demand political recognition from Baghdad.

One of Tehran’s conditions for cease-fire was the removal of
Saddam from power. Such a demand could not realistically be
achieved through peaceful means. Saddam had been the key
leader in the Baath party and Iragi politics since the 1960s. He
has been ruling with remarkable authority and control, albeit
ruthlessly, for over 12 years. Saddam’s townsmen (from Takrit)
and kinsmen had been instruments of control in the Baath
party and military and the Iragi military governmental
structure. The authoritarian, sultanic, semifascist system of
Baghdad heavily relies on fear and coercion, and ties the
survival of the Iragi state on the presence of Saddam Hussein.
Under the circumstance, a political or military coup to topple
Saddam was unrealistic simply because the Iraqi ruling elites
realize his removal could bring peace but might also mean the
end of their own political supremacy. Only a military victory by
Iran could put an end to Saddam’s rule. Khomeini’'s
statements that Tehran intended not only to eliminate Saddam
but the entire Baathist political structure as well did little to
encourage lIraqgi political and military elites to desert their
leader, and provided good reason for them to rally behind
Saddam’s war effort.

The task of power consolidation was probably an
unintended consequence of the Iragi attack on Iran, but since
it worked, it ended up contributing to the prolongation of the
war. The Iranian clergy’s drive to consolidate their rule also
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benefited from the war. At the beginning of the revolution, the
popularity and charismatic appeal of Ayatollah Khomeini
prevented even secular radical forces from attacking the clergy
openly. However, by the end of the summer of 1979, less than
six months after the Islamic revolutionary regime assumed
power in Iran, it began losing popular support. A number of
factors contributed to the disillusionment with the Mollahs,
including a controversy surrounding the nature of the new
political systems; autonomy demands in Kurdistan,
Turkomn-Sahra, Baluchistan, Khusistan; and an economic
crisis, which left two million people unemployed.l4 The new
regime and its extremist Islamism alienated many of the social
and political groups who found fundamentalism unbearable
and those sectors who had benefited through economic trade
with the West.

The takeover of the US Embassy raised the possibility of an
American military attack and helped to mobilize people behind
Ayatollah Khomeini. Documents seized from the embassy were
skillfully used by such supporters of the clergy to discredit
opponents of the Islamic regime as Velayat-e Faghin (the
government of jurisprudence), attacking them as sycophants
or lackeys of American imperialism. Liberals suffered the
most. Prime Minister Medhi Bazergan resigned, Abbas amir
Entezam, deputy prime minister, and Moghaddam Maraghei,
one of the founders of the Moslem People’s Republican party,
both went underground. The hostage crisis helped the
fundamentalists to strengthen their position against the left
and the liberals.

Despite these developments, the official candidate of the
Islamic Republican party (IRP) pulled in less than 6 percent of
the vote in the presidential election of 26 January 1980.
Bani-Sadr with Khomeini’s tacit support was elected president
of the Islamic republic.1> He reorganized the army but failed to
evict the Iraqgi army out of Iran’s territory. The well-organized
IRP proved instrumental in mobilizing the masses against Iraq
and created a new military organization composed of
volunteers called Basij-e Mostazafin (the Mobilization of the
Oppressed). The fundamentalists perceived Islam as the
driving force behind the Iranian revolution and saw the war as
a unique opportunity to imbue the masses with revolutionary
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values like shahadat (martyrdom), political independence, and
xenophobia with regard to the West.

Their efforts proved successful. The masses mobilized
behind the defense effort, and the regime’s foreign policy of
nonalignment, under the slogan: “no East, no West, Islamic
Republic,” gained support among the people. Ironically,
Saddam'’s attack on Iran “changed the situation drastically on
behalf of the fundamentalist mollahs.”6 Fighting the war
received top priority at the expense of political reform, and
helped to turn the balance of power overwhelmingly toward
the Islamic Republican party. It became the vehicle of control
and cohesiveness for Ayatollah Khomeini's supporters and
established the religious fundamentalists as the dominant
political group among the heterogeneous, divided forces of the
revolution.

This served the IRP well in the first round of parliamentary
elections, held on 14 March 1980. Its candidates won a
majority of the seats. Using its strength in the Majlis, the IRP
forced President Bani-Sadr to accept its candidate,
Mohammad Ali Rejaii, as prime minister. The ensuing power
struggle between Bani-Sadr and the IRP dominated domestic
Iranian politics. Eventually, Bani-Sadr called for a referendum
on the future course of the country, which put him in direct
conflict with the Ayatollah Khomeini. The Ayatollah sided with
the IRP and dismissed Bani-Sadr as commander in chief of the
armed forces. IRP deputies in parliament “voted for the
removal of Bani-Sadr from the presidency,” which paved the
way for his dismissal on 19 June 1981 by the Ayatollah
Khomeini.1? This strongly signaled that the fundamentalists
had gained supremacy in postrevolutionary Iran.

Khomeini's charisma and sufficient mass-based support,
along with the state’s repressive capabilities inherited from the
monarchy, were harnessed for power-consolidation purposes.
These were further assisted by the numerous organizations
that mushroomed after the revolution. They proved
instrumental in policing citizen activity and potential
antiregime plots from within the state security apparatus.
Under these conditions, none of the regime’s possible
opponents could develop sufficient mass-based organizational
strength to challenge the Islamic Republican party. Their
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inertia strengthened the hand of those who supported the
continuation of the war. For instance, when Iraq accepted the
appeal of the Islamic Conference for a cease-fire and return to
the internationally recognized border, Tehran simply rejected
the proposal. Although almost all radical, secular, and liberal
organizations expressed antiwar positions, they remained
weak, divided, and unable to press for an early end of the war.

By making the state bureaucracy the dumping ground for
the unemployed, the Islamic regime compensated for the
negative consequences of the war and at the same time
pacified any potential for antiwar sentiment. In short, the
Iran-lrag war contributed to the durability of the system of the
Valayateh Faghih in Iran, while fundamentalism contributed
to the prolongation of the war.

Regional and Leadership Considerations

The secular and nationalist orientation of the regime in
Baghdad and the personal aspirations of its leader were in
direct conflict with the Islamic government in Tehran. Robert
G. Neumann, a former US ambassador to Morocco,
Afghanistan, and Saudi Arabia, noted that “quite apart from
the long historical roots of the conflict, lraq also aspired to
regional leadership” that would put it in a direct conflict with
Iran.18 Simultaneously, the Islamic republic portrayed
Ayatollah Khomeini as the leader of the Islamic brethren,
which included the Arab world. Khomeini and other
revolutionary elites perceived Islam as the motivating force
behind political movements in the region and argued that only
Islam could bring unity, glory, and real independence to
Islamic countries. Traditional Moslems viewed nationalism as
a negative force responsible for the fragmentation and division
of Islamic society along ethnolinguistic lines. Baathist
nationalism was condemned on those grounds, and Tehran
advocated the overflow of the Iragi regime.

In contrast, the Baath perceived nationalism as the driving
force behind political movements in the region and strove to
establish a united political entity, which would include all
Arab states. Nationalism is viewed as the vehicle to revive the

29



PROLONGED WARS

past glories of the Umayyad (A.D. 661-750) and Abbasid @.D.
750-1258) dynasties and the caliphdoms, which at once ruled
most of the Middle East. Saddam Hussein was a devoted
follower of Gamal Abdul Nasser of Egypt, the undisputed
leader of Arab nationalists in the 1950s and the 1960s.
Secular nationalism advocated by Nasser was followed by
Baath nationalism/socialism in Iraq and Syria and gave rise to
authoritarian populist regimes in these countries. Anwar al
Sadat, who succeeded after the death of Nasser in 1970, broke
away from Nasser’'s Pan-Arabism and signed a separate peace
treaty with Israel at Camp David in 1979. This isolated Egypt
from the Arab world, undermined Cairo’'s historical role as
leader of the secular Arab nationalist movement, and created a
power vacuum in regional politics.

Saddam Hussein, considering himself the legitimate political
heir of Nasser, attempted to fill the vacuum and continue the
latter's mission. To establish himself as the leader of the Arab
world, Saddam had to “orchestrate successfully an event or a
series of events that would validate beyond all doubt his bid to
be the Arab world's chief spokesman.”® The
government-controlled radio of Baghdad portrayed Jews and
Iranians as the historical enemies of the Arabs. The military
power of Israel and its geographic distance from Iragq made
Iran the prime target. Saddam Hussein assumed that a quick
military victory over Iran not only would regain Iraqi
sovereignty over the Shatt al-Arab waterway but would
establish him as the leader of the Arab world. Sovereignty over
the entire Shatt was especially important to Saddam, as he
himself had signed the Algiers accord in 1975.

In the same vein, Hussein presumed a speedy military
victory could bring him control of the three islands in the
Persian Gulf that Iran had occupied one day before the British
withdrew from them in 1971. Occupation of these islands
would give Iraq control over the Strait of Hormuz and
supremacy in the Persian Gulf. Finally, Hussein assumed that
a military victory would put Iraqg in a position to demand
autonomy for the Arab minorities living in the Khuzistan
Province of Iran and thus portray himself as a defender of Arab
rights. He even went as far as to change the name of the
Khuzistan Province to Arabistan.29 Saddam and his colleagues
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hoped that a “quick victory on the battlefield, coupled with
increased support for the anti-Khomeini forces inside lIran,
would further weaken the regime in Tehran, and thus force the
Iranian government to accept Iraqgi demands.”?1

The fall of Mohammad Reza Shah and the turmoil that
followed eclipsed Iran as the dominant power in the region.
Saddam believed that the time had come to realize “lraqi
aspirations to become the neighborhood’s new primary power
and protector” and to fill the vacuum created by Iran’s
weakness.22 By attacking lran, Hussein let it be known that a
peaceful coexistence with an Islamic Iran was less desirable
than the risk of an all-out military conflict. Hussein’s drive for
leadership of the Arab world and for regional power, coupled
with the advantages gained from a victory over al-Ajam
(non-Arabs), were powerful incentives.

Political events, Saddam’s ambitions, and his psychological
frame of mind made compromise and consensus with Iran
difficult. None of these, however, meant that Baghdad was
interested in a prolonged war. Although Hussein’'s personal
ambitions were the underlying cause of the war, he called for a
cease-fire followed by a negotiated settlement when it became
apparent than an all-out victory was not likely. A cease-fire
satisfied Hussein as it could be sold as a victory to the Iraqi
public. He could claim he had contained Persian expansionism
and had stopped Tehran’'s aggressive designs. Saudi Arabia
and other moderate oil-rich Arab states were also apprehensive.
They feared fundamentalism and Khomeini's strident rhetoric.
Gulf state governments counteracted by calling the revolution
in Iran a Shiaa revolution, hoping this sectarian categorization
would restrict its mass appeal.

Islamic fundamentalism throughout the Middle East had
been a minority movement with marginal social and political
impact until 1979, when the popular uprising in Iran gave it a
boost. For the past two centuries, reformist Islamic govern-
ments and secular nationalism were the dominant ideological
traditions in the region. However, conflicts among the Arab
states and their inability to secure a homeland for the
Palestinians had dealt a severe blow to Arab nationalism/
socialism and the dream of Arab unity. A new generation of
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Arabs, disappointed with Arab nationalism, saw in Islam the
only vehicle to achieve Arab aspirations.

Pan-Arabism was being replaced by Pan-Islamism. The
Islamic Republic of Iran hoped to capitalize on this sentiment
by pushing the idea of a united Islamic state.

The Iranian clerics believed “that their revolution had
stemmed from the universalist idea of Islam. They saw the
change in Iran as the first step towards the recreation of the
Domain of Islam of the seventh century.”23 Tehran wanted to
radically change the political structure of the region along the
lines of an Islamic model. Khomeini and his colleagues
planned to export the revolution and to achieve fundamental
changes through a mass uprising. Ayatollah Khomeini used
his religious authority and issued a fatwa (a decree or religious
declaration), making it a religious duty for Shiaa Moslems to
refrain from sectarian rivalry. He encouraged his followers to
work toward unity with Sunni Moslems. In a similar vein,
Tehran designated a Moslem unity week (Hafteh-e Vahdat),
issued stamps, and presented cultural programs to convince
Sunni Moslems that the Iranian revolution was not exclusively
a Shiaa affair. Khomeini believed that popular revulsion
against the pro-Israeli stance of the United States and the
failure of the moderate Arab states to secure unity would
“become powerful enough to sweep across the region beyond
the Sunni-Shiaa divide.”24

The Islamic revolution initiated fundamental and profound
changes in the Middle East region. It replaced the secular
hereditary and Western-oriented Pahlani regime with an
Islamic republic. The latter aimed to reverse the penetration of
Western values into Iran and other Islamic cultures.
Revolutionary leaders viewed the Islamic values of the
revolution in sharp contrast to both communist and Western
values. Khomeini and his colleagues regarded secularism as
evil and as such antithetical to the ordinances of Islam. The
United States, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, and
France were pronounced Shaytan-e Bozorg (Great Satan).
Accordingly, Iranian leaders felt that there was a joint
East-West conspiracy to undermine and destroy the Islamic
revolution. Saddam Hussein was portrayed as a puppet agent
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carrying out foreign satanic orders when he launched his
attack against the Islamic government.

These beliefs helped the revolutionary leaders to develop and
propagate a set of values and attitudes, which defined the
political behavior of the elites and their followers and in turn
contributed to the prolongation of the Iran-lraq war. The core
of the orientation of the revolutionary leaders and their
devoted followers could best be identified as Hizbollahi
(members of the Party of God). The Hizbollahis were inspired
by the Third Imam and the Prophet’'s grandson, who refused to
surrender to Omayyad Caliph Yazid (683 A.D.), the symbol of
Zolm (tyranny and injustice), and stated “death is better than
life under an oppressor.” The imam and his disciples were
massacred. Since that time shahadat (martyrdom) has become
an important aspect of the political culture of Shiaaism.
Khomeini exemplified his belief when he rejected Saddam’s
cease-fire offer stating, “we cannot compromise with ‘Hussein’
a perpetrator of corruption, . . . we [are] bound by our religion
to resist as much as we [can].”?® These utterances prompted
Tehran to cast the Iran-Irag war as a battle between Islam and
“Satan.” Death in the defense of Islam was honored as
shahadat. To the Hezbollahi, the highest honor of martyrdom,
the key to Heaven, could not be compensated by worldly,
material well-being. Shahadat remained the motivating force
for millions of Hizbollahi, who made up the backbone of
support for the Islamic regime during the war.

Associating Saddam Hussein with the West and East served
a number of other purposes. First, it provided a legitimate
reason for Islamic fundamentalists to continue the war as a
war between Islam and “The Great Satan.” Second, it served as
a mobilizing force and created stronger ideological resistance
among ordinary Moslems against Western infidels. Third, it
minimized and rationalized the inability of the military and the
Revolutionary Guard to win the war against a smaller country,
Irag, in a short period of time. Beneath all that, Tehran
assigned itself the role of the regional leader striving to free the
region of foreign domination and to unify the “House of Islam”
against the infidel.

Tehran’s strident rhetoric and its efforts to export its
revolutionary values to the neighboring countries frightened
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many moderate Islamic regimes. Ayatollah Khomeini’'s
declaration that the liberation of Karbala and Najaf (Shiaa holy
cities in Iraq) would pave the way for the liberation of
Jerusalem did little to allay negative impressions regarding
Tehran’s intentions. The Islamic republic claimed that it,
alone, represented “Islam-e Mohammandi” (the true righteous
Islam), while other Islamic regimes were actually the enemies
of Islam and agents of the West. These regimes represented
“Islam-e Americaee” (false alarm). Stephen R. Grummon wrote
in 1982 that “the Khomeini regime in Iran adheres to a
particular brand of theology that denies the legitimacy of most
of the current governments in the Islamic world.”26

Less radical Iranian leaders like Ali Akbar Hashemi
Rafsanjani, then speaker of parliament, played down these
declarations as presented only for public consumption and
intended to generate public support, did not reassure
governments in neighboring countries. According to
Christoper C. Joyner,

Save for Syria, Libya, and (what was then) South Yeman, all the Arab
governments supported lraq in its war effort, politically and
rhetorically if not materially or militarily. In large part this pro-Iraqgi
attitude stemmed from anxieties that Iran’s Islamic fundamentalism
might spread throughout the region, infecting neighboring Gulf states
with domestic unrest.27

Saddam sought and obtained support from fellow Arab
states, including oil-wealthy Persian Gulf states and Saudi
Arabia. Though fearful of Khomeini’s fundamentalism, most
Arab regimes also viewed Baghdad's brand of Pan-Arabism
and Saddam’s personal ambitions with considerable concern.
Arab governments, minus Syria and Libya, rushed to
Saddam’s side, providing him with money and diplomatic
support to prevent an Iranian victory. But support for the Iraqi
dictator was never enough to score a decisive defeat against
Khomeini’s forces. Arab leaders did not want either side to win
and seemed to have reasoned that prolonging the war would
weaken the warring sides and would force Khomeini and
Saddam to shelve their respective expansionist and hegemonic
designs. Ironically, stalemate and bloodshed appeared more
desirable to a clear victory by either side, as far as neighboring
Arab regimes were concerned. Tehran’s provocative policy
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denied Iran access to the financial and diplomatic resources
necessary to break the stalemate.

International Factors

If external intervention had not altered the expected payoff
matrix for the dominating parties, the Iran-lraqg war would
have continued until one side decisively won or both sides
collapsed. The two superpowers (US and USSR), France, and
to a lesser extent the United Kingdom played a major role in
preventing the war from proceeding along that path. It is
reasonable to argue that the war would have ended sooner if
Irag had not received generous financial, military, and
diplomatic support after 1982; Iran had not been subjected to
an economic blockade and diplomatic isolation; and arms
suppliers had given Iran free access to military hardware so
that Tehran could score a military victory. The existence of the
external factors caused the stalemate and contributed to the
prolongation of the war.

The West perceived Islamic fundamentalism as a reaction to
modernity. European and American policymakers saw Islamic
revivalism as inherently opposed to science and reason.
Politically, the theocratic regime in Iran was perceived as an
ideologically totalitarian system, bent on indoctrination,
antithetic to pluralism, and contemptuous of rational
discourse and electoral politics. The Iranian revolution
undermined America’s once powerful influence in Iranian
domestic developments. The takeover of the US Embassy in
Tehran by Khomeini’'s supporters and the hostage ordeal that
followed altogether suspended relations between the two
countries. Iran became increasingly isolated and
anti-American. Uncertain and shaken, Washington feared that
Tehran may overthrow pro-Western regimes in the area, which
“contained more than half of the world’'s known oil reserves.”
Such an outcome would have amounted to “an unprecedented
catastrophe,” and Washington was not about to let it happen.
By 1983 the Reagan administration began making overtures
toward Saddam at a time when Baghdad was facing an “acute
crisis” due to significant losses in the battlefront. Washington
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had few options and considered “an Iraqi defeat . . . as a blow
to U.S. interests.” And, despite protestations to the contrary,
the Reagan administration set in motion “plans to shore up
Iraq morally and materially.”28

Washington’'s posture appeared to be driven by
considerations similar to those of the Arab states. Saddam
received intelligence information and enough supplies, which
helped him gain enough ground to force Khomeini to accept a
cease-fire in August 1988, but not score an outright victory.
Washington’s stand seemed ambivalent: the Reagan
administration wanted Khomeini defeated but did not wish to
see Saddam emerge as the clear victor. Moreover, the fate of
Western (including American) hostages by the Hizbollah in
Lebanon prompted the Reagan administration to give arms to
Tehran secretly, hoping that the Khomeini regime would use
its leverage to obtain their release. Information of the deal
leaked out, becoming an embarrassment to the Reagan
administration and did little to end the war.

West European governments reacted in a similar manner,
throwing their support behind Iraq. Having invested heavily in
the Iraqi economy, Paris took the lead. By 1983 “France
emerged as a vitally important military-cum-financial prop for
Irag’'s long term war efforts.” While the Mitterrand government
backed Saddam to the “hilt,” French and other European
defense contractors clandestinely provided Tehran with “huge”
amounts of explosives and other war material.29 Needless to
say, this behavior made it possible for the Khomeini regime to
satisfy its war-making needs and added substantially to the
prolongation of the war.

The anti-American and, to a lesser extent, anti-European
climate in Iran appeared at first to benefit the Soviet Union,
which had long sought to have a say in Iranian political
developments. However, the Islamic revolution broke “the
chain of anti-Soviet forces [in the area] surrounding the
U.S.S.R.”30 Moscow’s efforts to play the role of a neutral
arbiter met with little success. The Kremlin maintained its
pro-lrag position throughout the war.

A number of factors contributed to this situation. First,
Islamic revivalism had spilled over into the southern republics
of the Soviet Union, creating the possibility of ethnic conflicts.
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The Kremlin feared that Iranian leaders would stimulate the
consciousness of the 40 million Moslem minorities living in the
Soviet Union. Second, Iran took an uncompromising position
with respect to the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan. Tehran
supported the Mujahedin against the Soviet-backed Kabul
government. Third, Moscow had signed the Friendship and
Cooperation Treaty with Baghdad in 1972, which committed
the Kremlin to protect Irag’s security. The supply of military
equipment to Irag by the Soviet Union played an important
role in Baghdad's ability to prolong the war. Finally, Arab
socialism, the ideology of the Iraqi ruling Baath party, had
more in common with Soviet official ideology than it did with
Islamic fundamentalism. In due course, “the Kremlin lost any
hope of furthering its ties with Iran [and] came to perceive the
possible fall of the Baathist regime as an unmitigated strategic
loss offering nothing in compensation.”31

Summary and Conclusion

A combination of domestic, regional, and international
factors was the rise of Islamic fundamentalism in Iran and the
threat it presented to regimes in the Middle East as well as in
the world community. Islamic fundamentalism coupled with
Arab nationalism created the conflict of interest that led to
intolerance and eventually to war. Then the uncompromising
positions of their leaders prolonged the war. While Saddam’s
personal ambitions were the main reason the war broke out,
the fundamentalist line of reasoning adopted by the
revolutionary leaders of Iran and their refusal to agree to a
negotiated settlement caused the war to go on for eight years.
However, the war had unintended but positive effects for each
of the two regimes. It provided the opportunity for Saddam and
especially for the Iranian clerics to further penetrate their
respective societies and to consolidate their power.

The involvement of the regional and international actors also
added to the prolongation of the war. Although most Middle
Eastern countries, European states, and the two superpowers
lined up behind Iraq, their support was enough to create a
stalemate and eventually to tip the scales slightly in favor of
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Baghdad but not adequate for the lraqgi dictator to score an
outright victory. Clandestinely or otherwise, Iran, with a
population three times the size of Iraqg's, received enough war
material from North Korean, Chinese, French, German, and
Austrian corporations as well as Western goods to make up for
its isolation and to hold its own against a better-supplied and
-equipped enemy. It should also be noted that neither
superpower had an overriding interest in stopping the fighting.
At no time did the Iran-lraq war increase the likelihood of a
direct US-Soviet confrontation. In fact, both superpowers
benefited from the war. Iran and Irag were dependent on the
international military market and had oil revenues to finance
the war. Both superpowers were among the major suppliers of
sophisticated military hardware to third world countries.

The war ended when a much-weakened Iran felt the US was
about to become directly involved in the conflict on the side of
Baghdad. The downing of an Iranian airbus on 3 July 1988
convinced the reluctant Khomeini that further prolongation of
the war would lead to Iran’s defeat and would destroy the
revolution. He accepted United Nations Resolution 598
unconditionally, and a cease-fire went into effect shortly
thereafter. This century’s longest conventional war came to an
end without resolving any of the issues that brought it about.
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The Longevity of the Lebanese Civil War

As’ad AbuKhalil

The only observation one can make with certainty about
Lebanon is that it is too early to declare the end of the
Lebanese civil war, although the Lebanese government has
succeeded in ending armed combat in most parts of the
country. The Syrian military intervention in October 1990
against the army of Gen Michel ‘Awn, who was defiantly
resisting the central Lebanese government, helped to spread
the authority of the Lebanese government over areas that have
not seen government troops since at least 1975. The war that
has raged since 1975 has claimed the lives of more than
144,000 people and has injured nearly 200,000 between 1975
and 1990.1 And, as much as the Lebanese people want to
believe that this bloody chapter of their history is over, there is
evidence that many of the conflicts that have manifested
themselves in violent eruptions throughout Lebanese history
have not been decisively resolved. The accords reached at Ta'if
in Saudi Arabia in 1989 only devised a formula for internal
reforms. These reforms cannot guarantee the end of hostile
sentiments and frictions among the various Lebanese
confessional communities.

This paper examines the underlying causes of conflict and
the reasons for the prolongation of the Lebanese civil war. No
blow-by-blow account is provided here, as numerous books
and articles have adequately documented the chronology of
the conflict. Instead, the emphasis is on the factors that made
an early resolution of the Lebanese war impossible and which
allowed for the perpetuation of the Lebanese war beyond the
intentions of some of the protagonists themselves.

The Emergence of the Lebanese Political Idea

In establishing the nature of the Lebanese conflict, one must
outline the general features of the Lebanese civil war. It is
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clear that Lebanese society has been riddled with conflicts and
tensions since before the creation of the Lebanese state in
1920 under French mandate auspices.? The nineteenth-
century history of Lebanon chronicles massacres, communal
bloodshed, foreign intervention, and displacement of
population. The two major protagonists at the time, the Druzes
and the Maronites, dominated the area of Mount Lebanon,
which was designated as the Lebanon area.3

The major problem in Lebanese history and politics is that
the idea of Lebanon is relatively new, an idea born early in this
century primarily of Maronite lobbying efforts directed towards
the Western colonial powers and French regional interests.
There was no consensus among the various groups inhabiting
the area that is today Lebanon about the identity of the new
state or about the formula for power sharing in government.
There was substantial opposition among the Lebanese Muslim
faction to the creation of a state called Lebanon because it
would lead to the fragmentation of the Arab world.
Furthermore, the creation of a Greater Syria was deemed
desirable at the time, particularly with the efforts of Prince
(later king) Faysal of Irag to create an independent Syrian
princedom based in Damascus.4

France created the Lebanese state in 1920 by adding to the
historic area of Mount Lebanon the four other provinces:
Beirut and its surroundings, the Biga’, the South, and the
North. This new entity became known as Greater Lebanon,
and the annexation of the new provinces was intended to
provide the new entity with economic viability. The system was
consolidated in 1926 with the promulgation of the Lebanese
constitution, which established the juridical legitimization of
the sectarian system according to Article 95 of the constitution
which stated (before its amendment in 1990): “As a provisional
measure and for the sake of justice and concord, the sects
shall be represented justly in public posts and in the
formation of the cabinet without harming the interest of the
state.” This vague stipulation became the cornerstone of the
Lebanese political system and was used to justify the
distribution of political power on a purely sectarian basis.®

French mandate authorities clearly wanted a system that
would impose Maronite political supremacy on the political
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system since the Maronite community was regarded by them as
the “protected community” and since that community always
viewed France as “the tender mother.” Since the new state of
Greater Lebanon had a substantial Muslim majority, the French
authorities needed to justify the Maronite political privileges by
establishing demographic evidence. A 1932 census (often
described—and rightly so—as “highly dubious”)f revealed that
the Lebanese population was split almost evenly between
Christians and Muslims and that Christians enjoyed a slight
edge, with the Maronites constituting the single largest sect. The
census remains the only official source for the sectarian
distribution of the Lebanese population. The Christian
establishment in Lebanon has consistently refused over the
years to conduct another census; the high birth rate of the
Muslims (particularly the Shi’ites) would have quickly
guaranteed them a comfortable majority. A 1986 estimate by the
United States Central Intelligence Agency of the confessional
distribution of the population showed 27 percent Sunnis, 41
percent Shi'ites, 7 percent Druzes, 16 percent Maronites, 5
percent Greek Orthodox, and 3 percent Greek Catholics.”

The census results were used—and continue to be used—to
justify a system of government that affixes sectarian tags to all
official posts and offices with a clear advantage to the Maronite
community. This system was officially set on foot in 1943
when the National Pact was reached. The pact, an unwritten
agreement, came into being in the summer of 1943 because of
numerous meetings between Bishara Al-Khuri (a Maronite and
the first president after Lebanese independence in 1943) and
Riyad As-Sulh (a Sunni and the first prime minister after
independence). The Christians’ fear of Arab/Muslim
domination of Lebanon and the Muslims’ fears of Western
hegemony lay at the heart of the negotiations. In return for the
Christian promise to forego foreign (Western) protection and to
accept Lebanon’s “Arab face,” the Muslim side agreed to
recognize the independence and legitimacy of the Lebanese
state in its 1920 boundaries and to renounce any Arab (or
Syrian) national aspirations that could compromise the
viability of the Lebanese entity.8

The pact also formalized the confessional distribution of
high-level posts in the government on the basis of the 1932
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census and a six-to-five ratio favoring Christians over
Muslims. The most notable formula of the pact was the
stipulation that the presidency should be reserved for the
Maronites, the speakership of Parliament for the Shi'ites, and
the prime ministership for the Sunnis. This formula, as well as
the idea of sectarian distribution of power, remains at the
heart of the Lebanese problem.

Origins and Evolution of the Lebanese War

While observers regard the Lebanese political system as the
most democratic in the entire Middle East, they also note that
the contemporary history of Lebanon—even before the
outbreak of the civil war in 1975—has been marred by
tensions and conflicts in society and in the body politic. The
system functioned according to the sectarian structure of the
National Pact and of the much publicized Article 95 of the
Lebanese constitution. The degree of satisfaction with the
political system and with the economic life of the country was
an integral function of one’s sectarian affiliation, as there was
an imbalance in socioeconomic justice based on the sectarian
formula for the distribution of political power and economic
benefits. The most serious crisis occurred in 1958, when then-
president Kamil Sham’un intended to amend the constitution
to allow himself another term of office.® Sham’'un’s political
ambitions triggered an internal rebellion—with its external,
regional, and international dimensions—and eventually led
Sham’un to request the military intervention of US Marines,
thereby violating a major principle of the National Pact.1°

The increase in the percentage of Muslims in the Lebanese
population and the stagnation of the Lebanese political
system, coupled with the opposition by the Maronite political
establishment to any meaningful political or economic reforms
to accommodate the rising demands of the Muslims, augmented
the stresses on the political system. The Palestinian presence
in Lebanon and the rise of their armed groups also increased
pressure on the system and presented angry Lebanese with a
model of armed resistance. The resentment of many Lebanese,
particularly the Shi’'ite faction, whose region in the south
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became a battleground for Palestinians and Israelis,
increasingly manifested itself in strikes, armed attacks, and
the proliferation of political parties and organizations.

The rising opposition in Lebanon articulated a variety of
issues: improving the military abilities of the Lebanese army,
resisting Israeli military actions in the south, and vitiating the
need for radical socioeconomic reforms in the Lebanese
system. Lebanese President Sulayman Franjiyyah (1970-76)
initially attributed the social turmoil in the country to a
Palestinian-Soviet conspiracy; he subsequently began an
unprecedented arming of Maronite right-wing militias in
Lebanon to help suppress Palestinian military forces in
Lebanon. Franjiyyah and his right-wing allies failed in 1973
when the Palestinians received wide popular support from
many Lebanese who did not want the Lebanese army to repeat
what the Jordanian army did to the Palestinian Liberation
Organization (PLO) forces in Jordan in 1970-71. The failure of
the Lebanese army campaign strengthened the resolve of the
Lebanese president and Pierre Gemayyel, the leader of the
main right-wing militia, the Phlanges party, which was
modeled after Spanish fascist youth organizations.

The continued deterioration of the situation in South
Lebanon, the worsening economic crisis plaguing the entire
country, the continued conflict between the president and the
prime minister, or in other words between the Maronite and
the Sunni political elites, the frustration and mounting
radicalization of the Palestinians and Shi'ites, and the
intervention of Arab states (particularly Syria and lIraq) and
Israel in internal affairs of Lebanon led to the eruption of the
civil war in the spring of 1975. The first phase of the Lebanese
war lasted from 1975 until the fall of 1976, when Syrian
military forces were deployed in most places in Lebanon under
the umbrella of the League of Arab States and with the
support of the US and France. The first phase of the civil war
was fought between Maronite militias supported by some
brigades of the Lebanese army, on the one hand, and
Palestinian forces supported by left-wing and Islamic militias,
on the other. Syria intervened just when the Palestinian/leftist
coalition was about to prevail in Lebanon and was close to
defeating the right-wing forces. The Syrian intervention saved
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the Maronite establishment from an unsalvageable defeat, if
not outright extinction.11

After a few years of friendship between the Syrian regime
and the right-wing militias, Israel became an important player
in the south, where the Israeli Defense Forces set up their own
military centers and began arming and financing a surrogate
militia. Israel also began cultivating close relationships with
the right-wing militias in East Beirut. Lebanon then became
subject to Syrian and lIsraeli political interests, although the
local militias were able at times to continue to influence events
according to their own interests.

The next phase of the Lebanese civil war shifted the network
of alliances as the right-wing militias (then under the
leadership of the youthful and charismatic Bashir Gemayyel,
who headed the Lebanese forces) severed their ties with Syria
and consolidated their relationship with Israel. Syria in turn
moved to improve its ties with the PLO and the left-wing/
Muslim coalition. Numerous rounds of fighting between those
enemies continued between 1978 and 1982 in various parts of
Lebanon. In 1978 Israel invaded Lebanon to drive the PLO
from Lebanon, but was forced by the administration of
then-president Jimmy Carter to withdraw and to accept the
deployment of UN forces (known as UNIFIL) to separate the
Israeli and the Palestinian forces. Israel insisted, however, on
maintaining its troops in the southern strip of south
Lebanon.? The continued hostilities created the context in
which the Israeli invasion of 1982 took place.

Israel invaded Lebanon in 1982 in the wake of the attempted
assassination of its ambassador in London by the anti-PLO
Abu Nidal organization. The invasion was intended to expel the
PLO from Lebanon and to install a pro-Israeli government in
Lebanon under the leadership of Bashir Gemayyel. Militarily,
Israel swept through south Lebanon and imposed a siege on
predominantly Muslim West Beirut to put pressure on the PLO
to evacuate and to influence the results of the presidential
elections. Eventually, Bashir Gemayyel was elected president,
and the PLO agreed to leave Lebanon under international
guarantees. Nevertheless, Israel's chief ally Gemayyel was
assassinated before he assumed his constitutional
responsibilities, and his armed men entered the Sabra and
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Shatila Palestinian refugee camps and engaged in brutal
vendettas against Palestinian civilians, an event that shocked
the world at the time and forced then-president Ronald
Reagan to redeploy US forces to Lebanon. Bashir was
succeeded by this brother, Amin, another major figure of the
Phalanges party.13

In the administration of Amin Gemayyel (1982-88) economic
and political conditions became worse than they were in
1975-76. Gemayyel relied on the military powers of the US
Marines to crush any domestic opposition, and he dragged the
US into participation in the civil war, which resulted in the
bombing of the Marine barracks in 1983.14 But the withdrawal
of the Marines in 1984 helped the Lebanese opposition,
supported by Syria (which had been strategizing for the defeat
of the Israeli plan for Lebanon), to take control of West Beirut
and other areas formerly dominated by Gemayyel's forces.
From 1984 to 1988 Lebanon witnessed yet another violent
chapter of the civil war, with car bombs and indiscriminate
shelling being the favorite weapons of the militias, none of
whom refrained from brutal and savage acts.1®> In 1988
Gemayyel’'s term ended and he refused to allow the Muslim
prime minister to take charge while Lebanon prepared for a
presidential election. Instead, he appointed Gen Michel ‘Awn,
the Maronite commander in chief of the Lebanese army, the
prime minister in charge of the affairs of the country. However,
a Sunni prime minister remained in power in West Beirut, and
the country was officially split into two contending govern-
ments, each claiming full constitutional legitimacy. Arab
states intervened with US blessing to sponsor a national
accord to establish a central government. Lebanese parliamen-
tarians were invited to Ta'if in Saudi Arabia to work out a
formula for political reforms and presidential elections to end
the civil war. General ‘Awn ignored these developments and
launched his war of “national liberation” against the Syrians
and their allies.

The accords of Ta'if were received positively in Lebanon and
the rest of the world, although General ‘Awn rejected them and
continued his war against his enemies, considering himself
the savior of Lebanon.16 After Rene Muawwad was elected
president and then shortly thereafter assassinated, the
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parliament elected llyas Hrawi president in the fall of 1989.
‘Awn was finally ousted in October 1990 by Syrian troops
while the world was preoccupied with developments in the
Persian Guilf.

Underlying Causes of the Prolongation of War

The complexity of the Lebanese civil war rendered all
mediation attempts ineffective during its course. As of 1992 it
is still too early to determine whether the stability that was
brought about by the accords of Ta'if will last and whether the
civil war has ended. The situation in the south continues to be
violent; Israel still maintains its military presence there; and
its surrogate militia (the south Lebanon army) still operates
under Israeli aegis. Furthermore, various Shi’'ite militias still
roam south Lebanon and insist on remaining armed until
Israel leaves the country.

Multiplicity of Dimensions

A main reason for the prolongation of violence in Lebanon, a
conflict which produced the civil war and which could produce
more bloodshed and strife in the future, lies in the many
dimensions of the conflict. Reference to the conflict focuses on
centuries-old tensions between the various confessional
groups that have sought refuge in Lebanon. The war, of
course, refers to the savage civil strife that erupted in 1975
and continued in various forms and shapes until 1990 when
General ‘Awn suffered defeat and expulsion from Lebanon.

The many causes for the civil war resulted from the
connection between the various internal and external factors
that have perpetuated the war.1’ The source of tension remains
the failure of peaceful solutions to address simultaneously the
external and internal factors behind the war. While the
external factors in the Lebanese war always have been
exaggerated by the Lebanese to absolve themselves from any
responsibility for the war, outside parties and powers have
played crucial roles in abetting (but rarely in solving) the
conflict.18 Even in the nineteenth century, European powers

48



ABUKHALIL

and the Ottoman Empire had given themselves the right to
intervene in the most minute affairs of the country, and
several powers assigned to themselves the role of protectors of
some sects.

The Lebanese participants, on the other hand, must accept
responsibility for sometimes allowing outside powers to
intervene in Lebanon “on their side.” Lebanese factions have
thereby legitimized foreign intervention in their affairs to
bolster their local standing or to strengthen their military
postures during the war.19 The link between the internal and
the external dimensions of the war has obstructed
reconciliation attempts, as outside powers have insisted on
ostensible “neutrality” to distance themselves from problems
in Lebanon they helped to create or to maintain. Thus, both
Syria and Israel, the two regional powers most responsible for
sponsoring clients in the country to further their own agendas,
have pursued policies in Lebanon while maintaining their
innocence by promising to refrain from intervening in the local
affairs of Lebanon.20

The multiplicity of causes for the war has obfuscated the
Lebanese reality; it has confused observers who want one
simplistic reason for the breakdown of the political system. It
has also confounded observers who want to promote an
economic explanation for the civil war. For example, providing
a class analysis of the Lebanese civil war that still explains the
intensity of hatred and conflict between Maronite and Shi'ite
workers is problematic. Ignoring the sectarian consciousness
of the Lebanese people and its impact on political mobilization
obscures the origins of political movements in Lebanon.

The intensity of conflict and the prolongation of war in
Lebanon stem not only from the multiplicity of cleavages in
Lebanese society but also from the overlapping of the various
cleavages. There is evidence that socioeconomic cleavages, for
example, tend to overlap with sectarian cleavages: most
Shi’ites tend to occupy the lower stratum of Lebanese income
groups.?! The overlap, however, is not complete; there are
some wealthy Shi’ites and some poor Maronites. Peaceful
reforms in Lebanon have tended to focus on one of the two
important dimensions by either looking at the issue of
sectarian injustices or by treating the problem as one of
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income distribution. The inability to analyze the connection
between sectarian frictions and economic injustices has
rendered most attempts at reform obsolete.

On the question of foreign intervention, outside powers
interested in solving the Lebanese problem have tended to
attribute the ills of Lebanese society to external factors; Israel
believed Lebanon’s problems were produced by the
Palestinians’ presence in Lebanon, while Syria focused on the
role of Israel in Lebanon without looking at the reasons that
led some right-wing forces to seek an alliance with Israel.
When opposition was mounting against the pro-US government
of Amin Gemayyel, the US government insisted that opposition
to his government was merely Syria’s way of furthering its own
narrow political interests in the region. In reality, Syria did use
the opposition for selfish purposes, while the Muslim/leftist
opposition used Syria in turn for the opposition’s agenda. In
Lebanon a convergence of interests always cements the
relationship between a local player and an outside actor.

Lebanon as an Arena of Foreign Conflicts

Notwithstanding the inherent problems in Lebanese society
and economy, regional and international powers have
historically used the open and free environment of Lebanon as
an arena for settling scores and for foreign intrigues. Many
Lebanese tend to resort to conspiratorial scenarios to explain
the protracted nature of the war. While the conspiracy theory
underestimates the impact of the internal dynamics of conflict
in Lebanon, the evidence suggests that outside powers have—
before and during the war—exploited the Lebanese scene to
promote various agendas and policies.?2

While the phenomenon of foreign sponsorship of Lebanese
clients did not start in the present century, the intensity of
conflict and hatred among the various Lebanese sectarian
groups and their desire to impose their will against the wishes
of members of the “other sect” has invited intervention in the
past few decades. The strategic location of Lebanon and its
uniquely open socioeconomic environment have made it a
tempting place for foreign intelligence services. Beirut became
a place to direct foreign intrigues at the Middle East: coup
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détats in the entire Arab world were plotted in Lebanon, and
international intelligence services operated in the Middle East
out of Lebanon. Moreover, the spread of socialist regimes in
the Arab East and the influx of capital into Beirut, which had
banking secrecy, made Lebanon a perfect place for Arab
dissidents. Its free press reflected the opinions and views of its
foreign financial patrons rather than the views of local actors;
a Lebanese president once welcomed members of the press syn-
dicate by saying, “Welcome to your second country, Lebanon,”
to remind the press of its allegiance to non-Lebanese patrons.

The most damaging result of the exploitation of Lebanese
politics was the intensification of the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict on Lebanese soil. Consequently, the painful longevity
of the Arab-Israeli conflict was mirrored in the prolongation of
the Lebanese conflict. It was less costly for both the PLO and
Israel to fight their bitter wars and conflicts in Lebanon rather
than somewhere else. This is not to say that the Lebanese
conflict is primarily a by-product of the Arab-Israeli conflict,
but it is clear that this intractable problem has prolonged the
conflict. Yet, the evacuation of PLO forces from Lebanon in
1982 proved that those who insisted that the PLO presence in
Lebanon was responsible for the eruption of the civil war were
wrong. Some of the most brutal and savage battles of the
Lebanese civil war were fought between Lebanese groups
(primarily Druzes and Maronites) without the direct
involvement of PLO forces.

But there is another repercussion of the Arab-Israeli
conflict; Arab states engage in fighting one another either
through their propaganda outlets in Beirut or through their
client militias operating in Lebanon. The Syrian-lraqi conflict,
for example, has always been manifested in armed
confrontations between pro-Ilragi and pro-Syrian Lebanese and
Palestinian forces in Lebanon. Furthermore, the Egyptian and
Syrian governments have utilized the Lebanese arena for their
own purposes since as early as the 1950s. Lebanon became
the stage from which Arab government asserted—often in
bizarre fashions—their alleged dedication to the solution of the
Palestinian cause. Lebanon provided Arab governments with
elements for foreign policy that they lacked in their own
countries. The Lebanese press could, for example, engage in
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debates and discussions that the Syrian and lraqi press could
never print by virtue of the strict control of the press in those
two countries.

Furthermore, the Lebanese arena also allowed non-Arab
players to engage in regional bidding for power. The Iranian
revolution was quickly reflected in Lebanon not only because
Iran valued the strategically important location of Lebanon but
because the Shi’ite population in Lebanon was receptive to the
ideas of Khumayni and was willing to be used by Iran for its
own regional ambitions. The Iran-Iraqg was fought on Lebanese
territory in the late 1970s before the real war erupted on the
Iranian-lraqi front. Similarly, Armenian groups fought Turkey
on Lebanese soil, while Kurdish groups have found Lebanon
the only nonrestricted environment as far as their own
political and guerilla activities are concerned. All these
dimensions have compounded the Lebanese problem and
made a solution more remote even if the internal (purely
Lebanese) dimension were adequately addressed.

Absence of the “Neutral” Mediator

A peaceful resolution to any prolonged conflict requires the
assistance of a neutral observer—someone trusted by all sides.
Peace proposals for Lebanon and the numerous reconciliation
missions to Lebanon by foreign mediators failed because they
represented interests linked to Lebanese players; their
agendas were often partially or fully reflective of the interests
of their local allies and clients. Of the non-Arab players,
American, French, and Vatican authorities were the most
frequent mediators. But those parties had close ties to various
Lebanese militias and politicians, and their intentions were
distrusted by the other side. The US, for example, was closely
allied to the Lebanese right-wing coalition in the 1975-76
phase of the war and became closely associated with the
government of Amin Gemayyel (and with the militia of his
brother Bashir before his assassination); all of whom had a lot
of enemies inside and outside Lebanon. As the US was
regionally allied to Israel, the US faced a huge credibility gap
in the eyes of many Lebanese and in the eyes of those Arab
states involved in Lebanese affairs.
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Similarly, the Vatican, which took on several mediation roles
in the course of the Lebanese civil war, while highly trusted by
the Maronite establishment, is regarded as an adversary by
the Muslim establishment due to the long tradition of
religio-political ties between the Holy See and the Maronite
church in Lebanon. Many Muslim politicians suspected that
the Vatican was interested in undermining the Arab/Muslim
influence in Lebanon to bolster the position of the Maronite
establishment and the Maronite church in Lebanese life.
France, which also dispatched several mediators to Lebanon
during the course of the war, was not popular among the
Muslim population because of the traditional French-Maronite
alliance and because the French socialist government openly
supported the Maronite establishment. Moreover, the French
expressed sympathy with the highly controversial Gen Michel
‘Awn and granted him asylum (along with perks usually
reserved for heads of states and monarchs) after he was
expelled from Lebanon.

The two most important players in the Lebanese arena are,
of course, Syria and Israel. Syria has always portrayed a
neutral role in Lebanon, a role that seeks to end bloodshed
and restore stability and order to the country. But the Syrian
role in Lebanon is one of shifting alliances and feuds; Syria
aligned itself with the left-wing/Palestinian coalition in 1975,
then switched to the Maronite/right-wing side in 1976, and
was later embroiled in bloody confrontations with the
right-wing forces between 1978 and 1982. One could argue
that the nature of the Lebanese conflict and the highly charged
emotional issues that split the Lebanese along sectarian,
geographic, and socioeconomic lines make it impossible for
any one party to be acceptable by all sides with the same
enthusiasm. It is not possible to identify with the positions of
all sides.

As for lIsrael, it never attempted to play the role of the
mediator simply because Israel has never claimed neutrality
about Lebanon and has consistently argued that “Palestinian
terrorism” was responsible for the breakdown of the Lebanese
political system. Israel's unpopularity among most Lebanese
also would negate any Israeli mediator’s role. When PLO forces
were evacuated from Lebanon and Israeli occupation of parts
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of Lebanon intensified Lebanese popular antipathy towards
the government of Israel, Israel then insisted that the rise of a
South Lebanese resistance movement against the Israeli
presence was simply the product of a “Shi’ite terrorist” move-
ment and thus a legitimate target of Israeli strikes and
incursions.

One could argue that only such an international body as the
United Nations could play a neutral role acceptable to all sides
in Lebanon. However, the Syrian government was adamant in
its rejection of a UN role in Lebanon because it fears a
diminution of its influence there. Syria has always persuaded
and urged its Lebanese allies to reject a UN role (aside from
the limited role in South Lebanon in the wake of the 1978
Israeli invasion of Lebanon) from fear of losing its leverage in
the country’s domestic affairs. Syria even discouraged the
League of Arab States from taking any serious mediation role
in Lebanon because Syria sought to monopolize Arab influence
in Lebanon.

Rise of the War Elite

One of the most damaging factors as far as Lebanese
civilians are concerned is the rise of the war elite in the wake
of the 1975-76 phase of the war. While the historical system of
zuama’ (political bosses) was maintained in some of the
communities (primarily Maronite and Druze communities), the
war has led to the emergence of a new breed of leaders who
spoke for the war activists or for the street thugs, as most
Lebanese came to refer to the salaried combatants of all sides.

The Lebanese civil war resulted in a loss of popularity for
many members of the old families who have monopolized
political representation in Lebanon for almost two centuries.
Those families were associated with the rampant corruption of
the government and Parliament and were blamed for the
inefficiency of the Lebanese administration. The decline, and
in some communities the total demise, of the role of the
traditional elite led to the rise of a new generation of leaders
who sought to replace the old guard. The new elite was
produced by the various militias that were born in the various
communities. The new leaders tended to be youthful and
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experienced on the battlefield. They were trusted by their
fighters and were close to the average people on the streets.
The new elite represented the militancy of the civil war, a
militancy responsible for the brutality and savagery that
characterized the war.

As the war progressed, the new elite developed a
sophisticated bureaucracy within the structure of the militias
to cope with the rising needs of the thousands of fighters and
families of “martyrs” for whom the militia leadership was
responsible. Furthermore, the militia leadership had to inherit
state responsibilities in various regions of the country. In
many cases, the militias deliberately disrupted the govern-
mental process to cripple the state bureaucracy so that the
militia could fill the vacuum. The militias—those of the right
and the left—developed their own economic networks that
relied on revenues from narcotics and arms smuggling. The
revenues from the underground economy and from the looting
of state funds provided the militias with large fortunes. The
continuation of the war and the continued paralysis of the
Lebanese state guaranteed the militias their precious sources
of income. One can assert without exaggeration that militia
leaders were the most stubborn opponents of any recon-
ciliation, for an end to the war would have divorced the new
war elites from their basis of financial and material support
and from resources that enabled them to impose their political
will. In other words, the war became necessary both politically
and financially for militia leaders. An end to the war would
have revived the civilian (nonmilitary) leadership that had
been competing for political leadership with the war elite since
1975.

Syria’s Belief in the Efficacy of “No Victors,
No Vanquished”

The best elaboration of Syrian policy towards Lebanon has
been a famous speech made by Syrian President Hafidh
Al-Asad in June 1976. Speaking at Damascus University,
Al-Asad promulgated publicly his belief in the notion of “No
Victors, No Vanquished.” This principle has guided politics in
Lebanon since at least 1958, when the Lebanese political elite
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decided the resolution of the brief civil war of that year would
be based on the rejection of domination of one group by
another. The politicians argued that this principle would
maintain social harmony accord; any victory by one party
would tear the nation apart.

The Syrian government has pursued its objectives in
Lebanon under this slogan, but for different reasons. While the
Maronite elite was fearful in 1958 of a Muslim takeover of the
country, the Syrian intervention in Lebanon was genuinely
motivated by Syria’'s rejection of domination by any of the
sectarian groups or militias. The Syrian military intervention
in 1976 crushed the PLO/Lebanese leftist alliance, which was
about to control all Lebanese territory. The Syrian government
opposed the victory of the Muslim/leftist coalition because
Lebanon under Muslim/PLO control could drag Syria into an
unwanted confrontation with Israel. Moreover, a radical regime
in Lebanon could pose an ideological challenge to the Syrian
regime, the legitimacy of which is predicated on the notion
that Syria represents the most pro-Palestinian, pro-Arab
nationalist regime in the entire Arab world. The victory of the
Lebanese left in Lebanon could have undermined Syria’s
propaganda claims. Syria was also concerned that the defeat
of the Maronites in Lebanon could aggravate the already
critical problem of minorities in the region, which could, in
Asad’'s mind, lead to futher fragmentation in the Arab East
and in Syria, in particular. A member of a minority sect
himself, Asad has been especially sensitive to the minority
question in the region.

Without addressing the politico-ethical implications of a
leftist victory in 1976, the Syrian intervention in that year
undoubtedly prolonged the war and prevented a decisive,
albeit a violent, resolution of the civil war. One could argue
that Syrian intervention (as an external factor) was one of the
most important reasons behind the prolongation of the
Lebanese civil war. In other words, Syria did not allow the
contradictions in Lebanese society and policy to clash to
produce a radical change in the social and political order. Had
Syria remained unengaged, the civil war could have ended as
early as 1976, although the price of a decisive end might have
been exorbitant. The price could have been especially high
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with respect to the well-being of Christians in Lebanon and
even with respect to the Christians of the Middle East.
Following its military intervention in 1976, Syria pursued a
policy that allowed Lebanese factions and militias to combat
one another without allowing any side to achieve total victory.
While the end of the war in 1976 would have been costly in
human life, prolongation of the war beyond the first phase
increased the suffering of all Lebanese. The individual
Lebanese will have to decide whether an early end of the war
in 1976 would have been more desirable than the current
situation in which the motto of “No Victors, No Vanquished”
has not been entirely abandoned.

Sectarian Agitation and Mobilization

One of the weapons that has been effectively used by
Lebanese politicians—whether they belong to the traditional
elite or to the war elite—is sectarian agitation and mobili-
zation. In time of crises, Lebanese politicians have often
resorted to sectarian agitation of the masses to bolster their
own standing within their respective communities. Unfor-
tunately for Lebanon, the Lebanese people have always proved
susceptible to sectarian mobilization. The argument that
blames members of the other sect for the problems facing
different confessional communities tends to appeal to the
masses; people in all cultures cling to easy answers even if the
answers are rooted in prejudice and bigotry. The demonization
of the other sect has helped traditional leaders in presenting
themselves as champions of the interests of the community.
The narrow electoral districting in Lebanese elections has
promoted sectarian agitation and mobilization, and the
Lebanese political system itself was the product of a sectarian
arrangement. The level of sectarian agitation and mobilization
during the civil war was the highest it had been since the
sectarian wars of the nineteenth century. The agendas and
outlooks of the various sectarian leaders and parties were
different, which accounted for the fragmentation in the
Muslim and Christian communities. The Shi'ite agenda was
different from the Sunni agenda, and there were divergent
interests between the Maronite and the Greek Orthodox

57



PROLONGED WARS

communities. Unlike previous situations in Lebanese history,
no monolithic Muslim and Christian blocs existed. Ambitious
sectarian leaders found it convenient to agitate the masses in
a narrow, sectarian fashion to advance their political careers.
Claims of narrow sectarian concerns are almost always
rewarded among the Lebanese communities, and much of the
war elite is comprised of individuals who rose to power
because of hateful, sectarian agitation.

It is, of course, economic and political frustrations and
resentments that allow for the exploitation of the religious
factor in Lebanese politics. Lebanese political leaders and
post-1975 war leaders have found engaging in narrow
sectarian argumentation too tempting, because the Lebanese
have always felt that the other sect harbors hostile intentions.
The multiplicity of political identities and the “fragmented
political culture,” to use the language of Michael Suleiman,
have promoted political representation according to sectarian
affiliation. Members of a sect assume that genuine
representation of their interests requires the election of leaders
who champion the interests of the sect. Because socio-
economic standards vary in Lebanon among the sects and
since there are regional imbalances in economic development,
the lines between class and sectarian oppression have become
blurred. This blurring leads people to attribute their dissatis-
faction to the tyranny or misguidedness of the other sect.

While the tendency of the war elite to engage in sectarian
agitation and mobilization to perpetuate their dominance has
obstructed the resolution of the Lebanese conflict, the
relationship between the length of the conflict and the intensi-
fication of sectarian agitation is dialectical. The Lebanese
people themselves have become more willing to receive and
adopt sectarian arguments after their long years of civil strife.
The war elite cultivated what was already a fertile ground. This
situation then led to the demonization of the enemy, which
makes compromise unacceptable.

The time factor, however, proved to be crucial in this case;
evidence suggests that by the late 1980s, with the
intensification of the armed conflict and material destruction,
many Lebanese reached a point of exhaustion. There came a
point during the Lebanese civil war when most Lebanese were
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simply fed up with the situation. They became increasingly
impatient with the enthusiasm that members of the war elite
exhibited towards the continuation of the war. By 1990 many
Lebanese became physically and psychologically fatigued, and
political considerations (and sectarian considerations as well)
became irrelevant. In other words, sectarian agitation worked
up to a point in the course of the civil war, but the people
proved that there was a saturation point as far as mobilization
behind the slogans of hate and demonization.

Fear of the Return to the Status Quo

Another factor that helped to prolong and intensify the war
in Lebanon was the fear among many political/militia leaders
and among Lebanese that emanated from the nonresolution of
the Lebanese conflict. Some peace plans were dismissed
because they were not regarded as comprehensive enough to
address the roots of the Lebanese problem. There were fears
that some of the peace plans, if implemented, would not
resolve the Lebanese war. Past historical experiences were too
unacceptable for many Lebanese; the tendency of the
traditional political leaders to accept the tribal-style entente
(sulh), based simply on embraces between the individuals
themselves, made many Lebanese (particularly the young
fighters in the militias) suspicious of the motivations of the
peace proposals. The youth of Lebanon considered the price of
the war itself too much in terms of human life and physical
destruction to justify a return to the status quo ante. Had
there been a peace proposal to be accepted—some Lebanese
argued—it had to have the depth and the scope to deal with
the Lebanese problem from all its aspects. An incomplete or
partial peace plan would result in a cease-fire and not offer
finality to the war according to many demanding Lebanese
skeptics.

The experience of the 1958 conflict, which ended in the
formula, “No Victor, No Vanquished,” was too fresh in the
memory of the Lebanese. Many Lebanese argued that had the
1958 mini-civil war led to a rearrangement of the power-sharing
formula and to a real rectification in the socioeconomic
imbalances in the country, the war of 1975 could have been
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avoided. Many Lebanese feel obliged not to accept a solution
that would serve as a prolonged cease-fire rather than a final,
definitive solution—if there is such a thing—to the protracted
conflict.

Militia leaders in Lebanon have said to the Lebanese people
that solutions that would not address the deep, underlying
causes of the Lebanese war were not worth considering. They
argued persuasively that unless someone addressed the root of
the Lebanese problem, the war was destined to recur. Militia
leaders, of course, had their own reasons for blocking peace
proposals, as these proposals would undermine their positions
of prominence. But the Lebanese people themselves were
unwilling, at least in the early phase of the war, to accept a
mere prolonged cease-fire for fear of a renewal of the civil war.

The Ta'if accord which—officially at least—ended the civil
war was accepted by most Lebanese, since it came at a time
when the people were fatigued by the protracted conflict. Some
observers believe the accord represents a disguised return to
the status quo. Therefore, one must not proclaim an end to the
Lebanese civil war; the Syrian-sponsored accord may merely
provide a respite for the war-torn country and its people.

Arab Official Antipathy to the Lebanese
Model of Democracy

While Arab governments have consistently paid lip service to
the necessity of restoring peace and tranquility to Lebanon,
they have without exceptions long resented the Lebanese
system of political pluralism and the press freedoms that
Lebanon enjoyed. Arab governments have used the civil war in
Lebanon to argue against democracy; they claim that the civil
war is itself the direct result of the Lebanese democratic
experience. The Arab regimes found that the political system
in prewar Lebanon threatened the despotism that had been
imposed on the Arab citizen. Lebanon presented the Arab
citizen everywhere in the region with an alternative model
that, despite its weaknesses and imperfections, was admired
by Arab intellectuals and ordinary people alike.

The second element in the Lebanese prewar system which
presented a danger to Arab officialdom was the press and
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publishing freedoms in Lebanon. Before the Lebanese civil
war, Arab publications in Lebanon served as mirrors of Arab
public opinions at large; they also served as voices against
many of the regimes. Additionally, Lebanon before 1975 was a
haven for Arab dissidents expelled from their countries
because of opinions they expressed or activities in which they
participated. It was also a place where Arab capital was
concentrated due to Lebanon’s excellent banking system and
its unique (within the region) banking secrecy. Arab dissidents
in Lebanon constituted a nuisance to the regimes that did
not—and still do not—tolerate criticism. Thus, the end of the
Lebanese civil war, which discredited the idea of democracy
according to the thinking of Arab despotic regimes, was not a
priority for the regimes. The end of the civil war posed a
challenge to many Arab governments, a challenge that none of
the Arab governments were willing to tolerate at a time when
domestic opposition was rising because of the emergence of
the Islamic factor in popular politics.

The Politics of the War Generation

The continuation of the Lebanese civil war brought about a
generation of Lebanese, many of them who have served in the
various militias, who have known only the politics of violence.
The present generation of Lebanese have been insulated from
the pluralistic experience of prewar Lebanon, where Lebanese
from various sects at least met one another, even if they did
not get along with one another. At the cessation of the fighting,
many in this generation had never even met a member of
another sect; this group was more susceptible to sectarian
agitation and mobilization than other groups in Lebanon.
Demonization of the other sect was easier among youths who
had never interacted with members of other sects due to the
separateness of the Lebanese communal existence in the wake
of the war. And these youths had a say in issues of war and
peace, as they constituted the fighting backbone of the
militias.

The group of militia fighters also was salaried, thanks to the
largess of the patrons of the various militias. And many of the
fighters were unskilled and uneducated; a situation of
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normalcy would have meant a sharp decline in their living
standards, particularly with the extensive use of narcotics
among many of the armed youths. Lebanese leaders were fully
aware of this factor when the Ta'if accords were being
negotiated and foresaw that thousands of Lebanese would
need rehabilitation desperately. The Lebanese government
decided to absorb the armed youths in its armed forces. The
process already has met some success, although it is
shortsighted to assume that a few months of training within
the Lebanese army would erase the traces of militia agitation
of hate and discord as well as financial security.

Conclusion

In analyzing the cause behind the prolongation of the
Lebanese war, one must make the early distinction between
the Lebanese war and the Lebanese conflict. The Lebanese
conflict began as early as the nineteenth century, when the
two major groups occupying the area of Mount Lebanon (the
Druzes and the Maronites) fought over the domination of the
small piece of land. The creation of Lebanon in the twentieth
century expanded the Lebanese conflict to include the
numerous sectarian communities that have been separated by
geographical lines and by fear and suspicion. The Lebanese
conflict—or more accurately conflicts—was not resolved with
the creation of the new state, nor even with the Lebanese
republic after independence in 1943. Rather, the Lebanese
political system seemed to incorporate these outstanding
social conflicts into the Lebanese polity, thereby perpetuating
the tradition of hate and hostility.

The Lebanese war refers to the strife that began in 1975.
This strife was produced by the conflicts among the Lebanese
and by the external stresses on the Lebanese system, which
exacerbated the already existing tensions and hostilities. |
have emphasized that the Lebanese war resulted from internal
dynamics and socioeconomic schisms within the Lebanese
society; the idea of the war as an external conspiracy—an idea
that is still popular among the Lebanese politicians who wish
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to absolve themselves from any responsibility for the war—has
served to obfuscate the Lebanese reality.

The Ta'if accord has certainly helped to end the blood and
destruction in Lebanon, although there is still a part of the
country (the south) where combat between the Israeli army
and its surrogate militia and the Lebanese groups who wish to
rid Lebanon of Israeli occupation still takes place. The
presence of the Syrian army, however, has been legitimized by
the comprehensive Lebanese-Syrian treaty that was signed in
the wake of the Ta'if accord. The Syrian presence, however, is
still preferred by the Lebanese to the oppressive, thuggish rule
of the militias, who terrorized the population. The resentment
of the Lebanese people against the various militias served to
give the Syrian presence the popular legitimacy that it needed,
although a substantial section of the Christian community in
Lebanon still opposes on principle the presence of the Syrians
in Lebanon. The support of the Lebanese presidency for Syrian
military presence makes any withdrawal of Syrian troops from
Lebanon unlikely. Syria also uses Lebanon as a valuable
bargaining chip in regional negotiations.

Finally, we can assume the Lebanese conflicts have not been
resolved. As for the Lebanese war, there is a possibility that
the prolonged cease-fire the Lebanese people have been
enjoying could be transformed into a real end to the war. But
this possibility requires radical internal political and economic
reforms in Lebanon and a curtailment of regional (primarily
Syrian and lIsraeli) interference in Lebanon’s internal affairs.
The administration of President Hrawi does not seem,
however, willing or even able to lead Lebanon out of its long
conflict and to put a final end to the war.
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The Arab-Israeli Wars
A Conflict of Strategic Attrition

Stewart Reiser

Few modern regional conflicts have endured the tenacity of
the Arab-Israeli conflict. To understand its duration and
durability, one must examine the conflict on two levels. One
level focuses on how the antagonists defined the issues. The
second level of analysis examines why this particular conflict
still has not been resolved during its cycle of warfare.
Historically, war does not resolve many conflicts. Apparently,
both parties to this particular dispute assume war can settle
their differences; therefore, why, to date, has it not? This study
examines the conflict to determine whether its duration has
been caused by design, as part of a policy of strategic attrition,
or as a product of blunder and circumstances beyond the
control of policymakers on each side.

Concerning the first level, one can argue this is an evolving
and dynamic conflict. In this context, it should be seen and
defined as a conflict because the many wars between the
Arabs and Israelis failed to resolve their underlying concerns,
and these wars were regularly separated by periods best
characterized as phases of “no war, no peace,” which later
broke down into active conflict. The conflict began with the
Arab side anticipating a rapid conventional victory. As neither
side achieved this during the first two wars (1948-49 and
1956), both sides began to engage in conflict that gradually
developed into one that was characterized by strategies of
protraction. These strategies reflected each side’s perception of
their respective natural advantages as well as their abilities to
extract resources from the great powers.

Thus, time and circumstances have changed the reality of
the Arab-Israeli conflict. It has evolved through several distinct
phases. One reason for this evolutionary nature is that the
conflict is influenced by and, in turn, influences other political
dimensions in the Middle East region. These dimensions
include the internal character of the major states in the region,
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the inter-Arab political dynamic, and, finally, the interests and
involvements of the great powers in the region. A major change
on one political level, or dimension, usually causes changes in
the other three.

Pursuing this approach, one can see that there have been
three phases to the conflict. The first phase began in 1917
with the issuance of the Balfour Declaration and ended in
1948, the year the first Arab-Israeli war began or when the
internationalization of the conflict occurred. The three
intervening decades were characterized by an intercommunal
conflict between the Jewish and Arab communities in
Palestine under the British mandate. Each side during this
stage received aid from external support groups, the Zionist
organizations, on the one hand, and the Arab states still
encumbered by the colonial occupation of Great Britain and
France, on the other. Each side also experienced periodical
shifts by Great Britain toward and against their particular
interest. The conflict during this period focused on the
meaning of the Balfour Declaration and the League of Nations
mandate within the context of the changing circumstances in
Palestine, as well as the altering British interests in both the
region and in Europe.

The second phase spanned from the war of 1948-49 until
the Six-Day War of 1967. The conflict became interstate in
nature during this period. It was also defined by the rise of
militant Pan-Arabism and the objectives of Egypt’'s charismatic
leader, Gamal Abdul Nasser, which included the integral unity
of the Arab world and the elimination of Israel. This stage was
also characterized by the beginning of the cold war and was
accompanied by a spiraling arms race. Thus, there was a
change in both the issues at stake within the conflict and the
conditions that surrounded it. This phase ended with the
Israeli capture of Arab national territory (beyond Palestine) in
June 1967. The consequences of this war created the
conditions for the third, or current, phase.

The third phase of the Arab-Israeli conflict has lasted from
1967 to the present. The results of the 1967 war has brought
about three major changes in the overall conflict, changes that
have neutralized one another in terms of conflict resolution.
First, there was an alteration in the balance of incentives for
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the major national actors within the conflict. Prior to the
Israeli occupation of (non-Palestinian) Arab territory, the Arab
side could maintain the status quo of “no war, no peace” in the
belief that time, as well as justice, was on its side and wait for
more propitious conditions to renew active warfare. There were
no conditions or factors within or surrounding the conflict that
could force the Arab side to negotiate with and recognize the
state of Israel.

The seizure of Egyptian, Jordanian, and Syrian territory in
1967 altered this equation. The new status quo benefitted
Israel as long as the United States sustained it with diplomatic,
military, and economic support. From this point onward, the
three Arab confrontation states bordering Israel had to
reconcile their “national” interests with their broader “Arab”
interests, the recovery of Palestine. Each state—Egypt, Jordan,
and Syria—operated under a different calculus of incentives in
their choice of maintaining the status quo, proceeding along a
diplomatic path, or using coercive means. Each state based its
strategic decisions on domestic, regional, and international
factors.

This seizure highlights the second complicating feature of
the post-1967 period. This feature was the reemergence,
following two decades of dormancy, of the Palestinian issue as
a national issue. As the Palestine Liberation Organization
(PLO) gained recognition as the “sole legitimate representative”
of the Palestinian people, Israel and Jordan could not just
“trade land for peace,” as Israel and Egypt had, given Jordan’s
domestic political divisions and the relationship between the
Palestinians in the East Bank Kingdom and those in the
Israeli-occupied territories. This was exasperated by the PLO’s
refusal to recognize Israel’'s right to exist, within any
boundaries, until December 1988.

Third and finally, the occupation of the West Bank and Gaza
stimulated the growth of both the revisionists and religious
Zionists within Israel. These smaller groups had lived under
the shadow of labor (or social) Zionism from 1920 onward but
had never given up their aspiration of an expanded Greater
Eretz Yisrael (Whole Land of Israel). Thus, the same Israeli
expansion and occupation of territories that reawakened the
Palestinian national movement simultaneously catalyzed the
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significant growth of Israeli parties who had historical and
religious attachments to the same land.

These three local and regional factors have characterized the
conflict since 1967. Each factor has contributed to the
protraction of the conflict. Attendant to each has been the
collapse of the cold war and the emergent American domi-
nance of the region, particularly after the defeat of Iraq in
1991 and the earlier start of the intifada (uprising) in the
territories in December 1987. While the latter variable was
believed, particularly during its first 12 to 18 months, to have
been costly and disruptive enough to alter Israel’'s balance of
incentives for maintaining its presence in the territories, this
scenario has proven not to be the case. Even the Palestinian
leadership now perceives that it has extracted maximal
political gain from the uprising. It is currently looking to
foreign (Arab and American) sources to alter Israel’s stance.

On the international power level, the general Soviet collapse
has already contributed to one conflict, the Iraqgi invasion and
occupation of Kuwait, which in turn brought about the
American diplomatic and military riposte that enhanced
United States political and military hegemony in the entire
Middle East. The United States, alone, has the capacity to
alter the balance of incentives for the local actors. Time will
determine whether it has the will, whether it decides that the
push toward a settlement is worth the political capital that it
would warrant, and finally whether it perceives that a shift
from the status quo is in the interest of the United States.

While the Arab-Israeli conflict at its earliest stages appeared
to have shared certain characteristics with other prolonged
conflicts, it soon reflected many features of a protracted
conflict. This is because during different phases the involved
major Arab actors reached the conclusion that the status quo
of “no war, no peace” gave its side the time during which it
could improve the conditions required for a next round of war.
As for the Israelis, they too favored a protracted strategy, since
it seemed their best policy for both survival and territorial
expansion. This calculus changed for Egypt and Israel
following the 1973 war largely because of the particular type
and level of American involvement as well as the consequences
of that round of combat. The conflict may now be at a similar
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historical crossroad. At this point, it seems necessary to
summarize the series of choices taken in earlier stages.

The Intercommunal Phase, 1917-48

This period was characterized by a three-cornered struggle
between the growing Jewish and Arab communities within
Palestine and the British mandatory power over the meaning
of the Balfour Declaration. The central and defining mission of
the declaration and the preamble and articles of the League of
Nation’s mandate focused on “the historical connections of the
Jewish people” with Palestine and “the grounds for
reconstituting their national home in that country.”?

While this mandate appears straightforward and supportive
of a pro-Zionist interpretation, articles no. 1 and no. 6 also
state that “nothing should be done which might prejudice the
civil and religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities
in Palestine” and that promotion of Jewish immigration and
land settlement was not to prejudice “the rights and position of
other sections of the population.” Thus, sufficient ambivalence
was created to give scope to a wide interpretation by both sides
to the conflict as well as to Great Britain.

Britain’s response to the heightened violence by each
community immediately before and after WWII was military
repression of the Arabs (and later the Jews) on the one hand,
and a series of white papers that reversed the original content
of the original Balfour Declaration, on the other. The
conflicting responses of the Arab and Jewish communities to
Great Britain’s own strategic reversal set the tone for the
Palestinian and Israeli approaches for the following decades.

When Zionists were offered concessions but didn't care for
their specific content, they accepted such principles of the
concession as territorial partition and statehood for each
community but rejected any concessions on boundaries. The
Arab side rejected both the principle and the content of the
concessions, making it difficult for the international
community to accept their absolutist and maximal objectives.
Both before and following WWII, the Palestinian leadership
refused to view the nature of the conflict as changing and
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insisted that justice and their interests could only be served by
the creation of a single exclusively Arab Palestine. Not only
had they rejected the recommendations of partition in 1937
and 1947, which would have resulted in a miniscule and
contained Jewish state in one corner of the vast Arab Muslim
world that was coming into its own, they also refused the
Anglo-American Commission’s recommendation of a binational
federal state in 1946. They also rejected Great Britain’s (mostly
pro-Arab) white paper of 1939, which would have given them
an independent Palestine and would have frozen the Jewish
population into a permanent minority status within an Arab
state whose leadership could control immigration policy as
well as unite with neighboring Transjordan.

The question is, why did the Arab states and the Arab Higher
Committee take such a hard noncompromising line? There are
both practical-political as well as historical-cultural reasons for
this approach during the first phase of the Arab-Israeli conflict.
These reasons may apply for the two phases that follow.

On the practical level, the governments of the Arab states
were divided among themselves on the issue of Israel, and they
could unite, to the degree that they did on the surface, solely
on the most extreme program, which was the prevention of the
creation of a Jewish polity in a historic Arab-Muslim territory.
This feature of the conflict prolonged it, since the lack of real
Arab unity, based on these and other political differences, has
contributed to the difficulty of containing, no less defeating,
the Israelis.

A reflection of the political culture that also has prolonged
the conflict has been the fact that the more moderate Arab
leaders were in physical and political danger if they publicly
embraced a position that did not absolutely reject the
legitimacy of a Jewish state of any proportion within Palestine.
Following the 1948-49 war, King Abdullah of Jordan, Prime
Minister Riyad al-Suhl of Lebanon, and Prime Minister
Nugrashi Pasha of Egypt were assassinated for not adhering to
the most extreme position concerning Palestinian rights. (One
should add Anwar Sadat and Bashir Gamayel in later years.)

Perhaps a more profound reason for the uncompromising
position of the majority of the Arab and Palestinian leaders
was their moral belief that “rights” could not be compromised,
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that they were absolute, and that the pursuit of these rights
warranted a totalistic approach which conflicted with other
cultural notions which held a more relativistic approach to
justice.

The first “Arab-Israeli war” actually began in November 1947
as a Palestinian-Jewish “civil” conflict and became international
when the Arab armies crossed into Israel in March 1948. The
Arab intervention that was designed to reverse the outcome of
the United Nations decision and the earlier Palestinian
Arab-Jewish struggle failed. The Arab defeat leads to three
questions. First, why did the Arab states fail in their objectives
during this war? Second, why did the Israeli military victory
fail to settle the conflict? Third, was the continuation of the
conflict based on design or happenstance?

The Internationalization of
the Conflict, 1948-67

Two factors highlight the defeat of the Arab states in their
first war against Israel. Each factor contributed to the
conflict’'s prolongation as well as to the choice of protraction as
a strategy by both sides. One factor is that there had been an
almost total absence of contact between the emerging Jewish
society and the Arab leaders in Palestine. As a result the Arab
side of the conflict, with the exception of King Abdullah of
Transjordan, knew little of the organizational strengths or
limitations of their adversary.2

The lIsraeli strategic ignorance of their enemy was almost,
but not quite, equal. On the Israeli side, only David
Ben-Gurion, who assumed the positions of prime minister and
minister of defense, perceived the need to prepare the Yishuv
for an all-out conventional war against the regular armies of
the Arab states. This meant a full mobilization of Jewish
manpower (women were conscripted as well as men) and the
procurement of heavy weapons for land, sea, and air warfare.3

The second important factor is that the Arab states were
united only in their negative purpose of destroying Israel (and
Transjordan didn't even share that goal) but had no unity of
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purpose after the anticipated victory. Transjordan and lIraq (at
that time also headed by a branch of the Hashemite family)
desired to annex as much of Palestine as possible for
themselves, even at the cost of splitting the territorial
difference with the Israelis. Syria, Egypt, and Saudi Arabia, on
the other hand, wanted to establish a puppet Palestine, but
they primarily wanted to obstruct the Hashemite objectives.
The Palestinian leadership, demoralized and divided, was
highly suspicious of the Arab states but leaned toward Syria
and Egypt to prevent Hashemite annexation of Palestine.
These conflicting interests led to uncoordinated military
planning, mistrust, and a certain degree of deception between
the armed forces of the Arab states. This position of de-
pendence and minimal leverage on the part of the Palestinian
national movement prevails even today.

The second issue is why did this battlefield defeat not lead to
a negotiated peace between the two sides. With the exception
of Iraq, the Arab states separately signed armistice agreements
with Israel. Neither the armistice agreements nor the talks that
followed led to peace agreements between the antagonists.
Historically, peace treaties usually follow armistices because
the defeated party fears continued punishment if it doesn’'t
accede to all or most of the demands of the victor. While it is
likely that some Arab governments believed for several months
following the defeat that they might have to grant concessions,
including that of recognition, to the victorious Israelis. It is
also likely that the Arabs realized that despite their defeat they
were in a novel historical situation. The Arab states realized
that Israel, despite its military superiority, was politically
incapable of renewing hostilities due to the public and private
warnings from the United Nations, Great Britain, and the
United States. At this point in its history, Israel could afford
neither the international condemnation nor the possible and
threatened (British) intervention that might have followed a
renewed offensive.

The Arab leaders concluded that they were not confronted
with the usual choices of continued (and punishing) war or
peace. Rather, they could opt for a status quo of “no war, no
peace” that served several purposes. They didn't have to take
the highly unpopular act of signing peace treaties with Israel
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and recognizing its legitimacy; also, the future of the conflict
was left open. The following quote from the former secretary
general of the Arab League, Azzam Pasha, summarizes this
strategy of protraction in a 1960 interview.

We have a secret weapon which we can use better than guns . . . and
this is time. As long as we do not make peace with the Zionists, the
war is not over; and as long as the war is not over there is neither
victor nor vanquished. As soon as we recognize the existence of the
state of Israel, we admit by this act that we are vanquished.4

This nonacceptance of the defeat does not mean that the
Arab states planned for an immediate renewal of the fighting.
Rather, the Arab strategy of protraction began when their
leaders realized that they had time on their side and that they
could wait until circumstances were more favorable for the
pursuit of their goal. The Arab side had assumed a lightning
conventional victory as it entered the 1948 war. Having failed
in their “preventive” effort, they moved into a “restorative”
phase. Thus, once the first effort to prevent Israel from coming
into being failed, the Arab side shifted to the goal of restoring
the “pre-Israel” situation.

Regional Changes, 1949-67

Between 1949 and 1967 three crucial changes occurred that
altered the Arab perspective. The first change focused on the
issues at stake between the Arabs and Israel. The second
change surfaced in the conditions surrounding the conflict.
The third change appeared in the festering of the conflict.

In terms of the first change, the introduction of Pan-Arabism
and integral Arab unity into the region as a central and
defining political force for the Arab people escalated the
residual issues of Palestinian refugees and boundary disputes,
which remained the official position of the League of Arab
States until the late 1950s, into a clash of national destinies
between Zionism and Arab nationalism. Once Egyptian
President Gamal Abdel Nasser called for integral unity with the
Arab east, the Mashriq, and once this call found a receptive
ear among the Arab populations, Israel’'s boundaries and the
Palestinian refugee problem were no longer the point. Israel
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became a physical as well as a political obstruction to Arab
unity.

From the Arab perspective, there was little or no incentive
toward peace and a limited capacity to wage war between 1949
and 1956. From the Israeli perspective, there was little
leverage by which to induce the Arabs to accept peace and no
political freedom to go to war and force the issue. In terms of
the absence of war during this period, one can say the Arab
side was limited in its instruments of force, and Israel for its
part did not have the freedom to use its military superiority
until Great Britain and France not only permitted Israel to
strike at Egypt but actually assisted for their own reasons in
October 1956.

From the mid-1950s onward, the conditions surrounding
the conflict changed dramatically. What altered the dynamic
between Arab and Israeli most, as well as the inter-Arab
dimension, was the introduction of the cold war into the
Middle East. In short order, Great Britain, supported by the
United States, attempted in 1954-55 to organize a Muslim
anticommunist containment alliance, centered in lrag and
called the Baghdad Pact.

Nasser, fearing a reinforcement rather than a decline of
Western, particularly British, power in the region, succeeded
in mobilizing the Arab masses in Jordan, Syria, and Saudi
Arabia against the installation of Western bases in their
countries. He succeeded despite sympathy for the concept by
several of the leaders (except Syria). In turn, the Soviet Union
rewarded Nasser for his obstruction of Western bases in the
region with major arms supplies. This shattering of the
Western military and diplomatic monopoly in the region led to
the unsuccessful invasion of the Suez region and Sinai by
Great Britain, France, and Israel.

The United States and Soviet Union each applied pressure
on the three invaders for similar, albeit competitive, reasons;
each wanted to expand its influence in the Arab world at the
other’s expense, as well as that of Great Britain, France, and
Israel. Thus, détente between the two great powers did not
follow, and one major result of this hectic cycle of activity was
a marked belittling of diplomatic power surrounding the core
Arab-Israeli dispute. In short, the Western monopoly, as well
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as unity of purpose in the region, was shattered, and both
major actors in the cold war had extended their rivalry from
Europe and northeast Asia into the Middle East and
southwest Asia.

The second consequence of this series of events was the
beginning of an accelerated and comprehensive regional arms
race that has not abated to the present time.> Israel’s decision
to attack Egypt in 1956 was based on several criteria. A
preemptive strike against Egypt was chosen before its army
had time to assimilate the Soviet arms and exercise its own
first strike.

Third, the Soviet rearming of Egypt as well as the ground-
swell of Arab popular support for Nasser following the Western
withdrawal renewed the possibility of war for Egypt. Whereas
the economic boycott of Israel (that included blockades in the
Suez Canal and through the Gulf of ‘Agaba) and the support of
Palestinian border raids had characterized Arab attrition
tactics during the early 1950s; these tactics were never
perceived as part of a grand strategy to eliminate the state.
Rather, they served the purpose of maintaining the status quo.

Arab Strategy from 1957 through 1967

Egypt's grand strategy had room within it for parallel sets of
maximal and minimal goals. The maximal goal was to liqui-
date the state of Israel.® The minimal goal sought to alter
Israel’s boundaries by seizing the south Negev, enabling Egypt
to have territorial contiguity with Jordan, the oil-rich state of
Iraqg, and the Arabian Peninsula.

From a military point of view, the means required to reach
this more limited goal were similar to those needed for the
maximal; in either case, the IDF would have to receive a
crushing blow. However, Nasser acknowledged there were
some circumstances wherein the minimal goal could be
reached without a total victory over lIsrael. These circum-
stances would include an early Egyptian ground gain followed
quickly by the intervention of the great powers. Under these
circumstances a negotiating situation might occur with Egypt
trading a nonbelligerency pact, short of both a peace treaty
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and the recognition of the state of Israel, in exchange for the
territorial gains made in the early stages of the war. However,
Nasser appeared wary of this as an overall strategy and opted
instead for what Gen Yehoshafat Harkabi has called a “war &
outrance,” a war to the bitter end.”

Nasser considered the liquidation of Israel indivisible,
requiring one major stroke; not an incremental strategy as
part of an overall protracted process. The choice between
liquidation “by event” versus “by stage” dominated Arab debate
until the 1967 war. Those advocating a protracted approach
expressed it in two forms during the 1960s. The former
president of Tunisia, Habib Bourguiba, expressed one form
when he proposed in 1965 that Israel accept and implement
the first United Nations resolution (of 1947) for partitioning of
and withdrawal to those boundaries called for in the UN
debate. This was in exchange for an undefined “form of peace.”
Bourguiba insisted that if Israel accepted the resolution, it
would be dramatically weakened for a later stage, a stage that
Bourguiba alluded to but did not detail. If Israel rejected the
overture, the Arab manifestation of peace then would
constitute an Arab diplomatic victory in the international
community. However, Nasser rejected the entire enterprise
since he believed that an Israeli acceptance could actually lead
to a political settlement, one that the international community
would find in its own interest. In short, the first stage in the
process of weakening Israel for a future round might actually
terminate the conflict and allow for the existence of Israel.8

The second type of phased process that Nasser opposed was
the “incremental violent process,” an openly protracted
struggle that was proposed by Syria at frequent intervals
between 1959 and 1966. Syria proposed starting limited
military actions that would incrementally weaken Israel.
Nasser, however, feared Israel’'s escalatory ability and believed
that although the Arab states could sustain and absorb
battlefield defeats as well as material losses better than Israel
due to the demographic asymmetry between the two societies
there was a chance of devastating internal political effects on
the Arab societies.® The consequences of the June 1967 war
justified these fears.
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Thus, Nasser believed that the war against Israel should be
protracted because the Jewish state would be gradually
weakened (morally, financially, and psychologically) by
economic embargo and guerrilla warfare while Arab unity and
internal development would strengthen the Arab side. At the
right time, and only the right time, a conventional military
strike would win the war.

Nasser eventually conceived of four interacting conditions as
essential for his long-term grand strategy. First, the Egyptian
home front had to be politically consolidated; there could be
no widespread social fissures as existed in Syria, Iraq, and the
Sudan. Second, the Arab side would have to acquire superior
military force. Third, there had to be a united Arab front. This
meant a revolutionary change in the social structure of the
Arab world since “the unity of the objectives” required
homogeneity of regimes. In this estimate, the modernization of
the Arab world was a prerequisite to the showdown with Israel.
Fourth, the United States had to be neutralized. Conditions
had to prevail in which the United States would not intervene
to save Israel from military defeat. Nasser also wanted to use
the Soviet Union to nullify an intervening American power.

Israel’s Strategy, 1949-67

From 1949 to 1967 Israel also underwent a debate regarding
its own strategy as to how to preserve and consolidate the
status quo. Prior to 1967 Israel had nothing to offer the Arab
states in exchange for peace and viewed the surrender of any
of its 1949 territories (as proposed by the Bourguiba plan) as
the first increment of an Arab strategy meant to weaken Israel
“a piece at a time” (known as the “salami tactic”). Therefore,
deterrence, through a variety of means, characterized the
Israeli strategy for these two decades. The security debate
within Israel was over these means.

Until 1955, Israel attempted to attain security by joining a
collective alliance. In vain, it tried to attain membership in
NATO as well as a mutual defense pact with the United States.
From 1956 onward, it altered its approach to one characterized
by self-reliance but with a close relationship with one great
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power that would lend it diplomatic support in the United
Nations and afford it military and economic aid. France played
that role for a little over a decade, beginning shortly before the
1956 war, and the United States followed suit after the 1967
war. However, the most important and interesting aspect of
the Israeli conception of deterrence was the internal debate
over a nuclear versus a conventional strategy.10 The debate, as
far as one can tell from limited public sources, was formed by
two divergent approaches to deterrence—compellence and
conflict resolution. In their purest form, one resolution is
represented by Ben-Gurion’s strategy and the other by
general, and later labor politician, Yigal Allon.

Shlomo Aronson’s voluminous research led him to conclude
that Ben-Gurion opted for an “opaque” nuclear policy; he
chose to proceed with the development of the weapons and
delivery systems but to use the concept of a “bomb in being” in
lieu of developing a public war-fighting doctrine.ll In this
context, opacity meant that Israel would not openly threaten
the Arab side with nuclear strikes since this would both
humiliate the enemy and hasten its own quest for a nuclear
arsenal which he believed inevitable in the long run. Instead,
Israel would allow the enemy sufficient information regarding
its nuclear capacity to influence the Arab will to fight.

Second, Ben-Gurion believed that Israel's possession of
nuclear weapons would be necessary, although not sufficient,
to make the Arabs eventually, albeit grudgingly, accept Israel’'s
existence in the region. Israel’s diplomatic positions, including
maintaining the principle of the partition of Palestine, in
conjunction with the opaque nuclear strategy, would
eventually bring about a change in the Arab position regarding
the acceptance of Israel. Thus, Ben-Gurion’s long-range strategy
pulled closely together the two concepts of “deterrence” and
“conflict resolution.”

Ben-Gurion’s position represents one of the two major
schools of thought within Israel's strategic elite, who saw the
conflict as one requiring prudently managed protraction. Yigal
Allon articulated the contending school of thought. He
consistently advocated a strategy characterized by
conventional deterrence and compellence. He believed that if
Israel started the regional nuclear race, it would ultimately
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lose it. Basing his position on his historical-cultural
assessment of the Arab world, Allon believed that the nuclear
“balance of terror” achieved between the East and West was
not replicable between the Arabs and Israelis if and when the
Arab side gained access to nuclear weapons.

Allon for his part contended that once Israel obtained a
bomb, Egypt would do all it needed to provide one for itself and
that Nasser would quickly use it since Israel's small size
prohibited a second-strike capability. Allon also believed that a
“balance of terror” was impossible in the Middle East for more
profound cultural reasons. Part of this second calculation was
based on his belief that the Arab value system would be willing
to suffer the enormous casualties accompanied by nuclear
warfare—so long as Israel was destroyed—and therefore would
not be deterred by an Israeli retaliatory capacity. In either
case, Israel had to prepare itself for a lengthy and manageable
conflict that should avoid nuclear arms as a strategic
component and advocated Israel “maintaining a last resort”
option if the Arabs did go nuclear. However, he came to base
his overall strategic doctrine on the principles of Israel’s
striving for conventional superiority in military terms,
improved territorial holdings for security purposes, and the
ability to trade extra territory for peace.

Allon succeeded in prevailing over Ben-Gurion and laid the
basis for Israel's conventional strategic doctrine in the early
1950s. Five major factors provided the rationale for his
particular conceptions of security, war doctrine, and the
planned structure of the IDF. Central to this study was Allon’s
own concept of the “war of attrition.” Essentially, Allon
contended that Israel could not create a doctrine that itself
was based on the belief in a “final decision” over the Arab side.
This final decision would never be actualized due to the
material asymmetry between the two sides.

Allon’s strategy of protraction was based on his belief that in
the long run deterrence would eventually lead to resignation
on the part of the Arabs and that resignation would ultimately
lead to acceptance and peace. The deterrence would be made
up of astute political maneuverings and an unknown but
manageable number of Israeli battlefield victories over an
unspecified but reasonable period of time. Allon believed this
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application of deterrence-compellence would eventually alter
the Arab strategic calculus. Finally, if Israel captured and
occupied Arab territory beyond the 1949 armistice lines, they
would provide the final lever that would extract a contractual
peace from the surrounding Arab states.12

Finally in 1962 Ben-Gurion agreed that the Israeli nuclear
program and strategy did face some of the limitations
elaborated on by Allon and agreed to an enhanced conven-
tional effort. (It was Moshe Dayan who asked for a reduction in
Israel’'s conventional capabilities and who actually claimed
that Israel should give up its doctrine of opacity [attributed to
his mentor, Ben-Gurion] and opt for an open nuclear strategy.
Dayan’s view was based on his own contention, shared by
Ben-Gurion, that Israel could not economically sustain a
conventional arms race with the surrounding Arab world,
given the asymmetrical land, economic potential, and
demographic imbalances. Dayan’s view was rejected.) The
strategic debate ended in compromise—“an undeclared bomb
with an enhanced conventional effort.”13

The War of 1967

Given the overall strategies of the two contending sides, the
1967 war was inevitable. While Nasser may have wanted to
await a more propitious time (in terms of Arab strength and
unity of ranks), he was captive to too many smaller actors in
the Arab system. By retaliating against these actors, Syria and
al-Fatah, Israel stayed true to its doctrine and made it difficult
for Nasser not to become prematurely overengaged.

Both al-Fatah and the PLO (before their merger in February
1969) appeared to want to instigate a conventional war out of
their fear that the Arab frontline states would abandon the
national cause once Israel “went nuclear.”4 Syria, as already
noted, also favored an escalated conventional attrition of Israel.

President Nasser of Egypt scorned precipitous action against
Israel. His initial actions placed the two sides on their collision
course despite the lack of the conditions that he believed
Egypt required for initiating a “war of destiny” with Israel.
Nasser calculated that by closing the Gulf of ‘Agaba (one of the
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casus belli in 1956) and concentrating Egyptian troops in the
Sinai he could gain a diplomatic victory over Israel by
contending that Egypt’'s forward deployment (and subsequent
withdrawal) stopped Israel from launching a major offensive
against Egypt's sole Arab ally, Syria. (While there was no
immediate evidence that Israel was planning such an
offensive, observers noted a marked escalation in both clashes
and rhetoric between Israel and Syria since 1966.)

Nasser had alienated the conservative Arab world by his
costly intervention in the Yemen civil war from 1962 onward
and indeed needed any type of visible gain. Or, Nasser may
have come to believe that a limited war, with accompanying
limited Pan-Arab gains, was possible because of his misper-
ception that he had more Soviet support than really existed.

Confronted by this challenge, Eshkol expanded his left-center
cabinet to include Dayan (to replace him as minister of defense)
and Menachem Begin, both maximal territorial expansionists (to
add to the “minimalist” expansionism of Allon). This new
“wall-to-wall” coalition (minus the Israeli Communist party)
conducted the preemptive war of June 1967. Dayan believed
that Israel could win by conventional means and that a defensive
posture (that may have been recommended by his former
mentor, Ben-Gurion) was inappropriate for the challenge as the
IDF would have lost its deterrent value, despite the opaque
threat of a nuclear strike. The result was the destruction of the
three frontline Arab armies and the occupation of the Golan
Heights, West Bank, and Arab Jerusalem, as well as Sinai and
the Gaza district. This occupation and the forces that it catalyzed
altered the Arab-Israeli conflict in several fundamental ways and
brought it into a phase that has lasted until the present time.

The Year 1967 to the Present

The same questions arise from the consequences of the 1967
war as from the 1948 war: why didn’'t the outcome of the war
end the conflict? and why did the “no war, no peace” stalemate
set in again creating the conditions for the 1973 war?

Regarding the first question, the Soviet Union immediately
rebuilt the Egyptian and Syrian armies and rescued their
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political leaderships from a feeling of total helplessness. This
same material and diplomatic support by an external power
enabled the Arab side to continue its protracted struggle
despite the severe losses of the 1967 war. Furthermore, even
during the course of the war, Israel did not seize as much
territory as it could have. Thus, with the advantage of
hindsight, an observer could say that Israel didn’'t attain
sufficient leverage to impose the start of negotiations.

In addition, by war’s end the Soviet Union was threatening
to intervene—a replay of the veiled threats of Great Britain in
1949. The convergence of these factors saved the Arab side
from the feeling of powerlessness and the need to settle
immediately under these highly unfavorable conditions.

Thus, the questions for the Arab side could be reduced to
the following: (1) Was the stalemate of lost national territories
possible to live with? (2) Were the prospects for a protracted
war good? and (3) What were the potential costs and returns of
a peace strategy?

The New Arab Calculus

Given the profound material and economic losses suffered
during the war, Egypt had to choose between forms of coercion
against Israel and real peace. The former included a war of
attrition along the Suez Canal, the support of the Palestinian
guerrilla groups to irritate Israel, and a limited conventional war
(as in 1973) to catalyze a peace process. However, Egypt could
not tolerate an indefinite occupation of the Sinai accompanied by
the closure of the Suez Canal as well as the prolonged
evacuation of its industrial cities along the canal’s West Bank.

Syria, on the other hand, not only had a stronger ideological
commitment to “Arabism” and the Palestinian cause but could
sustain the (much less significant) material loss of the Golan
Heights to a far greater extent than Egypt could endure its own
losses. Thus, Syria sustained the status quo of “no war, no
peace” (broken by Israel during the 1982 invasion of Lebanon
and not by itself) until the collapse of the Soviet Union as its
financial and diplomatic support system in the late 1980s. The
loss of the Soviet support system in the late 1980s, followed by
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the United States’s destruction of Iraqg’s offensive capability,
altered Syria’s own balance of incentives and drove it toward
the negotiating table in 1991.

Jordan, for its part, occupied a somewhat middle position
between its two stronger frontline confrontation states. While
Jordan’s material and economic losses surpassed even those
of Egypt, the country’s incentive toward retrieving its
territories through a diplomatic approach to Israel was more
than neutralized by the demographic split on the East Bank
between the original East Bankers and Palestinians. This split
occurred when the return of Palestinian nationalism was a
central issue of the overall conflict.

Therefore, three major changes occurred in the conflict after
1967. The first, Israel’s capture of Arab state territories,
opened the possibility of a trade of “land for peace.” However,
the other two changes have complicated this “rational-state”
model of analysis. After two decades of dormancy, the
Palestinian issue, as national issues, rather than a refugee
issue, reemerged central to the conflict. As the PLO gained
legitimacy as the “sole legitimate representative” of the
Palestinian people, it found that Israel and Jordan could not
trade “land for peace,” as Israel and Egypt had done. The PLO
exasperated this condition when it refused to recognize Israel’s
right to exist, within any boundaries until December 1988,
following the first year of the intifada.

Third, the occupation of the West Bank and Gaza district
stimulated the growth of both revisionist and religious Zionism
within Israel—smaller political and social groups that had lived
under the shadow of the dominant Labor Zionism since the
1920s—but movements that had never given up their aspiration
for a whole land of Israel. Therefore, international, regional, and
domestic forces pulled the states central to the conflict in
contradictory directions, both toward conflict resolution and
continued conflict, but away from the status quo.

The Arab States

From Egypt's perspective, the prospects of the status quo
prevailing in the post-1967 period were poor. These prospects

85



PROLONGED WARS

had built-in ingredients that would lead it toward either war or
peace. Both the war of attrition conducted along the cease-fire line
of the Suez Canal and the Egyptian support of Palestinian
fedayeen raids from Jordan were asymmetrical in the nature of
their action and the Israeli reaction.

In the war of attrition, which spanned from 1968 until 1970,
Egypt used its large standing army and long-range, heavy,
Soviet-made artillery to barrage the Israeli side of the canal to
inflict an intolerable level of Israel Defense Force (IDF) casualties
and force lIsrael to soften its own demands. Israel, on the other
hand, relied, then as now, on a small standing army, since a
mobilization of its reserves (i.e., nearly its entire civilian male
population) is possible only in time of full crisis since its economy
can not bear the strain of too frequent interruption. Thus, Israel,
which had a much less substantial artillery corps than Egypt,
responded to the Egyptian artillery barrages by using its air force
as mobile artillery. Soon the Israelis were bombing deeper into the
Egyptian heartland until the Soviet Union intervened with both
pilots and weapons systems to save the regime of Gamal Nasser.1®
In sum, the military responses were different from the original
actions in scale and elevated the “limited” war of attrition to a new
and far more dangerous level. What had begun as a form of
protracted strategy for Egypt threatened to erupt into a full,
regional, and even international conflict by 1970.

The same escalatory cycle of action and reaction occurred with
the guerrilla raids from Jordan by the Palestinian organizations.
Israel began striking and punishing Jordanian as well as
Palestinian assets across the river to force King Hussein’'s army
to police the Palestinian raiders at the incursion’s original source
of location. When the United States came forth with a peace
initiative by Secretary of State Rogers to cut short the escalating
war of attrition between Israel and Egypt, as well as to initiate a
peace process, the Palestinian guerrilla organizations in Amman
Jordan attempted to block the negotiations by skyjacking several
international aircraft and landing them in Jordan. King Hussein
decided that the time was right to crush the Palestinian “state
within a state” that had formed since 1967 and the result was
the 1970 Jordanian civil war.

These chains of events actually confirmed Nasser's earlier
apprehension of using incrementally calibrated coercion against
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Israel as part of a protracted strategy. He had resisted Syria’s call
for “incremental violence” against Israel during the 1960s, prior to
the June 1967 war, on the grounds that the Arabs would have no
control over Israel's escalated level of retaliation. In addition, he
had feared the domestic political consequences of a long,
drawn-out, costly struggle with Israel. The weakening of his own
regime and the Jordanian civil war indicated that his fears were
justified and that another negative consequence of an extended
conflict, characterized by both protracted and prolonged features,
is the spread of the conflict across the region and the
enhancement of domestic sociopolitical strains.

The talks were stillborn for several reasons. The paramount
reason was the death in 1970 of President Nasser during his
attempt to negotiate a halt to the Jordanian civil war. However,
despite the fact that the combatants felt relief from the respite of
the limited wars along Israel's southern and eastern borders, the
renewed status quo was, again, politically and economically
intolerable for Egypt, and to a lesser extent, Jordan and Syria. Of
particular importance was the Egyptian fear that the longer the
new cease-fire held, the more the world would accustom itself to
shipping its merchandise around the Suez Canal rather than
through it. Of a more profound nature, Arab governments feared
that the international community might become accustomed to
Israel’'s consolidation of its 1967 territorial acquisitions as it did
to those added following the 1948-49 war.

Of the three confrontation states, Syria could bear the
economic costs of the stalemate best of all and therefore didn’t
accept the 22 November 1967 United Nations Resolution 242
until the midst of the 1973 war. However, Syria needed
assistance from other Arab states in its fight against Israel, as
the Golan range was too narrow a front. Help finally came in
1973 when Nasser’s successor, Anwar Sadat, reached a point
of almost final desperation in Egypt.

The Israeli Perspective

The territorial consequences of the 1967 victory altered
Israel’'s own strategic balance of incentives. To begin with, the
territorial alterations gave Israel the “strategic depth” it
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required and therefore provided a doctrinal victory of the
“conventionalists” over those advocating a more active nuclear
deterrence policy. While this turn of events didn’t halt Israel’s
development of its nuclear capability, it gave Allon’s doctrinal
conventionalists the upper hand in keeping “the bomb” as the
weapon of last resort.16

The Allon faction within the Labor alignment called for a
partition of the territories with Israel retaining those parts
required for security in return for the heavily Arab populated
sectors to contiguous Arab states. Allon sought this in return for
peace and recognition of Israel. However, no Arab governments
were ready to negotiate with Israel in principle, nor were any
governments ready to divide the territories that they had just
lost. At the same time, Moshe Dayan ascended within the rival
Ben-Gurion wing of the Labor movement. Supported by Shimon
Peres, Dayan favored a permanent Israeli presence in the West
Bank accompanied by an autonomy scheme for the Palestinian
inhabitants but with neither full self-determination for the
Palestinians nor a return to Jordanian rule.

Just as the Labor party was split over the future of the
territories, increasing numbers of Israelis shifted toward such
parties as the Herut (now the Likud bloc) that had held onto
their Greater Israel creed since 1949. Israel now held the lands
that these parties had consistently claimed as fulfilling the
Jewish historical heritage. Thus, just as the leadership of the
central Arab state, particularly Egypt, began moving (sincerely
or not) toward a form of conflict resolution based on a formula
of trading land for peace as well as undefined “justice for the
Palestinians,” it noticed that increasing numbers of Israelis,
for historical, strategic, and religious reasons, became fixed on
the retention of the “trump cards” that would allow for such a
trade. The result was the spread of Jewish settlements within
and outside the areas Allon said Israel required for strategic
defense and deterrence.

The 1973 War

The 1973 war was fought, from the Egyptian and perhaps
even the Syrian perspective, for political objectives rather than
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the traditional Arab war aim of eliminating Israel. The
aftermath of this war once again altered the strategic calculus
for each of the regional participants. The peace process
between Israel and Egypt reflected several complicated factors.
Israel made full territorial concessions in the Sinai because of
mutually acceptable security arrangements within the
returned territories. In addition, while such important civilian
settlements, as Yamit had been established in the Sinai, the
territories captured from Egypt in 1967 had little historical or
religious significance for Israel. In exchange for the Sinai,
Israel obtained what the now-ruling Likud bloc considered a
separate peace with Egypt, allowing Israel greater latitude to
its north and east.

From the Egyptian perspective, Sadat had delivered the
necessary psychological victory to his public at the outset of
the 1973 war, enabling him to make the concessions essential
to retrieve national territory and start the arduous task of
restoring the economy. However, this “trade” would not have
been possible without the Israeli nuclear shadow that
convinced the Egyptian leadership that a more complete
victory over Israel was impossible. This shadow drove a wedge
between Sadat and the more militant Arab leaders. At the
same time, and even with Israel’s nuclear arsenal, the process
probably would have still run aground without the
unprecedented level of United States diplomatic involvement
throughout the talks.

Egypt's withdrawal from the conflict altered the balance of
incentives for the remaining Arab states. However, the
combination of the American effort, the pressures emanating
from Arab economic hardship, and the lIsraeli nuclear
deterrence (opaque as it was), as well as the altered regional
balance of power, was still not sufficient to further the peace
process. These factors that seemed to reinforce the peace
incentives were countered by a formidable array of forces that
continued to obstruct progress. First, there was the far
different Israeli view of the remaining occupied territories for
which Israel had more intense ideological and historical ties.
Second, these remaining territories had more strategic
importance than the returned Sinai. Third, the formidable
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domestic and inter-Arab political forces, particularly within
Jordan and Syria, opposed recognition of Israel.

The continued Soviet assistance to Syria and the PLO
enabled them to continue the status quo, if not to wage war.
While the status quo was no more uncomfortable for them
than before the Egyptian-Israeli peace, it appeared unlikely
that a war option was feasible. Confronted with this reality,
Syria attempted to create an eastern-front coalition that had
both offensive and defensive capabilities and one that would
compensate for the loss of the western (Egyptian) front.

The United States became increasingly central to any
hypothetical peace scenario as both Israel’'s and Egypt's
economic dependence on Washington grew following the 1973
war. Israel became increasingly tied to the American economic
and military lifelines, despite increased efforts to minimize its
arms dependence on the United States through the expensive
development of its own indigenous weapons industry.l’
However, well into the 1980s the Israelis prevented the US
from using this economic dependency to push it toward an
unfavored settlement by relying on the pro-Israeli lobby in the
Congress and the powerful anti-Soviet instincts and policies of
the Reagan administration.

Because of these instincts, the Likud bloc believed the
United States had given it the license to enter Lebanon in
1982 to eliminate the PLO and push the Syrian army out of
the small buffer state.

The 1982 Israeli Invasion of Lebanon

Israel sought to redraw the political map of the Arab states
to the east and north of Israel during the war of Lebanon. By
crushing the PLO militarily in Lebanon and by forcing it to
remove its political headquarters from Beirut, Israeli Minister
of Defense Ariel Sharon, supported by Prime Minister Begin,
wanted to fully and permanently suppress any spirit of
Palestinian nationalism in the occupied territories and
eventually transfer the Palestinian national problem into the
East Bank Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan. Within the Likud
bloc, Ariel Sharon most openly and ardently advocated the
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“Jordan is Palestine” thesis, desiring the establishment of a
Palestinian government and state with its capital in Amman, a
stroke that envisions ending, once and for all, the
international and Arab pressure for Palestinian statehood
within the occupied territories for the Palestinian people.18

However, the initial success the IDF experienced against
both the Syrian and PLO forces during the war was more than
offset by the setbacks the IDF faced during the following
occupation. Having misread the degree of support the
Christian right could and would offer Israel in the remaking of
a “new order” in Lebanon and having overlooked the
revolutionary changes that the poorest and most populous
community in Lebanon, the Shi'ites, had undergone, the IDF
was incrementally forced southward by acts of violent
resistance and terrorism until it was left with the security zone
that it currently occupies with the proxy support of the
Christian-dominated South Lebanese Army (SLA).

This swirl of events set in motion several forces within the
Palestine national movement and Syria that remained under
the surface for much of the remainder of the 1980s but, when
reinforced by other regional and international currents, led to
a new strategic calculus for both the PLO and Syria.

As for the Palestinians, the 1977 visit by Egyptian president
Sadat to Jerusalem and the peace treaty that was produced
with Israel two years later split the Palestinian leadership
ranks. Some observers saw the end of armed struggle and
openly advocated coexistence with Israel and an independent
Palestinian West Bank state. Other observers refused to accept
the notion that the Palestinians did not have a military option
against Israel. These internal PLO conflicts surfaced following
the Israeli invasion of Lebanon.

Negotiations in Amman between Arafat and King Hussein
regarding future relations between the two peoples and banks
of the Jordan River following a hypothetical Israeli withdrawal
led to a military clash between Palestinian rejectionists,
supported by Syria, and the forces still supportive of Arafat.
The PLO and its leader were expelled a second time from
Lebanon, this time by Arab forces from Tripoli.

Two lessons emerged for the PLO leadership from the
Lebanese quagmire. First, when it was under assault by the
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IDF within an Arab state, no Arab army came to its defense;
the Syrian armed forces merely defended itself when attacked
by Israel. The follow-up Syrian assault on the residual PLO in
Lebanon reinforced this sense of isolation when, again, no
Arab state attempted to block Syria’s actions. Second, the PLO
learned that an occupied people, in this case the Shi'ites of
Lebanon, could create sufficient penalty and pain for an Israeli
occupation if the occupied party itself was willing to pay an
even greater price by forcing the Israelis to recalculate the
costs and benefits of retaining the occupation. This was one of
several important inputs into the intifada that began in
December 1987.

The Intifada

There is a multifarious variety of immediate as well as more
underlying developmental causes to the outbreak of the
popular uprising (known as the intifada) in the occupied
territories.1® As for the deeper underlying causes, the following
considerations should be taken into account: The nationalistic
impulse of a people under occupation for over two decades
that includes the built-up frustration and despair that
accompanied the occupation; the development of a new
generation of local Palestinian leadership in the territories, a
leadership, however, that was structurally organized through
many new voluntary associations, such as unions; the
deteriorating living conditions, particularly in Gaza, caused by
the population explosion and the failure of structural
economic development to keep pace with the demographic
increases; and the decline of the IDF’'s deterrent profile based
somewhat on the lessons of the Lebanon experience as well as
more localized episodes that included the General Security
Services (Shabak).

The more immediate causes were also domestic and regional
in nature and included: the April 1987 London Agreement
between then Foreign Minister Shimon Peres and King
Hussein that reinforced Israeli and Jordanian control over the
Palestinian political future (the implementation of the London
Agreement was torpedoed by both Prime Minister Yitzhak
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Shamir and Yasir Arafat); the influx of released Palestinian
guerrillas from lIsraeli (and South Lebanese) prisons into the
occupied territories, as part of a prisoner exchange; and last,
the November 1987 Arab summit conference in Amman that
placed Arab support for Irag against Iran as the highest
“national” priority and gave little attention to the worsening
Palestinian plight in the territories.

There was, and remains, divided opinion within Israel as
how to respond best to the intifada. Political hardliners
advocated a full-military response and a rapid repression. The
IDF general staff, supported by the then-minister of defense
Yitzhak Rabin, preferred a containment policy that utilized
many tactics but which would keep casualties low, on both
sides, and would simultaneously attempt to limit the erosion
of international good will that was sure to accompany the
containment of the uprising. Therefore, the IDF, border police,
and Shabak relied on methods that ranged from live ammunition
to rubber bullets, beatings, the use of Palestinian informants
(resulting in mass arrests), the closure of universities and
schools, and economic and financial embargoes.

On the other side, the Palestinians formed the United
National Command (UNC) which attempted to organize as well
as mobilize a mass base in the occupied territories. The goal of
the internal Palestinian structure was to increase areas of
Palestinian authority and wrest control of functions as well as
territory from the IDF and the civil administration. At first, the
UNC demonstrated a good deal of decision-making
independence from the PLO-Tunis.

The UNC stoned IDF personnel as well as Jewish-settler
civilians who traveled through the territories; printed and
distributed pamphlets throughout the population to create
unified action as well as to demonstrate to the Israeli authorities
that UNC had control over the Palestinian population rather
than the occupying forces; attempted to set up an embryonic
autonomous Palestinian economy in the territories; and used
civil disobedience through the nonpayment of taxes to the civil
administration.

Conflict on each side has periodically escalated: the
Palestinians with the use of firearms and firebombs and the
Israelis with the demolition of homes and the expulsion of
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suspected intifada leaders. These actions have caused a
stalemate. The Israelis have learned to live with the costs and
discomforts of the intifada in terms of a low level of casualties,
a significant percentage of the annual defense budget, a
cleavage within the security establishment in regard to the
continued value of the occupied territories, and a pronounced
decline in public morale. The Palestinians have clearly
registered certain gains. From their perspective, they have, in
a certain manner, recreated the “green line” (the 1967
boundary) because travel by Israelis into the territories after
the start of the uprising is limited to the settler population and
the army. In addition, Palestinians, at great human and
material cost, have succeeded in placing their cause near the
top of the international agenda; they also have raised the cost
of the Israeli occupation.

Of greatest significance on the diplomatic level has been the
development of a parallel Palestinian leadership within the
territories during the intifada that forced Yasir Arafat to finally
accept a two-state solution in public at a UN General
Assembly meeting in Geneva in December 1988. This
development in turn began a series of official negotiations
between the PLO and the United States that were discontinued
when the PLO failed to officially and publically denounce
Palestinian acts of terrorism against Israel that followed.

The Consequences of the
1991 Persian Gulf War

While the intifada met with certain important successes
during its early stages, it ultimately has not been capable of
altering the strategic or economic calculus of Israeli
policymakers. Failure to alter this balance of incentives has
thrown the Palestinians, once again, into a dependency
relationship with the Arab “confrontation” states and the
United States. However, the allied destruction of most of the
offensive capabilities of the Iraqgi armed forces in turn has
reinforced the shifting strategic orientation of the other key
Arab confrontation state, Syria. The results of the Western
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military reaction not only eliminated Iraq as an “expeditionary”
force member of an eastern front against Israel but also further
placed the Soviet Union on the diplomatic sidelines in the region.

Furthermore, the rapidly deteriorating economic (as well as
political) situation within the USSR increased the Soviet reliance
on the West for its economic reconstruction, and this economic
crisis, in turn, reinforced the Soviet-political forces who favored
enhancing the flow of Soviet-Jewish emigration to Israel. Any of
these fast-moving events and forces had the potential to alter the
policy frame of references of the major actors in the region. Since
they occurred in such a compressed period of time, they created
a unique situation for breaking the status quo of the Arab-Israeli
conflict.

The Arab state perspective found the war option far less
realizable in the present and the foreseeable future than in
recent memory. However, the Arab states, with the exception of
Jordan, can live with the status quo, if a peace process fails to
produce results, until the point that Israel assimilates or
annexes the occupied territories. At the point of Israeli
annexation, the possibility of future peace not only would be
eliminated, but the Arab world would be impelled to plan and
prepare for a war similar to that of 1973.

The Palestinians, on the other hand, not only have no war
option but can only see the extension of the status quo, under
the current circumstances of the rapidly accelerating settlement
policy within the territories, as disastrous to their future hopes
for self-determination of any sort west of the Jordan River. Yet,
Yasir Arafat’'s support of the Iragi invasion of Kuwait reinforced
the mistrust of the Israeli “man in the street” regarding the true
intentions of the Palestinians despite the PLO’s official
recognition of Israel’s “right to exist” in December 1988.

The United States and the
Future Balance of Incentives

The Arab-lsraeli conflict became prolonged because of the
particular confluence of domestic, regional, and international
forces. This confluence has both shielded the Arab side from
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having to make domestically unpopular political decisions
aimed at terminating the conflict as well as reinforced its
ability to pursue a protracted strategy. For its part, Israel may
have wanted to force a conclusive decision at any point during
the decades-long conflict but realized that the demographic
and geographic asymmetries between the antagonists
prohibited such a conclusion. This led to a protracted
defensive strategy on the part of Israel; however, following the
successful offensive of 1967, a significant growth began of the
social and political forces aspiring to retain the captured
territories.

The cultural and psychological views each side had of the
other also influenced the duration of the conflict. For a long
time, the Arab side saw the Israelis as a “Jewish version” of
the crusades. By believing that Israel was an artificial entity,
foreign to the history and culture of the region, Arab political
leaders and intellectuals believed that time was on their side,
as the “artificial entity” would weaken from its own internal
contradictions and from Arab tactics. This assumption
reinforced the view that a protracted strategy was conducive to
the “withering away” of the artificial entity.

As noted, just as the Israeli strategy appeared to be bearing
fruit and the ideological fervor in parts of the Arab world
seemed to be losing some of its strength, changes occurred
within Israel’'s domestic political system that reinforced
ideological claims to the very territories required for a future
bargain with the Arab side. Thus, one may conclude that one
consequence of this prolonged conflict, best characterized by
protracted strategies for each antagonist, is the formation of
domestic forces on either or both sides who in turn alter their
policymakers’ agendas in dealing with the other side.

External forces helped to prolong the conflict by giving each
side the means to exercise their protracted strategies. At the
present time, despite its hegemonical position in the region,
the United States cannot sufficiently alter the balance of
incentives for the local actors to bring about a change of heart.
However, the United States can manage the status quo so that
the local actors find it disadvantageous not to enter and stay
in a peace process that takes on a life of its own. The process,
if prudently guided, could alter the beliefs, fears, and
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ambitions of the respective populations and could lead to a
comprehensive regional settlement that could allow for Israel’s
real security needs and the political rights of the Palestinian
people.
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Prolonged Conflict in the Sudan

Ann Mosely Lesch

Protagonists in internal conflicts that lead to high levels of
violence tend to view their situation in zero-sum terms.
Defense of national identity, the survival of the community, or
the future of the economic class appear at stake in the
struggle. Thus, although the intensity of the violence can
fluctuate, the stakes are so high that a negotiated resolution is
difficult. Powerful forces undermine attempts to resolve the
conflict, in part, because the benefits from conflict are more
immediate than the benefits from peace and, in part, because
each group believes that only a clear victory for its own side
can be the acceptable outcome.

When conflicts start, protagonists often expect them to end
quickly. Governments may view a rebellion as an illegitimate
action by outlaws that can be thwarted by police action or as a
manifestation of grievances that can be contained by coopting
rebels into the political system. Groups that challenge the
regime may consider the system already so decayed that it can
be easily toppled, may believe that a simple change in the top
leadership will accomplish their goals, or may anticipate that
the government will soon accede to their demands.

In some situations, however, rebels prepare a protracted
strategy to achieve their aims. They anticipate a lengthy period
of guerrilla warfare and other unconventional means of
pressure through which public attitudes will be transformed
and the morale of government officials and troops under-
mined. That strategy, when coupled with intensive diplomatic
contacts, may lead to the anticipated transformation of
relationships and foster alliances that cut across the violent
divide. However, the strategy may also increase polarization
and harden opposition in certain sectors of the public. Tactics
on both sides may alienate rather than attract support and
diminish the prospects for mutual accommodation.

Moreover, the country may bog down in a seemingly endless
struggle, in which casualties, social dislocation, and economic
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hardships burden everyone. The struggle may become
prolonged far beyond either side’'s desire to continue, with
polarization so profound that neither side can end the contest
without admitting defeat. No resolution would then be possible
short of the total defeat of one side by the other.

The internal war that began in Sudan in 1983 fits the
patterns of protracted conflict. The military officers who
launched the guerrilla struggle sought to transform the
country’s political structure. They recognized that an extended
time period would be required and systematically built up
their fighting capacity. Their efforts brought them to the brink
of success in 1989 when a broad range of sociopolitical groups
pressed the government to negotiate a fundamental resolution
of the issues that had caused the civil war. But the seizure of
power by hardline politico-military forces that summer
preempted negotiations and exacerbated polarization. The new
government insisted on a total victory and wanted to impose
its own ideological vision on the society, a vision diametrically
opposed to the rebels and to the social forces that supported
negotiations. Since then, the struggle has been prolonged in
ways that destroy the already weak economy, undercut its
sovereignty, and damage the body politic.

Overview

The Sudan is the largest country in Africa, covering 1
million square miles.l Its 23 million residents, scattered
across that wide expanse, derive from a complex mix of ethnic
groups. Arabic culture and ethnicity predominate, even
though 60 percent of the population belongs to such African
peoples as Nubian, Fur, Nuba, Dinka, Shilluk, and numerous
others in the far south. Moreover, more than 70 percent of the
citizens are Muslim by religion, including many non-Arab
peoples. Traditional African religions predominate in the
south, and perhaps 6 percent are Christian, of whom most
derive from churches established during the Anglo-Egyptian
condominium (1898-1956).

During the British-dominated colonial era, the western
districts of Dar Fur and Nuba Mountains and the entire
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southern one-third of the country were kept isolated from the
central Nile Valley. At independence they were incorporated
into a unified political system, in which Arab politicians, with
their well-articulated political structures and leading role in
the negotiations for independence, assumed dominant
positions. Political decisions were made in Khartoum and
economic development was concentrated in the Nile Valley.
Peripheral areas—which tended to be non-Arab and/or
non-Muslim—felt marginalized.

Residents of the south rejected that status most forcefully.
They waged guerrilla warfare for 17 years, from mid-1955 until
1972. Having been denied their demand to decentralize
authority onto the regions, many southerners pressed for
separation and the formation of their own state. They were
also angered by government measures to Arabize the educa-
tional and administrative systems in the south and to restrict
Christian churches. In the mid-1960s, officials and political
groups in Khartoum began to respond to southern demands,
when proposals for regional self-rule were discussed in a
round-table conference and other political fora.

No conceptual breakthrough occurred until 1969, when the
new military ruler, Col Ja’far Muhammad Numairi, declared
that the government “recognizes the historic and cultural
differences between the North and South and firmly believes
that the unity of our country must be built on these objective
realities. [Therefore, the south should have] regional autonomy
within a united Sudan.”2 That approach was embodied in the
Addis Ababa accord of February 1972 that ended the civil war.
The entire south would comprise one region, with its own
assembly and elected executive. The region had an indepen-
dent budget and tax sources to control internal security and
local administration in the social, cultural, and education
fields. English, rather than Arabic, was recognized as the
principal language in the south. (The Sudanese constitution of
1973 explicitly accorded respect to Christianity and traditional
beliefs as well as Islam.) Moreover, the Addis Ababa accord
specified that the guerrilla forces, known as the Anya Nya,
would be gradually absorbed into the army and would serve in
the south. Southerners thereby relinquished their demand for
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independence in return for gaining substantial self-rule and
protection from pressure from the center.

Numairi never allowed the system to function as intended.
He frequently interfered in the operation of the regional
government to prevent independent power bases from
emerging. By the 1980s, as Numairi strengthened his alliance
with radical Islamic political forces, he actively undermined
southern autonomy. That effort culminated in his unilateral
redivision of the south into three provinces in June 1983.
Redivision undermined the already limited self-rule and freed
Numairi to institute a version of an Islamic criminal code in
September 1983, a crucial step towards establishing an
Islamic state in which he would be the imam (religiously
sanctioned ruler), and non-Muslims would have second-class
status. The “September laws” were widely opposed by Muslims
in the north as well as by citizens in the south and contributed
to increasingly overt public opposition that culminated in a
popular uprising in Khartoum that overthrew Numairi on 6
April 1985. Public discontent was also galvanized by economic
crises triggered by drought, failed agro-industrial projects,
high-level corruption, and renewed war in the south.

Fighting erupted there for the second time after the forcible
suppression of mutinies in Bor and Pibor on 16 May 1983. The
soldiers, who came from Anya Nya units absorbed into the
army after the Addis Ababa accord, had resisted illegal orders
to be transferred north.3 Rather than negotiating a resolution
of the standoff, Numairi repressed the mutineers. After a
day-long battle, the commanders and soldiers evacuated Bor
and Pibor and regrouped in Ethiopia, where they coalesced
with soldiers who had fled to the bush after earlier mutinies.
Overall command was assumed by Col John Garang de
Mabior, an officer from the absorbed forces who deserted his
post in Khartoum to join the rebels. Garang welded the
disparate troops into the Sudan People’'s Liberation Army
(SPLA) with its political wing, the Sudan People’s Liberation
Movement (SPLM).

The Bor mutiny triggered an uprising that caused unprece-
dented political turmoil, social disruption, and economic
collapse. Unlike Anya Nya, the SPLM did not want the south to
secede but sought to restructure the bases of political power in

102



LESCH

Khartoum. Its opposition to the September laws and Numairi’'s
autocratic rule won support from the northern dissidents who
led the popular uprising that overthrew Numairi in April 1985.
But the SPLM felt the uprising was incomplete. Garang
criticized the transitional government set up in April 1985,
which combined a Transitional Military Council (TMC) with a
civilian cabinet.4 Even though the TMC pledged to return
power to an elected government within one year and even
though activists from the professional and trade union
movements were influential in the cabinet, the SPLM
mistrusted the transitional government. The power of
Numairi’'s generals was intact: the SPLA could not forget that
the chairman of the TMC had urged Numairi to suppress the
Bor mutiny in 1983. And the September laws were not
rescinded.

The SPLM also criticized the parliamentary elections held in
April 1986, since the war prevented most southerners from
voting and since no constitutional transformation had yet
occurred. The elected prime minister, al-Sadiq al-Mahdi, also
failed to reach an understanding with the SPLA. Head of the
Umma party and great-grandson of the religiopolitical leader
who had ousted the Turco-Egyptian rulers a century earlier,
Mahdi articulated a vision of a liberal Islamic government that
would respect the rights of religious minorities within a
relatively centralized Muslim state. That approach was suspect
to the SPLM as well as to regional and secular political groups.
They argued that a political system had to be constructed that
would reflect the multireligious and multiethnic realities in
Sudan. The situation polarized further in May 1988, when the
National Islamic Front (NIF) joined the cabinet on a platform
committed to instituting a comprehensive Islamic legal system
within two months. NIF, a pillar of the Numairi regime, had
rejected negotiations with the SPLM that would restructure the
political system.

Meanwhile, the conservative Democratic Unionist party
(DUP) feared that its support among Muslim religious orders
was being undermined by the NIF and that the Umma-NIF
alliance would relegate the DUP to a minor role. DUP leaders
were also concerned that NIF’'s absolutist approach would tear
apart the country, and they believed that a pragmatic accom-
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modation was required in the multiethnic Sudan. The DUP
therefore negotiated a path-breaking accord with the SPLM in
November 1988 that promised to freeze Islamic laws until a
national constitutional conference could make fundamental
decisions concerning the legal system and the nature of the
state. Mahdi and NIF rejected the DUP-SPLM accord, which
forced the DUP to pull out abruptly from the government in
late December 1988.

By then the SPLA controlled 90 percent of the countryside in
the south. A dozen army garrisons surrendered to its forces
that winter. By February 1989 the commanders of the armed
forces were fed up with Mahdi's alliance with NIF and his
unwillingness to negotiate. They believed that a negotiated
resolution of the conflict was preferable to an endless,
draining, and unwinnable war. The defense minister resigned
abruptly and nearly 300 senior officers issued an ultimatum to
Mahdi in which they demanded that he negotiate peace if he
could not arm them adequately. They pressed him to imple-
ment the steps needed to conclude an agreement and convene
a constitutional conference. Under acute military pressure,
Mahdi removed NIF from the cabinet and formed a
broad-based government that began to adopt the measures
specified in the DUP-SPLM accord. When the foreign minister
met with SPLM leaders on 10 June 1989, they agreed to
finalize arrangements on 4 July and to convene the
constitutional conference on 18 September.

NIF rejected the terms of the officers’ ultimatum, which
required shelving Islamic law until the constitutional
conference could decide on the fundamental bases for rule.
NIF activists, recognizing that they could not institutionalize
their views by democratic means, conspired with hard-line
army officers to overthrow the regime. The coup d'etat on 30
June 1989 cast aside parliamentary institutions and banned
all political parties and unions. The new leader, Brig Gen
Umar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir, tore up the DUP-SPLM accord
and accelerated military operations against the SPLA. In 1991
NIF consolidated its hold by proclaiming Sudan an Islamic
republic and organized it on a nominally federal basis. The
central government retained overwhelming financial and
executive powers, but states with non-Muslim majorities could
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exempt themselves from certain provisions of the Islamic
criminal law. Popular committees were formed on the Libyan
model to mobilize and control the public.

Despite the government's sweeping arrests of political
activists and intellectuals, banned political and union forces
created a national democratic alliance (NDA) in October 1989
that called for the restoration of democracy by a campaign of
civil disobedience against the regime. The NDA charter was
formally endorsed by the SPLM in March 1990 and, in
September 1990, by the high command of the armed forces
that had been ousted after the coup. The officers even urged
army garrisons to stop fighting the SPLA and join forces
against the government. Thus, the political forces that sought
to restore democracy aligned with the leaders of the violent
rebellion in their common aim of destroying the NIF-led
military government.

The SPLM/SPLA had grown from a small band of mutineers
in 1983 to a broad-based movement that controlled nearly all
the south and allied with all the political groups opposing the
regime. If that alliance were to hold together and overthrow the
government, the SPLM might realize its far-reaching
aspirations. If, however, the government warded off those
challenges, the protracted conflict would continue to wreak
havoc on the society and the economy. With government and
opposition pursuing their struggle in zero-sum terms, no
compromise appeared possible.

The Sudan People’s Liberation Movement

The aims of the SPLM crystallized soon after its
establishment in 1983. Garang articulated comprehensive
goals: the creation of “a united Sudan under a socialist system
that affords democracy and human rights to all nationalities
and guarantees freedom to all religions, beliefs, and outlooks.
A united and socialist Sudan can be achieved only through
protracted revolutionary armed struggle. Peaceful struggle has
always been met with ruthless suppression and callous killing
of our beloved people.”®
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Goals and Structures

Garang emphasized that his aim was not merely to destroy
“Numairi's one-man system of dictatorship” but also to
overthrow “any other minority clique regime in Khartoum” that
might attempt to replace Numairi. He stressed that the SPLM
was not a southern movement that focused on regional issues.
Rather, as a national Sudanese movement, the SPLM hap-
pened to emerge in the south where exploitation was especially
intense: “The marginal cost of rebellion in the south became
very small, zero or negative; that is, in the south, it pays to
rebel.” As such, the SPLM was the “vanguard movement for
the liberation of the whole Sudanese people.”

Garang declared that the “New Sudan” would be democratic
and guarantee equality, freedom, and economic and social
justice and respect human rights. The monopoly of power by
any one group must end, whether that monopoly is held by
“political parties, families’ dynasties, religious sects or [the]
army.”® Consequently, Garang criticized the Transitional
Military Council as a “gang of generals,” Mahdi's Umma party
and DUP as invidious exemplars of family dynasties linked to
religious sects, and NIF as an ideological sectarian movement.

The SPLM also rejected tribalism and racial distinctions as
bases of rule: “The emergence of regional political groups [is] a
natural revolt against the appalling conditions in which the
masses live in those areas,” but those conditions cannot be
overcome by viewing each region and group in isolation.
Rather, “the root causes of Sudan’s chronic social and political
instability are essentially national. As such, they should be
tackled nationally.”” Once power was restructured in
Khartoum, each region could achieve genuine autonomy. Then
the central government would not monopolize power, and the
economies of the less-developed peripheries would benefit.
Since the SPLM rejected the limited approach embodied in the
Addis Ababa accord, Garang criticized government proposals
to negotiate solely concerning the south.

The SPLM’s aims were all-embracing and highly political.
Yet the movement was organized along military lines, since
force was its primary means to pressure and overthrow the
government. Diplomacy was initially viewed as secondary,

106



LESCH

since SPLM leaders believed that no negotiations would
succeed without control over territory and considerable
military leverage. Although a joint SPLM/SPLA high command
governed the movement, the primary responsibilities of its
senior members were to command particular battlefronts.
Decision making was complicated and slow, since messages
had to be sent to far-flung officers, responses collated, and
further discussion carried out before agreement could be
reached on major policies and diplomatic issues. Meetings
were logistically difficult to arrange and relatively infrequent.
Garang wielded special power. As the premier commander
articulated the goals of the movement with authority, he
provided direction of the overall military campaigns and served
as the leading diplomatic envoy. Senior officers played
prominent public roles in meetings with political groups and in
negotiating significant agreements.8

Until May 1991 the SPLM had its political headquarters in
Addis Ababa and maintained liaison offices in Nairobi and
London. The Sudan Relief and Rehabilitation Association
(SRRA), which provides humanitarian aid in the
SPLA-controlled areas, also has offices overseas. In practice,
SRRA operations are controlled by SPLA officers in the field,
even though the SRRA is legally independent. Similarly, the
SPLM did not develop an autonomous administrative structure
in the territories under its control. SPLA commanders
encouraged civil administrators, health personnel, and
teachers to return to their posts, once the area had been
secured by the SPLA. But no SPLM government was set up,
even though a substantial number of former high-level
administrators in the southern regional government joined the
movement. Considerable tension between civilian cadres and
leaders with solely military backgrounds therefore emerged.

Garang’s concern for political coherence within the
movement merged with his belief that maintaining the unity of
political and military cadres was essential for long-term
success. SPLM leaders remembered that the Anya Nya
rebellion suffered from military fragmentation and the
conflicting ambitions of rival politicians; the movement could
negotiate effectively with the central government only after Col
Joseph Lagu forcibly united the factions. The SPLM/SPLA
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faced competition initially from the reemerging separatist Anya
Nya movement, called Anya Nya Il, whose leaders had deserted
the armed forces shortly before the Bor mutiny. They expected
him—senior in rank and age to Garang and the 1,200 men
from Bor and Pibor—to come under the authority of Anya Nya
Il. Instead, in Garang's words, the SPLA waged a “bitter
struggle” from June to November 1983 before the “correct
direction prevailed,” and the SPLA killed or won over the
“separatists, reactionaries, and opportunists.”™ The remaining
Anya Nya Il received arms and funds from the government;
Anya Nya Il was a low-cost way to harass the SPLA.

Nonetheless, after prolonged negotiations, the SPLM
appointed the most effective Anya Nya Il commander, Gordon
Kong Chuol, to the SPLM/SPLA high command in January
1988. He led operations in his home district, fighting the army
garrisons that had previously funded him. Only remnants of
Anya Nya Il remained under government control in Upper Nile.
Those Anya Nya Il members who joined the SPLA felt that their
immediate interests coincided with the rebellion, even though
they were not interested in the comprehensive ideology
espoused by Garang; they emphasized the special needs of the
south, its African heritage, and the establishment of a federal
system of rule.

The SPLM lost the advantage of structural unity, however, in
August 1991 when three commanders split from Garang. Two
officers with a civilian background were supported by former
Anya Nya Il Gordon Kong Chuol in demanding that Garang
resign, the SPLM institute internal democracy, that civilian
needs be given priority in the SPLM-ruled territories, and
temporary partition be accepted if that were the only means to
gain peace.l© The SPLM high command denounced the
dissidents but addressed the reformist demands by giving
qualified endorsement to the concept of establishing civil
administration. Clashes between the two sides during the fall
of 1991 threatened to exacerbate political differences.

Foreign Relationships

In addition to consolidating their internal bases, SPLM
leaders sought stable relations with foreign countries that
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could provide sanctuaries, material assistance, and diplomatic
support. The government of Mengistu Haile Mariam provided
the most substantial support. When the battalions from Bor
and Pibor took sanctuary in Ethiopia, Mengistu was already
hostile to Numairi, whom he accused of supporting Eritrean
secessionists and antiregime forces in Tigre and Oromo.
Mengistu preferred to support the SPLA rather than Anya Nya
Il since Garang rejected the concept of secession. That support
continued during subsequent regimes in Khartoum, as the
basic tension in Sudanese-Ethiopian relations remained.11

Mengistu allowed the SPLA to operate a radio station, which
reported the SPLA’s military campaigns, the outcome of
meetings with Sudanese political groups, and the basic
philosophy of the movement. The radio served as a vital means
for the SPLM to transmit its message directly to the Sudanese
public. Ethiopia served as a sanctuary for SPLA forces. They
operated training camps, logistical centers, and a prison and
POW camp—all beyond the reach of the Sudanese army.
Moreover, by early 1991 more than 400,000 southern
Sudanese crowded into refugee camps operated by the SRRA
in western Ethiopia. Mengistu probably also provided military
support in the form of transport planes, helicopters, and
trucks that sometimes ferried SPLA forces and supplies among
base camps in western Ethiopia and even into Sudanese
territory. Ethiopian forces may have assisted the SPLA’s
attacks on certain border garrisons, since long-range artillery
shelled the towns from Ethiopian territory. In 1987 reports
surfaced that Cuban advisors to the Ethiopian army aided
SPLA operations; in 1990 similar rumors spread that Israeli
arms and advisors reached the SPLA through Ethiopia.
Garang denied contact with Israel and argued that such
rumors were designed to discredit the movement. He
maintained that most SPLA weapons came from the Sudanese
army itself, either captured in battle or seized when garrisons
were overrun. Other weapons, he asserted, were purchased on
the international market.

Mengistu facilitated contacts with Muammar Qadhafi, who
eagerly supported any groups that opposed Numairi. Garang’s
visit to Tripoli in April 1984 secured substantial military aid,
but the SPLM resisted Qadhafi's pan-Arab political agenda.
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Cooperation ended abruptly when Numairi was overthrown
and Qadhafi signed a military protocol with the transitional
government. Tripoli subsequently provided not only sizeable
arms deliveries but also Libyan-piloted planes that bombed
SPLA positions on behalf of all three post-Numairi
governments. (Nonetheless, the SPLM never publicly attacked
Libya and continued to seek to reopen its office in Tripoli.)

The SPLM established significant relations with Egypt, a
pivotal country in both Africa and the Arab world. President
Husni Mubarak consistently sought a negotiated settlement
between the SPLM and the government. He facilitated
Garang’s meeting with al-Sadiq al-Mahdi at the summit of the
Organization of African Unity (OAU) in July 1986 and strongly
supported the talks in 1987-88 between the SPLM and the
DUP. Cairo also tried to arrange negotiations between the
SPLM and the military government that seized power in 1989
but shifted toward the antiregime National Democratic
Alliance (NDA) in spring 1990. Mubarak’s tilt became more
pronounced during the Gulf crisis that autumn in reaction to
Khartoum'’s overt sympathy for Iraqg.

Egypt provided credible diplomatic support to the SPLM as a
neutral but vitally concerned state. The SPLA also diversified
its territorial sanctuaries by the time Mengistu was
overthrown. That proved invaluable, since the groups that
seized power in Addis Ababa in May 1991 (assisted, not
surprisingly, by Khartoum) closed the SPLM office. The SPLM
hastily dismantled its radio station, and troops and refugees
surged across the border into Sudan. By then, the movement
controlled virtually all of Equatoria and had access to
neighboring Kenya and Uganda, although no SPLA forces were
stationed on their soil. Tentative contact had also been made
with Zaire and the Central African Republic, to which perhaps
65,000 Sudanese refugees had fled during fighting in
1990-91. Moreover, an agreement was reached with Chad in
1990 for SPLA and Dar Fur dissident forces to receive support:
the agreement was never implemented since the government
fell in December.

Nairobi, in particular, supplemented Ethiopia as a conduit
for military and relief supplies and a locale for political offices.
By mid-1988 Sudan’s government was so irritated at the
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high-profile SPLM and SRRA presence in Kenya that the
foreign minister charged President Daniel Arap Moi with
abetting the SPLM. Khartoum threatened to aid ethnic and
religious groups inside Kenya to destabilize the regime.
Nonetheless, Kenya let the SPLM and SRRA retain their
offices, and the relationship assumed enhanced importance
with the overthrow of Mengistu.

Relations became cordial with Uganda after Yoweri
Museveni came to power in January 1986. Despite Kampala’s
protestations of neutrality, supplies crossed into Equatoria
from Uganda. Khartoum attempted to respond by supporting
his predecessor Gen Tito Okello, whose forces launched
sporadic attacks across the border into northern Uganda.l?
The Khartoum and Kampala governments managed, however,
to avoid diplomatic crises, and Museveni (as well as President
Mobutu of Zaire during his one-year term as OAU chair) tried
unsuccessfully to arrange meetings between Garang and the
Sudanese ruler.

Military Operations

The SPLA developed a five-pronged strategy to undermine
the government and the armed forces in the south by
mounting protracted operations that would wear them down.
The guerrilla forces sought to cripple major economic projects;
block communications routes; surround, isolate, and overrun
army garrisons; seize and administer towns; and expand the
fighting to the north. SPLA operations moved beyond purely
guerrilla tactics to include limited positional warfare and rule
over a vast territory.

First, the SPLA focused on destroying development projects
in the opening months of the civil war. The Water Buffalo
(jamus) Battalion, a combined SPLA/Anya Nya Il force,
compelled a French contracting company to stop digging the
Jonglei Canal in November 1983. That ambitious and costly
project was intended to increase the amount of water for
agricultural projects in the south as well as in the north and in
Egypt. Another combined operation in February 1984, led by
Anya Nya II's Oil Battalion and the new SPLA Tiger and
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Crocodile (tumsah) Battalions, forced Chevron to suspend
drilling for oil at Bentiu—another vital project that Numairi
had hoped would make Sudan self-sufficient in its energy
resources. Garang commented that those two operations were
designed “to achieve maximum shock and embarrassment”
while Numairi was negotiating with creditors in Paris.13 SPLA
leaders believed that they could force Numairi’'s hand by
demonstrating the economic price he paid by adhering to his
policies. The actions also alerted Egypt and the United States
to the Sudanese crisis, since they underwrote the Jonglei and
Chevron projects, respectively.

Second, the SPLA attempted to block communication routes
within the south as well as between north and south. That
included boats and barges on the Nile River, the railway from
Kosti via Babanusa and from Aweil to Wau, the unpaved roads
that crisscrossed the region, and the airports in the provincial
capitals. SPLA’s ability to blow up railway bridges, ambush
truck and rail convoys, mine roads, and sink barges devas-
tated the armed forces and economic life. Rebuilding bridges
and railway lines drained the government’'s budget. By the end
of his rule, Numairi conceded that the army could not protect
communication routes in the south. Even resupplying
garrisons was generally impossible from April through October
because the summer rains made land routes impassable, and
cloud cover made flying hazardous. In February 1988, for
example, the SPLA sabotaged river barges approaching
Malakal, delayed a Juba-Bor overland convoy, and ambushed
a convoy from Juba to Torit; no additional supplies reached
Torit before it fell to the SPLA the next year.14

As a result of the SPLA’s effective grip on communication
routes, the government dropped supplies by air to garrisons
that lacked airports. But the SPLA used portable SAM-7
missiles to attack civilian and military planes as they landed
or took off from airports in the south. Garang claimed in
March 1986 that the SPLA had, in just two years, downed 13
military helicopters, two transport planes, and three of the air
force’'s five F-5 fighters. In December 1987 and December
1988 Libya lost three of the four MiG-23s supplied to Sudan
and appealed to the SPLA to return captured pilots.1® Civilians
died in several attacks: the most widely publicized case
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involved the death of 60 people on a civilian plane that was hit
after it took off from Malakal airport on 16 August 1986. That
cost the SPLA considerable public sympathy and gave the
government an excuse to freeze diplomatic contact. The
political damage outweighed the short-term value to the SPLA
of forcing a three month’s halt of flights to the south. Garang,
however, insisted that blame lay with the government, which
frequently used civilian planes to ferry troops and supplies
and therefore made them potential targets.

Third, the SPLA sought to isolate strategically located towns
and army garrisons, initially in Upper Nile and Bahr al-Ghazal
provinces. By controlling the surrounding countryside, the
SPLA prevented soldiers from entering or leaving the garrisons
and disrupted civilian life with artillery shelling. The SPLA also
periodically occupied garrison towns on the Ethiopian border,
notably Nasir and Kurmuk, to catch the army off balance and
seize heavy weapons from its military supply bases.

Fourth, the SPLA seized and held populated towns once it
controlled sizeable areas and established reasonably secure
lines of communication into Ethiopia. The SPLA took over Yirol
and Tonj, for example, in eastern Bahr al-Ghazal during 1985
and gained dominant influence in Upper Nile by 1986-87.
(Access remained limited in central Bahr al-Ghazal, where the
government armed a Fertit militia against the SPLA, playing on
Fertit resentment of the populous Dinka.) Moreover, SPLA’s
Locust (jarad) Battalion rapidly consolidated its hold in
eastern Equatoria in the winter of 1987-88, which was
signaled by the capture of the strategic town of Kapoeta
astride the only land route from Juba and Torit to Kenya. As
local militias began to switch to the SPLA, bringing their
government-supplied arms with them, the guerrilla forces
swelled to nearly 40,000, according to Sudanese military
commanders. In their ultimatum to Mahdi in February 1989,
the officers complained of a serious disequilibrium in the
balance of forces. That imbalance enabled the SPLA in early
1989 to operate throughout the south and overrun not only
Torit (near Kapoeta) but also Nasir (Upper Nile on the
Ethiopian border), Nimule (near Uganda), and Jummayzah,
north of Juba. By May 1989, when the dry season ended, the
SPLA had gained control of the north-south land route and
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had seized three more towns, including Bor, where the 1983
mutiny had touched off the revolt. Only then did the SPLA
accept a UN-mediated cease-fire, which the government had
desperately sought throughout the spring.

That cease-fire ended in October 1989, when the three-
month-old military government launched a dry-season
offensive southward from Damazin. But the SPLA ambushed
those troops and pinned down government forces in the hilly
southern Blue Nile province. With an additional 50,000
government soldiers bottled up in Juba, the capital of
Equatoria, the SPLA mounted its own offensive in western
Equatoria. By March 1991 the SPLA had captured more than
16 garrisons and six important towns, including Yambio and
Maridi. The SPLA controlled all of Equatoria except Juba and
Yei. Juba had to be supplied by air from Khartoum, and the
only convoy that reached Yei from Juba in the winter of
1990-91 took three weeks to travel that 100-mile route.16

The seizure of western Equatoria completed phase three of
the SPLA operations in the south, code named Bright Star. In
the winter of 1990-91, the fourth phase (intended to be the
final phase) began as SPLA forces moved into western Bahr
al-Ghazal and intensified operations in central Bahr al-Ghazal
around Wau and along the railway near Aweil. The SPLA
controlled an area larger than Uganda or Ghana but remained
vulnerable. Aerial bombardment damaged the towns and
complicated the task of caring for civilian residents. Moreover,
the military government tried to prevent international food and
medical aid from reaching SPLA-controlled areas by delaying
the signing of agreements with the United Nations that would
permit emergency airlifts and even by bombing authorized
relief flights and distribution centers. In 1990 the UN
estimated that 3.5 million of the 5.5 million southern residents
had fled their homes during the seven years of war; entire
areas were depopulated, with cattle and crops lost.}?” The
SRRA lacked resources to cope with that overwhelming
dislocation. Coupled with the SPLM/SPLA's apparently weak
administrative structures, those difficulties indicated the
problems that the movement faced in moving from a purely
guerrilla struggle to static operations in which the SPLA would
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hold fixed positions, and the SPLM would bear responsibility
for the well-being of the local population.

Fifth, the SPLA tried to expand the fighting to the north,
notably southern Blue Nile, southern Kordofan, and southern
Dar Fur. The Kurmuk operations signaled that the SPLA could
operate on the fringes of the northern provinces since Kurmuk
was located in the Ingessana Hills of southern Blue Nile
province. The loss of that province’s vital hydroelectric instal-
lations and agroindustrial areas would black out Khartoum
and destroy sugar and cotton projects in which the govern-
ment had invested substantial resources. After the SPLA
seized Kurmuk in November 1987 and hundreds of civilians
and wounded soldiers fled to Damazin, Mahdi mobilized
frantically to recapture the town. The army suffered heavy
casualties in the effort and remained vulnerable to ambushes.
Moreover, the SPLA made inroads among the Ingessana people
who were already angry at the government and private
businessmen for establishing agricultural projects near
Damazin that drove them off their traditional lands.

The SPLA also capitalized on grievances among the peoples
in the Nuba Mountains of southern Kordofan.18 Long-standing
tensions between Nuba and Arab tribes over water and grazing
rights were exacerbated both by the alienation of land to
private mechanized agricultural schemes and by drought,
which forced herders to move into the Nuba-populated hills.
Nuba political groups supported the aims of the SPLM and
decried the government’s use of Nuba foot soldiers against the
SPLA. By mid-1985 the transitional government responded by
arming Arab villages, initially for self-protection. Mahdi
increased support for those militias, which raided Nuba
villages and Dinka, Shilluk, and Nuer areas in Bahr al-Ghazal
and Upper Nile. Militia raids and SPLA operations devastated
the rural areas. Civilians who fled to southern Kordofan to
escape the fighting were sometimes killed by revenge-driven
Arab militias, as in the massacres of Dinka in Daien in 1987
and of Shilluk in Jabalayn in 1989. Only after the SPLM and
the NDA aligned in 1990 were there serious attempts to
reconcile the peoples: Mahdi's Umma party reversed its prior
support for the Arab militias, and the NDA reached an accord
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with the SPLA for Nuba to train and fight jointly against the
military government’s forces.

That accord was extended to political movements in the
westernmost region of Dar Fur where many had long resented
control from Khartoum. They were also angry that central
governments allowed Chadian rebels to camp in Dar Fur,
thereby provoking retaliation by the Chad army. Intra-
Chadian battles destroyed villages and livestock in Dar Fur,
particularly in 1989-90. Nonetheless, relations were limited
between the SPLA and the Dar Fur groups because of the vast
distance separating them. Guerrilla warfare was hampered in
the stark terrain of Dar Fur and southern Kordofan by the lack
of cover and a limited rainy season. The air force bombed and
burned villages in periodic scorched-earth retaliations, and the
SPLA could not supply its guerrilla outposts in the west
systematically.

By 1992 the SPLA controlled nearly all of the south and had
probed into the north. But the loss of its sanctuary in Ethiopia
set back its operations and helped to precipitate a serious split
within SPLA ranks in late August 1991. With eastern Upper
Nile under the dissidents’ control, intra-SPLA fighting
weakened the movement and eased the government's task.
The sharp decrease in financial and arms support to the SPLA,
just as it faced the increased costs of providing for refugees
fleeing Ethiopia and internal displaced persons, risked
overwhelming its rudimentary administrative structure.
Moreover, the SPLA lacked the capacity to move north toward
Khartoum. Despite its control over nearly one-third of the
country, the SPLA realized the fighting had reached a
stalemate.

Perspectives from Khartoum

Government officials and politicians in Khartoum reacted to
the SPLM/SPLA according to their own perceptions of the
political realities in Sudan. The dominant political
groups—notably Mahdi’'s Umma party, DUP, and NIF, which
together controlled 83 percent of the seats in the parliament
elected in 1986—viewed Sudan as a predominantly Arab and
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Muslim country, within which the south comprised a discrete
entity. The geographically peripheral areas appeared politically
marginal: political life revolved around the needs and
perspectives of the Nile Valley core. Moreover, those politicians
assumed that the Muslim majority had the right to institute
Islamic legal codes concerning not only their own personal
matters but also political, economic, and social life. The
non-Muslim minority would have to accept that reality but
would retain freedom of worship and certain other legal
protections.

In light of those perspectives, officials and politicians from
the dominant parties tended either to stress the
insubstantiality of the SPLM as a political movement or to
argue that its values were so threatening that accommodation
was impossible. If the rebellion was merely “Garang’s
movement,” the SPLA need not be taken seriously, and the
leader’'s personal ambitions could be satisfied by an honorary
post in Khartoum. If the SPLM were an extension of the
secessionist Anya Nya movement, restoring the Addis Ababa
accord and offering economic aid to the south could end the
uprising. (Only in the fall of 1991 did it appear that the
dissident commanders of the SPLA might accept separation, at
least as a temporary measure.) Another delegitimizing tactic
was taken by politicians who argued that the SPLM was not
the sole voice representing the south by arguing that several
southern parties won seats in the elections of April 1986 and
could represent the region in a constitutional conference.
Other politicians claimed that the rebellion would collapse
without support from Israel or communist states. The NIF
military government sought to mobilize Arab support by
arguing that Israel aided Ethiopia and, by extension, the SPLA
to control the Red Sea and encircle the Arab world. Mahdi
frequently called Garang a puppet of Mengistu and argued
that Ethiopia sought to impose a Marxist regime on Sudan,
with help from Moscow and Havana.

Primarily, however, political leaders argued that the SPLM
was fundamentally anti-Arab and anti-Muslim in mounting a
challenge to the structure of power in Khartoum and therefore
had to be defeated at all cost. They appealed to Libya, Iran,
and the Gulf states for financial and military aid on the
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grounds that Garang would impose an African identity on the
Muslim Arab majority in Sudan.!® Islamic-oriented politicians
viewed the SPLM'’s insistence on a secular constitution as
proof of its anti-Muslim orientation, rather than as a reflection
of its concern for upholding the multireligious dimensions of
Sudan. NIF adherents blamed western Christian churches
which, they argued, sought to thwart the natural spread of
Islam in Africa.20 A movement that embodied African racism,
Christian missionary influence, Zionist designs, and/or
Marxist dogma could be delegitimized. The speaker proved
that negotiations were impractical and impossible and
reinforced the image of a zero-sum conflict.

Nevertheless, some political forces in Khartoum addressed
Sudan’s problems from perspectives that were compatible with
the SPLM and thereby prevented the conflict from becoming
entirely zero sum. The charter drawn up by the professional
and trade union groups that underpinned the uprising in April
1985 supported the secular constitution of 1956 (as amended
in 1964). In March 1986 a broad range of political parties and
unions met with the SPLM in Ethiopia and issued the joint
Koka Dam Declaration that resolved to create the New Sudan
“free from racism, tribalism, sectarianism and all causes of
discrimination and disparity.”21 The declaration asserted that
the “basic problems, not the so-called southern problem” must
be addressed and that the government must repeal the Islamic
laws of September 1983 and promulgate the constitution of
1956. Those resolutions indicated that bases for dialogue and
agreement existed between the SPLM and potentially
influential political and intellectual groups. And yet most
parties that signed the Koka Dam Declaration lacked
representation in the parliament elected the next month. The
Communist party, Nuba-based Sudan National party, and
coalition of African parties totalled barely 17 percent of the
MPs. On their own, they could not transform the conflict from
zero sum to positive sum, although their efforts could
contribute to that transformation.

Thus, only a minority of the political forces in Khartoum
sought to construct a constitutional system that would
incorporate the political perspectives of the SPLM. The
majority in the government and parliament tried to contain the
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movement by force and avoid making political concessions.
Numairi viewed the rebellion as a mutiny that could be
stamped out, even though his generals warned him that the
strife would drain his resources. The TMC sent missions to
Arab countries in search of military and financial aid so that
the armed forces could quell the SPLM or negotiate from a
position of strength.

Mahdi built up the armed forces and sought to persuade
Ethiopia to stop assisting the SPLA. His heightened rhetoric
after the SPLA shot down the civilian plane in Malakal (August
1986) and overran Kurmuk (November 1987) helped win extra
Arab armaments but could not turn the tide militarily. Mahdi
relied on direct Libyan air support to help recapture Kurmuk:
by February 1988 Tripoli provided more than one-half of the
military aid received in Khartoum. NIF encouraged Mahdi to
look to Iran for support, once the Iran-lrag war ended in
August 1988. Ironically, Irag also armed Sudan, supplying jet
fighters, transport planes, rockets, and heavy guns. Despite
Iragi and Libyan airlifts of supplies, towns and garrisons fell to
the SPLA at an accelerating pace. By winter 1988-89, Jordan,
Saudi Arabia, and Oman rejected Sudanese appeals for arms,
disillusioned by the possibility of a military solution to the civil
war. (Iraq also briefly withheld arms, protesting pro-lranian
statements by NIF.) The government paid a substantial
political price for military aid. Libya, in particular, expanded
its influence in Dar Fur and pressed politicians to support
unity between the two countries.

The military regime that seized power in 1989 depended
heavily on arms from Libya, Irag, and Iran. Qadhafi gained
free access to Dar Fur, which served as a sanctuary for the
Chadian rebels under Idris Deby and as the vital launching
pad for the rebels’ thrust into Chad to overthrow the
government in December 1990. Qadhafi also won an
integration charter in 1990, the establishment of Libyan-style
popular committees (jamahiri) in Sudan, and joint pledges to
disseminate the Arabic language and culture throughout the
country. Saddam Hussein received his payoff when Bashir
supported lIrag's stance against the international coalition;
Sudan thereby antagonized Egypt and the Gulf states. When
Irag was defeated, NIF turned to Iran, whose diplomats
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declared that the Sudanese civil strife was a war of “Islam
versus blasphemy.”? Iran viewed the Sudan as a means to
promote Islam throughout Africa and provided substantial
funds to NIF to purchase Chinese weapons for the govern-
ment. Chinese teams also trained Sudanese pilots, following
the signing of an accord in March 1991. Meanwhile, Khartoum
succeeded in helping to overthrow Mengistu in May 1991.
Bashir supported several opposition groups, but especially
favored an Islamic-oriented group among the Oromo people
who attacked SPLA forces and refugees in western Ethiopia.
The long-term aim of eliminating the SPLA’s presence in
Ethiopia finally succeeded.

The governments paid heavy prices financially and in
national sovereignty to prosecute the war. Under Numairi, the
government admitted that the war cost $1 million a day; under
Bashir, the cost skyrocketed to $3 million daily. Bashir's
government conceded, at its conference on peace prospects in
September 1989, that 4,593 soldiers and officers had died
since 1984, as well as 2,700 policemen. (The conference also
stated that the total military casualties reached 340,000;
27,000 members of the SPLA had died; 62,000 civilians had
died from the violence; and another 260,000 civilians had died
from disease and starvation.)23

The economic cost escalated. Numairi accumulated a
$9-billion debt by 1985, which soared to $13 billion by 1990.
Bashir admitted that one-half of that debt was due to
economic projects that were cancelled in the south.?* The
fighting wrecked plans to diversify cash crops and reduce
dependence on foreign oil. The cost of living soared as the
government frantically printed money and raised prices; severe
food shortages spread in the towns as well as the countryside.
Foreign donors withheld assistance, and the International
Monetary Fund (IMF) froze loans to Sudan in February 1986.
In the fall of 1990 the IMF issued a formal Declaration of
Non-Cooperation that isolated Khartoum from virtually all
international donors except China, Iran, and Libya.

Economic collapse was an important reason for
governments to seek a way out of the conflict. The finance
minister argued in April 1987 that negotiations with the SPLM
were essential: since the war consumed most of the general
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budget, neither balanced budgets nor economic reforms were
possible as long as the war continued.?> The economic crisis
was a factor in the decision of DUP to initiate talks with the
SPLM a year later. A senior party member stated:

We are in a terrible and deteriorating economic situation and
threatened to lose our democracy, indeed our independence. We will
never be able to stand on our feet unless there is stability, which can
only be achieved by stopping the war—which is why the initiative was
made.26

In contrast, Bashir's government refused to let economic
collapse and even widespread famine deter its efforts to
prosecute the fighting. The government sold its entire reserve
stock of grain to Libya and Iraqg and Europe in 1990 to finance
the war. The government did not admit that the country
lacked food until October 1990, despite reports that the grain
crops had failed in the west, east, and south.

Obstacles to Conflict Resolution

In view of the polarity between the dominant political forces
in Khartoum and the SPLM, creating mechanisms to overcome
the mutual distrust and resolve the conflict was a laborious
process. Nonetheless, major obstacles to negotiations—if not
to ultimate agreement—were overcome by mid-1989. The coup
d’etat cancelled four years of effort and deepened the divide.2?

Until the Koka Dam Declaration of March 1986, northern
political forces did not realize fully that the SPLM would refuse
a political settlement based on the Addis Ababa accord and
would insist on adhering to its comprehensive program to
transform the government in the center. For the north,
according limited self-rule to the south was easier than
countenancing a fundamental shift in power in Khartoum. By
November 1985, however, the transitional government
accepted Garang’'s idea of convening a constitutional
conference to establish agreed upon legal bases for the
political system. But the government was not willing to annul
the September laws prior to the conference, as the SPLA
demanded. Both sides jockeyed for advantage on the ground,
believing that the other side would not make significant
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political concessions until it was hurt militarily. The continued
fighting, in turn, made each side more suspicious of the
other’s intentions.

If the Koka Dam meeting had convened in January 1986, as
its organizers had hoped, its resolutions could have
encouraged the promulgation of a new, secular constitution
and cease-fire prior to the April elections. In fact, the
conference met barely two weeks before the elections and had
no impact on their outcome. Thus, even though terms of the
conference met virtually all of the SPLM’s requirements—in
particular repealing the September laws and adopting the
1956 constitution—the new prime minister, al-Sadiqg al-Mahdi,
ignored these terms. If he had pledged to implement them,
Mahdi could have ended the guerrilla warfare after only three
years, with relatively limited destruction of the social fabric
and economy and with relatively limited political polarization
within the Sudan as a whole. Instead, Mahdi signed a coalition
agreement with DUP that endorsed the Islamic-oriented draft
constitution of 1968 and indicated that he sought modified
Islamic laws that would protect religious minorities. His room
for maneuver was also limited by NIF, which formed a vocal
opposition bloc in the assembly to prevent any dilution of
Islamic law.

Attempts at personal diplomacy between Mahdi and Garang
failed to bridge the gap: Mahdi tried to bypass Koka Dam,
which Garang insisted was the only legitimate framework of
negotiations.?® Mahdi claimed that Garang had negotiated in
bad faith when the SPLA subsequently shot down a civilian
airplane. Garang claimed that Mahdi intended to accelerate
the war by turning to Libya for additional bombers and
shooting down the peace process itself by refusing to engage in
further meetings with him.

Nine months later, when the government’s dry-season
offensive ended inconclusively in April 1987, both sides
resumed their tentative contact. Garang noted that dialogue
was necessary since neither side could win militarily, and
Mahdi responded with a proposal partly based on Koka
Dam.?® The September laws would “be replaced by a legal
position based on diversity in a way which satisfies the
aspirations of the Muslims in areas of Muslim majority and

122



LESCH

the aspirations of non-Muslims in other areas.” The SPLM
rejected Mahdi's proposal and argued that Sudan was
multiracial and multireligious; therefore, Islamic law must be
abolished rather than reinforced. The SPLM questioned the
sincerity of Mahdi's commitment to end the war since the
army had launched a military offensive two weeks after he
sent the letter and since the government declared an enhanced
state of emergency in late July.

The political groups that had organized the Koka Dam
meeting were scattered by then and could not take any
effective political initiative to counter Mahdi's approach.
Rather, the African (Nuba and southern) parties represented in
parliament took the lead. They held three meetings with the
SPLM during August and September 1987 that restated
support for the Koka Dam Declaration. They also persuaded
Umma and DUP (but not NIF) to sign a transitional Sudan
charter on 10 January 1988 that stressed the dual Arab and
African identity of Sudan and the importance of sharing power
and resources equitably within the country. Nonetheless,
Mahdi used the excuse of SPLA military victories to break off
diplomatic contact and countered the growing pressure to
negotiate by adding NIF to the cabinet in May 1988, on a
platform that insisted on full-scale Islamic laws.

The African parties could not counter that Umma-NIF
alliance. Rather, DUP broke the diplomatic impasse, not
because it accepted SPLM terms but because its leaders feared
political marginalization by Umma and NIF. The DUP-SPLM
accord, signed on 16 November 1988, agreed to the SPLM's
long-standing preconditions: pending the convening of the
constitutional conference, the government would “freeze all the
clauses related to the hudud [Islamic punishments] and other
pertinent clauses included in the September 1983 laws. No
laws with clauses that refer to the above clauses shall be
enacted until the National Constitutional Conference is
convened and the issue of the laws is finally settled.”39 They
also agreed to abrogate military agreements that affected
national sovereignty, end the state of emergency, and declare a
cease-fire. A national preparatory committee would fix the
date, venue, and agenda of the conference which, they hoped,
would open on 31 December 1988.
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In effect, each side agreed to reserve its substantive
differences until the conference. The DUP leader noted: there
will be “a long debate and a great deal of argument at the . . .
conference [on these issues], but in the end we believe in the
democratic course. . . . Through dialogue and democratic
practice we shall be able to build a modern Sudan.”31 There
was no guarantee that the outcome of the conference would be
a secular constitution; instead, they agreed that debating
rather than fighting was the appropriate means to resolve the
country’s deepest divisions.

The DUP-SPLM accord was blocked by NIF and Mahdi
because it threatened their rule: DUP, SPLM, and the African
parties suddenly emerged as an alternative ruling coalition.
NIF leaders also feared that Islamic laws would never be
promulgated once they were frozen. The multiparty
fragmentation in Khartoum and relative power of Umma and
NIF prevented DUP from gaining parliamentary support for the
accord. The military high command had to step in to resolve
the crisis with its ultimatum in February 1989. The officers
forced Mahdi to form a broad-based government that excluded
NIF and to make the DUP’s chief negotiator with the SPLM the
foreign minister in charge of finalizing arrangements for the
constitutional conference.

The government and parliament formally endorsed the
DUP-SPLM accord, and parliament voted to shelve debate on
Islamic laws until the constitutional conference. The SPLA
responded with a cease-fire on 1 May for Ramadan, the
Islamic month of fasting, and both sides agreed that the state
of emergency would end simultaneously with the beginning of
a permanent cease-fire just before the constitutional
conference would convene on 18 September. As a final step, on
29 June Mahdi initialed the draft law that would suspend the
existing Islamic laws in preparation for a cabinet decision on
30 June and parliament’s vote on 1 July. The stage was set for
the government meeting with the SPLM on 4 July with all the
preconditions satisfied for the conference. Garang commented
later, “The peace process was at an advanced stage when the
fifteen army officers seized power.”32

With the establishment of Islamic-oriented military rule in
Khartoum, prospects for negotiations vanished. The
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government immediately canceled the DUP-SPLM accord,
reinstated the September laws, and reverted to viewing the
conflict as a southern problem. The officers insisted that
negotiations could not question the majority’s right to Islamic
laws. The nominally federation system promulgated in 1990
only allowed provinces with non-Muslim majorities to exempt
themselves from certain Islamic personal-status laws. The
SPLM countered with stiff terms of its own: the government
must restore democracy and accept the DUP-SPLM accord
before the war would end.

The two meetings between the junta and SPLM, held in
August and December 1989, reached a deadlock. SPLM nego-
tiators spoke of “an extremely wide gap” and an “agreement to
disagree” after the first meeting.33 The gathering in Nairobi,
hosted by former US President Jimmy Carter on 1 December
1989, found itself presenting diametrically opposed positions.
No mediator could bridge the differences; if anything, the
meeting deepened the discord.3* Subsequent mediation
attempts by Mubarak and Mobutu through the OAU failed
even to get the two parties to the table. Similarly, an American
proposal to separate the two sides by an internationally
monitored buffer zone in the south proved a nonstarter.

Each side geared up for a military showdown. The SPLM
strengthened its ties with the NDA and former military high
command in 1990 and gained control over virtually all the
south. The government viewed substantive negotiations as
ideological suicide and deepened its ties with radical Libya,
Iran, and lraq. The fall of Mengistu, however, affected the
political balance by reducing material support for the SPLM.
Some SPLA commanders calculated that, given the
impossibility of achieving the SPLM’s political aims, the
protracted struggle was destroying the country rather than
bringing about the anticipated transformation. They calculated
that the cost of war outweighed the benefits: the SPLM must
cut its losses and make peace, even on limited terms.
Otherwise, fighting could continue indefinitely or until the
south was destroyed. Whether the government would agree to
the de facto or de jure separation of the south as the price for
consolidating an Islamic regime in the north remained
uncertain. That radical excision of the major non-Muslim area
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would benefit the government at the price of relinquishing a
third of the country’s territory.

Three opportunities emerged to negotiate an end to the
prolonged war. The Koka Dam conference of 1986 and the
DUP-initiated accord of 1988-89 could have resulted in an
agreement that would restructure the political bases of power
in Sudan to meet the needs of the peripheral areas that the
SPLM claimed to represent. The fragmented nature of the
Sudanese political system, the weakness of the central govern-
ment, and the lack of political consensus about the appro-
priate form of rule, however, enabled powerful political forces
to block the implementation of those accords. The third
opportunity, expressed by support for territorial partition,
approached the problem from a radically different angle, based
on the failure to reach a mutually acceptable accommodation
and a reversion to the view that the conflict is a zero-sum game.

The civil war in Sudan since 1983 thus represents a classic
prolonged war. The stakes have been so high that a negotiated
resolution is extremely difficult. Each side has perceived itself
as defending its core identity and ensuring the survival of its
political community. At key moments, one side or the other
has perceived the benefits from conflict as outweighing the
benefits of peace and has hoped that a clear military victory
will obviate the need for negotiated compromises. The struggle
has therefore been prolonged far longer than anyone
anticipated or sought and has caused profound suffering to
the people. Those living in the war zone have been affected
directly, but the economic and social life of the country as a
whole has been damaged by the nearly decade-long strife. The
collapse of the political agreement in 1989 meant that the civil
war would continue until another political transformation
occurred or until both sides accepted partition. The prolonged
conflict was destroying the people and society that the political
forces sought to preserve.
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Fire in the Horn
Prolonged War in Ethiopia and Eritrea

Cobie Harris

The tragedy of Ethiopia is really an African tragedy because
a generation of Africa’s most precious resource, its young
people, have been sacrificed on the altar of war, famine,
refugee camps, and exile in a prolonged war that should have
been avoided. This study examines the circumstances that
contributed to Ethiopia’s descent into an interminable fog of
conflict and prolonged war.

In Africa’s modern history, Ethiopia is probably the most
important nation-state because it is the only African country
to defeat in war a European power, the Italians. In the last 30
years, however, Ethiopia has moved from a symbol of African
freedom and dignity to a country plagued by famine and
internal wars and is now teetering on the verge of disinte-
gration. Presently, Ethiopia is the only African country where a
subnationalist group has effectively fought the central
government, and is now on the verge of seceding from the
republic.t

Five major factors contributed to the prolonged war in
Ethiopia. First, the intervention in Africa by Italian
imperialism eventually led to the creation of an enclave called
Eritrea. Second, the existence of the kingdoms of Tigray and
Shoa, two Christian islands in a sea of Islamic states, forced
these kingdoms, for their own survival, to pursue a regional
imperialist policy as a form of insulation against Islamic
domination. Third, after World War Il, the rise of Israel as a
nation-state exacerbated and highlighted the strategic impor-
tance of the presence of a powerful Christian state in a mostly
Islamic region, transforming the problem between Ethiopia
and Eritrea into a regional conflict. Fourth, the rivalry
amongst the superpowers to establish hegemony over the
Horn and Red Sea areas predisposed Ethiopia to pursue a
military rather than a political resolution to the problem since
the superpowers had flooded the area with weapons.? Fifth,
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after its collapse and eventual overthrow, the feudal monarchy
was replaced with a military dictatorship based on repression
and organized around Leninist principles.

European imperialism radically transformed African society
because it brought the revolutionary idea of the nation-state to
the African continent; this was a revolutionary concept in that
it compelled the radical transformation of the geopolitical land-
scape. Imperialism created states in a heretofore stateless en-
vironment and introduced the idea of the nation-state to Africa
for the first time. The uneven penetration of European
imperialism, however, led to the differential effects of national-
ism and state formation on the nascent Ethiopian state.

Europe’s profound impact on the region was most evident by
the fact that neither Ethiopia nor Eritrea existed before
European penetration. Although independent kingdoms had
existed in the regions for thousands of years, the Horn region
was devoid of a self-conscious nationalism associated with any
particular state boundary. Thus, one dimension of the modern
civil war in Ethiopia was the simultaneous emergence of two
competing nationalisms within the same geographical area.
This paper focuses on the intersection and conflict of ethnicity,
feudalism, and foreign interests on prolonging the war in the
region.

Italian Interests

In the 1870s, when the Italians first attempted to colonize
the northeastern part of Ethiopia now called Eritrea, they met
stiff resistance from the indigenous people there. Later, when
the Italians attempted to seize the area, King Yohannes
incorrectly assumed that the British would protect his flank
against encroachment by another European power. Instead,
the British encouraged the Italians to seize the coastal
lowlands from King Yohannes and permitted them to advance
on the highland plateau area in Eritrea.3 Once the Italians
realized that they had the consent of the British, they decided
to conquer all of the Eritrean territory under the control of
King Yohannes.
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During this period another Christian kingdom rose in the
center of Ethiopia. Under the leadership of King Menelik, a
new Amhara kingdom became the dominant force in the region
by incorporating the Oromo people and gaining their fertile
agricultural lands. When the Italians began to encounter fierce
resistance from northern Tigrean forces, they embarked on a
program to exacerbate and intensify the latent cleavages
between the Amhara and Tigrean kingdoms. While fighting the
Tigreans from Tigray and Eritrea, the Italians also signed a
nonaggression treaty with King Menelik who, in exchange,
received approximately 5,000 guns from the Italians.4

In 1887 King Yohannes was Killed while fighting the
Mahdist's forces from Sudan. His death created a power
vacuum in the northern Christian kingdoms which intensified
competition for the title of King of Kings formerly possessed by
King Yohannes. The death of King Yohannes started an
intense rivalry between his two sons, Alula and Mengesha,
and King Menelik over control of the northern Christian areas.
In pursuit of this goal, King Menelik enlisted the Italians, who
were quite eager to assist him because this alliance would
allow Italian control over Eritrea. King Menelik conceded this
expedient alliance with the Italians to gain time to build a
modern military force without antagonizing them. King
Menelik made this alliance even though it meant he would
accept Italian control over Eritrea.>

By 1893 a conflict emerged between the Italian and
Ethiopian interpretation of the Treaty of Uccialli, which stated
that the Ethiopians might use the Italians as their
intermediary with other European powers. The actual
controversy between the Italians and Ethiopians revolved
around the issue of whether Ethiopia was a dependent Italian
protectorate.

To establish Ethiopia as a protectorship, the Italians
attempted to colonize the region by military conquest. Instead,
the Italians suffered one of their worst military defeats ever at
the battle of Adowa, marking this military feat as the first
victory ever by non-Europeans over Europeans in Africa.
However, the fateful decision of Menelik not to drive the
Italians completely from Ethiopian soil eventually led to the
creation of the Eritrean colony.
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After their defeat, the Italians consolidated their power
within their Eritrean colony. In short, Italian rule stimulated
and nurtured Eritrean national consciousness. On a political
level, Italian colonization served as a capitalist-battering ram
to destroy or distort noncapitalist formations in Eritrea.®
Italian colonization of Eritrea transformed their feudal
subsistence/peasant economy into a market economy. On the
one hand, the insertion of capitalist components into Eritrea
created working and commercial class fragments, whose
struggles to protect and advance their interests made their
society more liberal and free than feudal Ethiopia. On the
other hand, King Menelik’s victory over the Italians essentially
froze their feudal social structure until the overthrow of the
monarchy in 1974. Hence, the Italian transformation of
Eritrean society is particularly noteworthy because it planted
the seed for Eritrean nationalism which made the fusion
between semicaptialist Eritrea with feudal Ethiopia inherently
unstable. The simultaneous uneven penetration of Italian
imperialism and the rise of the Ethiopian nation-state set the
stage for the drama of the longest war in postcolonial Africa.”

The Social Historical Context

The Ethiopian and Eritrean conflagration highlights one of
the central problems of African politics: the question of
legitimacy and the relevance of nation-states created directly
or indirectly by European imperialism. Ironically, the only
principle African states agree on today is that the colonial
boundaries are legitimate and any attempt to overturn these
boundaries violently is illegitimate; such an idea is one of the
charter principles of the Organization of African Unity.

African political discourse on the postcolonial state is
grounded on the sanctity of colonial boundaries as a non-
negotiable principle. Since African states are multinational
and multicultural, any boundary dispute could lead to the
disintegration of the nation-state in Africa. Thus, most African
states consider the Eritrean struggle illegitimate. Nonetheless,
Eritreans believe that Italian colonization legitimated their
claim for independence because only sovereign nations can be
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colonized and colonization presupposes a sovereign state.
They further contend that the difference between oppression
and colonial subjugation is that the resolution of the
nationalist question is justice, while the resolution of the
colonial question is independence. Of course, Ethiopians reject
the Eritreans’ formulation of the problem in this manner. To
Eritreans, Ethiopia’'s annexation of Eritrea symbolized an act
of aggression against a sovereign nation by another African
country.

United Nations and British Perspectives

After the 1936 Italian invasion of Ethiopia and their final
defeat in 1941 by the British forces, Eritrea fell under the
control of the commander in chief of the British forces in East
Africa. The power vacuum left by the unconditional surrender
of Italy compelled the British to design a plan for the future of
the Eritrean territory. Proposals put forth by the British
ranged from forming a unity between Tigray and Eritrea to
allowing Ethiopia to absorb the area.

In either case, Britain did not support independence for
these states because it could adversely affect their geopolitical
hegemony over the vital Red Sea shipping lanes. In addition,
Ethiopia asserted their own “natural right” to control the
future of Eritrea for two main reasons: first, Eritrea provided
Ethiopia’s only access to the sea; and second, the idea of
separation between the two countries was artificial, since they
were one culture and one people.

On 2 December 1950, the United Nations General Assembly
voted for a federal solution as the best way to resolve the
Eritrean question. The resolution recommended the following:

1.-Eritrea shall constitute an autonomous unit federated
with Ethiopia under the sovereignty of the Ethiopian state.

2.-The Eritrean government shall possess legislative,
executive, and judicial powers in the field of domestic affairs.8

The federal constitution developed by the UN provided that
the emperor would be represented by a governor general in
Eritrea. The federal charter also established an autonomous
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legislative chamber for Eritrea and elected a president who
was responsible for electing permanent secretaries to staff the
national civil service departments. In addition, the president
would appoint judges and an independent judicial branch of
regional government. The federal constitution enabled Eritrea
to establish Tigrinya and Arabic as their national languages.
The UN designed these measures to protect the autonomy of
Eritrea from total subordination to Ethiopia.

The first election to the national assembly of Eritrea was
held in 1952.2 What is noteworthy about the first free election
ever held in Eritrea was that the prounion and federation
supporters garnered over two-thirds of the votes cast in the
election. The election results clearly indicated that a majority
of the Eritrean people favored unification and/or federation
with Ethiopia. Perhaps what is even more significant was how
the decrepit feudal regime managed to convert profederation
Eritrean sentiment into volatile antifederation and anti-
Ethiopian feelings.

Within 10 years, Haile Selassie fundamentally transformed the
relationship between Eritrea and Ethiopia and forcibly annexed
Eritrea in 1962. Ethiopia’s unilateral decision to annex Eritrea
abrogated the UN provisions, which stated that only the UN
General Assembly could amend the federal relationship. Ethiopia
justified the annexation of Eritrea by referring to the Eritrean
General Assembly’s majority vote for the union in 1962. Eritrean
nationalists, however, discounted the General Assembly’'s vote
by alleging that the Ethiopian regime had packed the chamber
with its supporters and destroyed the integrity of the National
Assembly. In 1960, in the conclusion of his book, G. K. N.
Trevaskis prophetically stated:

The temptation to subject Eritrea firmly under her [Ethiopian] control
will always be great. Should she try to do so, she will risk Eritrean
discontent and eventual revolt, which, with foreign sympathy and
support, might well disrupt both Eritrea and Ethiopia herself.10

War Clouds

To understand how the conflict between Ethiopia and
Eritrea degenerated into Africa’s longest war requires a brief
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analysis of the major political, geographic, and religious
divisions. Such divisions within Eritrea transformed the war
against Ethiopia into two separate wars; the Eritrean Libera-
tion Front waged the first war, and the Eritrean People’s
Liberation Front waged the second.

The major internal political cleavage within Eritrea is
between Christianity and Islam. The most contentious issue in
the formation of Eritrean nationalism focuses on whether
Islam or Christianity will become the hegemonic power and
organizing principle of the new state. The fact that Eritreans
are evenly divided between Christians and Muslims further
exacerbates this religious cleavage. Moreover, each religion
dominates a particular region: Christians comprise the
majority in the core highland area, while Muslims dominate
the coastal regions and the western plateau area.1l

Other major factors which led to the nationalist revolt
included the Ethiopian ancien regime's backward and
repressive strategy toward Eritrea, the rise of Pan-Arabism,
and an Islamic revival. Emperor Haile Selassie’'s regime’s
relentless implementation of policies that alienated and
intensified Eritrean secession sentiment fueled the fires of war
even more.

The federation of Eritrea and Ethiopia was complicated by
Eritrean’s indirect participation in democratic government
under colonialism in such areas as freedom of association,
independent political parties, trade unions, and an indepen-
dent legislative branch, whose function was to elect an
Eritrean chief executive and to legislate for the state. In
Ethiopia, on the other hand, once the emperor returned to the
throne after the defeat of the Italians, the government granted
none of these rights to the Ethiopian people.

In 1956 the Ethiopian government began to destroy the
democratic features of the Eritrean state. The Ethiopians
banned independent political parties and muzzled the press. It
forced opponents of annexation to go into exile while the office
of the chief executive was put under the control of the
government’s representative, the enderase. In 1958 the
disembodied Eritrean National Assembly voted to rescind their
right to fly an Eritrean flag and later, in 1959 when Ethiopian
law was imposed on Eritrea, it virtually destroyed the Eritrean
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National Assembly’s legitimacy and power to act
independently. The final act of Eritrean annexation was the
National Assembly’s announcement of the legalization of the
annexation.

What is most remarkable about this tragedy is that before
the Ethiopian government pursued the fateful path of
annexation, the majority of Christian Eritreans supported
some level of affiliation with Ethiopia. An ethnic dimension
further reinforced the solidarity between these two Christian
communities, since the Christian Eritreans, who were Tigres,
comprised the same linguistic and ethnic group as the Tigres
of Ethiopia. What should have been a natural unification
between two nationalities was destroyed by the repressive
policies of the Ethiopian regime.

Tension between Christians and Muslims began to increase
in the late 1950s and early 1960s, when Nasserism,
Pan-Arabism, and Islamic solidarity began to rise. In Egypt
Nasser's emergence to power was based on a Pan-Arab
platform, which called for the unity of Arabic and Islamic
people and exhorted Muslims to form a political union that
transcended artificial colonial boundaries. More importantly, it
provided a fertile political climate for nurturing the rise of
Eritrean nationalists.

The initial Eritrean Liberation Movement (ELM) was formed
in the Port of Sudan in November 1958. Origins of this
movement are somewhat unclear because of the obscure
background of the early founders. What is definite, however, is
that the founders were Islamic emigrants from the Keren and
Sahel coastal region who flocked to the Port of Sudan.

The principal leaders of the movement were Saleh Ahmed lyay,
Yasin el-Gade, and Mohammed Said Nawid.12 Mohammed Said
Nawid was politicized by the Sudanese Communist party, the
largest and best organized Communist party on the African
continent. The ELM was a Leninist party, predicated on the
vanguard party and the principle that it was the party’s
responsibility to bring revolutionary consciousness to the
masses. Following this recipe for revolution, the vanguard of
Eritrean Islamic workers and intellectuals attempted to
galvanize support for their movement against the Ethiopian
state. They attempted to return to their area and use
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Sudanese passports to organize cells within the Muslim areas
located in the Asmara and Massawa regions. In addition, they
mobilized Christian workers and students who had been
alienated by Ethiopian repression. To the surprise of these
organizers, they saw their overtures well received by segments
of the Christian community.

However, like most Communist movements that were
organized along the Leninist model, the ELM was immobilized
because of two conflicting goals: one, the political education of
the masses and the other, the desire to seize power during or
after a popular revolt. The recent coup in Sudan and its ap-
parent success had predisposed the ELM to consider a coup as
the best way to wrest power away from Ethiopia. ELM’s
ambivalence on these questions led other Eritrean nationalist
movements to accuse them of passivity.

While the ELM struggled for power, another Eritrean
nationalist movement arose outside of Eritrea by Egypt. Egypt
supported the Eritrean movement because Ethiopia had sided
with the Western powers against Egypt and the rest of the
Arabic states in the 1956 Suez Canal crisis. During the late
1950s, characterized as the apex of Pan-Arabism and Islamic
solidarity, Nasser provided free scholarships and room and
board to Eritrean students and prominent exiles. In retaliation
for Ethiopia’'s support or the West against Egypt in 1956,
Nasser asked the most prominent Eritrean exile in Egypt to
broadcast anti-Ethiopian programs into Eritrea. For this
assignment, Nasser chose Woldeab Woldemariam, one of the
most important exiles in Egypt at the time.13

A third political organization, called the Muslim League and
led by Ibrahim Sultan, also emerged during this time to fight
for Eritrean independence. Ibrahim Sultan was joined by Idris
Mohammed Adam, a leader of a splinter faction from the
Muslim League called the Muslim League of Western Eritrea.
These leaders embarked on journeys to the Middle East to
secure money from the expatriate Eritrean community to raise
funds for a resistance movement against Ethiopian
domination. The expatriate Eritrean community encouraged
them to form an alliance with the ELM, who were already
organizing resistance from their base at Port Sudan. Ibrahim
and Idris refused, referring to the ELM as outsiders who had
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been contaminated by communism. Furthermore, they both
distrusted the ELM because they had recruited into the
movement Christians whom they considered traitors.14

Their strong rejection of the ELM set the stage for the
development of other Egyptian-backed movements to resist
Ethiopian domination. Idris Mohammed Adam, who came
from a minority ethnic group within Eritrea, and Ibrahim
Sultan decided to form a new liberation front and to call it the
Eritrean Liberation Front (ELF). The Ethiopian security forces
began to round up suspected leaders or any strong Eritrean
nationalist. Inadvertently, their sweep frightened a Shifta
leader, Hamid Idris Awate, who decided in 1961 to resist
arrest. His shots, according to most accounts, were the ones
that started Africa’s longest war.15

Despite opposition, the ELF continued to organize and later
formed a central committee of major figures who intended to
dominate the liberation struggle of Eritrea for the decade of the
1960s. The three central figures who led the ELF were Idris
Mohammed, ldris Osman Galedewos, and Osman Saleh
Sabbe. After creating the political structure, they received
arms from friendly Arab states, as any level of external support
for a national liberation war required an armed presence in
Eritrea.16 By 1962 the ELF formed a motley armed force com-
prised of Shiftas, who were Eritrean deserters from the
Ethiopian security forces and from the Sudanese army.

Once the Eritrean nationalists established an armed
presence in the region, they became pawns in the regional
conflict between the Arab states and lIsrael as well as the
superpower competition for strategic hegemony over Middle
Eastern objectives. In this volatile regional context, Ethiopia,
because of its strategic position at the mouth of the Red Sea,
became a target of international and regional concern and
attention.1l” The internal conflicts of Ethiopia became inter-
national problems leaving Ethiopia’s internal affairs subject to
external manipulation. Thus, when the Islamic states in the
region realized that Ethiopia’s support of the West during the
Suez Canal period was not an anomaly and that Ethiopia was
actually a recipient of Israeli aid, they began to support an
Eritrean secession movement fervently.
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Eritrean Perspectives

In 1961, when Eritreans opposed to the Ethiopian
annexation fired the first shots, the Eritrean movement was
composed exclusively of Muslims. Even though Christians
represented 50 percent of the Eritrean population, it was clear
that the Islamic dominance of the nascent Eritrean nationalist
movement limited the recruitment of Christians into the
nationalist movement. Despite the compelling necessity to
organize Christians into an effective liberation movement, the
presence of Christians in the nationalist movement remained
marginal in the first decade.

From 1962 to 1965 the small bands of ELF fighters were
ineffective and still based mainly around the western
lowlands. Pressure to expand, coupled with previous ineffec-
tive campaigns, compelled the ELF's executive committee to
establish a more decentralized and effective fighting force.

The ELF adopted a guerrilla model for protracted struggle
and predicated it on the Algerian model of autonomous zones.
They divided Eritrea into four fighting zones that ranged from
the western lowlands to the eastern seaboard. Although the
zones were designed to increase the fighting capacity of the
ELF's national liberation forces, they failed to address the
most important issue of war: the sociopolitical configuration of
power between the various ethnic, linguistic, and religious
groups found within Eritrea. This dimension of their struggle
was even more complicated by the fusion of ethnicity, class,
religion, and territory.18

During this period, the ELF found itself divided into two
types of cleavages. On the one side, internal divisions existed
between Muslims based on ethnicity, regionalism, and the
timeless dispute between pastoralists and agriculturalists. The
other major cleavage began between the Christians and
Muslims. The ELF's leadership and rank and file distrusted
the Christian population, holding them responsible for the
forced annexation of Eritrea because of Eritrea’s prounionist
stance. For example, even though the third zone, the Christian
area, held over 50 percent of the population and was the
breadbasket and economic engine of the region, it was mili-
tarily the weakest zone.
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The Christians, in turn, distrusted the Muslims because of
their historical position as an embattled minority in a region
surrounded and dominated by Islamic states long before the
states of Ethiopia and Eritrea were created. That the official
language of the ELF was Arabic and that the ELF's major
source of funding and training also came from the Arab states
reinforced Christian fears of Islamic hegemony.

In spite of these divisions, the feudal Christian Ethiopian
regime did not embrace the natural alienation of Eritrean
Christians by the ELF. Even though a Christian prounionist
party received the majority vote in the 1952 election, the
Ethiopian regime lost its legitimacy within the Christian sector
when it destroyed the Eritrean Christian-dominated trade
unions and the party organization that had voted for
unionization.

The Ethiopian regime could have regained its credibility with
50 percent of the Eritrean population easily if they had
incorporated Eritrean Christians into the bureaucracy on an
equal basis. Instead, the Amhara-dominated Ethiopian
government limited the Eritreans’ entrance into the national
administration. Although prominent Eritrean Christians held
key posts in the Ethiopian government (Bereket Selassie as
attorney general and Gen Arman Andom), opportunity was
basically limited for the vast majority of Eritreans. The
tendency of individual Eritreans to attain high status did not
alter Eritrean perceptions that their assignment to low-level
staffing positions in the national and provincial administration
occurred solely because they were Eritrean.

The ditcum that “war is the continuation of politics by other
means” sums up how the failed politics of the Ethiopian
regime pushed the Christian Eritreans into conflict. Christians
not only constituted 50 percent of the Eritrean population but
were also natural allies of the Ethiopian regime. This political
failure also explains the inevitable limitation of the ELF’s
effectiveness because of its failure to mobilize the Christian
sector.

The ELF realized later, however, that to advance their libera-
tion struggle, the Christian sector had to be accommodated.
Towards this end in 1967 they created another zone called the
Christian zone, designed to facilitate the incorporation of the
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Christian sector. Before the creation of the Christian zone, the
Ethiopian government treated the insurrection in Eritrea as an
Islamic/Arabic problem against a Christian/African country.1®
Since Ethiopians had framed the Eritrean question in these
terms, they did not even consider the seriousness of the
insurrection. For example, they installed only one brigade in
the region. This circumstance changed dramatically when the
regime discovered the creation of a Christian sector. The
Killing of Asrate Kassa, the governor of Eritrea, highlighted in a
dramatic way the depth and seriousness of the Eritrean crisis.

The Rise of the Eritrean
Peoples Liberation Front

The social forces that pushed the Eritrean conflict into a
prolonged war, based on Marxist and Maoist principles, were
generated, ironically, by the rise of the more Christian and
secular Eritrean Peoples Liberation Front (EPLF) movement,
which was coupled with the collapse of Emperor Haile
Selassie’s regime. The Italians had transformed Eritrea into a
more capitalist and industrial society than the feudal and
agriculturally based one established by Ethiopia. Despite the
political alienation and disaffection of Eritrean Christians from
the Ethiopian regime, the Eritrean Liberation Front could not
mobilize the Christian sector, because the ELF lacked a
coherent and integrative ideology. The paradox of ELF's
national ideology was that they predicated it more on the
religious idea of community, which by definition was more
particularistic, than on the secular and universalistic idea of
nationalism, which was based on citizenship and individualism.
The ELF’'s more sacred-than-secular conception of nationalism
precluded the equal incorporation of all sections of Eritrean
society within the national struggle.

The failure of the ELF to develop a more secular ideology of
nationalism, independent of Islamic principles, and to develop
an effective strategy eventually paralyzed their military and
political positions in Eritrea. For example, the ELF based their
organizational structure and distribution of military personnel
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and supplies on four autonomous zones that operated
independently from the strategic needs of the movement. The
ELF functioned as a loose confederation of war lords against
the feudal regime of Haile Selassie. For example, if Idris
Mohammed acquired resources from the more militant Arab
states, like Syria or Iraqg, he would only use them in his zone.

In this context, the ELF found it unnecessary to mobilize the
Christians, who were considered to have dual loyalty to Eritrea
and Ethiopia due to their religious sentiment. They essentially
excluded progressive nationalist Christians from the liberation
struggle while Christians who joined the ELF operated under a
cloud of suspicion, since the ELF viewed them as potential
spies for the Ethiopian regime.

A great deal of hostility and distrust also existed between
the Muslims and Christians on the battlefield. These cleavages
became even more acute when the Ethiopian government
decided to wage a full-scale assault on these nascent forces,
inflicting heavy casualties around the western and highland
zone. The Ethiopian regime’s first major offensive against the
ELF sought to limit or destroy the effectiveness of the new
Christian zone. The Ethiopian army offensive proved success-
ful, since the ELF fighters did not have the organizational or
military capacity to withstand a frontal assault by a profes-
sionally trained and seasoned Ethiopian army. Nonetheless,
the ELF attributed their major defeat to the ineffectual fighting
of the Christian contingents and to treachery. One com-
mander, Osman Hishal, accused and executed 27 fighters for
not fighting properly, which compelled some Christian leaders
to defect to the Ethiopian side.?0 These defections only
reinforced the suspicions of Islamic groups, who already
viewed the Christians as traitors and union supporters.

Although the summary executions constituted a heinous
crime against the Christian soldiers, in particular, and against
the Christian community, in general, they did not deter
Christians from continuing to join the Eritrean independence
struggle. In 1970 the continuing hostility between Christians
and Muslims led to a massacre of about 300 Christian
Eritreans, who had previously left Addis Ababa to join the
ELF. The massacre at Barka created an irreparable breech,
prompting the remaining Christian elements in the liberation
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struggle to abandon the ELF and to form a new liberation
front, the Eritrean Peoples Liberation Front.?!

The core group of the ELF escaped to Ala, a Christian area,
located in the desolate hills on a highland plateau 50 miles
from Asmara. Isayas Afeworq, Mesfin Hagos, Tewolde Eyob,
Solomon Wolde Mariam, and Asmeron Gebre Egzhiabher, the
core of the group, together formed the central committee of the
new movement. It was called the Peoples Liberation Front and
was eventually transformed into the EPLF. The founding
principles of EPLF rejected Arabism, denounced the use of
Arabic as the official language of the liberation struggle, and
argued against the subordination of Eritrean culture to Arabic
culture. The EPLF also rejected Muslim sectarianism and the
ethnic and regional divisions that dominated the ELF. Finally,
the EPLF leadership rejected the ELF's lack of a secular
political ideology. In this regard, the EPLF consciously sought
to model their liberation struggle and movement on the
“peoples war” theory advanced by Mao. In fact, the central
committee of the EPLF and especially Isayas Afeworq
developed this ideological orientation after their training in
China during the midsixties, the highpoint of the Chinese
cultural revolution. The EPLF’'s Christian ideological
orientation actually facilitated its acceptance of Marxism,
since Christianity, unlike Islam, divided society into two
distinct realms, sacred and secular, from which came the
social conditions for the emergence of civil society and
revolutionary politics.

Of course, the ELF rejected the formation of the EPLF and
issued a number of directives to eliminate the EPLF. These
directives signaled the beginning of a brutal civil war between
the EPLF and ELF as well as the demise of the ELF as a
fighting and political force in the Eritrean national movement.
The ensuing civil war lasted until mid-1975. Only the
overthrow of Haile Selassie prompted the formation of tactical
unity between the two movements. Even still, the movements
were never able to join forces as a united front against the
Ethiopian military government. On balance, the EPLF was the
net beneficiary of the Eritrean civil war, since they survived
attacks by the ELF and the Derg which, in turn, transformed
the EPLF into a more effective fighting force.
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The EPLF also incorporated in its struggle the ideological
fusion of Leninist and Maoist precepts. From Mao, they took
the idea that peasants could become a revolutionary force and
the concept of a “new democratic revolution,” which advocated
the unity of all progressive forces in society. Following another
of Mao’s tenets, the EPLF proved themselves extremely self-
reliant by acquiring most of their weapons from the Ethiopian
army. They also established their own hospitals, collected
taxes within their sphere of control, distributed food, and used
overseas contributions from Eritreans abroad to buy needed
supplies. The EPLF, unlike the ELF, distributed arms and
military supplies on the basis of need and strategic necessity
rather than for religious, regional, or ethnic reasons.

From Lenin, the EPLF derived the idea that professional
revolutionaries organized in a vanguard party had the right to
monopolize political and military activities in society. Hence,
the EPLF included in their movement the dissident ELF
followers, including deserters from the Ethiopian army and
progressive Christians. In 1978 it was estimated that the ELF
forces declined to 7,000 troops, while the EPLF increased to
30,000.22 By the early 1980s, the ELF was neither an effective
fighting force nor an effective political organization.

In sum, the progression of the Eritrean struggle from a
sacred and religious struggle to a secular movement led by a
Leninist party with a systematic fighting force transformed the
Eritrean conflict into a protracted war. The fusion of the
EPLF's vanguard organizational structure with Maoist
ideological underpinnings enabled them to develop a more
comprehensive military and political strategy than the more
religiously and regionally based ELF.

The Ethiopian Response to the Crisis

Analysts can divide the Ethiopian response into two periods.
The first period lasted from the undermining of the federation
in 1956 until the overthrow of the emperor in 1974. To
eliminate Eritrean opposition to the annexation, Haile Selassie
used the strategy of incorporating antagonistic elites into the
regime by giving them titles and land. Other tactics included
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incorporating Christians in his regime, excluding the Muslims,
dismissing the ELF as bandits, and using a minimal amount
of force. Selassie based the core of his strategy on a
combination of coercion and cooperation.

However, famine and economic stagnation, accelerated by
the dramatic rise in oil prices after the Yom Kippur War in
1973, paralyzed the regime of Haile Selassie. As popular
protests became more widespread and intense throughout
Ethiopia, Emperor Selassie’s response of simply reshuffling his
cabinet proved inadequate to deter demands for the overthrow
of the ancien regime. Just when the regime was teetering and
on the brink of failure, the military officers, observing the
creation of a power vacuum, purloined the revolution from the
popular movements. When the military officers established the
Derg, they presumed that military rule could substitute itself
for the ancien regime. However, the power struggles within the
Derg proved that the military council as it was constituted
could neither establish legitimacy nor sustain political
stability.

The second period began in 1974 after Gen Aman Andom'’s
initial attempts to achieve a negotiated peace with the Eritrean
rebels failed, and the Derg assumed power. The failure of these
talks fueled Mengistu Haile-Mariam’s ascendancy to power
and his adamant opposition to a nonmilitary solution to the
conflict. Mengistu’s elevation signaled the rise of military
hardliners who wanted to achieve an unconditional military
victory over the rebels. The Derg's exclusive reliance on
coercion to resolve the issues created a zero-sum relationship
between the Derg and the EPLF: either the Derg would destroy
the insurgency or be defeated by the rebels. Under Mengistu, a
political settlement of the Eritrean problem was unthinkable.

Mengistu’s predisposition to use violence rather than
negotiation was largely due to the social forces that enveloped
him and which he had to overcome to gain power. First, the
unrelenting power struggle between different radical,
moderate, and conservative factions within the Derg led to
bloody purges in the military as one faction attempted to gain
hegemonic control over the Derg. Starting with General
Andom, an Eritrean by origin who had favored a political
settlement within the state, Mengistu eliminated all of the
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leading figures. General Andom was killed at his house in
1974 by a group of radicals and moderates. In February 1977
Mengistu also killed Brig Gen Terferi Banti, leader of the
second division. In November of that same year, Mengistu
executed his last rival for power, Atnafu Abate. By the time of
Abate’s execution, Mengistu had virtually eliminated all of the
Derg’s senior military officers.23

Second, the motley coalition of such urban groups as
students, professors, taxicab drivers, and trade unionists that
had initiated the overthrow of Haile Selassie, lost their
revolution to the military because of disorganization. After the
Derg seized power, these various groups could not decide if
they should support or reject the Derg’'s leadership after the
revolution. Haile Fida led Meison, one of the major popular
groups, and called for an alliance with the progressive ele-
ments of the military. These groups advocated simultaneously
politicizing the military and using it to advance the revolu-
tionary transformation of Ethiopia.24

Another group, the Ethiopian Peoples Revolutionary Party
(EPRP), under the leadership of Berhane Meskel, advocated a
total break between progressive organizations and the military.
EPRP tried to overthrow the Derg and the progressive
organizations that sided with the Derg. Their widespread and
popular base came largely from the working class and
basically from students at different educational levels. In
1978, when they declared war on the Derg, then under the
exclusive control of Mengistu, a bloody urban battle erupted,
which led to the death of several thousand students. To
silence the students, the military used the kebelle system,
patterned after the “Committee to Defend the Revolution,” a
system the Cubans used to repress opposition. Ironically, the
Marxist Meison had been a leading advocate for this type of
repression, which eventually led to their own destruction.

After destroying EPRP, Mengistu destroyed the Meison, the
only remaining independent political organization in Ethiopia.
Mengistu executed Meison’s leader and dismantled their
organization, leaving himself in control of the entire state
because of his virtual monopoly over the means of violence.

Nonetheless, the other factions in Ethiopia viewed
Mengistu’s exercise of political power as illegitimate. Even the
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military realized Mengistu’s rise to power resulted solely from
his execution of senior officers. Mass movements, which had
overthrown Haile Selassie and rejected military rule, had to
change their position when Mengistu unleashed kebelle terror
in the urban areas. The only area where Mengistu could
mobilize a sector in Ethiopian society effectively was the
Oromo peasantry of southern Ethiopia.

Mengistu mobilized this sector around two issues. First, he
either gave land or promised land to the tillers due to the
inequality of feudal land holdings suffered by their region.
Second, he exploited southern Oromo nationalism, which had
stemmed from the Oromo’s opposition to the Somali’s claim of
their lands.

Mengistu’s two-pronged strategy enabled his regime to
mobilize huge peasant armies successfully. His peasant army,
reputed to be the largest in Africa, was sadly an army in name
and uniform only; they were neither trained nor understood the
idea of guerrilla warfare. Hence, thousands upon thousands of
peasants lost their lives when they confronted the smaller
seasoned EPLF army. Mengistu also used the peasant militia to
control and repress any dissent in the urban areas. His skillful
fusion of nationalism with socialist fragments, such as land to
the tiller, allowed Ethiopia to become lost in the fog of a
prolonged war against Eritrean secession.

In sum, Mengistu incorrectly believed that he could
successfully substitute for both the Derg and the emperor.
Since the military had usurped its power from the ancien
regime as well as from the popular movements, Mengistu felt
compelled to destroy the civilian opposition in the urban areas
by using what he called “red terror,” the indiscriminate killing
of young students, and mass arrests. Mengistu then attempted
to substitute the peasant militia for the regular army, since
in his efforts to protect his power he had already decimated
the senior officer corp through bloody purges. After
Mengistu eliminated all effective opposition, he remained
alone at the apex of power in Ethiopia, his regime illegitimate
and unstable.

In his final attempt to salvage his regime, Mengistu declared
himself the last of the true nationalists and offered his
prolonged war with Eritrea as evidence. He garnered support
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for this war by becoming a pawn in the geopolitical super-
power rivalry for hegemonic control over the Middle East
region and by courting the United States, Israel, and the
former Soviet Union to resupply his war machine. Yet as long
as these countries continued to provide military support,
Mengistu continued to destroy both Ethiopia and Eritrea. Only
through the destruction of both countries could Mengistu’'s
illegitimate rule achieve security.

Tigrai Liberation Movement

When the Derg replaced Emperor Haile Selassie’s regime,
Tigrai attitudes crystallized against Amhara chauvinism and
the centralized government. Insurrection in the Tigray
province was further stimulated by the lack of economic
development, the imposition of Amharigna as the dominant
language of administration, commerce and education, and the
general resentment concerning Amhara political hegemony
over Tigray.

The political vacuum created in Ethiopia by the collapse of
the central government led to the emergence of two major
opposition forces in Tigray: the Ethiopian Democratic Union
(EDU) and the Tigrai Peoples Liberation Front (TPLF). The EDU
was led by nobleman Ras Mengesha Seyoum, one of the few
nobles who had escaped execution by the Derg. Seyoum
sought to resurrect the ancien regime and restore Haile
Selassie’s son to the throne. Ironically, the EDU was destroyed
by the combined efforts of the Derg and the TPLF, who
repeatedly attacked the EDU from different levels.2>

The TPLF, on the other hand, received inspiration from the
EPLF because the constituent elements of the TPLF were
Christian and Tigrigna speakers. The EPLF party was
comprised of dissident members of the Tigrai intelligentsia,
who emerged from Addis Ababa University, and segments
of the Tigray peasanty, who had historically resisted the
taxation policies of the central government. Both groups
benefited from their mutual association. The EPLF benefited
because the TPLF provided yet another front for the Derg to
fight, while the TPLF gained because the EPLF offered tactical
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and strategic military support. The only significant difference
between the EPLF and the TPLF was that the TPLF wanted to
remain part of Ethiopia, based on a federal model, whereas the
EPLF considered the Derg fascists and wanted to secede from
Ethiopia.

The TPLF also engaged in a bitter struggle with the EPRP
mainly because of their disagreements on the “national
question.” The EPRP’s position emphasized that since all
regions were oppressed by Haile Selassi's regime and then the
Derg, a unitary party system, composed of regional and
subnational entities, was required to create a new government
structure. The TPLF, on the other hand, believed that every
nationality had the right to organize separately and the right
to self-determination. Eventually, the TPLF's forces routed the
demoralized forces of EPRP, whose forces had been brutally
repressed in Addis Ababa during the Derg's “red terror”
campaign.

Because of its organic connection with the EPLF, the TPLF
eventually found itself at odds with another liberation
movement in the North, the Eritrean Liberation Front (ELF).
The TPLF had to traverse through ELF territory when it
procured supplies from the Sudan. Such circumstances made
a conflict between TPLF and ELF inevitable. Eventually, the
combined forces of the EPLF and the TPLF defeated the ELF
which, in turn, made the TPLF more dependent on the EPLF
than before the conflict.26

After the fall of the Derg and the dissolution of the Ethiopian
armed forces, the TPLF with the support of the EPLF formed a
coalition government called the Ethiopian Peoples
Revolutionary Democratic Front (EPRDF). The leader of this
front was Meles Zenawi, also the leader of the TPLF. Observers
of the Ethiopian transitional period believe that the EPRDF
was only a facade; the dominant force in the transitional
Ethiopian government, Ethiopia was really the TPLF. However,
the monopolization of power by TPLF during the transitional
period is presently generating considerable resentment and
fear of Tigray domination of the Oromo, Amhara, and Gurage
and other smaller ethnic groups.
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Conclusion

As the sunlight of Glasnost and Perestroika pierced the fog
of the cold war, Mengistu’s effort to support his regime
continued in a self-destructive search for a military solution to
the Eritrean problem, which already had destroyed the
socioeconomic structure of Ethiopian society. Mengistu’s
capacity to raise huge peasant militias became extremely
difficult. Seventeen years of war, famine, and Leninist eco-
nomic policies had become an unmitigated disaster. To solve
the country’s political problems, Mengistu essentially had
mortgaged his country’s future to buy weapons. The officious
nature of Mengistu’s declining regime was clearly indicated by
his sale of Falashas (Ethiopian Jews) to Israel for money and
military supplies.

As Mengistu’s reign began to fall apart, evidenced by
increasing troop defections in 1990, continued economic
stagnation, and the failure of his economic reforms to stop the
hemorrhaging of his regime, the fragility and hollowness of
Mengistu’s dictatorship unraveled. These social forces
contributed to a major revolt by the same generals Mengistu
had appointed to conduct the war in May 1989. The failed
coup of these personal appointees, however, further alienated
Mengistu from his troops, the main pillar of his support.
Because Mengistu’'s government had been maintained
exclusively by military power, his rule became untenable when
his troops began to feel alienated from his regime. Two years
later, in June 1991, as the last fragments of his motley armed
forces disintegrated or refused to fight, Mengistu fled the
country, and the EPLF assumed control of Eritrea.

In sum, observers can attribute the success of the EPLF to
wage a successful protracted struggle to a combination of
propitious internal circumstances. First, the Christian
orientation of the leadership of the EPLF allowed them to
divide society into sacred and secular spheres, which in turn
allowed the mobilization of women and Muslims. The division
of society into sacred and civil spheres gave rise to what Weber
calls “instrumental rationality” (a cost-benefit analysis of the
relationship between means and ends). Such reasoning
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legitimated the mobilization of segments of Eritrean society
because the goal was liberation, not religious salvation.?’

Since Islam does not divide society into sacred and secular
realms, it considers heretical all political behavior which is
inconsistent with Sharia law or Islamic theology. Hence, in the
Islamic context “instrumental rationality” is precluded because
the principles of Islam are immutable and not subject to
mitigation. On this view, Islamic theology constrains the
conduct of a major prolonged war because it cannot mobilize
all segments of society. In Afghanistan, questions of ideological
purity also have divided the guerrilla forces which, in turn,
limited their capability to wage and win a prolonged war.

Moreover, it is highly unlikely if someone can organize
women or other nonbelievers as fighters in an Islamic jihad,
while Christians as long as they do not have to denounce their
faith can rationalize fighting with non-Christians and others.
One significant effect dividing society into a secular part is
that it facilitates the rise of Marxism-Leninism, the quintes-
sential rational ideology of revolution. The rise of Marxism-
Leninism as the dominant ideology of insurrection movements
is important because it leads to the development of an
“organization,” “strategy,” and “tactics,” which are indispen-
sable features for a successful protracted war.

Second, Eritrea’s inaccessible terrain allowed the guerrillas
to maintain a permanent presence inside the country. Most
successful protracted wars in this century have occurred in
environmental regions that contain large areas of inaccessible
terrain. For Mao, it was the Yenan area and for Ho Chi Minh,
the mountains and the jungle area. The presence of the EPLF
in all areas of the Eritrean countryside created a symbiotic
relationship between the armed forces and the people, which
helped to reinforce their strategic position.

Third, the illegitimate nature of the Ethiopian government
contributed to the EPLF’'s success because the will to fight was
missing in the Ethiopian troops. Even through Mengistu had
assembled one of the largest armies of men and equipment in
Africa, the people’s will to fight was absent.

Finally, Mengistu’'s slaughter of the urban intelligentsia,
students, workers, and dissident forces created an ideological
and political vacuum that constrained his ability to generate
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the popular support needed to actively defeat the EPLF's
protracted war strategy. Hence, circumstances eventually
forced Mengistu to rely on air power as the only weapon to
prevent an outright EPLF military victory. After several coup
attempts, he began to question even the loyalty of his generals
and officers. It became only a matter of time before his regime
collapsed. The rise of Gorbachev and the ending of the cold
war only accelerated the process.

Presently in Ethiopia, the Eritrean problem has been settled
with regard to Ethiopian domination. However, the question of
how the remaining nationalities can or will construct a new
nation-state, predicated on democracy and liberty, remains
the leading challenge of the newly reconstituted states of
Ethiopia and Eritrea.28
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Chad
The Apparent Permanence of
Ethno-Regional Conflict

Frédérick Belle Torimiro

Until the mid-1980s Chad was unknown to most of the world,
even though it is the fifth largest country in Africa (four-fifths the
size of Alaska). Like many other African countries, the brusque
and arbitrary manner in which Chad’'s colonial boundaries were
drawn reflected more the power politics of European states than
local interests. The outcome was the creation of artificial borders
compelling entirely dissimilar ethnic groups to live together.
Chad's population, now estimated at 5.2 million, has come to
represent what Samuel Decalo calls a “huge ethnic mosaic” of over
100 different languages.! The religious distribution is
approximately 50 percent Muslim, 43 percent animist, and almost
7 percent Christian (primarily Catholics). The northern part
commonly referred to as BET (Borkou, Ennedi, Tibesti) occupies
about one-third of the national territory, although it is sparsely
inhabited with about 6 percent of the population. By contrast, the
southern area, or Le Tchad utile (useful Chad), has the bulk of the
population and occupies only one-tenth of the total territory.

What has been termed the “north-south dialectic” is obviously
an important facet of Chad's political development or decay.?
Such a dichotomization does not however “capture the
contextual complexities of ethno-regional conflicts over time.”3 It
obscures the competitive and conflictual interplay of ethnic
groups that share similar geographical boundaries or primordial
elements. The prevailing assumption in the north-south dialectic
is that the combative foes are easily identifiable and may be
neatly separated into two distinct camps. However, the
composition of the Chadian population makes it difficult to
analyze the character of the conflict from a simple north-south
perspective. In the north, for example, there are significant
ethno-regional groups which are fragmented into subcultures,
even though Chadic Arabic remains the lingua franca. The
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region’s politics is therefore obliged to reflect the competing, if
not conflicting, interests of the seminomadic, reticent, and
fiercely self-reliant Toubou, who are subdivided into the Teda of
Tibesti and the Daza of Borkou and Ennedi; the “sahelian”
population of semisedentary groups with traditional strongholds
in the eastern regions of Quaddai, Biltine, and the sultanates of
Baguirmi in the West; the Arabs; and the Hausas and Fulanis,
who are modern arrivals to the territory.

The multiplicity of ethnic groups and interests also poses a
persistent challenge to the ideas that Islam is useful in
institutionalizing sociocultural and political cooperation in the
north. It does not always offer the Muslims an adequate modus
vivendi or permanently provide the incentive to muster a strong
and collective opposition against the non-Muslims. As René
Lemarchand points out:

One needs only to recall the bloody feuds that have periodically pitted
Arabs against Arabs, as happened in 1947 when the Missiryes turned
against the Rattatinine, resulting in 180 deaths, and again in 1972
when the same Missiryes slaughtered 120 “rebels” affiliated with the
Front de Libération National Tchadien (Frolinat). Similarly, the deadly
struggle between Hissene Habré and Goukouni Weddeye is also a trial
of strength between two separate segments of the Toubou cluster, that
is, Annakaza versus Tomagra.4

These events reinforce the assertion that ethnic and regional
cleavages are intrinsic components of Chad’s sociopolitical
reality. At the very least, they expose the shaky relationships
between the various factions in the north.

In terms of the south, the cultural and linguistic dominance of
the Sara conjures the image of homogeneity. This perception
fails to recognize that there are different clans within the larger
Sara community. For instance, it distorts the cultural differences
among the Ngambaye, Madjingaye, and Mbaye, just to name a
few. What becomes most apparent is that intra-Sara unity is
linked to their desire to politically control Chadian society. This
means that any useful analysis of the strength and fragility of
Sara cohesion must take into account the distributive or
allocative capacity of the country’s political leadership. In this
context, the competition and distribution of political and
economic fortunes or “spoils” provide a basis for sociocultural
solidarity or fragmentation.
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Equally important, Chadian ethno-regional fragmentation is
related to its colonial experience. Although the BET remained
under French military administration until 1965, and the East
was periodically suppressed, there was some tolerance for
local autonomy in the north. By adopting a policy of indirect
rule or more accurately “omission” for political and
administrative convenience, the locals were able to maintain
their traditional authority. The sultans in Quaddai, Baguirmi,
and Kanem, for example, ruled their people, even though
ultimate political control still remained in French hands. This
administrative option permitted the French to concentrate on
the south (Tchad utile), where they implemented an
assimilation policy. The incorporation of the southerners into
a westernized culture was enhanced by their access to French
education and upward mobility in the administration, military,
and political life of Chad. Thus, by the time of independence,
the westernized south had established its “beachhead” in the
battle to gain political supremacy in the country. The point
here is that instead of creating coparcenaries of Chad’s
political future, the colonial legacy fostered ethnic and regional
animosity and distrust.

This chapter analyzes elements which might be brought to
bear on the conflicts in Chad. It also assesses the pattern of
political decay and any potential national reconstruction in
terms of the dynamic character of ethno-regional animosities,
personal ambitions, and external influence. What is implied
here is that the scope of Chad’s sociopolitical instability must
take into consideration the impact of endogenous and
exogenous factors. It is important to determine if these factors
contribute to the prolongation of the conflicts in Chad and
indispensably to any resolution scheme.

A Theoretical Foundation

One of the important concerns of international relations is
the explanation of state behavioral ideals and attributes which
leads to various levels and intensity of conflict. The concept of
conflict is understood as the outcome of structural and
perceptual incompatibilities that yield mutually exclusive and
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overt behaviors that may be violent. Put differently, it is a
condition in which disputes over goals, interests, resources,
and values between two or more identifiable groups may be of
such magnitude that any resolution will adversely affect one of
the contending parties. As Charles Lockhart suggests, “Con-
flict episodes can follow a variety of different patterns as they
develop.”> The implication is that the manipulation of domestic
instruments of power and the influence of the international
environment may be salient to any discussion of conflict
prolongation in Chad.

What K. J. Holsti terms the “issue field,” which is the “subject
of contention between the parties and includes the positions
they are attempting to achieve,” may be complex and difficult to
resolve.b The conflict becomes prolonged as civilian and military
interventions fail to halt the rising tensions or guarantee a
complete victory. The prolongation of the conflict becomes a
deliberate means used by the competing forces to destroy the
will of the other. The relevance of this distinction in the case of
Chad is that it encourages a closer look at whether or not the
ethno-regional hostilities have been strategically designed to
persist. The following analyses therefore seek to determine if the
persistence of conflict in Chad since its independence is a result
of careful planning by the competing political actors and
interests. These analyses also attempt to establish any possible
connection between the character of the Chadian conflicts and
the external environment. In other words, can it be said that the
external influence was a deliberate and calculated effort to
maintain a climate of perpetual violence in Chad? Or, has the
dynamics of Chad’s internal politics and the attraction of
external actors resulted in the prolongation and not deliberate
protraction of conflict?

The Internal Metamorphoses of
Conflict Prolongation

A significant aspect of this study is analyzing the impact of
endogenous factors in explaining conflict prolongation in
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Chad. This method of analysis recognizes that the develop-
ment of a modern state apparatus is challenged by

raw power struggles among competing pressure groups (often
communal or regional in character) striving for control of the political
machine, for a greater share of economic rewards, for status, and for
privilege. These rivalries sometimes occur between new interest groups
or classes, between established and ambitious ethnic communities, or
between new challenges and those wishing to defend a previous
dominant position in a particular area.”

Or, as James O'Connell states, “Dissent and conflict in society
are centered on the control of political authority, because it is
seen as the main source of the allocation of rewards in the
form of status, roles, and wealth.” In this sense, the absence
of well-developed “national linkages and national identity”
results in group fragmentation and resistance against any
singular effort to expand the scope of “national authority.”®
The major concern rests on the question of who should govern,
and by focusing on the following internal factors, it is possible
to determine if conflict prolongation is a consequence of
institutional dysfunction or structural weakness of the
sociopolitical and economic system.

In the Chadian case, the idea of cooperating for a “common
good” has been adversely affected by the pursuits of narrowly
defined interests and goals. For over 44 years, party leaders
have established and maintained their spheres of influence by
bonding their political machinery to specific groups. This
political orientation was exemplified by the failure of the Parti
Progressite Tchadien (PPT) (formed by Gabriel Lisette) to
emerge as a genuine nationwide party.l© The PPT was
perceived by the northern leaders as the “political wagon” of
the non-Muslim population and challenged by northern-based
party organizations. These organizations included the Union
Démocratique Indépendante du Tchad, and the Groupement
des Indépendants et Ruraux Tchadiens.

The formation of these splinter parties also explained the
prevalence of incompatible objectives among the leaders. A
variety of political organizations was created as personalities
clashed or as party leaders built new alliances designed to
maximize their political ends. The political “marriage of
convenience” provided additional avenues for the leaders to
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broaden their support base or to gain access to the reins of
government. For example, the political union between the
Union Nationale Tchadienne of Marxist Ibrahim Abatcha and
the Mouvement National de Libération du Tchad of the
conservative Muslim Ahmed Moussa resulted in the organization
of the Front Pour la Libération du Tchad (FROLINAT). This was a
political marriage aimed at countering Francois Tombalbaye's
push toward one-partyism and Sara domination of the
government. However, the creation of FROLINAT did not help to
eliminate the differences in long-term goals between the
partners. It was therefore a union predicated on the purpose of
correcting the political and social injustices in Chad but lacking
a consensus on the definitions of social justice.ll More
specifically, a fierce internal struggle ensued for control among
the various leaders in FROLINAT. In one of its loosely linked
member groups, called the Second Army or the Forces Armées
du Nord (FAN), the internal squabbles led to a split in 1976
between Hissene Habré and Goukouni Oueddei.

The Consequences of the Goukouni-Habré Rift

Unquestionably, the Goukouni-Habré split revealed profound
disagreements among those seeking to reconstruct the political
landscape of Chad. The immediate result of this rift was that it
spawned new warring factions, including Habré’s FAN, the
Forces Armées Populaires (FAP), which was the outcome of a
merger of Goukouni's forces, and the Volcan army of Ahmat
Acyl, which had replaced the First Liberation Army, and
Aboubakar Abdelrahmane’s Third Army or the Populaire pour la
Libération du Tchad. These rival warlords sought to expand their
spheres of influence by squabbling with each other and by
undermining the leadership of Gen Felix Malloum, who had
ousted the postindependence regime of Tombalbaye. This crisis
of political legitimacy intensified as Libya extended military and
humanitarian aid to Goukouni and Acyl. Libyan support and the
outbreak of fighting in July 1977 boosted Goukouni’s position.
Not only was Malloum’s Forces Armées Tchadiennes (FAT)
defeated, but they were forced to abandon the northern towns of
Bardai, Zouar, and Ouri.
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Malloum was compelled to initiate a rapprochement with
Habré, due to the military threat posed by Goukouni’s forces.
Habré was perceived as a likely ally since he had shared
Malloum’s rejection of Libya’'s occupation of the Aouzou Strip
and had built his military capability, with Egyptian and
Sudanese support, in the eastern towns of Biltine and Abéché
to approximately 1,000 men. However, any outcome of great
consequence was preempted by an offensive launched by
Goukouni’s forces in January 1978. This military campaign
resulted in the capture of Ounianga-Kebir, Fada, and Faya-
Largeau by the end of February. The significance of these
victories was that Goukouni controlled much of BET22 It also
brought Malloum to cease-fire conferences involving Chad,
Niger, Libya, and Sudan in Sebha and Benghazi, Libya. In the
Sebha talks of February 1978, Malloum conceded to abandon
his charge against Libya over the Aouzou Strip. Similarly, the
Benghazi peace agreement in March compelled the Malloum
regime to recognize FROLINAT as the political organization
which symbolized the true will of the people in Chad.13

The fragility of these agreements was made evident by
renewed fighting seemingly encouraged by Acyl's forces in
April. French intervention with ground and air support was
nevertheless crucial, since Malloum’s FAT repelled FROLINAT
advances in battles at Ati and Djedaa. More specifically, 1,500
men of the French expeditionary military force, 10 Jaguar
fighter aircraft, troop transportation, and refuelling and
electronic surveillance planes were used to stave off Acyl's
attacks.'* The immediate fallout of the French assistance was
the break up of the FAP. The Goukouni-Acyl schism allowed
Habré and Malloum to sign an agreement in August 1978. The
resulting Fundamental Charter received the full support of
France and also paved the way for a new national government.
Malloum retained the presidency, while Habré was appointed
prime minister. Of course, what became a serious weakness of
the charter was the exclusion of Goukouni in the political
system. This attempt at power sharing also was handicapped
by distrust and eventually collapsed because of Habré's plot to
forcibly overthrow Malloum. The upshot was the eruption of a
civil war in N'Djamena between Habré’s and Malloum’s forces
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in February 1979 as well as a renewed Goukouni offensive in
the north.

The First Battle of N’'Djamena

The temporary collaboration between the FAN and the FAP
tilted the balance of power in favor of the northerners.
Malloum’s southern-controlled government fell apart, and the
FAT was forced to withdraw farther into the south. The tragic
outcome of the first Battle of N'Djamena was that it aroused a
new wave of communal violence, particularly between Muslims
and non-Muslims. There were massive killings of southerners
as the FAN established a stronghold in N'Djamena and at
Abéché and Biltine. This was subsequently followed by a
brutal revenge on thousands of Muslim civilians in the
southern prefectures. It is estimated that roughly from 5,000
to 10,000 Muslims were killed in the south.15

Arguably, conflict prolongation in Chad may be a
consequence of ineffective or the lack of political leadership.
The attempt to fill the leadership vacuum resulting from the
military campaign in N'Djamena was marked by the peace
conference of March 1979 in Kano, Nigeria. The Kano talks
produced a pact which sought to mend the rift between Habré
and Goukouni. In the eight-man Provisional Council of State
in which Goukouni became president, Col Wadal Abdelkader
Kamougue (a southerner) and Habré were designated to serve
as vice president and minister of defense, respectively. It was
also agreed that the French would withdraw their forces under
a pledge sanctioned by Cameroon, Central African Empire,
Libya, Niger, Nigeria, and Sudan. Needless to say, the political
legitimacy of the coalition government was strongly challenged
by the rival warlords excluded from Kano I. Acyl's and Abba
Siddick’s insistence on recognition as members of the Council
of State precipitated the failure of Kano II, held in April 1979.
A similar demand of recognition came from Mohammed Abba
Said of the People’s Liberation Army and Adoum Dana of the
First Army. The result was the resumption of a violent struggle
for power.

It stands to reason that neither Goukouni nor Habré
vigorously searched for legitimacy by pledging a government
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based on consensus. The political-military maneuverability of
these warlords and the other rival groups was geared toward
expanding their territorial claims within Chad. Notably, the
Goukouni-Habré rift and the first Battle of N'Djamena lend
credence to the following words of Gen Olesegun Obasanjo:

Most of Africa’s inheritors of political independence spent inordinate
time not only “establishing” themselves to ensure personal and
political survival, but also hunting down and dealing with “enemies,”
real and imagined. The kind-hearted allowed their opposition to go into
exile or put them in prison; others put theirs under the soil.16

The efforts at coalition politics only demonstrated the spirit of
distrust and violence among the various factions. Quite
simply, it would appear that the prolongation of the
Goukouni-Habré squabble for power and the challenges from
the other forces were aided by the lack of a workable and
long-lasting politics of accommodation.

The External Stimuli of the Chadian Conflict

The Chadian conflict assumed an international character as
various external forces penetrated its domestic realm. The focus is
not simply on the local warlords but also on the global and
regional actors, who were eager to influence the events in the
country. It is apparent that the internationalization of the conflict
stresses the extent to which the local competing groups are
receptive to outside assistance. What is pointed out is that any

struggle for power can turn violent when opposition groups feel a
strong sense of exclusion from the political system, a deep fear of
domination by a major communal group, and bitter grievances about
regional neglect. Violence is likely to occur when such groups consider
themselves strong enough to resist—and even more likely when they
feel they can attract external support.17

The rival groups seek political leverage by attaching themselves
to foreign interests. The number of these outside parties
increased as the conflict was transformed from a domestic to an
international phenomenon. They found it essential to intervene
in the internal affairs of Chad even though their objectives were
not strongly connected to a durable peaceful solution.
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The Libyan Nexus

The most significant and highly controversial aspect of
Libyan-African interaction has been that nation’s pursuit of
interventionist policies. In broad descriptive terms, Libyan
adventurism in Chad has often conjured images of
neocolonialism and irredentism. Col Muammar Qaddafi’s
activities have had a political and a military dimension. From
a politico-military standpoint, Qaddafi used Islam to link
Libya's foreign policy interests with the struggle of the Muslim
population in Chad to secure a greater share of political power
and to reduce the intrusive effects of westernization. As
maintained by Qaddafi, Chadians “are Muslims of Arab origin.
They are subjected to plots, divisions and minority rule.”18 It is
no wonder, then, that the Libyan leadership perceived the
various conflicts in Chad as part of its anti-Western campaign.

Although Qaddafi’'s effort to include the conflict into the
broader objectives of Dar-al-Islam was not clearly defined, his
mere involvement delayed its resolution. The prolongation of
the conflict was boosted by Qaddafi's ability to use the
principle of “divide and rule.” The pursuit of this
interventionist policy was most evident with the annexation in
1973 of the uranium-rich Aouzou Strip on the northern end of
the BET. It demonstrated Qaddafi’'s ambition to expand his
“Islamic empire” deep into Africa as well as accounted for the
rift between Goukouni and Habré. While Goukouni agreed to
cooperate with Libya, Habré vehemently opposed such
profound external control of a piece of northern Chad. Perhaps
what may be recognized here is that what René Lemarchand
refers to as “crass opportunism” sharpened the edges of
factional politics in Chad.1® Qaddafi saw the opportunity to
feed and benefit from the political ambitions and personal
greed of the rival forces. By the same token, some of the
warlords gravitated toward Libya to foster their own political
agenda. The openness of the factions to Libyan or other
external financial and military support suggests that they had
become clients in search of a patron. Libya became one of the
patrons whose activities intensified the post-1980 conflicts in
Chad.
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It is generally acknowledged that Libya’s invasion in 1980
was at the invitation of Goukouni. The military defense pact
signed between Qaddafi and Goukouni allowed about 5,000
Libyan troops to occupy northern Chad and to be strategically
positioned within 40 miles of N'Djamena. The Second Battle of
N'Djamena in December 1980 was therefore marked by the
presence of Qaddafi’'s Islamic Legion which assisted
Goukouni’'s FAP in its violent struggle for power against
Habré's FAN. The Islamic Legion was equipped with US
Chinook helicopters, Soviet multiple rocket launchers, 81-mm
mortars, and roughly 60 Soviet-made T-54 and T-55 tanks.20
The participation of the well-armed Libyans in the push for
N'Djamena as well as the military support received from
Kamougue's FAT guaranteed Goukouni’s victory. The triumph
of Goukouni forced a retreat of Habré's troops to Cameroon
and to Sudan.

Goukouni’s control of N'Djamena eventually led to the
establishment of the Gouvernement d'Union Nationale de
Transition (GUNT). The GUNT was faced with the herculean
task of rebuilding a war-torn capital, a paralyzed economy,
and a country fettered by ethno-regional animosities as well as
persistent personal ambitions. At the same time, the Libyan
invasion had aroused the suspicion and disdain of neighboring
states like Nigeria, Sudan, and Egypt and such patrons as
France and the United States. The announcement of an
agreement to merge both countries further heightened concern
about Libya’'s interventionist goals in Chad. This action
propelled the Organization of African Unity’'s (OAU) Ad Hoc
Committee on Chad to convene in Lomé on 14 January 1981.
The Lomé conference rejected the planned union and called for
Libyan withdrawal from Chad.2! It was agreed that the OAU
would sponsor the creation of a peacekeeping force.

Unfortunately, the replacement of Libyan troops by an OAU
peacekeeping force failed to bring peace to Chad.22 Apart from
Goukouni’s inability to consolidate his power, Habré had
rebuilt the FAN with Sudanese and American support. The
revitalized FAN successfully launched an offensive from its
station at Abéché to regain control of the BET and such places
as Oum Hadjer and Ati. By June 1982 Habré had pushed into
N'Djamena with hardly any resistance from the GUNT. The
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recapture of the capital by Habré's forces caused Goukouni to
flee to Cameroon. At this juncture, Habré emerged as the new
Chadian leader and unified the FAN and the FAT to form a
national army or the Forces Armées Nationales Tchadiennes
(FANT). However, Habré’'s ascendancy to power was seriously
challenged by Goukouni, who used Libyan support in his
absence from N’'Djamena to revamp his military capabilities.
From the northern town of Bardai and assisted by 2,000
Libyan troops and MiG fighters, Goukouni took control of
Faya-Largeau on 24 June 1983.23 GUNT hegemony was also
established in most of northern and eastern (including
Abéché) Chad. This imminent threat to Habré’'s leadership
prompted an increased military assistance from the United
States, France, Egypt, and Sudan and a paratroop unit from
Zaire. The injection of this new life into the FANT resulted in
the recapture of Faya-Largeau on 30 June, although it was
lost again to the GUNT two months later.

The Character of French Military Involvement

In 1976 Chad signed a military agreement with France. It is
therefore not surprising that the internal squabbles for power
and Libya’s intervention drew attention to the readiness of the
French to meet the demands of its security commitment. This
was particularly essential since Chad was more of a strategic
than an economic interest to the French. Chad served as a
“buffer state, partly shielding other French protected states
(most immediately, Cameroon, Niger, and Central African
Republic) from invasion or subversion from territories beyond
French influence.”?4 Libyan interference in the conflict should
have provided the French with the opportunity to forcefully
establish its presence in Chad. David Yost estimates that
between 1960 and 1973 Chad received about 30 percent of all
French military assistance to black African states.?> The
French even assumed a brief fighting role when their
assistance was sought by Tombalbaye and Malloum. Neverthe-
less, the French have been uncertain of their responsibility
toward Chad and played the role of a reluctant partner. They
remained neutral in much of the fighting among the various
factions. Perhaps the logical assertion is that the lack of a
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full-scale French military operation against Libya or the
warring factions caused the prolongation of the conflict.

The cautionary disposition of France toward the conflict in
Chad was essentially maintained by Francois Mitterrand and
the Socialist party. This orientation provided a sharp contrast
to the interventionist outlook of the Gaullists and the
Giscardians. It would appear that the Socialists were
concerned about Chad’s sovereignty and the increasingly
negative public opinion in France to any military adventurism
in Africa. The escalation of Goukouni’'s Libyan-backed
insurgency lessened the reluctance of the French to become
embroiled in the Chadian conflict. In the so-called Operation
Manta (Stingray), 3,000 French troops supported with Jaguar
and Mirage fighter planes were sent to stymie the Libyan
assault. Although the operation failed to prevent the fall of
Faya-Largeau, it was nonetheless considered to be France’s
largest military campaign since Algeria.2® The French troops
established an east-west defensive (“red”) line at the 15th
parallel that stretched from the towns of Abéché, Arada, and
Biltine in the east to Salal and Moussoro in the west. The
French and 2,000 Zairian troops created a buffer between
Habré and Goukouni forces.2?” Equally important, the
cessation of fighting raised the expectations of a proposed OAU
national reconciliation conference intended to bring an end to
the conflict.

As it turned out, a controversy over protocol matters
preempted the Addis Ababa talks scheduled for 9 January
1983.28 Habré refused to participate in the conference because
of what he perceived as the “presidential” treatment Goukouni
received from the Ethiopian leader Mariam Mengistu. In
return, Goukouni rejected the idea of meeting with Tahar
Guinasson, the minister of interior and security, who was
appointed by Habré to lead the government’s delegation. The
eventual cancellation of the reconciliation talks led to the
outbreak of fighting. In effect, the renewed fighting was
precipitated by the attack of Goukouni’s Libyan-backed forces
on the French military post of Ziguey in northern Kanem. The
real significance of the assault is that it drove the French to
extend the defensive line 60 miles north to the 16th parallel
(along the Koro Toro-Oum Chalouba line).2° In short, Chad
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was literally divided with Habré's French-supported forces in
the south and the Libyan-backed GUNT in the north.
Operation Manta had helped to establish a military stalemate.

The United States and the “Libyan Element”

It is a fundamental assumption that United States
involvement in Chad is intimately related to the Libyan factor
in the conflict. Much of the impetus in the US for support of
Habré’'s forces has been connected to Qaddafi's anti-Western
stance. The Reagan administration saw Libya as a violently
aggressive “outlaw state” whose activities had to be halted.3°
The responsiveness of the US to Habré’'s request for military
and financial assistance was demonstrative of the United
States’ desire to undermine the “empire building” attitude of
Qaddafi. To support the war campaign of Habré, the Reagan
administration in July 1983 provided him with $10 million in
nonlethal military supplies, which included food, fuel,
vehicles, clothing, and tents. It was expected that a portion of
the aid would be allocated to the Zairian troops in support of
Habré. The amity between Reagan and Mobutu Sese Seko of
Zaire seemed to be based on their similar view on the threat to
African stability posed by Qaddafi’'s aggression against Chad.

United States interest in the Chadian conflict was most
evident in the battle for Faya-Largeau in August 1983. To
counter the escalation of air attacks by the Libyans, the US
offered antiaircraft weapons, trucks, guns, and ammunition to
the Habré government. The Chadian army received 30 US
Redeye and Stinger shoulder-fired antiaircraft missiles and
military advisers. The Reagan administration also sent two
airborne warning and control system surveillance (AWACS)
planes, eight F-15 jet fighters, and approximately 550 US
personnel to Sudan. The implication here is that the US was
not eager to directly intervene in the fighting. As President
Reagan stated, Chad “is not our (US) primary sphere of
influence.”31 In fact, the US took the position that the AWACS
in Sudan would only be used if Mitterrand were willing to
upgrade French military involvement in the conflict. It is even
claimed that by organizing Operation Manta, the US may have
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indirectly, if not directly, pressured France to take a stronger
stance in Chad’s destiny.

Collapse of the Military Stalemate

The military stalemate by the first half of 1984 was
enhanced by the mutual agreement by France and Libya to
withdraw their forces from Chad. Although the French troops
pulled out by the end of 1984, Libya reneged on its pledge to
leave by retaining about 5,000 soldiers in northern Chad.
However, the most powerful jolt to the stalemate occurred
when Libyan-backed GUNT forces and a unit of the Islamic
Legion attacked FANT positions south of the 16th parallel. The
offensive involved the towns of Oum Chalouba, Ziguey, and
Kouba Olanga and was successfully repelled by Habré forces.
The French responded by increasing their military shipment to
FANT and by sending a squadron of Jaguar fighter-bombers
stationed in the Central African Republic to raid the Libya
airfield at Wadi Doum in northern Chad. What would appear
to be a recurring trend, the Libyans retaliated by using a
Soviet-made Tupolev 22 bomber on a raid at N'Djamena’s
airport.

Of great importance, the Libyan counterattack exposed the
permeability of the redline. It also led to the redeployment of
1,200 French forces in Chad under the so-called Operation
Epervier (sparrowhawk). But more important was the capture
of the Libyan air base at Ouadi Doum by FANT forces in March
1987. This was a worthwhile military action, since Libyan and
GUNT forces were compelled to withdraw from Faya-Largeau.
The retreating forces also left behind military equipment
valued at $1 billion.32 Habré was now in control of northern
Chad with the exception of the Aouzou Strip. One can
therefore argue that his push into Aouzou in August was
designed to completely liberate all of Chad's territory. The
failure to achieve this goal was perpetuated by the refusal of
France to support Habré. The French were uneasy about
Habré’s push north, since their troops could be drawn into the
battle. By contrast, the US perceived the attack as an
opportunity for Chad to humiliate Libya’s forces.
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The notion that the internal unrest in Chad persists is
reaffirmed by the rise of Gen Idriss Deby to power on 4
December 1990.33 The conflict between Habré and Deby was
sparked by the 1989 abortive coup, which pushed the latter to
flee to Sudan’s Darfur province. What ensued were
cross-border attacks that rekindled the civil war in Chad.
Deby’s Mouvement Populaire du Salut (Patriotic Salvation
Movement—MPS) was aided by Libya and Sudan. It is
estimated that the Libyans provided the MPS with 200 Toyota
desert cruisers armed with 23-mm Soviet-made cannons and
Brazilian-built six-wheel armored vehicles with 90-mm guns.34
Habré did not only have to face a Libyan-equipped rebel force
but also a decision by France not to allow its 500 soldiers in
Abéché to intervene. The French described the fight between
Habré and Deby as an internal matter and directed the efforts
of their 700 additional troops toward protecting their 1,250
nationals.3> Thus, the success of Deby’s insurgency was
facilitated by the entente between Deby and Qaddafi as well as
the refusal of France to assist Habré.

Admittedly, the MPS is now faced with the ultimate
challenge of altering the fabric of government authority in
Chad. The MPS’s call for multipartyism and democracy,
probably inspired by the growing demand for democratization
programs in several Francophone African countries, is now
put to a real test. The guerrilla activities of the Movement for
Democracy and Development (MDD), including the January
1991 attack on N’Djamena, has increased Deby’'s dependence
on France. Ironically, the French government responded to
Deby’s call for help by sending in 450 paratroopers. The
justification of this decision was linked to Deby’s
democratization effort.36

Toward a Conclusion

On the whole, this study has centered on the complexities of
the conflict in Chad. The examination of the various battles
sought to explain the prolongation of the Chadian conflict. In
the first place, the absence of political leadership is notable in
explaining the prolongation of the conflict. This emphasis
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reveals that conflict resolution might depend on political
leaders who build successful coalitions or advance the politics
of compromise among the rival warlords. The connectedness of
leadership performance and conflict prolongation in Chad is
one that has demanded a careful appraisal of the rivalries
between Habré, Goukouni, Malloum, Deby, and the remaining
rival leaders. Their strong desire to gain control of government
at any cost meant that Chad would be infected with lengthy
ethno-regional fighting. In other words, only a decisive victory
in which the rivals and their forces are completely eliminated
would the likelihood of political stability prevail in Chad.
However, the remnants of a rival faction willing to fight for
control of Chad’s political systems make the search for peace a
remote possibility.

A slightly different and equally important analytical focus is
the internalization of the Chadian conflict. It is assumed that
conflict prolongation in Chad is in part a function of the
external political environment. The internationalization of the
fighting was maximized by the presence of France, Libya and
its wide variety of sophisticated Soviet-made weapons, the US,
and the several African states (including Nigeria, Sudan,
Egypt, Senegal, Zaire, and Cameroon). The external stimuli
underscored the extent to which rival factions sought to win.
The disposition of the external actors and their conflicting
prescriptions to ending the Chadian conflict suggest that what
occurs in Africa has an extraneous symbiosis. Even more
significant, the internalization of the conflict exposed the
weaknesses of the state to turn inward and simply provided
the rival lords with different periods at which they exercised
leverage.

It is clear that the government of Deby must also face the
task of rebuilding a political system while fighting off the
MDD. The random arrests and Killings of Deby’s political
opponents reveal the fragility of his leadership. What is
apparent is that the proliferation of ambitious and disaffected
Chadians may hamper attempts to promote a final chapter to
the conflict. In addition, the MPS’s chances for success are not
necessarily predictable, because it is difficult to accurately
gauge the disposition of France, Libya, and the US. It is no
longer easy to determine the willingness of France to serve as
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Francophone Africa’s policeman. The friendship between Deby
and Qaddafi is also uncertain, since there is still a major
disagreement over the Aouzou Strip. It is likely that Qaddafi
may be drawn to support another rebel force with the goal of
displacing yet another government if Deby maintains his
resolve to liberate the mineral-rich area in northern Chad.
Lastly, the US involvement by proxy seems to be influenced by
Washington’'s antipathy toward Qaddafi. This raises the
possibility that US military and financial assistance will end if
Qaddafi is out of the picture. It may be, in fact, that the
resolution of the Chadian conflict must emanate from the
people themselves.
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Liberia’s Conflict
Prolongation through Regional Intervention

Karl P. Magyar

Gus Liebenow’s comprehensive review of Liberia, published
in 1987, concludes with quotations from Rev Thomas Hayden,
who observed that if the Samuel K. Doe government and the
opposition cannot “respond to the legitimate needs of the
people, spontaneous violence might erupt and an entirely new
leadership might evolve.” He also expected that “soon there
will be a changing of the guard in Liberia”—and that it may
come by “Quadafi-backed Liberian exiles.”?!

His judgment proved to be chillingly prescient. But those
who have been following Liberia’s tumultuous affairs realize
that a prediction of Liberia’s catastrophe was safe to make.
Since Doe, as a master sergeant, ousted President William R.
Tolbert and his Americo-Liberian elite from power in 1980, that
country had been on a steady course toward self-destruction.
Whatever wrongs that coup sought to correct, everything in
fact only deteriorated further, and it soon became a classic
case of history repeating itself. Numerous coup attempts
followed; existing social divisions polarized; the already fragile
economy deteriorated further; and relations with the inter-
national community plummeted. Under these circumstances,
either a successful coup, or the commencement of an
insurgency, could have been expected. The latter transpired in
19809.

Liberia had enjoyed a unique history in comparison to that
of other West African states. The territory had been settled by
freed slaves from other areas of West and Central Africa, but
more significantly, by numerous former slaves from the US
who returned, starting in 1822. This latter group soon formed
the sociopolitical elite, as they extended their influence and
control inland over the territory’s indigenous inhabitants. In
1847 the Americo-Liberian elite declared its formal
“independence”—though it had not been a colony of any
external power. The elite introduced a constitution and
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currency, all patterned on the American standard; this
repatriated elite soon built fine antebellum houses on
Southern-style plantations and worked them with indigenous
slaves well past the period of America’s Civil War.

Rule by the Americo-Liberian elite was authoritarian with
the power elite being characterized as an ethnic oligarchy, rent
by nepotism, and ruled through paternalistic authority over a
largely traditional and impoverished native population, which
comprised some 95 percent of the country’s inhabitants. They
in turn were divided into 116 ethnic groups, each occupying
distinct geographic zones which, significantly, range across
Liberia’s borders, well into neighboring Ivory Coast, Guinea,
and Sierra Leone.2 The ruling elite, as the 17th group,
dominated the capital city of Monrovia—grandly named for
America’s President James Monroe, who facilitated the return
of the ex-slaves.

Few in the external world knew of the plight of Liberia’'s
rural populations and few cared. A handful of foreign
enterprises were lodged in Liberia, extracting mostly iron ore,
diamonds, and rubber—which was dominated by America’s
Firestone Company. These, plus Roberts Airfield, a major
refueling stop for international flights, comprised the bulk of
the external world’s interest in Liberia. The US, because of its
historic ties to the ruling elite who had guaranteed long-term
stability, also had installed some major international navi-
gation, radio, and communications facilities in Liberia, and
this tie added to America’s interest in the country.

Over the years, the Americo-Liberian elite had grown too
complacent, which was not justified in view of the tumultuous
events associated with the decolonization process throughout
Sub-Saharan Africa. As colonial powers terminated their rule
in Africa, starting with Ghana in 1957, William V. S. Tubman
held forth as president of Liberia from 1944 until his death in
office in 1975.

Tubman was succeeded by President William R. Tolbert,
who ruled until his brutal ouster by MSgt Samuel K. Doe in
1980. Apparent was the ignorance of continental
developments on the part of both rulers. In fact, their regimes
approximated and were viewed by the indigenous population
as a foreign colonial force, replete with a foreign language and

178



MAGYAR

other colonial accoutrements of power. Others saw it as
black-on-black apartheid. When Doe took over in his grisly
coup, he was but another youthful African military man who
would challenge a corrupt, stagnant, and entrenched elite.
Certain historical facts concerning Liberia were indeed unique,
but the general trend of these historic developments now
comprised somewhat routine Africawide political practices
which had engulfed the continent during the previous two
decades.

Doe led the fatal putsch, after which he and his armed
forces-based People’s Redemption Council undertook to rule
the country under the usual austere and emergency
conditions, but ultimately at the point of increasingly
undisciplined guns. President Tolbert was the victim of grisly
atrocities—which became the fate of Doe himself a decade
later. The international community was horrified to learn of
the summary executions of 13 top officials of the Tolbert
government. These executions were carried out in public along
Monrovia's beach. Many of the ecstatic and cheering people in
attendance at the executions would in turn become victims of
violence during the events of 1990-91. The offending Tolbert
government officials had been cited with, among other crimes,
disrespecting human rights. Treating them so brutally in turn
set the tone for the Doe regime’s modus operandi.

Little would change—Ileast of all the drift towards disaster—
but at least a representative of the indigenous population,
along with mostly his own tribal-originated junta, had
replaced this unique “colonial government.” Rather than arrest
the drift towards disaster, Doe only expedited the process. And
that process would deteriorate rapidly. Where previously social
relations among the indigenous tribes had been tranquil, they
now would become polarized—a process in modern Africa
which, when initiated, has rarely been reversed.

Africa’s Conflict Environment

It is tempting to speculate that the longer the process of
social disintegration, the more likely it is that an ensuing civil
conflict will continue. In the case of Liberia, tensions in the
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social fabric emerged over several decades and were influenced
especially by the liberation processes in neighboring countries.
Doe may well have been only the spark that set off the final
vortex of the next decade.

Explaining the reasons or causes for this incident of
disintegration could easily occupy an entire volume in itself
and not yield a definitive statement. Readers receive an
enhanced understanding of the process of conflict within
Liberia when they view it in a greater African perspective; that
is, a perspective where similar conflicts have been experienced
during the last four decades. However, we must remember
Liberia’'s unique situation in that the ruling Americo-Liberian
elite was in fact not a transient colonial force but a permanent,
foreign-originated, social oligarchy much like the Afrikaners in
South Africa. At issue in both instances is the question of
majority rule (in Liberia, implying the indigenous natives)
rather than simple liberation.

Africa has experienced and is presently undergoing several
distinct types of conflicts. They may be categorized as wars for
independence (e.g., Algeria); wars which preceded and which
continued after independence had been attained (e.g., Angola);
wars starting after independence (Uganda); transnational wars
(Somalia and Ethiopia); wars of secession (Biafra); military
coups and countercoups; and massive internal disturbances.3
Most of these examples contrast with conflicts in the developed
world which, if and when they break out, tend to be almost
exclusively transnational wars. In this respect, Africa’s
conflicts may be collectively characterized as “conflicts of
consolidation,” which suggests that such conflicts are endemic
to most states in their early histories as independent nations.

In the preindependence phase, resistance and militarism is
introduced as these colonial or subject territories become
politicized. The indigenous population identified the colonial
regime as the enemy, but in most of Africa the colonial power
departed without a fight. The most notable exception were
three Portuguese colonies, where the anticolonial struggles
had been standard protracted conflicts and turned into
complex civil wars. Often, competing insurgent groups, each
with different ethnic and leadership bases, opposed the
enemy. These groups did not easily overcome their separate
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identities after independence had been attained. But the
process was different where no substantial anticolonial wars
were fought—as was true for most of West Africa. There, the
initial security forces were more integrated into the ruling
circles until opposition emerged from within the single security
apparatus, led usually by younger military men. These men
did not perceive the struggle as one against competing
ethnic-based social groups but against an entrenched,
corrupt, and stagnant ruling elite. This latter tendency,
introduced by the Dergue in Ethiopia, by Jerry Rawlings in
Ghana, and Thomas Sankara in Upper Volta, inspired the
ascension to power by Doe in Liberia.

Whether peaceful or violent, the abrupt replacement of an
entire power elite by another group based on different social
classes amounts to a revolution and introduces a new
consolidative period. This period is the most volatile and
disruptive in the history of most nations. In these instances,
law and order breaks down; social cleavages polarize; new
leaders emerge who are bent more on achieving power than on
restoring peace; economies are devastated; and external
interventions often do more to exacerbate problems rather
than to resolve them. In essence, the major thrust of political
efforts in this period concern the attempts to establish
legitimacy and social tranquility to restart the process of
socioeconomic development. But with the established social
infrastructure having been destroyed, and considering that the
general welfare level had never been advanced, new aspirants
to power face formidable challenges indeed. These
characteristics describe Liberia’s predicament quite well.

Whether protracted or prolonged or conflicts or outright
wars, organized hostilities by African governments in power or
by their opponents tend to get bogged down when neither side
can eliminate the other in a short, sharp strike. The conflict
rages, but as the active combatants come to respect each
other, each in turn inflicts great havoc on the other’s society.
The embattled government’s only concern becomes sheer
survival, while administrative programs are placed in
abeyance due to the absence of stability and the lack of
domestic and foreign capital formation. Opponents, on the
other hand, rarely constitute in the initial stage more than a
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motley group of armed opportunists seeking to legitimize
themselves by embellishing their cause with terminology
borrowed from external guerrilla and insurgent groups. Their
lack of materiel and financial resources is soon overcome by
the unscrupulous exploitation of the rural masses among
which they move, but in time they gain some respectability.
They become, in Mao Tse Tung’s formulation, the fish in a sea
of people. Their claims to be taken seriously is enhanced when
they receive overt support from external neighboring or distant
benefactors. In the cold war days, this support was obtained
easily from the Soviet or the American camps. Today, external
support may come from Libya, Israel, Iraq, Iran, Saudi Arabia,
or India or old, established west European sources. Africa has
not lost its attraction to external meddlers, although most of
the continent has been marginalized as a global player.

There have been respectably managed protracted wars in
Africa. For the most part, however, other insurgencies in Africa
have lacked sophisticated formulations of protracted warfare
at the outset, although several, such as those movements led
by Savimbi in Angola, Dhlakama in Mozambique, and Garang
in Sudan, developed them once they were under way. Most
other conflicts in Africa have been prolonged wars. Conflicts
such as those in Chad or Sudan or the western Sahara have
gone on interminably, and as is the case of Ethiopia, Angola,
and Sudan, they raged on and became “wars without results.”

Liberia’s civil war early demonstrated the classic tenets of
prolongation as the proliferation of competing opposition
groups, changing objectives, expanding battleground, and
extending the conflict into neighboring states. These tenets
also included divisions among regional supporters, external
intervention, devastation of the social infrastructure, and large
numbers of direct and indirect civilian casualties. Although
not planned developments, these tenets offer emerging
evidence of progressive deterioration—the result of avoiding
one massive, concentrated confrontation, which certainly
would eliminate one of the protagonists decisively. However, it
may indeed be likely that the ultimate damage done as the
result of an initial decisive confrontation between the
government and the insurgents may be less than the damage
inflicted from the prolonged war and the absence of a clear
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victory. External interests, whose intervention almost
invariably leads to the prolongation of conflicts, should have
had a prime concern in this proposition. Certainly the
examples of Chad, Ethiopia, Angola, Mozambique, and,
presently, Liberia, attest to this.

The Evolution of Liberia’s Prolonged War

Progressive deterioration, social tensions, and authoritarian
domination have marked the reign of President Tolbert. The
“rice riots” of 14 April 1979 offered evidence of the Liberian
military’s reorientation from traditional support for the
government. For example, when Doe ascended to power in the
12 April 1980 coup, he faced not only a declining social situa-
tion but also a deteriorating economy that Tolbert's civilian
government had failed to stem. As the subsequent decade of
Doe’s own rule progressed, however, there were no signs to feel
good about the country’s fate. An unsuccessful coup attempt
by Gen Thomas Quiwonkpa in 1985 had a remarkably
prescient tinge in that the coup had wide popular support and
engaged the neighboring countries of Sierra Leone and the
Ivory Coast, and to an undetermined degree, Israel and the
United States.4 That coup started the active demise of Doe’s
regime.> His decade in power had been marked by at least
one-half dozen coup attempts, but it took a full-scale civil war
to bring him down—after which the war continued.

On 24 December 1989 Liberia’'s devastating conflict
commenced when Charles Taylor and his small band—
variously estimated to range between a few dozen to well over
a hundred strong—crossed into Liberia from the Ivory Coast.
Its composition represented acknowledged dissidents,
participants at Quiwonkpa’'s coup, and an undetermined
number who may have received training in Libya. Allegedly,
included in this latter group were Charles Taylor and Prince
Johnson, who split from Taylor's movement a few months
later.

This modest team of insurgents were led by Charles Taylor,
a man who must have assessed two important factors
correctly: that Doe’s troops, the Armed Forces of Liberia (AFL),
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were poorly prepared for combat, and that his own ethnic-based
rural insurgents would advance quickly as the AFL would pose
only a challenge in the capital city. This weakness afforded
Taylor the opportunity to prepare for a quasi-protracted war
while extending his control over the rural areas, which in turn
also would generate additional recruits for his force. These
strategies went according to plan, and after a few successfully
quick strikes at minor government installations and garrisons
in Nimba county—adjacent to the Ivory Coast from where he
entered—Taylor moved rapidly towards the coastal towns. His
early intentions were to seize the key economic and
infrastructural grids while avoiding a premature attack on
Monrovia. This latter objective would require a much larger
and trained force and the prior alliance with most of the
country’s rural inhabitants.

Taylor’'s successes came rather easily and were abetted by
Doe’s widely perceived ineptitude and by the seemingly total
incompetence of the AFL, which quickly resorted to pillaging
and wanton slaughter of villagers. D. Ellwood Dunn and S.
Byron Tarr note that Liberia was severely “tribalized” during
the 1980s, and these writers expected a severe backlash
against Doe’s Krahn kinsman, whose members dominated the
government and military.® This backlash may have been
anticipated by Taylor, who may have incorporated the existing
tribal animosities into his insurgent strategy. If he did so, he
once again calculated correctly that this would weaken the
government and would enable him to gain the wide backing of
other Liberians who had come to resent the Kahn ascendancy.

The question of ethnicity and its role in civil wars holds
special interest to students of African conflicts. In Liberia
ethnic relations were generally peaceful during the long period
of domination by the Americo-Liberian elite. The abrupt
termination of that oligarchic rule and the wider indigenization
of political participation may have constituted a proper step
towards democratization, but only the naive should have failed
to anticipate the ensuing social conflict. While observers may
accuse Tubman and Tolbert of not learning from recent
African history, they may level the same charge at Doe and his
supporters (and in the distant country of South Africa, the
same phenomenon may be underway). Once activated, ethnic
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politics cannot be easily turned off, and the distant
repercussions will likely plague the region in ways not initially
foreseen by the perpetrators. Thus, in Liberia not long after
Taylor’s initial forays, the Gio and Mano of mostly Nimba
county supported Taylor’s efforts. In contrast, a Mandingo and
Krahn coalition—the latter being the privileged kinsmen of
Doe—opposed him. By this time the Americo-Liberians had
ceased to be a major factor, although one may argue that they
had served as the functional peacekeepers while they domi-
nated power.

Doe’s government troops failed to mount a credible offensive
against Taylor's National Patriotic Front of Liberia (NPFL)
forces; hence, they assumed a mostly defensive posture by
digging in around key points in the capital. Before a year went
by, Taylor dominated 95 percent of the country, but he
remained frustrated in not being able to go in for the final Kill.
(Some observers argue that he could have done so, but he
chose not to as this would have entailed massive civilian
casualties.) Again, this tactic is a frequent feature in African
wars where the main strategic objective always involves the
difficult-to-conquer capital city, despite the loss of control over
the vast rural areas. Luanda in Angola and Maputo in
Mozambique are such examples. The failure of the NPFL to
take Monrovia may be attributed, as is the case in Luanda, to
foreign intervention. Cubans defended Angola’s capital, while a
combined force, the Economic Community of West African
States Cease-Fire Monitoring Group (ECOMOG), introduced a
mixed force that was comprised in mid-1990 of five West
African countries in defense of Monrovia.

ECOMOG's active intervention, starting in 1990, secured
the capital city but in the process had introduced a new
fighting force. Remnants of Doe’'s army numbered about
1,000; Taylor's NPFL troops numbered several thousand,;
Prince Johnson, who left the NPFL and organized his
Independent National Patriotic Front of Liberia (INPFL),
commanded fewer than 1,000 troops, but they were highly
aggressive; and ECOMOG began with about 3,000 troops,
which, after a slow start, doubled a year later. ECOMOG’s
mission began ostensibly as a peace-keeping effort, to separate
the sides in the conflict while allowing the political process to
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resolve the dispute. However, Taylor's hostile attitude towards
ECOMOG led ECOMOG partially to align itself with Johnson’s
INPFL. This alignment allowed Johnson’s men to capture Doe
and his contingent of palace guards while Doe was on a visit to
ECOMOG headquarters in September 1990. The terms of this
capture have not yet been cleared up, but the subsequent
mutilation of Doe by Johnson and his cohorts cast a terminal
pall over the INPFL as an internationally approved participant
in the future affairs of Liberia. Subsequent atrocities
committed by the INPFL have only verified the innately
perverse nature of that group as personified by its leaders.”

External interventionists cannot escape the task of
becoming kingmakers—and subsequently being burdened
with supporting them in power. The US experienced this
situation in Vietnam and in Panama; the Soviets in Eastern
Europe and in Afghanistan; and in Liberia, ECOMOG had little
choice but to support the interim government of Amos Sawyer.
As Taylor had no hand in that appointment, ECOMOG then
inherited the obligation to defend Sawyer in a country where
95 percent of the territory was out of his control, thus,
ensuring a classic tenet of prolonged wars. Liberia would
become ECOWAS's “Vietnam.”

Prolonged wars tend to engage various efforts at intervention
by the international community, and this is likewise the case
in Liberia. Some observers believe Taylor received training and
financial support from Libya; most of this support was
channeled through Burkina Faso. Taylor operated from the
Ivory Coast, where he made his initial incursions. Unsub-
stantiated reports note that Burkino Faso even had some
active troops supporting Taylor’s efforts.8 As Taylor had Libyan
connections, and his program and leadership capabilities were
uncertain, relations between Taylor and the US were cautious.
Taylor in turn castigated the US for its enthusiastic backing of
ECOMOG's effort and its support of Amos Sawyer.

The US had backed Doe during his initial years in power but
gradually reduced that support after failing to note positive
gains. Once hostilities against Doe commenced, the US moved
quickly to guard American facilities, especially its embassy,
and a substantial contingent of US Marines was stationed on
warships offshore. They eventually did have to secure the US
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Embassy and evacuated American and other foreign personnel
from Liberia. As peace talks broke down, the US offered to fly
Doe to a destination of his choice, but he declined the offer.
Throughout the war, all opposing factions acknowledged
America’s long interests and future role in Liberia, but the
factions cast a weary eye at America’s involvement and
occasionally accused the US of siding openly with opponents.
In the cold war days, this alignment may have led to more
acute problems if the Soviets had chosen to enter the fray, but
now Taylor had to make do with only limited external support.
It appears that initially Taylor had lived mostly off the land,
however ruthlessly, and that he did gain much of his military
supplies from captured government stores. This strategy is
also a feature of many prolonged wars in Africa. But it is
hardly conceivable that he could have succeeded so much had
he not secured external support initially from Burkina Faso
and the Ivory Coast. He also realized that he would receive
continued Libyan backing and substantial profits from diverse
French commercial interests during the course of the conflict.

Prolonged wars tend to attract participation by external
benefactors, and they soon involve neighboring countries.
Indeed, Liberia’'s civil war actually spilled directly into Sierra
Leone, whose government was subsequently overthrown in a
coup in 1992. Motives for external intervention or involvement
are difficult to isolate, and we cannot generalize about them,
as each participant has his own agenda. Qadhafi’'s objective
may well be his penchant to intervene wherever possible or to
capitalize on opportunities afforded while world attention is
focused on another combat theater. However, he has made no
significant or permanent gains in black Africa. The motives of
Burkina Faso may well represent little more than the personal
ambition of President B. Campaore to exert influence in a
wider region. Houphouet Boigny of the Ivory Coast is rumored
to have been related to President Tolbert through marriage,
and he found Doe difficult to work with.

Sierra Leone may have feared the conflict spreading across
her borders and hence gambled by offering a contingent of
troops to ECOMOG to help stabilize Liberia. This act, however,
led Taylor to support a Sierra Leonean dissident faction
against that government, which then expanded it to the level
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of a quasi-civil war. Most accounts by the print media agree
that Taylor's NPFL forces entered deep into Sierra Leone’s
territory with the support of Libya and Burkina Faso. That
action by the NPFL did not lead to Sierra Leone’s pulling out of
the ECOMOG force, and Guinea and Nigeria had to come to
Sierra Leone’s rescue to beat back the incursions.®

The other foreign participants include members of the
ECOMOG force led by Nigeria, which subsidizes the largest
portion of the bill and offers the largest contingent of troops,
and later Ghana, Gambia, Guinea, Sierra Leone, and Senegal
later. Again, each participant had different objectives for
intervention, most of which have not been articulated openly.
Those with contiguous borders generally fear the expansion of
the conflict into their areas, while the more distant
participants present a mix of political, or “imperial,”
ambitions. According to Kenneth B. Noble, Campaore justified
his country’s participation “because he believed foreign
military intervention would only exacerbate the situation.”0
His words, however, were overtly corroborated by his own
actions.

A Lutta Continua

“The battle continues” embodies the classic expression of
Africa’s struggle against colonial domination. But in the case
of Liberia, this phrase introduces an updated dimension which
implies that the battle is becoming prolonged. The elements of
the war which normally lead towards the “bogging down
phenomenon” were manifest early in Liberia’'s civil war, and
the war-related activities after the first two years only expanded
on the established complexity but added little that was new. A
detailed listing of intervening events would in effect yield a
history of the conflict—which is not the purpose of the present
analysis. However, several developments may be presented as
they promote an understanding of prolonged wars, particularly
Liberia’s prolonged war.

On the international front several conferences were
convened, with or without Charles Taylor’'s participation. The
most notable one was Yamousoukro IV (October 1991), at
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which time the convening nations agreed to open the roads
throughout Liberia, to begin disarming the warring factions
and encamp the troops, and to prepare for elections. Little of
this was realized as Taylor would not accept a situation in
which his perceived just rewards would not be ensured.
Instead, Taylor began to sense an emerging split in the ranks
of ECOWAS and its ECOMOG peacekeeping force.

Nigeria, which supplied the leadership and the greatest
number of personnel and finances for the ECOMOG contingent,
also began to show doubts about the entire affair. Indeed, some
in Nigeria began their own domestic “Vietnam” debate. Military
operations in distant lands depleted fragile treasuries quickly.
ECOMOG's troop strength escalated to around 11,000, and by
mid-1992 Ghanaian and Nigerian airplanes were engaged in
bombing sorties to destroy Taylor’'s headquarters. All this
promised a long and escalating involvement.

Whereas West Africa had traditionally seen a pervasive
political split between Anglo and Francophone states, regional
concern over the Liberian affair introduced a further split
among the Francophone ranks. Guinea, a contributor of forces
to ECOMOG, feared that the war was spilling into her territory—
as it had done in Sierra Leone, while Senegal offered a
moderate-sized contingent, perhaps in response to external
requests as there was no problem of territorial contiguity.
These two states and Mali, another supporter of ECOMOG,
were opposed by Burkina Faso and the Ivory Coast. In 1992
the US recalled its ambassador from Burkina Faso in response
to continued active support of Taylor. Houphouet Boigny of the
Ivory Coast on the other hand was under great pressure by his
West African colleagues to end his support of Taylor. The Ivory
Coast then began to assume a more ambiguous position. This
split in the Francophone ranks, however, did not reduce its
traditional suspicions of Nigeria and its unavoidable
leadership role in West Africa and ECOMOG. Dominating the
military operations in Liberia, it was feared, could whet
Nigeria’'s appetite for a hegemonial role and Nigeria would gain
valuable leadership and battlefield experience. Nigeria's
long-established opposition to French initiatives in West Africa
once again raised old questions about certain Francophone
states serving French designs. French commercial interests
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had moved rapidly into the area controlled by Taylor, and the
revenues thus generated served as Taylor’s principal financial
support for his insurgency.11

President Doe was Killed in September 1990. Conferences at
Banjul, Lome, and Monrovia then established an interim
government led by Amos Sawyer. He had the backing of the
ECOWAS and the US but remained opposed by Taylor, who
either boycotted most conferences or refused to abide by their
formulations. This strategy then introduced a common feature
of prolonged wars, namely the de facto existence of two
governments. Under these conditions, the insurgents develop
their own political and administrative machinery: introduce at
least the intent of providing social services, starting with
schools and rudimentary clinics; and attempt economic revival
by focusing on the exploitation of extractive commodities and
subsistence agriculture. Inevitably, external commercial
interests are available to capitalize on this high-risk, but
profitable, opportunity. The besieged government, on the other
hand, occupies the capital city and relies on external aid,
military support, and resolution of the conflict at international
conferences and distant negotiating tables. This procedure
raises a curious dilemma, one which Liberia has to face as
well: the government in the capital city relies on its legitimacy
which stems from the diplomatic activities of external
interests, while the insurgents work systematically to gain
legitimacy from among the mostly rural population. This
pattern surfaced in China, Cuba, Vietnam, Afghanistan,
Guinea Bissau, and Angola and now characterizes Liberia.
Whoever wins in the end will still face a formidable task in
attracting a former adversary’s support base.

Ongoing factionalism embodies another pervasive
characteristic of prolonged wars. If insurgents fail to act
quickly to oust the government, as a protracted strategy is
then assumed, they will notice a rise in factionalism with the
insurgent group or the introduction of new armed dissident
groups. Prince Johnson and his followers broke away from
Taylor's NPFL and pursued their own insurgent agenda in the
suburbs of Monrovia. Then the United Liberation Movement of
Liberia (ULIMO) emerged in March 1991, representing the
Krahn-based Liberian United Democratic Front (LUDF), led by

190



MAGYAR

Arma Youlu, and a mostly Mandingo force led by Alhaji
Kromah. These new groups have the backing of neighboring
Sierra Leone and Guinea and concentrate their energies more
against the NPFL than on the interim government.l2 Their
ultimate objectives, aside from servicing the needs of their
benefactors, are unknown. And reportedly, before long, each
group, including Taylor's NPFL, experienced an outbreak of
bickering and outright hostilities among internal factions.
Such continuous bifurcations virtually guaranteed the
attendant prolonged public suffering and foreign meddling.
This outcome was evident in Angola and continues to be the
case in Liberia.

ECOMOG's role also underwent redefinitions. That organi-
zation was constituted as a peace-keeping force, but when it
bombed certain strategic targets in areas controlled by Taylor,
it acted as a combatant. ECOMOG backed the interim govern-
ment of Amos Sawyer and came to appreciate the efforts of
ULIMO to weaken the NPFL. But ECOMOG demonstrated
notable weaknesses. Several—if not most—of the constituent
national forces, such as Sierra Leone’'s and Guinea’s, were
hardly neutral in the conflict. Nigeria’s massive commitment
is, of course, also suspect. And persistent rumors hold that
there is dissent within the ranks as soldiers perceive their
“Vietnam-like” situation. Some soldiers seriously question
their willingness to confront Taylor's force in a systematic
ground campaign on his own territory.

While the conflict festers and its resolution is pursued at
various negotiating tables, the atrocities continue, whether
inflicted by war or by deprivation. The massacre of 600 Gios
and Manos in St. Peter's Church in July 1990 provides a stark
reminder of the inevitable dark side of a prolonged war.13
Casualties in Africa’s wars are not reliably reported, but
observers generally assume that civilians account for 90
percent of the deaths in the continent’'s civil war. Another
dimension concerns the long-term damage of such wars. The
physical infrastructure throughout most of the country is soon
destroyed, or it deteriorates through neglect. Domestic capital
flees—as do many of the entrepreneurial managers—while
traditional external trade and investment ties are abrogated.
The mere cessation of war will hardly reinstitute these lost
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assets, hence the damage will be compounded for some time to
come. Liberia has never been featured as the focus of major
external economic interest; therefore, the reconstruction of the
destroyed economic infrastructure will not be accomplished
soon.

Conclusion

The prolonged Liberian conflict has been raging since the
end of 1989. Some wars have been much longer, but scholars
in the field do not define prolongation within a purely temporal
context only. Rather, observers should focus on the failure of
the conflict to come to a head in an early decisive battle—
which would eliminate at least one of the major protagonists.
In this regard, the conflict in Liberia, while still in its early
stages, experienced most of those attributes associated with
prolonged wars of much longer duration.

Charles Taylor never did develop an acknowledged
sophisticated protracted war strategy. Instead, external forces
and rival insurgent groups interdicted the NPFL’s surprisingly
rapid advance on Liberia’s jugular vein. Certainly, the way in
which Taylor built his force required elements of a protracted
strategy, which also guided his systematic advance through
the countryside. Gaining adherents in the rural areas in Africa
is not, however, as significant as it may be in the Latin
American or Southeast Asian contexts. Authoritative power in
Africa is almost totally concentrated in the capital city, and if
that city is secured with the aid of foreign forces, the classic
protracted struggle, focusing on the domination of the rural
areas, loses considerable relevance. In effect, the struggle
continues with two “governments” in power: one dominating
the formal accoutrements of state authority in the capital,
which is embellished with claims to wide diplomatic
recognition; the other gains incremental legitimacy in the
countryside. Both however, rely on competing foreign interests
to determine their fate. The insurgents rarely topple the
government, but by retaining a credible capability to survive
and by launching an occasional terrorist act or attack on a
governmental installation (which are often little more than
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suicide missions), they determine their fortunes at
international negotiation forums (e.g., SWAPO in Namibia), or
they continue their fight sporadically and interminably and
without resolution (e.g., PLO in Palestine and RENAMO in
Mozambique).

Liberia has experienced virtually all the characteristics of a
prolonged war in a compressed time frame. An insurgent
group eliminated the head of state, but they could not capture
state structures. The stated objectives of participants changed
frequently, ranging from the desire for the mere ouster of Doe’s
corrupt government, ostensibly for altruistic reasons, to the
unprincipled drive to become the new leader. Some external
analysts have referred to the entire embroglio as little more
than tribalism—a charge which cannot escape a pejorative
connotation. Were this to be true, we would have to expect
that all fighting in Africa would not cease until each tribe had
its own state. Tribalism in Liberia’s conflict is obvious, but as
in other African conflicts, it is a symptom of the breakdown of
an established order which did not possess wide legitimacy.
External analysts will be mistaken if they focus solely on this
issue—and miss the nuances of changing power relationships.
At issue is progressive social deterioration and a contest of
who shall prevail. Balancing or manipulating tribal cleavages
is but one demonstration of power articulation. In Liberia, a
fundamental revolution has already taken place, and the
contest for power has moved out of the capital city and into
the rural areas. The consequent resort to tribal reidentification
as an expected reaction surprises no one. This resort also
reflects a standard feature of prolonged wars throughout
Africa, although it does not necessarily hold true in all other
areas of the third world.

Negotiated settlements alone will not resolve Liberia’s
prolonged war. The traditionally placid rural population has
been activated and polarized. Standard democratic institutions
drawn from Western forms will find little relevance in Liberia’'s
disrupted third world context. The most acute problems relate
to socioeconomic standing and security matters. Analysts may
argue that these needs cannot be addressed outside of a
political context. But here they would do well to remember
that most modern African states started with democratic
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structures but only a few of them survived. Certainly little
realistic basis exists for expecting the economy to strengthen
after a political settlement; hence, political and ethnic tensions
may also be perpetuated. Ghana and Nigeria’s alternations
between democratic, authoritarian, and military governments
reflect the fundamental problems associated with attempts to
resolve poetical disputes without commensurate economic
progress. In this regard, Liberia’s offending head of state was
removed from power, but the conflict has hardly ended. A
negotiated settlement may represent little more than a reprieve
before parties renew hostilities again. And with numerous
external allies or benefactors available, the prospects for the
prolongation of the war are greatly enhanced.

Because of the inherent nature of prolonged war, analysts
find it difficult to predict when they will end. And again, the
arrival of peace will only signify the start of new problems as
the country begins to redevelop. In Liberia this latter task
poses a social challenge just as profound as the civil war itself.
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The Rhodesian Conflict
1966-79

Herbert M. Howe

All sides at least initially misjudged the war’s length. The
Rhodesian government, led by Prime Minister lan Smith,
issued its Unilateral Declaration of Independence (UDI) from
Great Britain in November of 1965, convinced that the blacks
could not mount a significant military threat and that white
rule was thus assured. Among the blacks, the Zimbabwe
African National Union (ZANU) and the Zimbabwe African
Peoples Union (ZAPU) thought erroneously that significant
guerrilla incursions from Zambia could trigger African
uprisings against the whites. The British government, which
had legal responsibility for its errant colony, at least publicly
believed in 1965 that the Rhodesian cause would last only
“months, if not weeks.”! The United States government in its
1969 National Security Studies Memorandum (USSM)-39
reaffirmed its belief that whites in southern Africa would
remain through the foreseeable future.

All sides were wrong. The prolonged war began in the
mid-1960s, sputtered until the early 1970s, and flared
increasingly in the mid-1970s until the Lancaster House
agreement and the cessation of hostilities in 1979 and the
subsequent election of ZANU’s Robert Mugabe as prime minister
in March 1980.

Between 1965 and 1972 the Rhodesian Defence Force (RDF)
seemingly had won the military struggle; it had contained the
initial guerrilla hostilities and had destroyed much of ZAPU'’s
and ZANU'’s capabilities. Rhodesia used mostly military, and
not political, means to counter the guerrillas. Its basic military
doctrine was mobile, rather than area, defense. Both ZANU
and ZAPU began hostilities believing that relatively large
guerrilla incursions would secure immediate peasant support.

Between 1972 and 1976 the conflict started anew. By 1970
ZANU had shifted to protracted war with an emphasis on
political mobilization, whereas ZAPU remain wedded to more
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conventional military strategy. ZAPU and ZANU benefitted
from communist (Eastern bloc and Chinese) weaponry and
European financial support. The independence of Angola and
especially Mozambique (which granted sanctuary to ZANU),
coupled with rising levels of East European and Chinese aid
and rising Zimbabwean nationalism, helped to persuade white
Rhodesia’s two major hopes, the United States and South
Africa, to work for black majority rule.2

By late 1979 the Rhodesian military remained capable of
inflicting large losses on guerrilla forces and their regional allies,
notably Mozambique, but the country’'s increasingly depleted
economy, a declining white manpower pool, an almost inex-
haustible manpower pool for guerrilla manpower recruitment,
and rising guerrilla capabilities signalled the need for
negotiations. The conflict claimed some 40,000 lives and affected
postwar development by damaging Rhodesia’s—and the
region’s—economy.

Events unforeseen in 1965 that contributed to the
prolongation included: (1) the growth of large guerrilla forces
capable of conducting a protracted war (“chimurenga”)3; (2)
Rhodesia’s ability to withstand sanctions by developing
alternative domestic industries and by circumventing United
Nations sanctions; and (3) the accession to power of the Popular
Movement For the Liberation of Angola (MPLA) and Front for the
Liberation of Mozambique (FRELIMO). The massive Soviet/
Cuban support given to the MPLA and FRELIMO's support of
ZANU guerrillas caused the US and South Africa, Rhodesia’s two
major hopes, to oppose continued white rule.

Black Grievances

Rhodesia was bound to resist African nationalism more than
any other of the European colonies. Rhodesia had more
settlers—some 200,000 by 1965—and these settlers had
established a strong vested interest by developing Rhodesia’s
mineral and agricultural wealth. A self-governing colony since
1923, Rhodesia enjoyed almost total freedom from England, its
legal but nominal ruler.
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The settlers’ strong will to control Rhodesia’s economic and
political future increasingly collided with external factors,
most notably support for postwar decolonization and such
internal considerations as a growing core of well-educated
Africans, who saw continued white domination as barring the
rights and privileges of 6 million other Africans.

Rhodesia’s racial system, while not as pervasive or harsh as
South Africa’s, embittered blacks. Various land laws, including
the Land Apportionment Act and the Land Tenure Act, gave
one-half (and most of the best) of Rhodesia’s land to whites.
The Color Bar Act limited social mixing between the races. The
Masters and Servants Act denied at least one-half of all African
workers the right to form or join unions. The Unlawful
Organizations Act authorized the government to restrict or ban
political organizations.

Repression of African’s initial protests and the government’s
UDI increasingly spurred a drive for violent opposition. ZAPU
in 1961 and the more radical ZANU in 1963 replaced the
moderate organizations, notably the (Rhodesian) African
National Congress and the National Democratic Party of the
late 1950s. African frustration turned to military insurgency
by the mid-1960s when, after the government banned the
recently formed ZANU and ZAPU in 1964, these two groups
established their military wings, Zimbabwean African National
Liberation Army (ZANLA) and Zimbabwean African Peoples
Revolutionary Army (ZIPRA). Throughout the war, ZANU drew
most of its support from the Shona, while ZAPU relied
primarily on the smaller Ndebele population.

Major Actors

lan Smith’s Rhodesia Front government and the guerrilla
forces of ZANU and ZAPU were the war's major combatants.
Smith enjoyed overwhelming support from Rhodesia’'s whites
(whose numbers peaked at 275,000 in 1972). His party never
lost a seat in the 50-member parliament. The Rhodesian Front
strongly opposed any significant political reforms. In talks with
Britain in the late 1960s, Smith remained recalcitrant. As late
as March 1976, Smith vowed that majority rule would not occur
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within the next one thousand years. The government believed
the insurgency as externally directed and that Rhodesia’s
blacks, described by Smith in 1972 as “the happiest Africans
in the world,” would not willingly support the struggle.# The
government had failed to understand the growing black anger
towards white rule. In 1965, the year of UDI, the Rhodesian
Defence Force was small and unable to fight a prolonged bush
war. Yet, during the next 15 years, it forged a highly capable
force that conducted highly successful internal and cross-
border operations.

Joshua Nkomo, sometimes described as the “father of
Zimbabwean nationalism,” established ZAPU in 1961. While
containing some Shonas, ZAPU had its greatest strength
among the Ndebele, who comprised about 18 percent of all
Rhodesians. Nkomo, unlike ZANU’s Robert Mugabe, would
sometimes meet with the white government and business
establishment in hopes of a peaceful settlement. Yet the
uncompromising Rhodesian Front government forced such
moderates as Nkomo to use military pressure. Nkomo favored
conventional military structure and tactics. Based in Zambia
and relying on conventional Soviet support, equipment, and
theory, ZAPU and its military wing ZIPRA posed only a limited
threat to the Rhodesian government.

Reverend Ndabaningi Sithole founded ZANU in 1963 as a
split off from ZAPU. But, following several leadership changes,
Robert Mugabe by early 1975 had established himself as
ZANU's leader. ZANU, and its military wing ZANLA, largely
drew on the Shona, who comprised 80 percent of Zimbabwe’s
total population. Increasingly operating from Mozambique
during the 1970s, ZANU supported Mao Tse-tung’s three-staged
protracted-war concept and opposed negotiations until
achieving the clear military advantage. Mugabe’'s ZANU
described itself as Marxist-Leninist, rather than simply
nationalist, and received much of its weaponry from the
People’s Republic of China and from Eastern Europe.

At the war’s outbreak, internal and regional relations greatly
favored the Smith government. Opposition Rhodesian whites
never posed any political challenge. In 1964 supporters of
ZAPU and ZANU attacked each other over ideology (“moderate”
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ZAPU versus “radical” ZAPU) and group/ethnic rivalry and
caused both loss of life and property damage.

The military balance at the outset of UDI overwhelmingly
favored the Rhodesian government. The two guerrilla “armies
had perhaps two hundred poorly trained and equipped men.”
The Rhodesian army had one regular battalion of Rhodesian
African Rifles, one battalion of Rhodesian Light Infantry, one
Special Air Services squadron, and one armored car regiment.
These forces could draw on the supporting corps—artillery,
signals, and service units. Besides these regular units,
Rhodesia had three white territorial battalions mobilizable
with one day’s notice and at least two more all-white reserve
battalions that required about a 10-day mobilization period.
The army, the uniformed police, the Special Branch, and the
Department of Internal Affairs provided separate intelligence
flows.

The air force had about one hundred aircraft, including
Hunter fighters, Canberra bombers, Vampire jets, Alouette
helicopters, Provost trainers, and Dakotas. Rhodesia started
its counterinsurgency (COIN) operations with an officer corps
that had effectively fought guerrillas in Malaya during the
early 1950s.

South Africa, on Rhodesia’'s southern border, had militarily
cooperated with its fellow white minority government in training
exercises as early as 1961. To Rhodesia’s east, Portuguese-ruled
Mozambique adamantly opposed independence. Rhodesia’s two
black-ruled neighbors—Botswana to the west and Zambia to the
north—opposed Rhodesia’s minority rule. Zambia initially
granted sanctuary to both ZANLA and ZIPRA but could offer only
limited resources. Furthermore, the Zambezi River and Lake
Kariba hindered guerrilla infiltration. To Rhodesia’'s west,
Botswana would allow little help to the guerrillas other than
transit permission.

Early Guerrilla Operations

Shortly after UDI had proven the futility of peaceful
opposition, ZIPRA and ZANLA began guerrilla operations.
ZIPRA received its earliest training from the Soviet Union,
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Cuba, and Algeria. ZANLA'’s first trainers were from Ghana,
the People’s Republic of China, and Tanzania.

In April 1966 a 14-man ZANLA band moved from Zambia
into Rhodesia and then split into three small teams. At the
Battle of Sinoia (Chinhoyi), Rhodesian security forces in
Operation Nickel wiped out a seven-man squad, including
some guerrillas trained at Nanking Military College.

This early battle demonstrated the initial incompetence of
both forces. The political commissar of this group apparently
was an agent of the Rhodesian Central Intelligence Organi-
zation (ClIO), and the group was to guide security forces to
arms caches and chimurenga supporters. Yet government
mistakes resulted in the group’s inefficient slaughter: a
Rhodesian air force history notes that “it was a very uncon-
vincing and unprofessional action. . . . Fortunately for the
police, the guerrillas were too confused to take advantage of
the inexperience of the hunters.” The police armed them-
selves with single-action Lee-Enfield .303s and insisted then,
and for several later operations, on wearing their blue
uniforms while operating in the bush.

In August 1967 an 80-man joint ZIPRA-South African ANC
team crossed the Zambezi River into the Wankie game
preserve.® The force planned to establish base camps from
which ZIPRA was to infiltrate into Matabeleland while the
South Africans would move into the northern Transvaal. The
Rhodesian African Rifles’ response reportedly met “several
nasty reverses,” and the final tally was 30 guerrillas killed and
20 captured versus seven Rhodesians killed and 13 wounded.”
Then captain Ron Reid-Daly (later commander of Rhodesia’s
Selous Scouts unit) described the government’'s casualty rates
as “extremely high.”8 From March until the end of May 1968,
Rhodesia conducted Cauldron, its first prolonged operation.
Having reevaluated several of the mistakes from Nickel, the
RDF killed 69 guerrillas and captured 50 out of a total of 125.
According to Rhodesian figures, guerrillas killed only six
Rhodesian troops. In another 1968 action, Operation Griffin,
Rhodesian Provost T-52s dropped napalm and white
phosphorous on guerrilla forces. By the end of 1968, only 12
security forces had been Kkilled versus more than 160
insurgents.
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Effects of Early Operations

These early, poorly conducted operations of ZANU and ZAPU
had four significant effects: converting ZANLA to protracted
war, reducing ZIPRA'’s effectiveness, deluding the Rhodesians
about their invincibility, and prompting South Africa to insert
security personnel.

Most importantly, around 1969 ZAPU and ZANU’s military
failures convinced ZANI (especially Mugabe) to embrace Mao’s
concept of protracted war. Previously, the scattered
inhabitants of remote and mountainous northwest Zibabwe
had greeted their liberators with suspicion, and the Rhodesian
army was able to quickly locate, enclose, and then destroy
such relatively large units. As Herbert Chitepo, ZANU's
national chairman, noted, “These initial battles were fought in
a social climate in which our people had not been given full
political ideology and line.” Chitepo concluded that “we cannot
expect to wage guerrilla warfare successfully without mass
support.”® In December of 1972 the appointment of Chinese-
trained Josiah Tongagara as chief of ZANLA and secretary of
defense cemented ZANLA's conversion to Mao's three-stage
concept of rural revolution.

Protraction of the struggle along Maoist lines initially
involved organizing and consolidating safe bases, then
expanding low-risk military operations, and finally engaging in
more conventional military offensives. Protraction gave the
guerrillas time to minimize their weaknesses while playing on
the enemy’s shortcomings. The white Rhodesians preferred a
short war, whereas the Zimbabwean nationalists could win
only a protracted war.

Protraction husbanded scarce resources, allowed guerrilla
units to engage in Ilow-risk operations (notably
shoot-and-scoot ambushes, sabotage, and mine laying), and
enabled ZANU to gain a rural base from which it could draw
intelligence, sanctuary, food and water, and porters and
recruits. Herbert Chitepo, ZANLA's operations chief, described
the strategy’s goal as “to attenuate the enemy forces by
causing their deployment over the whole country. The
subsequent mobilization of a large number of civilians from
industry, business, and agriculture would cause serious
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economic problems. This would have a psychologically
devastating effect on the morale of the Whites.”10 A protracted
conflict would also damage white interests by giving
UN-imposed sanctions more time to work and by grinding
away at white morale.

Having taken the brunt of Rhodesian response to the
northwest operations, ZIPRA witnessed “a collapse of morale
and the withdrawal of ZIPRA from the conflict for a number of
years.”11 As a result, ZIPRA turned down FRELIMOQO'’s offer to
operate from Tete province into northeast Rhodesia. Perhaps
because of its reliance on Soviet advisors or because it may
have felt that it needed a conventional onslaught to defeat
Rhodesia, ZIPRA did not shift to a Maoist-protracted strategy.
ZAPU would later pay heavily for its early inactivity and
decision not to engage heavily in internal guerrilla warfare.

The Rhodesian success in Operation Nickel gave a false
sense of security to whites and a confirmation of African
ineptitude. A limited military buildup and no political
concessions appeared sufficient. Defense spending remained
fairly constant, and the government became even more
hardline in its social policies. Aided by a seemingly sanctions-
proof economy and security complacency (which included a
bordering South Africa), white immigration began growing to
its peak of 275,000.

South Africa showed more prescience than the Rhodesian
public. The ZAPU incursions, which had included South
African ANC members, persuaded Pretoria to dispatch police
units into Rhodesia’'s Zambezi valley. Numerous reasons
explain South Africa’s support. Pretoria considered Rhodesia
and its some 150 miles of common border as South Africa’s
most important buffer. Twenty percent of white Rhodesians
had Afrikaner roots, and the two nations benefitted from
bonds built from race, tourism, and business as well as a
common minority status in black southern Africa. South
African right wingers had always seen the Zambezi as South
Africa’s real defense boundary. In 1961 (almost five years
before UDI) the two nations participated in combined air
exercises. By 1969 South Africa had deployed 2,700
paramilitary troops into Rhodesia—a total force of only one
thousand fewer than the entire Rhodesian regular army—as
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well as the “V Troop” (an South African Defense Force (SADF)
until that quickly cracked all of Zambia's radio codes). Later
military assistance included helicopters and their air
crews—vitally necessary for Rhodesia’s COIN operations—and
specialized flight and underwater demolition training in South
Africa. Yet unforeseen in the late 1960s was that South
Africa’s regional goals increasingly would collide with those of
Rhodesia.

Prelude to Chimurenga

Without much fanfare ZANU’s several hundred supporters
began consolidating their position within Mozambique’s Tete
province around 1970. While Rhodesia still focused much of
its attention on a line running from Victoria Falls to the end of
Lake Kariba (the infiltration site of previous operations), ZANU
intensified its political buildup along the Mozambican border.
The shared Shona language and culture of eastern Rhodesia
and western Mozambique greatly aided ZANU.

ZANLA quickly turned to its greatest potential resource—the
6 million Zimbabeans—and began an effective process of
politicization. ZANLA’'s adherence to the concept of people’s
war had ZANLA draw upon all possible Zimbabweans for
military manpower, porterage, sanctuary, food, and
intelligence. ZANLA for years would emphasize political
recruitment (and reliance on the peasantry for support) rather
than direct military conflict. David Martin and Phyllis Johnson
note that until early 1978, ZANLA was not on the offensive but
was engaged in defending the process of mass mobilization.12
As one guerrilla recalled, “We were taught that we had come
from the people and that we had to go to the people . . . our
source of supplies, shelter, and security.”3

The guerrillas sought out Tribal Trust Lands (TTL), where
most of Rhodesia’s Africans lived under subsistence
conditions. Recruitment often occurred at a village gathering,
or pungwe. Popular spirit mediums significantly aided
recruitment. ZANU sought and gained the support of these
popular mediums. Many, and probably most, Zimbabweans
believed that departed spirits communicated through these
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living mediums. The mediums helped to legitimatize the new
guerrilla organization in many nighttime pungwes and would
advise on a wide range of combat-related issues. While ZANLA
recruiters cited a wide range of African grievances, they
sometimes benefitted from apolitical considerations. Many
guerrillas, including Josiah Tongagara, later ZANLA's chief
political commissar, thought of enlistment as leading to
“probably an adventure.”14

The guerrillas chose targets that denied the government’s
presence and legitimacy and, in time, installed ZANU
administration. Achieving these two goals would secure
guerrilla legitimacy among blacks while lowering white morale.
ZANU’s nonmilitary targets included white farmers and their
farms, government personnel (who implemented governmental
policies for the blacks), protected villages, tribal chiefs and
headmen, and such strategic infrastructure as railway and
power lines, roads, and bridges.

Beginning Chimurenga

The Rhodesians knew of ZANU’s shift to politicization but
apparently failed to gauge both its importance and its scope.
The southern movement by FRELIMO opened up areas of
western Mozambique from which ZANU increasingly infiltrated
into Rhodesia. The rewards of this quiet campaigning
appeared in late 1972. On 21 December small ZANLA units
staged surprise attacks in Centenary and elsewhere in
northeast Rhodesia and marked the beginning of the seven
years of protracted guerrilla struggle.

ZANLA grew from one hundred fighters in 1964 to perhaps
40,000 by the late 1970s. It had both male and female fighters
and noncombatant male auxiliaries (mujibas) and female
auxiliaries (chimbwindows). Perhaps 50,000 mujibas
supported the chimurenga effort.!®> Auxiliaries aided the
guerrillas with intelligence, food, and psychological and
physical support. By the early 1970s, “large-scale porterage
groups numbering 100 or more were . . . covering the distance
from the Zambezi to the Rhodesian border in under
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twenty-four hours. They carried hundreds of kilograms of
ammunition, land mines, and weapons.”16

The guerrillas’ ordnance and training reflected ZANLA's
predisposition towards protracted warfare. The fighters used
light weaponry—rifles (AK-47 assault, AKM, and SKS carbine),
light machine guns (DP, RPD, and RPK), rocket launchers
(RPG-2 and RPG-7), grenades (fragmentation, percussion, and
fragmentation rifle), mines (POMZ-2 antipersonnel and TM 48
and 48 antivehicle), 60-mm mortars, as well as Tokarev pistols
and TNT blocks.

ZANLA's basic tactic was to hit the enemy with minimal risk
and from some distance. Guerrillas attacked security outposts
with mortars and RPG-7s, which allowed an attack base some
600 meters from the target. When hitting a convoy, guerrillas
would often halt the convoy with a mine blast or RPG firing.
Then a section (between 15 and 20 guerrillas) would fire
AK-47s and several of their RPGs.

ZANLA implemented sabotage operations with two sections.
The sabotage section had about seven combatants trained in
explosives. A larger support unit numbered between 15 and 20
fighters with (at maximum strength) mortars, RPG-7s, and
machine guns. ZANLA never used remote control explosive
equipment.

Guerrillas often planted land mines—“the single most
devastating and effective device”—according to Henrik Ellert.17
ZANU and ZAPU usually had an abundance of mines,
guerrillas (and mujibas) needed little training in their handling
or placement, and mine-laying operations rarely encountered
the enemy. The mine’s weight—about 10 kilograms—proved
their major disadvantage.

The government’s central claim about the guerrillas’
methods was that of terrorism. The government documented a
number of cases where guerrillas, usually ZANLA, killed or
mutilated Africans who refused to join the struggle or who
supported the government. Such violence usually occurred at
a pungwe, where residents would accuse other residents of
collaboration and “the accused were then put on ‘trial’ and
invariably found guilty. The penalty was usually death.
However, amputation of hands, fingers, legs, toes . . . was
regarded as a less severe form of ‘punishment’.”18
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All combatant forces employed terrorism, or the use of
physical force, against noncombatant/innocents for political
ends. The government’s security forces regularly used torture,
especially against captured guerrillas or when seeking
guerrilla locations during COIN operations. Terrorism had
short-term tactical advantages but could be used politically
later by the other side. The government’s demonizing ZANU
and ZAPU as terrorists aided Rhodesian military morale and
intensified overall white refusal to negotiate with the
guerrillas.

The Government’s Response

Over the next two years, the government responded to
ZANLA’'s growth with both typical and atypical counter-
insurgency tactics. Most notable were protected villages and
elite COIN units. The government's overall strategy was to
control its internal population while stemmming the insurgents’
flow into Rhodesia.

In early 1973 Special Branch reported that ZANU enjoyed
active support from the peasantry into the northeast. The
resulting Operation Overlord worked to isolate the guerrillas
from this support. Rhodesia established protected villages (i.e.,
strategic hamlets in Vietnam and “aldeamentos” in
Mozambique) to remove the peasantry from the guerrillas. By
August 1977 the government had placed one-half million
Africans into such villages. These villages, often called keeps,
were surrounded by barbed wire and had watchtowers. The
government also created “free-fire” zones and increased patrols
and checkpoints. Salisbury sometimes imposed collective
punishment on villagers. Along the Mozambican border, the
government created a cordon sanitaire by defoliating a strip
and then seeding the area with antipersonnel mines. Begun in
May 1974, the minefield by its completion in April 1976, ran
about 120 miles, from the Musengedzi River to the Mazoe
River. Manpower shortages prevented adequate patrolling.
Some of the population controls, notably checkpoints and
protected villages, did help to isolate the guerrilla from peasant
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support, but in the longer run, they created significant
peasant antagonism towards the government.

By late 1973 the increased infiltration and politicization by
ZANU within the TTL was drying up the government's
intelligence sources. The Rhodesians responded with the
Special Air Service (SAS) and two new groups, the Selous
Scouts and RENAMO (Mozambican National Resistance
Movement). Used mostly from external operations, the SAS
was a small force; in the mid-1970s it had only about one
hundred fighters. The SAS (and the Rhodesian Light Infantry)
began covert, small-unit operations against ZANLA in
Mozambique as early as 1969. SAS mastery included map
reading, long-range tracking and infiltration, demolition,
intelligence gathering, parachuting, and assault tactics.
Security observers credit SAS as Rhodesia’s most professional
fighting unit.

No longer able to rely on chiefs and headmen for internal
information, the RDF decided on a “pseudo” unit patterned
loosely on units in colonial Kenya and Mozambique. Such a
force would dress and act as guerrillas. In 1973 captain, later
colonel, Ron Reid-Daly assumed control of these Selous
Scouts, whose main function was to locate the enemy and
then radio in a reaction force. A second role was that of
“hunter-killer” groups. The Scouts received their funding from
the CIO as well as from a South African Defence Force
supplemental fund. The unit enjoyed unusual freedom from
the normal chain of command. When at full force, the unit
comprised about one thousand operators (combat personnel).
Many were captured guerrillas whom the government had
converted (turned).

The Scouts operated in “frozen” areas where no other RDF
personnel were permitted: guerrilla impersonation could prove
fatal to the Scouts if regular government troops sighted them.
The Scouts, as pseudo guerrillas, often visited villages to
gather intelligence. Initially, they fooled the villagers, who
could not distinguish between vakomana (guerrillas) and the
mazkuzapa (scouts). The villagers soon developed recognition
codes which the Scouts would need to learn quickly—
validation was essential. Hence, “turning” a captured guerrilla
within 24 hours was crucial before codes changed.
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The Scouts employed various means to force a guerrilla to
support the government: emphasize that death was his only
alternative, financial incentives that included a kill-bonus of
$1,000, or intense political indoctrination. The Scouts
employed physical torture, but it was done more for extracting
information than for turning a guerrilla into a government
supporter.

When a Scout’s “call sign” (between two and 12 men) sighted
a guerrilla band, it radioed the map coordinates to a
quick-response unit called Fire Force. Comprised usually of
the all-white Rhodesian Light Infantry in Dakotas (DC-3s) or
helicopters (initially Alouettes and later Hueys), Fire Force
would vertically envelop the guerrilla area. Overhead
helicopters provided command instructions and cover fire.

The government claimed that the Scouts, largely through
this function and only secondarily through direct combat,
helped to account for 68 percent of all guerrilla deaths.

The Scouts also gained a reputation for “dirty tricks.” They
sometimes kidnapped or assassinated political undesirables,
poised clothes (especially blue jeans), or booby-trapped radios,
which they believed the guerrillas would later acquire. In 1974
a group of eight Scouts kidnapped four high-ranking ZIPRA
personnel inside Botswana, an action which dealt ZIPRA a
stunning loss. To convince a village that they were guerrillas,
Scouts would sometimes flog a resident who villagers had
accused as a sellout. Sometimes Scouts would deliberately
mistreat villagers, hoping that the mistreated would blame
ZANLA or ZIPRA.

A third new unit, which achieved notoriety following the
Rhodesian conflict, emerged at the end of Portuguese rule.
Former Portuguese businessmen and military personnel, as
well as black Mozambicans, opposed FRELIMO's crossing into
Rhodesia in 1974. Strapped both for effective manpower and
the ability to gather current intelligence inside Mozambique,
the Rhodesian military gathered these refugees—especially
former special force Flecha soldiers—into the newly formed
National Resistence Movement and tasked the SAS to train
(and often lead) the unit.

During its Rhodesian days, RENAMO functioned more as
long-range reconnaissance and as eyes and ears for the RDF;
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it usually fought only when necessary. Its knowledge of
Mozambique (i.e., geography, language, and customs) helped
the Rhodesians in their spectacular raids during the mid-and
late 1970s, although, comments Reid-Daly, “It came too late in
the war to have any serious effect on the outcome.”19

Rhodesia’s ability to skirt international sanctions proved vital
in sustaining the war effort. For the war’s first decade, Rhodesia
baffled the experts as its economy seemingly winked at
sanctions. Rhodesians, working with South Africans,
Portuguese, and businessmen from other countries,
circumvented UN sanctions and obtained vital supplies,
including oil, despite United Nations sanctions. Military imports
included Siai Marchetti SF 260 trainers and 11 Augusta Bell 205
(Huey) helicopters. This last item proved invaluable to a
government facing a theater, internally and extremely, of
widening guerrilla operations. Rhodesia’s commodity marketing
boards (aided by favorable international commodity prices)
helped to export dairy, cotton, grain, and beef products. The
government and the private sector helped to manufacture a wide
range of products, including such military items as “rat packs,”
uniforms, tents, radio sets, armored personnel carriers, and
weaponry, including several assault pistols and 82-mm mortar
tubes and bombs.

The United States played a secondary but important role in
the Rhodesian conflict. It initially aided the Smith government
through the Byrd amendment. Enacted in 1971 despite UN
sanctions, the Byrd amendment allowed purchases of
Rhodesian minerals if the Soviet Union were the only other
major supplier. Until its repeal in 1977, the amendment
accounted for trade amounting to $400 million in foreign
exchange for the Rhodesian government. The US did not
prosecute any of its approximately 500 citizens who fought in
the Rhodesian Defence Force.

Divisions within Chimurenga

The government’'s population control measures, its elite
units, and its securing of some international support, as well
as divisions within guerrilla ranks, gave Rhodesia a short-term
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military boost which fooled some observers into believing that
Rhodesia could win the war.

Relations between ZAPU and its now larger splitoff, ZANU,
had never proven especially cordial. In the early 1960s,
disagreement led to killings and property destruction. The
differences were multilayered. Ethnically, ZAPU was largely
Ndebele, while ZANU was predominantly Shona, but ethnic
subdivisions existed within each of these groups, especially
within ZANU.

To avoid ongoing competition, the frontline states (Zambia,
Angola, Tanzania, Mozambique, and Botswana) and the
Organization of African Unity’'s African Liberation Committee
attempted to unify the armed struggle. In November 1975
ZANLA and ZIPRA contributed some forces to ZIPA (the
Zimbabwean People’'s Army). Yet long-standing differences
rose again, and as Dr Masipula Sithole notes, “Clashes
ensued.” After a few weeks of joint operations, the surviving
ZAPU men withdrew from ZIPA in Mozambique and fled to
Zambia.2® The division of targets—ZANLA concentrating on
eastern Rhodesia and ZIPRA focusing on western
Rhodesia—lessened possible contacts and rivalries.

Guerrillas smarted against what many perceived to be a
double standard: relative luxury in Zambia for high-ranking
ZIPRA and ZANLA officials and intolerable supply and
battlefield conditions for lower supporters. In November 1974
several ZANLA officers—in what became known as the Nhari
rebellion—attempted a coup against their high command.
While failing, the attempt caused some 60 deaths.

Kenneth Kaunda’'s anger at the guerrillas’ disunity
increased when, in March 1975, a bomb killed ZANU’s
national chairman, Herbert Chitepo, in Lusaka. Kaunda,
believing that internecine ZANU conflict was getting out of
control, jailed ZANLA's high command until mid-1976 and
transferred ZANU's bases to Joshua Nkomo. “ZANU survivors
fled to Mozambique,” writes Paul Moorcraft, “but the military
infrastructure had been emasculated.”?! Ironically, Rhodesia’s
Central Intelligence Organization may have planted the
bomb.22

Government and guerrilla forces alike faced internal rivalries
and jealousies which lessened their capabilities. The Nhari
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rebellion sidetracked ZANLA. On the Rhodesian side,
divisiveness between the police and military and between the
Selous Scouts and SAS lessened Salisbury’'s COIN abilities.
Beginning in the mid-1960s, the Rhodesian police “jealously
regarded” the maintenance of law and order as their preserve
and an area where they would not allow the army to intrude.
“It was an attitude,” notes Reid-Daly, “that created much
unnecessary friction between the police and the army and
hindered cooperation between different branches of the
security forces.”23

Chimurenga Increases

But other foreign events aided the chimurenga (liberation
struggle) forces. Without foreign support, the guerrillas could
not have prolonged their struggle. Communist nations
supplied military equipment and several west European
countries and international organizations gave nonmilitary
aid. The liberation of Angola and Mozambique proved most
crucial.

“We need arms—arms—arms. We need training facilities.
Give us these, please, we plead and we shall do the rest.”?4
Mugabe’s plea underlined ZANLA's overriding need. Most of its
weaponry came from Communist states, either from the
People’s Republic of China or such east European nations as
Czechoslovakia or Hungary. The Soviet Union gave little aid to
ZANLA because of its Maoist doctrine and perhaps because it
had gambled from the beginning on an eventual Nkomo
victory.

Finland and Norway provided cash grants and the United
Nations High Commission for Refugees, the United Nations
Development Program, the International Committee of the Red
Cross, and the World Council of Churches provided cash
grants, relief supplies, and technical assistance. Such aid also
provided obvious psychological support.

ZANU’s ability to open political offices in foreign countries
greatly assisted its ability to obtain external aid. By 1977
ZANU had offices in Australia, Botswana, Canada, Lesotho,
Mozambique, Nigeria, Tanzania, the United Kingdom, and the
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United States. The OAU regularly championed the chimurenga
verbally but, given the largely empty coffers of its Liberation
Committee, provided little financial assistance.

The April 1974 junior officer coup in Portugal installed a
new government that quickly recognized the right of Portugal’'s
colonies to independence. MPLA rule in Angola not only
provided some military bases for ZIPRA, but its acceptance of
Soviet and Cuban help prompted South Africa and the US to
reconsider their Rhodesian policies. Newly independent
Mozambique allowed ZANU bases all along the 650-mile
border with Rhodesia. Rural black youth increasingly flocked
to join ZANU, which soon began infiltrating into the southeast
lowveld.

Another crucial external occurrence began in 1974 when
South Africa sought a “deténte” with black, and especially
southern, Africa. Detente could lessen both the international
criticism of South Africa and the nascent international call for
sanctions. Peaceful resolution by South Africa of the
Rhodesian conflict could bolster South African prestige while
preventing the war from washing over into South Africa.

In December 1974 South Africa obtained Rhodesia’s
acceptance to detente proposals which, inter alia, forced
Rhodesia to release some leading nationalist politicians
(including Mugabe, who had been in detention for 10 years)
and to stop all offensive operations, including pursuit of
guerrillas leaving the country. Smith’s reluctance in early
1975 to seek a significant agreement with nationalist forces
prompted South Africa to withdraw its 2,500 paramilitary
police in Operation Nutcracker. Smith subsequently followed
South Africa’s wishes, but the peace talks failed. The cease-fire
allowed the battered guerrilla forces to regroup and retrain.
Furthermore, the cease-fire convinced many Rhodesians “that
the guerrillas had won a victory similar to the one which the
cease-fire had brought FRELIMO in Mozambique. All
intelligence sources had dried up and the army’s position on
the ground was weaker than it had been since the beginning of
the war in 1972.725

On 3 May 1976 Mozambique closed its border with
Rhodesia. This action trapped one-sixth of Rhodesia’s railway
stock and significant exports. More importantly, the border
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closing forced Rhodesia—which would quickly construct the
Rutenga-Beitridge railway line to South Africa—to depend
almost totally on its southern neighbor for trade access to the
outside world.

ZANLA infiltration by mid-1976 prompted Rhodesia to open
two major theaters of operations (Repulse and Tangent). By
mid-1976 ZANLA had over 1,500 internal members and a
previous 11 to 1 kill ratio had temporarily slid to a 6 to 1 ratio.
Defense costs were rising rapidly and so was white emigration (in
March, only 40 whites had left the country, as compared to 817
the next month). Increasingly, the TTLS throughout eastern
Rhodesia had become base areas that sponsored ZANLA attacks.

External Operations

ZANLA'’s larger base camps and increased infiltration from
Mozambique prompted Salisbury to consider major “external
operations.” These incursions were the only major conflicts of
the war: inside Rhodesia, contacts were usually between small
units and involved slight casualties.

While militarily sensible, the cross-border operations
exacted a political price and discredited Salisbury’s belief that
increased guerrilla casualties could end the war. By July 1976
Rhodesian security planners believed that upwards of 6,000
ZANLA were training for a rainy season offensive by perhaps
2,000 guerrillas. Some senior Rhodesian officers questioned
whether their troops could contain such infiltration.

On 9 August a group of 84 Selous Scouts drove 25 miles
into Mozambique to a camp at Nadzonya. Entering a ZANLA
camp of perhaps 5,000 at daybreak, the Scouts, with no losses
to themselves, rapidly killed some 1,200 ZANLA military and
civilian supporters.

For the next three years, the RDF conducted a huge number
of both large and small externals; in 1979 General Walls
maintained that not a day passed without his troops operating
inside at least one bordering country. The raids’ initial
objective was to inflict maximum casualties. As guerrilla
encampments adjusted to the raids (smaller concentrations in
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larger areas, better antiaircraft and bunker configurations),
the Rhodesians concentrated more on disrupting logistics.

“Wonderful” was Smith’s description of Nyadzonya.26 South
Africa, however, feared that the raid could attract Soviet and
Cuban personnel to South Africa’s borders. To deter any
future raids, South Africa instituted Operation Polo, which
pulled out a significant number of military personnel and cut
into half Rhodesia’'s air-strike capability. South Africa’s
“congesting” of its railway lines reduced ammunition supplies
to only 12 days. Two days after the raid, South Africa for the
first time publicly supported majority rule for Rhodesia.

Political Moves

External events continued to weaken Rhodesia’s cause. In
mid-1976 US Secretary of State Henry Kissinger moved to
resolve the Rhodesian conflict. While he failed in his major
goal, Kissinger did persuade Smith to announce that majority
rule would come within two years. Kissinger also brought the
combatants together in Geneva for a peace conference.

White morale understandably flagged with Smith’s majority
rule announcement as “in a single speech Smith had reversed
the original war aim of the whites.”2” The war no longer was to
preserve the white Rhodesian state. Now the war was only to buy
Smith time to obtain a moderate black internal government.

Under pressure from their respective patrons—the frontline
states and South Africa—the guerrilla forces and Rhodesia
reluctantly attended the stillborn Geneva conference in late
1976. When Smith agreed to attend, Pretoria began supplying
enough weaponry for Rhodesia to survive the growing
infiltration. Subsequent Western diplomacy, led primarily by
British Foreign Secretary David Owen and America’s UN
Ambassador Andrew Young, failed to achieve peace.

Yet Smith needed to change his government’s image to
counter growing South African and US hostility and to lessen
growing internal support for chimurenga. In March 1978 the
internal settlement headed by Smith, Bishop Muzorewa, and
the docile Chief Jeremiah Chirau began to rule in Rhodesia.
Nkomo refused to participate and ZIPRA activities increased,
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which in turn prompted increased Rhodesian strikes across
the Zambezi. The settlement did not address the guerrillas’
major concerns and provided whites with inordinate power
(e.g., an effective veto for at least the next 10 years).

Beginning of the End

White Rhodesia was slowly coming to its knees, despite its
clear combat superiority. The guerrillas’ ability to prolong the
struggle had provided them time to secure manpower, destroy
some government infrastructure, gain military knowledge, and
generally to wear down white morale and the economy. “Purely
statistically,” J. K. Cilliers writes, “the security situation was
deteriorating with each passing month.”28 At least since 1976,
ZANLA had faced difficulties finding enough facilities for its
expanding numbers. The guerrillas effectively closed such
government operations as clinics, schools, and cattle dips and
increasingly attacked white farms and major transport routes.

The security forces countered with a series of dramatic and
destructive external raids. In November 1977 a combined SAS,
Scouts, and RLI unit attacked a ZANU encampment in
Chimoio, Mozambique, and Kkilled over one thousand ZANU
soldiers and civilians. The government also recruited young
supporters of Muzorewa and Sithole into an auxiliary force
while offering safe return and amnesty to guerrillas.

But such operations were only a finger in a crumbling dike.
ZANLA “simply punched too many terrs across the border for
us to handle,” recalls a former Selous Scout.29 ZANLA
infiltration went from about 300 in 1973-74 to about 5,000 by
late 1977, then to 9,000 in December 1978.

Also, Mozambican-ZANLA resistance was stiffening against
Rhodesian attacks. The SAS-RLI Operation Uric of 1979
involved “a very light infantry assault against a well-defined
conventional position. For the first time in the history of the
war, the Rhodesians had been stopped dead in their tracks.”30

Martial law rose from 50 percent of Rhodesia in November
1978 to 95 percent in September 1979. Special courts helped
to enforce dawn-to-dusk curfews. In December 1978 ZANLA
guerrillas destroyed 25 million gallons of fuel at Salisbury’s
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depot. The worsening battlefield conditions lowered morale.
Henrik Ellert claims that “security force reaction had in some
cases sunk to the levels of the once despised Portuguese army
who merely reacted to such events by firing into the bush and
getting out of the killing zone as quickly as possible with little
thought of any follow-up.”31 The protracted guerrilla war and
international sanctions bit hard at Rhodesia’s economy.
Rhodesia’'s gross domestic product for 1979 was about the
same as in 1965—the year of UDI.

The final year of combat, 1979, saw dramatic examples of
escalation and the continuance of two related trends:
increased guerrilla infiltration and Rhodesian external
operations. Between December 1978 and January 1979—Iless
than two months—the number of insurgents increased from
8,954 to 11,183. In early 1979 a major Soviet military dele-
gation began reorganizing ZIPRA's overall military strategy.
Ominously for Salisbury, ZANLA reportedly was preparing for
the final, conventional state of protracted war. In February
ZIPRA shot down a second Viscount (the first occurred in
September 1978) and an aging Canberras hit ZIPRA bases in
central Angola. In April the SAS conducted a dramatic, but
unsuccessful, assassination attempt against Joshua Nkomo in
Lusaka.

Also in April, the government managed to mobilize 60,000
personnel to ensure undisturbed elections that brought
Bishop Muorewa to power. As with the 1978 Internal Settle-
ment, effective white retention of power and the guerrillas’
insistence on a military solution foreclosed any hope for the
new government.

Rhodesian external raids continued to exact an increasing
toll on Mozambique's and Zambia's economies, while
internally ZANLA and now ZIPRA increasingly gained effective
control over much of rural Rhodesia. Officially recorded
contacts with insurgents rose from under 600 in late 1978 to
1,706 in May 1979. A Rhodesian Intelligence Corps paper
noted that “in some areas a well-organized and security-
conscious [guerrilla] civil administration is working”32 while an
army briefing document in mid-1979 tacitly admitted defeat:
“in classical COIN terms, this is a no-win or rather, a sure-lose
equation.”33 Rhodesia was ready for peace.
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Britain’s foreign secretary, Lord Carrington, decided to
resolve the rapidly unraveling conflict. Primarily speaking to
the combat’'s patrons, South Africa, and the suffering frontline
states, Carrington brought all combatants to Britain’s
Lancaster House. As the talks opened, Rhodesian troops
destroyed important bridges in both Mozambique and Zambia.
“Zambia was now almost totally dependent,” J. K. Cilliers
notes, “for all her imports and exports on the remaining link
through the south” (i.e., Rhodesia).34 Kaunda and especially
Machel pressed their reluctant clients and all parties agreed to
a 21 December cease-fire. A commonwealth monitoring force
supervised the movement of Patriotic Front guerrillas to
assembly points, and in April 1980 Robert Mugabe stunned
most Western observers by gaining 63 percent of the vote and
57 of the 80 seats reserved for blacks. On 18 April Mugabe
became Zimbabwe’s first prime minister. In his first address to
the nation, Prime Minister Mugabe stressed reconciliation. He
then retained several whites for his cabinet and declined to
nationalize the white industrial, service, and agricultural
sectors. About 100,000 whites elected to remain under
Mugabe’s rule. Tensions between ZAPU and ZANU flared for
several years, as former ZIPRA soldiers conduct banditry in
Matabeleland, and the government employed harsh, and often
arbitrary, countermeasures. But by the mid-1980s, the three
former combatants—the Rhodesian Front, ZAPU, and
ZANU—were living in peace.

Conclusion

Why did the Rhodesian war, initially between two seemingly
mismatched opponents, persist for some 14 years? Internal
decisions and actions by the combatants prolonged the war
long enough for external events—UN sanctions, communist
military support, and the independence of Angola and Mozam-
bique (which changed US and South African policy)—to take
effect.

The two most decisive internal factors were ZANLA's
adoption of Mao’s protracted war strategy and the Rhodesian
government’s continued insistence on using military means to
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combat these guerrillas. Maoist doctrine gave ZANLA time to
muster political and manpower support from its greatest
potential strength—the overwhelmingly and increasingly
politicized black population.

Rhodesian military capabilities always remained strong
enough to prevent a conventional guerrilla military victory. Yet
Rhodesia could never win the war with strictly military means.
ZANLA’s politicization attracted increasing recruits, while
Salisbury could not counter with more men or better
equipment. A refusal to acknowledge African grievances and a
lack of funds prevented Rhodesia from conducting a strong
civic action campaign.

Salisbury underestimated the war’s political dimension. It
did not realize the depth (and perhaps even the existence) of
African displeasure with its rule. At the outset of the 1972
Pearce Commission, a British delegation which documented
black anger to a proposed British-Rhodesian accord, Smith
had commented that Rhodesia’'s blacks were the happiest
blacks in world. Even after the commission, Salisbury con-
tinued to believe that outside elements were confusing,
deceiving, or intimidating its blacks. Therefore, the govern-
ment only needed to militarily eliminate the troublemakers.

Some governmental officials knew of the discontent (and the
guerrillas’ appeal), yet Smith apparently refused to believe it.
He spurned the more realistic intelligence appraisals of the
Special Branch (composed largely of Englishmen) for the
decidedly more rosy assumptions presented by Rhodesian-
born Internal Affairs officials.

Salisbury’s refusal to acknowledge the war’s political
content was illustrated when it sharply rebuked a respected
white parliamentarian (and COIN expert), Alan Savory, for
using the term “guerrilla” rather than “terrorist” and then for
suggesting that a constitutional conference be convened.
Smith considered such a proposal as the “most irresponsible
and evil” suggestion he had ever heard.3> Such ostrich-like
thinking stiffened white resolve not to negotiate and thereby
helped to prolong the unwinnable war.

The government’s misreading held, at least until 1975, that
the blacks could not mount any credible and sustained
opposition. Not fearing a serious insurgency, the whites saw
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no need to reform politically. Salisbury calculated that it could
control the internal situation and that the regional and
international equations would not significantly change. The
government drastically misread the regions’ future and its
effect on Rhodesia.

Salisbury’s military strategy of tracking down the guerrillas
rather than addressing economic and political grievances with
security protection reflected its political assumption.
Rhodesia’s major combat units followed mobile—rather than
area—defense. Coupled with a paucity of resources, this
policy, by not providing permanent presence, precluded
serious civic action programs and placed any Africans
considering cooperating with the government at greater risk.
In the early 1970s Rhodesia probably could have
accomplished area defense by training village militias who
expressed loyalty to the local chiefs. Beginning in 1978 the
government-initiated Security Force auxiliaries initially
showed promise but by then the Patriotic Front forces had
made substantial inroads, and government training
capabilities and finances were too thinly stretched.

Rhodesia’'s military operations, while tactically sometimes
brilliant, suffered several strategic flaws. The government did
not heed Special Branch intelligence regarding ZANLA'’s
changeover to protracted war and its buildup in Mozambique’s
Tete province in 1970 and 1971. Reid-Daly, among others,
considers this a major flaw of the conflict. Not only did the
government largely permit the buildup inside Tete until 1972,
but it failed to comprehend the severity of increased ZANLA
infiltration from 1970 to 1972. Attempting to stem guerrilla
infiltration following their entry into the Tribal Trust Lands
was like closing the door after the horse’s departure.

The government exacerbated its manpower weakness by
maintaining its chiefs interventionist units—RLI and SAS—as
all-white. These groups obtained massive-killed ratios, but
their small numbers (the SAS had only one hundred combat
soldiers as of 1975) limited their effectiveness. This racially
exclusive policy appears guestionable when considering the
effectiveness and loyalty of blacks in the Selous Scouts and
the Rhodesian African Rifles.
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Rhodesia’s lack of a strong central commander permitted
personal and group rivalries. Following the 1976 Nyadzona
raid, the SAS felt that the Scouts had gone beyond its mandate
of intelligence gathering and had assumed the SAS’' primary
role of external interdiction. Reid-Daly writes of “petty
jealousies between Special Forces . . . severely limit[ing]
effective external operations.”3¢ Reid-Daly himself received an
official reprimand for accusations he made against Rhodesia’s
army commander. The guerrillas also faced internal problems,
notably 1974’s Nhari rebellion and Kaunda's expulsion of
ZANLA in 1975 following various disputes and Herbert
Chitepo’s death. Yet the guerrillas’ emphasis on political
mobilization lessened the military effect of such divisions.

External events turned against Rhodesia in the mid-1970s.
Rhodesia’s unexpected ability to weather UN sanctions helped
prolong white belief in eventual victory. But by the mid-1970s
the Rhodesian economy was beginning to demonstrate how
chimerical this hope was. The UN's three, increasingly severe,
sanctions packages (from voluntary, to selective mandatory, to
comprehensive mandatory) did not play the leading role their
proponents had predicted but, over time, they had several key
effects. Sanctions did not keep Rhodesia from international
markets, but they did force Rhodesia to purchase at a higher
rate (at least 10 percent) than market price, usually in scarce
foreign exchange, and to sell often at below-market prices.
Whether out of political conviction, desire to conduct only legal
operations, or fear of being exposed, many countries and
companies refused to trade with Rhodesia. Only rarely and
through fraudulent means (e.g., doctored, end-use certificates)
did Rhodesia obtain major military ordnance. Had the
prosperous Rhodesia of the early 1970s openly purchased
required modern military and economic equipment, it could
have, at the least, significantly prolonged and, conceivably,
even won the war. Although imperfectly enforced, UN
sanctions prevented this possibility. Sanctions and their
economic effect probably stiffened white Rhodesian
nationalism until the mid-1970s when the longer-run
debilitating effects took hold.

Regional assistance turned the war’s course around only
after 1975 when Angola and Mozambique gained independence.
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But starting in the early 1960s, African support gave ZAPU
and ZANU the foothold they needed for survival, thus
prolonging the war. When the armed struggle began, Tanzania
allowed several training bases as well as access to weaponry
and training. Its importance as a rear base diminished only
around 1975, when ZANU began major infiltration from
Mozambique. Zambia also allowed both forces to operate from
its borders until the Nhari rebellion and Herbert Chitepo’s
assassination in 1975.

Mozambique proved most important, since FRELIMO had
supported ZANLA even before achieving power in 1975. By
1969 ZANLA was operating out of neighboring Tete province.
After Mozambique’s independence, ZANU spread its network of
guerrilla camps and refugee centers through much of
Mozambique, while ZANLA started operations from Manica
and Gaza provinces.

The independence of Angola and Mozambique sealed the
fate of white minority rule by raising guerrilla capabilities
while lowering those of the government. Angola demonstrated
significant Soviet and Cuban willingness to intervene militarily
in southern Africa, while Mozambique offered sanctuary and
bases to ZANLA, the more radical of the two guerrilla groups.

Both Washington and Pretoria realized that the highly
capable RDF could not handle direct Soviet involvement or the
increasingly real infiltration increases. The longer the war
continued, the more radical the guerrilla forces would become.
Accordingly, the two nations pressed Smith to compromise,
thus weakening his position even further.

Yet the same reasons which dictated initial support for
Smith during the Johnson and Nixon administrations
eventually changed US policy, under Ford and Carter, to one
of opposition. Washington had felt that, whatever Smith’s
domestic racial shortcomings, he provided a buffer for
southern Africa—especially South Africa—against commu-
nism. The MPLA and FRELIMO victories in Angola and
Mozambique not only signaled to America (and to South
Africa) that Smith’'s days were numbered but also that the
longer Smith believed that outside aid was forthcoming, the
less interested he would be in compromise, while the more
militant the opposition would become.
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South African aid proved paradoxically to be Rhodesia’s
greatest strength and its greatest curse. South Africa
furnished crucial economic and military support but
increasingly had conflicting goals. Facing growing inter-
national pressure and the loss of the buffer states of Angola
and Mozambique, South Africa in the mid-1970s strove to
increase its limited international legitimacy and to limit the
effect of regional insurgencies on South Africa. In 1974
President John Vorster sought “deténte” with black Africa and
especially the frontline states. Paul Moorcraft describes the
resultant December 1974 cease-fire as “a major psychological
setback for Salisbury,” since it stopped government operations
against a faltering insurgency and allowed the release of
leading nationalists.37 Equally, in August and September of
1976, Vorster placed powerful and effective pressure on Smith
again. Yet soon thereafter, following Smith’s announcement of
majority rule within two years, Vorster opened SADF training
facilities to the Rhodesians and allowed elite South African
troops to fight alongside Rhodesians on cross-border
operations. South Africa was willing to prolong the war if such
prolongation would force the guerrillas to the bargaining table.
South Africa refused to supply Rhodesia with massive
weaponry which, when used against the frontline states, could
provoke Soviet/Cuban military involvement on South Africa’s
border.

The war’s prolongation, greatly aided by Angolan and
Mozambican independence, allowed the guerrillas, especially
ZANLA, to recruit increasingly from a large, and increasingly
politicized, manpower pool while draining the dwindling pool
of white manpower (and by so doing weakening the white-run
economy and made the manpower pool even smaller by
encouraging emigration).

While the combatants’ patrons—the frontline states and
South Africa—greatly prolonged the military struggle, they
effectively ended the struggle before its military resolution.
Zambia and Mozambique pressed for peaceful resolution as
the nations in conflict increasingly bit at their own economies.
Just as the frontline states could threaten their clients with
deprivation, so South Africa could use its transport and
military system to cajole Rhodesia to the negotiation table. In
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1976 ZANU and the Rhodesian government attended the
Geneva conference only because of their patrons’ urging. Three
years later the military situation increasingly favored ZANU’s
hopes for a full military victory. Yet the Rhodesian defense
force had managed to inflict serious losses on Zambia and
Mozambique. A grim future of rising losses for all sides
convinced patrons of the combatants to force negotiations.
That both the RDF and the guerrillas retained some military
advantages presaged the political compromise reached at the
Lancaster House (and invoked Mao Tse-tung’'s dictum that
“you cannot win at the conference table what you have not
won on the battlefield”).
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Civil War in a Fragile State—Mozambique

Christopher Gregory

Mozambique has been wracked by almost uninterrupted
internal conflict since 1964, the year in which the Front for the
Liberation of Mozambique (FRELIMO) began a protracted
guerrilla war against the then 400-year-old Portuguese colonial
administration in Lourenco Marqgues (now Maputo). That conflict
endured 11 years, coming to a conclusion in 1975, principally
because of the officers’ coup in Lisbon on 25 April 1974.

This analysis, however, focuses on the conflict which began
only 12 months after FRELIMO formally became the first
government of independent Mozambique on 25 June 1975. At
the time of this writing, the conflict between FRELIMO and the
Resistencia Nacional Mocambicana (RENAMO) had become
intense and had acquired a longevity envisaged by few, if any,
of its principal protagonists and supporters.l This chapter
identifies and analyzes the reasons for the prolongation of the
war. To that end, the key events of the war are first sketched.

The War in Mozambique Since 1976

RENAMO'’s activities inside Mozambique are generally
accepted as having commenced in 1976, the year in which the
organization was first given training and logistical support on
a sustained basis by Rhodesia’s Central Intelligence Organi-
zation (ClO).2 The Rhodesians were attempting to counter
cross-border incursions by ZANLA, the military wing of the
Zimbabwe African National Union (ZANU). These incursions
had been stepped up in 1972, following a FRELIMO offer to
ZANU to use the northwestern Mozambican province of Tete as
a springboard. Relations between the two movements were to
strengthen steadily during the 1970s.

Initially, RENAMO'’s actions were largely confined to intelli-
gence gathering within Mozambique for the Rhodesian army
and joint sabotage operations with elite Rhodesian units. As
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the conflict escalated, RENAMO operated deeper inside
Mozambique, establishing a base in 1978 at Gogoi in the
southern Manica province, and in the Gorongosa mountains of
Sofala province. At this time, RENAMO numbered roughly 500
combatants.

Zimbabwean independence in 1980 signaled the end of
Rhodesian support for RENAMO. The entire organization was
transported to South Africa. Meanwhile, RENAMO activities
continued to be confined largely to the central provinces,
Manica and Sofala. In 1980 an offensive by the Mozambican
army, the Forcas Armadas de Mozambique (FAM),
reestablished control over the Gorongosa area and overran the
Gogoi base in June. Most observers agree that the 1,200-
strong insurgent movement was at the nadir of its fortunes. In
1981, however, a more resurgent and more widespread
RENAMO surfaced. By the end of that year, a network of
semipermanent bases had been established in Mozambique
from which attacks were mounted on small towns. While FAM
troops captured RENAMO’s main base at Garagua, 20
kilometers from the Zimbabwean border, RENAMO reestab-
lished itself in the Gorongoza mountains, whence it had been
evicted a year earlier.

In 1982-83 RENAMO continued to expand both its geo-
graphical spread and the scale of its operations, deploying
some 5,000 to 8,000 combatants.3 Notwithstanding a number
of successful FAM counteroffensives in 1983, RENAMO fought
back, claiming by late 1983 to have a “sphere of operations”
comprising all of Mozambique, with the exception of Niassa
and Cabo Delgado in the far north, western Tete, and southern
Maputo province.

A flurry of diplomatic activity marked 1984. In March the
South African and Mozambican governments signed the
Nkomati accord which ostensibly provided for the end of the
South African government support for RENAMO. Further
diplomatic moves, including the first face-to-face meeting
between RENAMO and FRELIMO representatives in Frankfurt,
West Germany, culminated in the “Pretoria Declaration,”
thereby defining terms under which to declare a cease-fire.

As war, however, continued, both FRELIMO and RENAMO
spokesmen soon repudiated the cease-fire clause. Indeed, by
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the end of 1984 RENAMO had for the first time established a
substantial presence in the northern regions. It now claimed
15,000 men under arms and “consolidated control” over
Nampula, Niassa, Zambezia, Tete, Manica, Sofala, and
Inhambane provinces. By 1985, RENAMO was carrying out
hit-and-run attacks throughout the country.

The next few years saw first one side, then the other, take
the military advantage. In 1985-86 FAM again went on the
offensive, bolstered this time by increased military support
from the Zimbabwe National Army (ZNA) and Tanzanian army
units. The RENAMO base at Casa Banana was captured twice
in a span of six months. The insurgents responded with a
major offensive of their own, concentrating their efforts in the
Zambezi valley and threatening by their actions to cut
Mozambique in two. Indeed, the October 1986 offensive was
the largest launched by RENAMO to date. For the first time
since its inception, the movement seized and held several
sizeable towns. In the same month, President Samora Machel
was killed in an aeroplane crash. The smooth accession to the
presidency of his successor, Foreign Minister Joaquim
Chissano, quelled any speculation that the war effort would be
disrupted.

An FAM/ZNA counteroffensive in February 1987 reversed
many RENAMO gains of the previous year, recapturing the five
provincial towns held by the insurgents since October 1986.
RENAMO countered with its first raid inside Zimbabwe itself,
having declared war on Zimbabwe in the previous year in
response to an increased and more geographically dispersed
ZNA presence inside Mozambique. By the end of 1987, there
were reports of RENAMO tightening its grip on Maputo’s
environs and of almost daily attacks by RENAMO inside
Zimbabwe. By 1988 a determined joint offensive occurred in
central Mozambique by 8,000 FAM, ZNA, and Tanzanian
troops, which, however, failed to push back the insurgents.

Talks resumed in 1989, one year later. RENAMO leader
Afonso Dhlakama announced his organization’s willingness to
halt the insurgency and negotiate an end to the fighting as
long as FRELIMO agreed to a number of reform measures,
including a multiparty constitution and a free market
economy. Notwithstanding a determined FAM/ZNA offensive
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against RENAMO’s Gorongosa headquarters in July 1989, a
first round of talks was held in Nairobi, Kenya, a month later.
FRELIMO adopted a triple-track strategy against RENAMO:
continue with negotiations while maintaining the military
pressure in the field and accelerate internal political and
constitutional reforms designed to undercut RENAMO’s
political demands. Five rounds of negotiations were conducted
in various centers over the next 18 months, resulting in the
signing of the Rome agreement, which took effect on 1
December 1990. The parties negotiated a partial cease-fire;
ZNA troops in Mozambique were to be confined to the Beira
and Limpopo transport corridors; and RENAMO guaranteed
not to attack what the agreement termed these corridors of
peace. A 10-country Joint Verification Commission was
established to monitor the cease-fire.

Much of the continued fighting in 1990 favored FRELIMO
and its allies. In March a joint force of ZNA and FAM troops
launched yet another offensive against Gorongosa.
Unsuccessful in its efforts to dislodge RENAMO, the joint force
followed up with a similar attack in May, then another in
September. Consequently, Dhlakama was forced to move his
headquarters north to a point just 50 kilometers south of the
border with Malawi. Another blow was struck against
RENAMO in Zambezia province, where, after having yielded
control of the populous province to RENAMO for the previous
five years, Mozambican armed forces succeeded in regaining
control over the thousands of peasant farmers in the province
who had acted as a significant base of RENAMO support. FAM
forces received assistance from an unexpected quarter: a
spear-carrying militia, known as Naprama, that follows a
25-year-old traditional healer, Manuel Antonio, who claims
inspiration from Jesus Christ