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THE HISTORICAL PATTERN OF
GULF SECURITY

More than a century ago, Bismarck declared, “In international affairs, there are three wasps
nests besides the Bakans Morocco and the Mediterranean, the Persian Gulf, and the American
Monroe Doctrine; God grant that we may never fdl into one of them.”* Today it is an obvious
truism that the primary factor behind concerns for Gulf security is access to oil. It is aso sdf-
evident that the key globa dgnificance of Gulf ail is a manifestation of only the past few decades.
But, as Bismarck’s observation demondtrates, the Gulf has been an area of geopolitical importance
long before the discovery of al. Indeed, the Gulf has served as an arena of internationd
concentration and rivary for centuries and even millennia.

At the same time, it can be observed that the role played by oil today in international concern
about GuIf security is not dissmilar to the manner in which other commodities and motives
concerned internationd actors in the past. A closer examination of certain of these themes of
continuity in externd actors gods in the Guif region may wdl contan worthy lessons for the
present and salutary considerations for the future.

It can be postulated that the involvement of externd powers in Gulf security has arisen from
one or more of three principd moativations. trade, politica rivary, and imperid security. Of these,
commerce is perhaps the most obvious factor and itsdf is divisble into two overlapping
subcategories. (1) the protection of (or the desre to penetrate) long trading routes crossng or
deriving in the Gulif; and (2) local or regiond trading. The earliest well-known example of a trading
route traversng the Gulf region was that of the Silk Road, originating in China and terminating in
the Mediterranean.  Although its heyday was during the period of Roman control of its western
terminus and while it declined after the rise of Idam, the Slk Road remained an important route
through the time of Marco Polo.

!Citedin Mary Evelyn Townsend, The Rise and Fall of the German Colonial Empire, 1884-1918 (New Y ork:
Macmillan, 1930), p. 309.
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The spice route was in many ways even more central to the Guif. In addition to transporting
cinnamon, cassia, cardamom, ginger, and turmeric from East to West, Arab merchants also exported
the southern Arabian products of frankincense and myrrh.  Unlike the slk route which was mainly
overland, the spice route proceeded largely by sea.  Although first the Egyptians and then the
Romans commanded the western terminus in antiquity, control of the spice route through its centra
course was jedoudy controlled by Arab merchants and States, despite periodic attempts to break the
Mudim monopoly (shared in medieva times with Venice and to a lesser extent Genoa). The desire
to deal directly with the sources of spices was a principa mativation in the launching of the
European age of exploration.

Properly spesking, the frankincense trade can be considered loca trade within the Gulf. And
of course trade between the Gulf and the Indian subcontinent and Southeast Asia is an age-old
occurrence. Direct European trade with the region, however, awaited the development of the
maritime routes around the Cape of Good Hope. In this light, oil can be regarded as both a modern
manifestation of local trade and as a network of long trading routes requiring protection as part of
the necessity of guaranteeing accessto ail.

The second fundamenta factor in external concerns, that of politicd rivary, stems from the
drive of one or more countries to secure control or domination of the Gulf, whether its littora(s),
its hinterland, or its waters. Through the course of history, one of three broad stuations can be
discerned as exiding a any one time (1) effective domination by a hegemon seeking to protect
entrenched interests (such as the Portuguese in the sixteenth century and the British in the nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries); (2) a bipolar balance-of-power state of affairs (the Byzantines and
the Sasanids; the Ottomans and the Safavids; the United States and the Soviet Union); or (3) a more
fluid condition of multilateral sparring and jostling.

As to the third motivation, severa dimensons to the rather imprecise category of imperid
Security can be discerned. The imperia impetus assumes that an actor seeking to or having aready
incorporated the Gulf, or parts thereof, into its imperid doman or sphere of influence will display
unequivocd interests or actions in defense of its imperia position. These may be prompted by such
factors as naiond prestige, advancement of ideology or religion, or perceived threats to the status
quo. In part, imperia security is internd in that it requires the security of imperial possessions ether
through direct control or by the maintenance of secure areas of influence. Inevitably this raises the
problem of frontiers: where they logicaly should lie and, once having been defined, how they must
be secured. But paradoxicdly, imperid frontiers can never be established in a definitive sense since
their importance lies only in the security they provide for the territory within the imperia dominions
or sphere of influence. As a consequence, there is a constant impetus for forward policies, that is,
the frontiers can be secured only by securing the further frontier that lies beyond the secured frontier
and so on.

Stll, as the Gulf essentidly has rested on the periphery of empires through the ages — and
as the Middle East condtitutes a strategic land bridge between three continents — the most important
enduring factor in this category seems to be that of establishing and protecting imperid lines of
communication. Furthermore, it can be perceived that the congtruction and relevance of such lines
of communications have evolved throughout history as a result of technological progress. Such
advances have embraced inter alia the development of deep-water maitime vessals, subsequent
advances in ship condruction and navigationd capabilities, especidly as utlized by European
explorers, the advent of the teamship, telegraphic communications, rallroads, and aircraft.
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The enduring themes in Gulf security outlined above can best be illustrated by a brief
retrogpective of Gulf security scenarios throughout history. Before the rise of Idam, two equaly
maiched empires vied for supremacy in the grester Gulf region. The Byzantine Empire controlled
the western approaches of the Gulf while the Sasanids held the eastern approaches and the Gulf
itsdf. Constantinople had built a monopoly on trade between Asia and Europe, but it was prevented
from dedling directly with China by Persan control of the centrd segments of the commercia
routes. Byzantine-Sasanid relations were adways in constant tenson and frequent warfare dong the
frontier faled to budge the status quo. In an effort to cut out the intermediaries in the Asa trade,
Judinian | (r. 527-565) sought to establish aternative routes circumventing the Sasanids.  On the
one hand, he explored the northern dternative, by crossing the Black Sea, establishing bases in the
Crimea, and opening relations with the peoples of the Steppes. Justinian 1l (r. 565-578) carried this
policy forward by building an dliance with the Turks agang the Persans. On the other hand,
Judtinian | deepened ties with the Ethiopian kingdom of Axum in an effort to develop a maritime
route through the Red Sea and across the Indian Ocean. These efforts were not successful, however,
and instead the Byzantines greatest coup was discovery of the secret of slk and its subsequent
manufacture in Byzantine territories?

The druggle between Congdantinople and Ctesiphon continued unabated until the rise of
Idam. The Idamic armies from Arabia first drove a wedge between the two ancient warring states
and then succeeded in disdlacing the Byzantines in thar Middle Eastern possessions and in
conquering Persia as well. Thus the Idamic empire ended a balance-of-power régime in the
Gulf/Middle East by edablishing a centuries-long predominant empire controlling the heart of the
region.

As Umayyad rue gave way to ‘Abbasid, the locus of the Idamic state moved to the northern
Guf. Although the foundation of Basra in the early days of the Idamic state was the consequence
of military requirements, its srategic location ensured that it soon prospered as a center of trade, for
the same reasons as had previous commercid hubs in the same area.  The postioning of the
‘Abbasd capita at the new city of Baghdad, founded in 762, and the predominance of a single
powerful politica authority in the region helped ensure a hift in the relative importance of long-
distance trading routes from the Red Sea to the Gulf. Even the decline and fall of the ‘ Abbasids as
a result of the Mongol invasion did not erase the sgnificance of Gulf trade: the emporia of Siraf,
Qays, and Hormuz thrived in turn.

Paliticdly, however, the collgpse of the ‘Abbasid state led to a long period of fragmentation
during which Arab, Mongol, Turkish, and other rulers vied for power and territory. It took several
centuries before the Gulf returned to a more durable balance-of-power status, this time with the
Ottomans ganding in for the Byzantines and the Safavids (and later the Qgars) succeeding the
Sasanids.  This was the prevailing Situation on the eve of European penetration of the Indian Ocean.

2Georges Ostrogorsky, Histoire de I’ Empire Byzantin (Paris. Payot, 1956), pp. 103-105.
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The Portuguese impetus to explore the seas and lands beyond ther immediate shores result
from a combination of scientific, economic, military, politica, and rdigious motives® (A
contemporary Portuguese chronicler advanced five motives behind the Portuguese drive to explore.
The firg of these was to explore the African coast beyond the cape of Bojador in order to know what
existed there. The second was to find out whether there were any Christian people in Africa with
whom it might be possble to conduct profitable trade. The third was to ascertain correctly the
extent of the territories of the Mudims because every sensble man naturally would like to know the
power of his enemy. The fourth was to discover if there was any Christian kingdom which would
help in the war againgt the Mudims. The fifth and find motive was to extend the Chrigtian faith and
“to bring to Him al souls that wish to be saved.™)

Without doubt, the Portuguese court, especidly through the influence of Prince Henry the
Navigator, was intrigued by the complementary chalenges of expanding geographic knowledge (and
dispeling myths about the dangers of the Atlantic), setting new standards of navigationa principles
and catogrephy, and establishing a fleet of date-of-the-art ships. But, not surprigngly, a
commercid motive was also central to Portuguese thinking. In the same way that the Byzantines
had monopolized the western terminus of the Orienta trade routes, so the Ottoman conquest of
Congantinople enabled them to control Europe's supply of spices, pearls, ivory, sk, and other
textiles Like other European powers, the Portuguese ambition was to discover trade routes
independent of the Ottomans.

In addition, five centuries of druggle for independence againg the Muslims had produced
a keen sense in the Portuguese psyche of the Idamic world as enemy. This manifested itsdlf in both
the politicd and the rdigious spheres. On the one hand, a successful undermining of the Ottoman
control over Orientd trade would serioudy weaken Europe's greatest rivd.  On the other, Chrigtian
expanson into Asian waters was regarded as a maritime extenson of the Crusades. Hand in hand
with conquest went converson and Portuguese accounts of ther exploits frequently spoke of
carying the sword in one hand and the crudfix in the other. Even the legend of Prester John
seemingly had played its part in stoking rdigious fervor, and his “lost” Christian kingdom was seen
asapotentid aly againgt the Mudims and as a possible base of operations.

Beginning early in the fifteenth century, the Portuguese used their caravels to extend the
limits of navigation down the coast of Africa until Bartolomeu Dias rounded the Cape of Good Hope
in 1488. By 1498, Vasco da Gama had reached India and he returned home the following year with

®Discussion of thesemotives is drawn fromK .M .Mathew, HistoryofthePortugueseNavigationinindia (1497-
1600) (Delhi: Mittal, 1988), pp. 74-81, who relies upon H.V. Livermore, A New History of Portugal (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1966), p. 1. Othersources on the Portuguese in the Indian Ocean include C.R. Boxer, The
Portuguese Sea-borne Empire (1415-1825) (London: Hutchinson; 1969); ibid., Portuguese Conquest and Commerce
in Southern Asia, 1500-1750 (London: Variorum Reprints, 1985); Paulo Craesbeeck, The Commentaries of Ruy Freyre
deAndrada: InwhichareRelated hisExploitsfromthe Year 1619, inwhich heleft thisKingdomof Portugal asGeneral
of the Sea of Ormuz, and Coast of Persia, and Arabia, until his Death (ed. with introduction by C.R. Boxer; London:
George Routledge & Sons, 1930); F.C. Danvers, The Portuguese in India: Being a History of the Rise and Decline of
Their Eastern Empire (2 vols.; London: W.H. Allen, 1894; reprinted New York: Octagon Books, 1966; and reprinted
New Delhi: Asian Educational Services, 1992); and R.B. Serjeant, The Portuguese Off the South Arabian Coast (Beirut,
1974).

‘Gomesde Azurara, Chronica de Descobrimento e Conquista de Guinea (Paris, 1841), p. 28; citedin Mathew,
Portuguese Navigation, p. 74.
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the fira wares from the Orient. In subsequent years, Portuguese ships captured ports dong the
Indian Ocean littord and established factories, paticularly dong India's Maabar Coast. The firg
Portuguese fort in Asiawas congtructed a Cochin by Afonso de Albuquerque in 1504.

It was quickly redized that the protection of Portuguese trading interests would require a
grong presence and a permanent fleet. Accordingly, Francisco de Almeida arived in India as
Portuguese viceroy in 1505. With an Indian base centered firs on Cochin, Portugd moved in two
directions. Expangion in the direction of the Gulf to the northwest was intended to disrupt Mudim
commerce, to place pressure on the Ottomans, and to consolidate control of the spice trade. With
this in mind, Albuguerque made his way up the East African coast, established a short-lived fort on
Socotra Idand in 1507, and then captured Qahat, Quriyat, Muscat, Suhar, and Khawr Fakkan on
his way to the Guif. Hormuz was reduced (although not permanently captured until 1515), which
not only provided the Portuguese with control of the entrance to the Gulf but diminated any threst
from the kings of Hormuz and opened Persa to direct trade with Europe. An unsuccessful attempt
to take Aden in order to control the entrance to the Red Seawas also made at the sametime.

Meanwhile, the Portuguese were adso expanding their presence and trade opportunities
eastward, capturing Maacca in 1511 and founding Macau in 1557. Although Maacca, a the
epicenter of Adan trade, would have made the better Portuguese capital for economic reasons, it
remaned at Goa in order to better confront the Ottoman threat. As early as the Almeida viceroydty
(1505-1509), Portuga had edtablished magtery of the Indian Ocean. Rather than relying on a
drategy of defending factories when attacked by local rulers, Almeida placed emphasis on the
expanson of the armada backed by coastal forts qua naval bases at key positions. The vigorous
gpplication of sea power enabled a monopoly to be established over navigation and long-distance
maritime trade.

Albuquerque, Almeadas successor, drengthened Portugd’s hegemonic podtion and even
dtered the drategy from one of protection of navigation and trading interests through overwhelming
sea power to the acquidtion of territory in order to better safeguard interests. This marked the
emergence of a Portuguese empire in India with Goa (captured in 1510) as its capital. Other forts
were built dong the Indian coast as wdl as a Maacca, Ceylon, East Africa, and, in the Gulf,
Muscat (1507) and Hormuz (1515).°

Thus the Portuguese enjoyed hegemony over the Gulf, as well as the rest of the Indian
Ocean, for nearly a century before fading in the face of serious chalenges by European rivas and
resurgent local rulers. There had aways been an aura of fragility to the empire, a consequence of
the wide geographic dispersion of its strongholds, as true in the Atlantic as in the Indian Ocean
basn, and the congant and severe lack of manpower that more than once left the Portuguese
vulnerable to opportunistic Ottoman raiders.  Indeed, the Portuguese hegemonic postion in the Gulf
was threatened throughout this period by Ottoman expansioniam into Syria, Egypt, Yemen, and
Mesopotamia, which was checked largely by Lisbon's dliance with Persa

®*One fascinating facet of Albuquerque’s imperia policy was the encouragement given to Portuguese ranks,
particularly artisanssuch as shipbuilders, ropemakers, gunners, and other workersinthearsenal and dockyard, to marry
native women from Goain order to form aloyal population who would remain in Indiaforlife. Despite opposition from
other officers and the clergy, as many as 450 marriages took place before Albuquerque left Goafor Malacca. H. Morse
Stephens, Rulers of India: Albuquerque (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1912), pp. 152-155.
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The end to Portuguese predominance in the Gulf came when a joint expedition of Shah
‘Abbas and the English East India Company captured the Portuguese stronghold of Hormuz in 1622
and Muscat, to where the Portuguese garrison had fled, fdl to the Omanis in 1650. In fact, this
marked the emergence of a period of Omani seapower between 1650 and 1730, during which the
Arabs expdled the Portuguese from much of the East African littord and harassed their remaining
possessions on the western coast of India.

With the Portuguese decline, the power sStuation in the Gulf and Indian Ocean expanded
from hegemonic to multilaerd, with the Dutch meking an early bid to supplant Portuguese
dominance in the face of vigorous English and French competition. Following the establishment
of the Dutch East India Company in 1602, the Dutch gradudly usurped Portuguese forts, factories,
and settlements around the Indian Ocean, including the capture of Maacca in 1641 and Cochin in
1663.

After the edtablishment of the company’s headquarters on Java in 1607, the Dutch
successfully forced England to redtrict its interests to India  Besides seeking to monopolize loca
trade throughout the area, the Dutch concentrated on directing the China trade through their base
on Java and protecting the onward route by establishing a station at Cape Town in 1652. The wedlth
of the company was assured as wdl by controlling the production, in addition to the exportation, of
§pices such as nutmeg, cloves, cinnamon, pepper, and coffee.

In the Guif, Dutch aggressiveness moved into the vacuum left by the dedining Portuguese,
and they frequently were successful in besting the English both in trade with Persia and Iraq and in
navd engagements. But in the firs hadf of the eghteenth century, Dutch power in the western
Indian Ocean began to decline, principaly as a result of reverses in European wars, induding the
War of the Spanish Succession (1713-1714).

The power eventudly superseding the Portuguese as hegemon in the region was Britain.
Britain's initid involvement with the Gulif was predicated exclusvely upon commercid interests’
The English East India Company was incorporated in 1600 and trade with the Gulf quickly
supplanted dedining Portuguese commerce while competing favorably with the Dutch and the
French. A century later, though, the importance of Gulf trade had diminished considerably, and by

°C.R. Boxer, The Dutch Seaborne Empire, 1600-1800 (1965, reprinted 1990); Holden Furber, Rival Empires
of TradeintheOrient, 1600-1800 (Minneapolis: University of MinnesotaPress, 1976); and Boxer, The Portuguese Sea-
borne Empire.

"Principal sources on British involvement in the Gulf include JG. Lorimer, comp., Gazetteer of the Persian
Gulf, *Oman, and Central Arabia (Calcutta: Superintendent, Government Printing, 1908-1915; reprinted Farnborough,
Hants.: Gregg I nternational Publishers, 1970); J.B. Kelly, Britain and the Persian Gulf, 1795-1880 (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1968); Briton Cooper Busch, Britain and the Persian Gulf, 1894-1914 (Berkeley: University of California Press,
1967); and Malcolm Y app, "British Policy in the Persian Gulf,” in Alvin G. Cottrell, gen. ed., The Persian Gulf Sates:
A General Survey (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1980), pp. 70-100. On the maritime role, see R. St. P.
Parry," TheNavy inthe Persian Gulf," Journal of the Royal United Service Institution, Vol. 75(May 1930), pp. 314-331,;
and J.F. Standish, "British Maritime Policy in the Persian Gulf," Middle Eastern Studies, Val. 3, No. 4 (1967), pp. 324-
354.
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the end of the eghteenth century it had virtudly disappeared.? Continued British representation in
the Gulf and the occasiond patrols there by the Bombay Marine could be reasonably justified only
in terms of protection of the minor “country” trade from India. Nevertheless, new factors appeared
to prevent complete British withdrawa from the area

Not the least among these factors was the rivary with Britan's old enemy France. Under
the prodding of Colbert, the French established their own East India Company in 1664 and made
Madagascar and lle de France thar base of operations. French advances in India, however, gpart
from the capture of Pondicherry and several other ports, were ow to come, partly due to the
strength of Aurangzeb, the last great Mughal emperor, and partly because of competition from the
English East India Company. Nevertheless, by 1677 the French company possessed a factory at
Bandar ‘Abbas. In conjunction with military successes in Europe in the 1740s, the French governor-
genera of India, Dupleix, succeeded in cagpturing Madras, but a subsequent treaty returned to Britain
its center of power in India and the French East India Company was never able to recover.

The preceding neatly illustrates the point that changing fortunes in colonid arenas and local
contentions often were outgrowths of home rivaries in Europe.  While France's presence in the
Indian Ocean basin never again serioudy chdlenged British predominance, the mere whisper of
French intrigues was taken very serioudy indeed. In 1798, Napoleon Bonaparte landed an army in
Egypt and easly overpowered that country’s Mamluk rulers. In British eyes, however, the redl goa
was India, and this suspicion was given additiond credence with the interception of Napoleon's
letters to the rulers of Muscat and Mysore.  The destruction of the French fleet a the Battle of
Aboukir in 1798 and then Napoleon’'s ignominious flight to Europe after the unsuccessful dege of
Acre in 1799 proved to be only temporary setbacks to French designs. Indeed, it took Napoleon’'s
occupetion of Egypt to dert the British belatedly to the country’ s geopalitica importance.

Instead, France changed tactics and a smdl fleet was dispatched to the Indian Ocean in 1803,
and was followed by the posting of a commercial agent to Muscat in 1807. The treaty of
Finkengein, sgned in the same year, would have obliged Napoleon to restrain Russian
expansoniam in the direction of Persgain return for the Qgar Shah's declaration of war upon Britain
and his participation with Afghans in an attack on India.  This agreement came to naught, however,
as France soon reconciled with Russa and Britain subsequently reached a new treety with Persa
in 1809. The find blow to Napoleonic ambitions came with the British capture of lle de France
(thereafter named Mauritius) in 1810, depriving France of its last mgor base in the Indian Ocean.

British mastery of the Indian Ocean clearly rested on its supremacy at sea. In this respect,
its thinking and practice differed little from that of Portuga several centuries earlier, even though
methods of ruling possessons differed markedly. The British Empire was built on and kept
ascendant by sea power. The eminent theorist on the subject, Alfred Thayer Mahan, defined sea
power as (1) command of the sea through nava superiority; and (2) that combination of maritime
commerce, overseas possessions, and privileged access to foreign markets that produces national

8Furber, Rival Empiresof Tradeinthe Orient, p. 330, notes a sea change in the nature of European imperialism
in Asiaat this timewith competing East India companies being replaced by an emerging Pax Britannica and he pinsit
precisely to “the first appearance of Indian sepoys on the Mediterranean marginsof the European world” when afleet
with British and Indian troops was dispatched to Egypt in 1801 to help expel Napoleon.
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“wedth and grestness.” For two centuries or more, the technology of sea power — ship design,
amaments, and the science of navad warfare — remained virtudly unchanged and preserved Britain's
advantage, dthough this began to dhift in the latter part of the nineteenth century.* Imperia policy
depended not only on mastery of the seas but also on control of vita choke points and ports of entry.
Thus British possessons came to indude Gibraltar, Suez, Aden, South Africa, India, Ceylon,
Singapore, and Hong Kong.

By the beginning of the nineteenth century, Britain had vanquished effective thrests from
European rivds and was in a podgtion to dominate dl maritime activity in the Gulf. A fird
requirement, however, was to defuse regiond thrests to the British postion. Despite the decline in
trade, British and British-protected vessdls continued to ply Gulf waters and were attacked with
increesng frequency in the early years of the nineteenth century. There are various reasons for the
emergence of what the British termed “piracy,” including depressed economic conditions along Gulf
shores and the decline of exiging palitica authority in the region.

The Portuguese had firgt applied the term “pirates’ in the seventeeth century to the Ya rubi
(pl. Ydaribah) rulers of Oman, who were then engaged in expdling the Portuguese from their
srongholds in the Guif and East Africa. A century-and-a-half later, the British tended to regard the
activities of the Qawasm (sing., Qaami), who were based adong the southern shore of the Arabian
littord, in the same light* The strength of Muscat’s rulers was quickly fading at the time and locd
opposition in Oman to ther dominance was enflamed by the dliance with the British. In short
order, Muscat’s possessions on both shores of the Gulf fell to Qasimi control. The anti-Muscat and
anti-European indinations of the Qawasm were further exacerbated by thelr converson to
Wahhabism, the puritanicd strain of Sunni Idam prevailing in central Arabia and being spread by
the efforts of the Al Saud.

To the British, these attacks on the shipping of various flags were an annoyance and were
lumped together with the activities of the Gulf's freebooters as “piracy”; as a consequence, the
territory of the Qaami lars was labeled “the Pirate Coast.” The principa British response to this
“piracy” came in the form of punitive expeditions launched againgt Qasimi ports. The first of these
was prompted by the growing seriousness of the situation in 1808 when many of those aboard an
East India Company cruiser were massacred and Qasmi vessals began to appear for the first time
in Indian waters. Consequently, an 11-ship armada laid siege in 1809 to the Qasimi capitd at Julfar
(modern Ra's a-Khaymah) and burned it. Another Qasmi stronghold at Lingah (on the Perdan

°Philip A. Crowl, “Alfred Thayer Mahan: The Naval Historian,” in Peter Paret, ed., with the collaboration of
Gordon A. Craig and Felix Gilbert, Maker sof Modern Strategy fromMachiavelli tothe Nuclear Age (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1986), pp. 450-451; citing Mahan’s two principal works, The Influence of Sea Power Upon History, 1660-1783
(1890), and The Influence of Sea Power Upon the French Revolution and Empire, 1793-1812 (1892).

©Arthur J. Marder, British Naval Policy, 1880-1905: The Anatomy of British Sea Power (London: Putnam,
1942), pp. 3-4. “With the introduction of steam power, the screw propeller, the shell gun, and the use of iron and steel
as shipbuilding materials, anew erabegan. The science of naval architecture underwent agreater change in the latter

half of the 19" century than in the preceding ten centuries combined.” Ibid.

Al-Qawasim constituted a maritime force based on a family of the same name who first appeared in Lingah,
aport onthe Persian coast. By the early ninteenth century, thefamily had relocated itscenter of activitiestothe Arabian
coast, particularly Julfar (subsequently known as Ra s a-Khaymah). From there, maritime raids were carried out agai nst
both local and European shipping.
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coast) was stormed next, and findly a joint British-Muscati fleet captured Shinas (on Oman's
Batinah coast) falowing a fierce battle. Despite these successes, the power of the Qawasm was
broken only temporarily.

By 1812, the Qaami fleet had been restored and soon their dhows reappeared off the coast
of India. British resolve to act forcefully againgt the renewed threst was stiffened by the success of
Egypt’s Muhammead ‘Al in defeeting the Al Sa'ud, presumed to be backing their fellow Wahhabis.
After extensve planning and a suitable respite in internd Indian troubles, a second expedition, again
relying on Muscat's help, stormed Ra's a-Khaymah in 1819-1820. The town was captured after
consderable loss of Arab life while smdler parties were sent out to gain the surrender of
neighboring ports and towns. A amdl garison left behind when the fleet withdrew subsequently
trandferred to Qishm Idand.

The idea of a base in the Guif to protect commercia interests had been broached a century
ealier but the scheme advanced in 1808 derived from politicd and drategic considerations. A
military presence on, say, Kharg Idand or Qishm Idand, it was argued, would not only offer
protection againgt pirates but aso serve to counter Persian and French designs in the area. While
the scheme enjoyed the support of officadom in India, it was rejected by London, which preferred
ingtead to rely upon diplomacy to advance its strategic interests in the Gulf. Actua occupation of
Qism Idand in 1820 proved short-lived as the garison quickly fell prey to disease and
entanglement in local politics and warfare? It was withdrawn in 1823 and the idea of a military
base languished, with a few limited exceptions, for nearly another century. A more fruitful idea
arigng from the efforts of the Government of Bombay to eradicate piracy eventudly culminated in
the trucia system operating under British aegis.

The fird step in the erection of a productive and durable trucid system appeared in the
aftermath of the 1820 dege of Ra's d-Khaymah.* The “Generd Treaty of Peace with the Arab
Tribes” which the area's shaykhs (tribal heads) were forced to 9gn, prohibited piracy and plunder
by sea and required ther vesses to fly a recognized flag and be registered. Enforcement was
provided at firg by the short-lived base on Qishm Idand. Then regular Bombay Marine patrols in
the Gulf, introduced shortly theresfter, were able to ded effectively with the occasiond attacks
perpetrated over the next few decades.

One limitation of the 1820 treaty was its falure to regulate the conduct of warfare on sea
amongd the Arab tribes, which tended disrupt the fishing and pearling seasons with some regularity.
The British were able findly to arrange a maritime truce in 1835 that forbade dl hodtilities by sea
for a period of sx months, with the understanding that Britain would not interfere with wars on land.

2Ordered to investigate reports of piracy by the Bani Bu ‘Ali tribe (residing at the southeastern corner of the
Omani coast), a ship from the Qishm garrison was attacked by the tribe. The attempt of the garrison’s commander,
Captain T. Perronet Thompson, to punish the Bani Bu ‘ Ali ended in catastrophe when the tribe counterattacked and
nearly massacred Thompson’ sforces. A new punitive expedition was sent out from India. Inearly 1821, in combination
with Muscati troops, the Bani Bu *Ali were defeated in afierce battle, their main settlements razed, and their leaders
imprisonedin Muscat. Subsegquently, Thompson was court-martialed for unnecessarily involving Britainin acampaign
in the interior of Arabiaand publicly reprimanded, although his social standing allowed him to escape punishment.

3The texts of therelevant treaties and discussion of their background are to befound in C.U. Aitchison, comp.,
A Collection of Treaties, Engagements and Sanads Relating to India and Neighbouring Countries (5th ed.; Delhi:
Manager of Publications, Government of India, 1933), Vol. 11. The Ruler of Sharjah, Dr. Shaykh Sultan b. Muhammad
al-Qasimi, has refuted the idea that his ancestors were pirates in The Myth of Arab Piracy in the Gulf (London: Croom
Helm, 1986; 2nd ed.; London: Routledge, 1988).
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In British eyes, the “Pirate Coast” was thereby transformed into the “Trucia Coast” (or “Trucia
Oman”), a sobriquet it was to retain until ful independence in 1971. This maritime truce proved
so successful that it was renewed regularly until 1843 when a ten-years' truce was signed. Upon its
expiry, Britain induced the shaykhs to accept a “Treaty of Perpetua Maritime Peace.” By its terms,
the British government assumed responsibility for enforcing the treaty. Aggresson by any sgnatory
upon another was not to be met with retdiation but instead referred to the British authorities.

The foundation had been lad for Britain's legd and formd predominance in the Gulf itsdf
to be combined with British mastery of its external dlies into a truly hegemonic position. But
permanent responsbility entalled permanent in situ supervison and so offidd representatives
gradudly were gationed around the Gulf. In fina form, British administration there formed one part
of the Government of India’s fa-flung residency sysem, with a Politicd Resdent in the Persian
Gulf (PRPG) headquartered at Bushire (on the Persian coast) until 1947 and thereafter at Manamah,
Baran. The resdent’s subordinates a one time or another included politica agents, politica
officers, and native agents, stationed at Muscat, Bandar ‘ Abbas, Sharjah, Dubai, Abu Dhabi, Doha,
Manamah, Kuwait, and Basra (located in what was an Ottoman wilayat until 1914).:

In addition to edablishing and mantaning maitime peace, the British pursued other
ancillary interests during the mid-nineteenth century. One of these involved the restriction and then
the dimingtion of the dave trade. By 1848, Britain had succeeded in pressuring most of the Gulf’'s
rulers to declare illegd the carriage of African daves in Gulf vessels and later in the century British
legations routinely manumitted daves upon request.s

The next step in enhancing British control of the Gulf came about partly as the result of
European chdlenges to British supremacy and partly due to the inexorable logic of the defense of
India As Britain solidified its podtion in India, the natura concern about externd thrests meant
that zones of influence should be extended beyond the Indian frontiers. But as frontiers were
secured, they in turn required protection and thus securing the zones of influence became fresh
objectives. This seemed to require an ever-expanding circle of engagement and pacification. The
seemingly beffling involvement in Afghanistan was at least in part a product of this impulse. By
the 1890s, the debate had become fuly engaged between the Government of India on one hand,
arguing that Britain mugt seize control of additiona buffers of territory in order to safeguard India,
and Whitehdl on the other, countering that the empire could not support unending expansion and
that influence and indirect control were preferable to conquest and direct administration.

In the Gulf, which had by this time become a vitd communications route for the British
Empire, the impulse to protect the outer perimeters of India and its lifdines took two forms. Britain
dlowed the Qgar Shahs to reign rdativdy unimpeded in interior Iran but exercised strong influence
in, if not outright control of, the Guif coast through a consul-generd who was dso the politica
resdent. On the Arab littoral, a new series of forma tresties was engineered with al the chieftains
of the coagt. In return for cesson of responshility for defense and foreign relations to the British,

14JB. Kely discusses the evolution of this administrative network in “ The Legal and Historical Basis of the
British Position in the Persian Gulf,” in St. Antony’s Papers, No. 4 (London: Chatto & Windus; New York: Pragger,
1959; Middle Eastern Affairs, No. 1), pp. 119-140.

*0On the slave trade see Lorimer, Gazetteer, Appendix L, “The Slave Trade in the Persian Gulf Region,” pp.
2475-2516.
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the local shaykhs were recognized as legitimate rulers (hakim in the sngular). What had been a
flud sysem of authority based on tribal leadership and dliances was transformed into the
emergence of territoria states complete with hereditary rule through designated individuals and their
families®

In this manner, the Al Thani rose to prominence in Qatar despite their having been virtualy
unknown prior to the nineteenth century. By reason of his protected relationship with Britain,
Shaykh Mubarak of Kuwalt was able not only to hold off the Ottomans but to strengthen his position
vis-a-vis the other leading families of Kuwait. Along the Trucial Coagt, the resurgence of the Al Bu
Falah under the Al Nahyan led to recognition of the shaykhs of Abu Dhabi while the role of the Al
Maktum in creating an entrepdét in Dubal assured ther recognition. The Qasami shaykhs a Ra's a-
Khaymah and Sharjah retained enough sSgnificance to be recognized as well (although Ra's d-
Khaymah did not acquire trucid datus until 1921). Other shaykhs gained and lost recognition as
their fortunes waxed and waned. Even Oman, adways independent even if only nomindly so, was
forced to adhere to a similar treaty in 1891. The weak link in this system was Mesopotamia, which
remained under Ottoman sovereignty until the First World War.

Insofar as the Guif had become a “British lake,” the paramount position was not, however,
without challenges, sparked by technologicad change. The earliest and most prolonged manifestation
of British concern with the Gulf's impact on Indids security was to guarantee the security of
imperid lines of communications between India and Britain. A quick glance at the map reved's two
dternative routes. the Gulf and the Red Sea. The advantage of the Red Sea was its maritime nature,
which permitted Britan to rdy on its principd strength, mastery of the seas, and suggested that it
need not be dependent on the goodwill of other powers dong the route. The disadvantage of this
route lay in the choke points at Bab a-Mandab, the Gulf of Suez, and Gibrdtar. Indeed, Suez was
awesk link in the chain as it required an overland transfer. As the geopalitica importance of Egypt
had been recognized by the beginning of the nineteenth century, due to Napoleon's invasion, it is
not surprising that Britain enthusiasticaly backed the construction of the Suez Cand, nor that it soon
asserted its control over Egypt. At the opposite end of the Red Sea, Britain had taken Aden in 1839
for use as a base to protect the southern approaches to the Red Sea.”’

On the other hand, the Gulf provided a more direct route, despite the disadvantages of an
absence of control over overland segments. The Gulf had served as a principa mail route between
London and India until superseded in 1833 by a Red Sea dternative. Direct and reliable posta
connections with the Gulf were restored only in 1862 with the introduction of a Bombay-to-Basra
steamer mal service, but the connection to Europe was never renewed. However, advances in
technology soon dlowed quicker and more direct communications using the Gulf route. Indeed,
technology was quickly becoming a key ingredient in changing or intengfying conceptions of Gulf
security.  Important for imperia purposes was the laying of a submarine-and-coastal telegraph cable

*This evolution of authority has been outlined in JE. Peterson, “ Tribes and Politics in Eastern Arabia,” Middle

East Journal, Vol. 31, No. 3 (1977), pp. 297-312.

"Theproblemof secure frontiers arosehere as well. Thesecurity of the settlement (later colony) of Aden could
be guaranteed only by satisfactory agreement with the adjacent petty states. But the establishment of treaty relations
with the surrounding rulers forced Britain to ensure both their internal and external security, and theencircling band of
protectorates grew until confronted with asimilar Ottoman expansionism from the north.
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aong the Guif in 1864. This link enabled the Indo-European Telegraph Department (later Cable &
Wirdess) to provide an essentid and profitable service until undercut by wirdess competition in the
1920s.¢

Another technologicd advance was responsible for the “steamship” challenge of the 1860s.
While it has been suggested that new technology was responsible for altering the pattern of trade,
as European steamships replaced coastal craft and European textile mills rendered local weaving
uncompetitive, it seems equdly likdy that competition between European powers drove a
quickening of interest in the GUIf. In any case, the decade saw a profusion of Russian, French, and
German steamships establishing regular routes up and down the Gulf, in direct competition with the
British India Steam Navigation Company. But the interest eventualy wore off, most likely because
the trade advantages were meager and the costs of mantaning such transparently political
maneuvers were too high.*

British supervison of Gulf maritime activities and the development of communications lines
through the area, in turn, served to strengthen the British stake in what was seen increasingly as a
region of some geopoalitical importance. Lord Curzon, the viceroy of India a the turn of the century
(1898-1905), categorized British interests in the Gulf as being commercid, politicd, strategica, and
telegraphic.2> As one scholar has put it, the Gulf in fact was not a “British lake’ at this time but “an
internationa waterway of steedily increasing importance in an age of imperia rivdries, diplomatic
flux, and szable dangers to internationa peace of mind in the cycles of decay and revolutionary
activity in the Ottoman and Persian staes”” The growing importance of the Gulf, especidly as a
backup to the dl-water Suez route, was noted by Mahan in his aticle, “The Persan Gulf and
International Relations.”” Between the middle of the nineteenth century and World War |, Britain
conggtently worked to consolidate its postion in the Gulf and to deny access to other non-regiona
powers. Principd threets were seen as emanating from France, Russia, Germany, and the Ottoman
Empire.

The most spirited threat to the British position, however, came with the French chalenge of
the 1890s and beyond the turn of the century. Despite the entente cordiale, Anglo-French relations
hovered on the verge of crigs in the Guif during this time, most particularly in Oman. The French
offensive caused friction in several ways. First, dhows from the Omani port of Sur were alowed
to hoigt the French flag, thus providing them with immunity from the British and the Sultan in their
snuggling activities, principally ams and daves. Second, French arms dedlers plied their wares
openly in the markets of Muscat and adjoining Matrah, with the consequence that many of these

80On communications, see Lorimer, Gazetteer, Appendix J, “The Telegraphs of the Persian Gulf in Their
Relation to the Telegraph Systems of Persiaand Turkey,” pp. 2400-2438, and Appendix K, “Mail Communications and
the Indian Post Office in the Persian Gulf,” pp. 2439-2474; and Christina Phelps Harris, “The Persian Gulf Submarine
Telegraph of 1864,” The Geographical Journal, Val. 135, Pt. 2 (June 1969), pp. 169-190.

*Thedebate over therole of technol ogy in theintroduction of steamshi psto the Gulf can be followed in Robert
G.Landen,OmanSince1856: DisruptiveModernizationinaTraditional Arab Society (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1967); Kelly, Britain and the Persian Gulf, T. Cuyler Young, ed., Middle East Focus. The Persian Gulf
(Princeton: Princeton University Conference, 1969; Proceedings of the Twentieth Annual Near East Conference); and
Busch, Britain and the Persian Gulf.

#Cited in Standish, “British Maritime Policy,” p. 345.

#Busch, Britain and the Persian Gulf, pp. 1-2.

22National and English Review, Voal. 40 (Sept. 1902), pp. 27-45. Mahan is credited with coining the term
“Middle East” on p. 39 of thisarticle.
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wespons made their way to the North West Frontier where they were used against British forces.
Third, France sought to indnuae itsdf into Oman on an equa Satus with Britan firg by the
gopointment of a French consul in Muscat, initidly the redoubtable Paul Ottavi, and then, more
serioudy, by the securing of the Sultan’s permission to establish a coding station at Bandar Jissah,
just outside the capita.

This provoked the British to issue a strong warning to the sultan to revoke the license or face the
wrath of the Government of India  The sultan capitulated, the coaling station was never constructed,
and Britain offered an dive branch in the form of shared coding fadlities in Muscat harbor. At the
same time, the British nation of thwarting the French chalenge in Oman by making Muscat a
protectorate ironicaly was stymied by the Anglo-French Declaration of 1862, which gtipulated that
neither power would seek to ater Oman’'s soveregn datus without reference to the other power.
Thus, the addition of another imperid frontier to be defended was narrowly avoided.

In the meantime, India was fadng a chdlenge from another direction with considerable
potentia impact for the Gulf. The Russan threet to British hegemony in the Gulf took two concrete
forms. One was the intrigue of the “Great Game,” especidly in Afghanistan, which was viewed as
a deliberate attempt to extend the Russan sphere of influence and to frudtrate Britain's expansion
of its zone of influence. Britain feared a Russan push from the North, which was frequently
expressed in the premise of a Russan drive for a warm-water port. In short, nineteenth-century
suspicions were driven by tsarist expansonism in Asa, competition for influence in Afghanistan,
and fears that Russa, in competition with Germany, would seek a port in the Gulf to connect with
aralway.

The other perceived threat was an intensification of Russan influence over the Qgar court.
Disagtrous wars with Russa early in the nineteenth century forced Perda to cede its Caucasus
territories and Russan influence in Tehran reached its gpex in the early years of the twentieth
century, marked in part by the establishment of formal Russian and British zones in the country.
The Russan-officered Cossack brigade played a dgnificant role during the Conditutiond
Revolution and it was an officer from this brigade, Reza Khan, who took control in 1921 and made
himsdf shah in 1925. The Russan role in Iran abated as a result of the Russan Revolution but
increased dramaticaly early in World War 11 when the Soviet Union joined Britain in invading Iran.
Theresfter, the Russan threat found expression in the Cold War, with the apex occurring in the late
1940s. Soviet sponsorship of the short-lived Azerbaijan and Kurdish republics and close relations
with the communist Tudeh Party.

By the turn of the twentieth century, the Russian threat was perceived not just as a drive for
influence in the murky region of Russo-British frontiers but was given new importance by emerging
conceptions of geopalitical theory. The central idea was embodied in Sir Halford Mackinder's
thesis of a world “Heartland” sretching from the Volga to the Yangtze and from the Himaayas to
the Arctic Ocean.? Russia was located at the pivot of world politics. Cradling it was a great inner

#H.J. Mackinder, "The Geographical Pivot of History," The Geographical Journal, Vol. 23, No. 4 (April 1904),
pp. 421-444.
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crescent induding Germany, Audria, Turkey, India, and China, while Britan, South Africa,
Audrdia, the United States, Canada, and Japan comprised an outer crescent. At stake was no less
than a “World-Idand” composed of Europe, Asia, and Africa. As Mackinder put it, “Who rules East
Europe commands the Heartland; Who rules the Heartland commands the World-1dand; Who rules
the World-Idand commands the World.”

In large part, technology again was seen as being at the root of this dhift in Srategic power.
Whereas once the great land mass of Eurasa was a lidhility in draegic terms, technologica
advances reversed the picture. For centuries, sea power had defined world domination since ships
could project power across far distances much more quickly and effidently than land-based armies.
But the development of the railroad meant that troops and supplies could be sent great distances
more advantageoudy than by sea.

Not only was Russa idedly placed to take advantage of this new equation but Germany, at
least potentidly, posed as great a threat. The Gulf figured prominently in this new struggle as
British control of India, induding its periphery, was necessary in order to thwart domination of the
“World-Idand.” This thinking not only intensfied concern about a Russan threat from the North
but Germany’s influence in Istanbul and the projected Berlin-to-Baghdad railway with its terminus
on the Gulf dso gave great cause for dam. Britan's Middle-East drategy in World War | was
amed not only a removing the weak Ottoman Empire from the scene but at seizing Mesopotamia
to seal off the last unsecured access to the Guif and thus diminate a vulnerable short-cut to India
aswdl as apotentid threat to imperid lines of communication.

British confidence in the Gulf/overland route could not be assured as long as the Ottoman
Empire sat adride it.  And in the early years of the twentieth century, the penetration of German
influence within the Ottoman Empire was a growing cause for concern, not least because of the
projected railway. Indeed, the development of railroads with their superior ability to shunt troops
and supplies from one place to another threstened more generdly to negate the heretofore effective
British srategy of reying upon its maitime supremacy to defend its imperid interests.  For this
reason, it was not surprisng that Britan reacted with aacrity when Germany began actively
searching for aGulf terminus.

Although the spearhead of the German assault lay in the edablisiment of various
commercid interests in the Gulf, the redl threat clearly was posed by the proposed location of the
eastern teminus of the German-built Ottoman rallway at Kuwait, the dte favored by Berlin and
Isanbul.  Britain adamantly opposed the unambiguous incorporation of Kuwait into Ottoman
territory as wel as the condruction of a railhead and port that would threaten British strategic
interests.  Following years of negotiation, the Anglo-Ottoman treaty of 1913 included an agreement
to terminate the line in Basra, but the two powers found themselves at war before ratification was
completed.

The railway, however, formed only one aspect of the protracted Anglo-Turkish rivary. The
Ottoman Enpire, long sovereign in Mesopotamia, had become increasingly expansonist in the mid-
nineteenth century.  As early as the 1860s, claim was laid to Kuwait, Bahrain, centra Arabia, Qatar,
and even the Trucid Coast. Al-Hasa (now part of Saudi Arabia's Eastern Province) was occupied

#*Mackinder, Democratic Ideals and Reality (New York: Henry Halt, 1919), p. 150.
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in 1871 and became a permanent, if unruly, possesson until its recapture by the Al Saud in 1913.
An attack on Qatar in 1892 ended in disaster and the effort a decade later to introduce Ottoman
offidds there was aborted by British representations in Istanbul.  Ottoman claims to Qatar and parts
of Abu Dhabi were diminated only by the “Blue Ling’ Agreement of 1913. The status of Kuwait
was condderably more ambiguous and was complicated by the raillway question. Tentetive
agreement on recognition of nomind Turkish sovereignty over the shaykhdom in return for its
autonomy was overtaken by the outbreak of World War | and subsequently Kuwait was regarded
as an independent state under British protection. Thus, the extenson of a British umbrella of
protection to Kuwat was done not redly for local considerations but for the wider goa of
maintaining Gulf security within the imperid context.

In related manner, British Strategy in the Middle East during World War | was predicated
on the dismemberment of the Ottoman Empire, as wdl as its dissolution, in order to remove a
chronicaly weak — and thus undable — dement in the European equaion. The extension of British
control or influence over Mesopotamia, Pdesting, and d-Hijaz (as wdl as the dlied French
paramountcy in Lebanon and Syrid) enhanced imperial security aong both the Gulf and Red Sea
lines of communication.

The war enabled Britain findly to take control of Mesopotamia.  This region long had been
a center of British interests for such reasons as severa centuries of British commerce in
Mesopotamia, a tradition of political representation there since 1728, the establishment of postal
sarvice in 1862 through the (British) Euphrates and Tigris Steam Navigation Company, the
increesing desire to protect the northern reaches of the Gulf from European ambitions and Ottoman
expansonism, the perceived need for control over any eventud railhead on the Gulf, and lastly the
desire to participate in and control ail exploration. An expeditionary force of the Indian Army
landed in Ottoman territory amost immediately upon declaration of war and marched into Basra a
few weeks later. But Baghdad was not captured until 1917, after the catastrophic defeat at al-Kut,
and Mosul was not entered until after the armistice had been signed. In the end, though, France,
Britain's remaning European rivd in the Middle East, bowed to Britain's clams in Mesopotamia
and exiging control was raified through the granting of the League of Nations mandate for Irag to
Britain.zs

By the time hodlilities were terminated in 1918, the Gulf had very nearly become a “British
lake” in truth. Through a series of forma arrangements in the 1890s, prompted by the “forward
policy” of Lord Curzon, Kuwait, Bahran, Qatar, and the Trucid Shaykhs had legally accepted
British protection and advice Similar terms had brought the nomindly independent sultanate in
Muscat within the British sphere of influence. Irag had become a British mandate. Only Persia and
the Al Sa'ud retained any degree of real independence, yet Britain exercised consderable leverage
in Tehran and Saudi authority was confined largdy to its Ngjdi base. With British supremacy in the

0n the establishment of British control over Irag, see A.J. Barker, The Neglected War: Mesopotamia, 1914-
1918 (L ondon: Faber & Faber, 1967); Edithand E.F. Penrose, Iraq: International Relationsand National Devel opment
(London: Ernest Benn; Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1978); and V.H. Rothwell, “Mesopotamiain British War Aims,
1914-1918,” The Historical Journal, Val. 13, No. 2 (1970), pp. 273-294.

#4|n Southern Persia and the Persian Gulf Lord Curzon restored the waning prestige of Great Britain, and
demonstrated the determination of the Government not to permit any violation of the preferential positionwhich Great
Britain has acquiredinthat great |and-locked sea after keeping the peaceforthree hundred years at aheavy costin blood
and treasure.” Lovat Fraser, India Under Curzon and After (London: William Heinemann, 1911), p. 25.
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Guf findly and unquestionably assured, the thrust of British policy increasingly turned toward
involvement in local politicsto protect its growing list of accrued interests.

The ensuing Gulf security concern involved another advance in technology — the arplane
— concomitant with new geopolitica theories regarding the role of air power. While the classcdl
proponents of ar power theory, Giuio Douhet and his near-contemporaries Billy Mitchdl and
Alexander de Seversky,” were concerned with total warfare, the application of air power to the Gulf
was more narrowly restricted to the establishment and maintenance of aeria lines of communication
and colonid policing. As Lord Wavell, Viceroy of India (1943-1947), remarked, “There are two
man materia factors in the revolutionary change that has come over the dtrategicd face of Asa
One is ar power, the other is oil.”?* The discovery and exploitation of oil in the Gulf has been the
more important and permanent factor catapulting the region into globa attention, but the necessities
of ar communications and ar power were firs responsible for British concern with the security of
the Arabian Peninsulaitself. Not long after the technology of air power had been developed, it was
applied to Arabia and the Gulf.» It was to remain a principa British tool for providing both interna
and externd security until find withdrawa in 1971.

Prior to the 1920s, British concern with the affairs of the Arab littord states of the Gulf was
prevention of warfare by sea but otherwise generdly non-interference in interna affairs, including
warfare by land* To repeat, British concern was centered on the security of imperid lines of
communication, which were essentiadly maritime and where they were not, as in the Indo-European

#Giulio Douhet, The Command of the Air, translated by Dino Ferrari (New York: Coward-McCann, 1942;
London: Faber& Faber, 1943; 1¢ Italian ed. published 1921 and 2™ edition published 1927); Edward Warner, “ Douhet,
Mitchell, Seversky: Theories of Air Warfare,” in Edward Meade Earle, ed., Makers of Modern Strategy (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1943), pp. 485-503; and David Maclsaac, “Voices fromthe Central Blue: The Air Power
Theorists,” in Peter Paret, ed., with the collaboration of Gordon A. Craig and Felix Gilbert, Makers of Modern Strategy
from Machiavelli to the Nuclear Age (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1986), pp. 624-647.

ZAddress to the Royal Central Asian Society, June 1949; cited in Olaf Caroe, The Wells of Power: The Qil-
Fields of South-Western Asia (London: Macmillan, 1951), p. 184.

2The British, French, and Germans all used aircraft for reconnaissance in Arabiaduring World War |. British
airplanes bombed Ottoman forces besieging Aden in 1916 and attacked other Ottoman troops outside al-Kut in
M esopotamia during the same year. Britain utilized air power in colonial policing along the North-West Frontier and
in Afghanistan during 1918-1920; the attack by one bomber on Kabul in May 1920 was seen as an important factor in
the decision to sue for peace. Aircraft were used to even greater effect in Somaliland in early 1920, when the forces of
Muhammad bin * Abdullah (the“ Mad Mullah™ ) were routed by asingle bomber squadronin only threeweeks. Therulers
of Najd (later Saudi Arabia)and Yemenacquiredtheir first aircraft in the mid-1920s, although the effectiveness of these
purchases for military usewas extremely limited by the unsuitability of the particular airplanes, the lack of skilled pilots
(all of whom were Europeans), inadequate supplies, and haphazard maintenance. For more details, see J.E. Peterson,
Defending Arabia (London: Croom Helm, 1986), pp. 18-20.

*®The optimal outlines of British policy in the Gulf were summarized by the Palitical Resident, H.V. Biscoe,
in 1931: “to maintain the independence of the Arab Shaikhdoms so long as they preserve law and order and maintain
asystem of administration that will satisfy or at any rate be tolerated by their subjects, to avoid any greater degree of
interferencein their internal affairs thanis forced upon usbut at the same time to prevent any other foreign power from
dominating them or obtaining any special privileges in the Gulf.” India Office Library and Records (London),
L/P& S/12/3727, Biscoeto FV. Wylie, Deputy Secretary (Foreign) to the Government of India, 24 November 1931. It
should be noted as well that another British consideration was the protection of British Indian subjects resident in the
Gulf. In practice, thisrequired direct involvement only in afew special circumstances.
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Teegraph, the telegraph line had been dedliberately laid aong the Persian coast in order to avoid the
lack of security on the Arab littord.

This “hands-off” attitude changed in the second decade of this century. A principa factor
in the application of ar power to the Guif was the emergence of the Royd Air Force (RAF) as a ful-
fledged Service and, especidly, the success of the chief of the air daff, Air Marshd Srr Hugh
Trenchard, known as “the father of the RAF,” in carving out a role for the RAF as the primary
policing force in the Middle East. The RAF not only carried out security responsbilities in Irag but
assumed adminidraive control of the mandate in 1922. Meanwhile, the RAF had been active in
protecting Aden from the Ottomans during World War | and air sorties were carried out against
recacitrant tribes as early as 1919. Trenchard argued vigoroudy that the RAF could provide a more
cost-effective palicing function in the protectorates of southern Yemen. In 1928, the RAF was given
overdl responghility for the defense of Aden Colony and Protectorate, replacing a British and
Indian garrison.  Other RAF duties in the Gulf included protecting Kuwait and Irag from incursons
by the Ikhwan of the Ngjd and bombarding one of the sultan of Oman’stribesin Sur.

With the assumption of the two noncontiguous areas of responsbility in Iraq and Aden, it
was necessary to establish a chain of aerodromes and emergency landing grounds aong the coastd
route from Basra to Aden. Politica arrangements and surveying of the complete route began in
eanest in 1929, in conjunction with the avil ar route to India  This involved additiona
negotiations with littoral rulers regarding security and procedures for dedling with unruly tribes.  For
various reasons, particularly uncertainty surrounding security in remote stretches of the route,
especidly aong Oman's Arabian Sea coast, completion of the route was held up until 1936.

As another aspect of the new technology, developments in arcraft meent that for the first
time it was feasble to introduce long-distance civil air routes. Naturdly, the route from London to
India was a high priority, and the RAF egtablished a mail-carrying ar service through the Middle
East in 1921. Accordingly, Imperial Airways (the forerunner to British Airways) set to work
making arrangements for such a route in the late 1920s, involving both land-based aircraft and flying
boats. While initid arrangements were made to route the Gulf segments dong the South Persan
coad,, it soon became clear that for political reasons this was not a permanent solution.*

As a consegquence, Government of India officas in the Gulf were ingtructed to enter into
negotiations with the various Arab rulers for rights to establish aerodromes and maitime landing
areas, and the RAF carried out the surveying. Facilities were quickly arranged in Kuwait and
Baran but negotiations proved more difficult aong the Trucid Coast. Eventudly, the ruler of
Sharjah was persuaded to permit a landing ground and rest house and the Imperid Airways service
was switched from the Persian coast to the Arabian littora in late 1932, usng stops at Kuwait,
Baran, Shajah, and Gwadar (the Omani enclave on the Pekistan coast).> These air-driven
developments prompted a ggnificant change of policy: for the first time, the British required
assurance that the rulers with whom they had established treaty recognition would be responsible

*10pposition to the British route was voiced within the Persian Mgjlis (Parliament), in part because of Soviet
influence. Persiainsisted on a route through the central part of the country which would have meant additional
difficulties froman operational point of view, and a competing German service fromBerlin to Tehran via the Soviet
Union had begun operations in 1924. Eventually, a South Persian routing operated from 1929 to 1932. Peterson,
Defending Arabia, pp. 20-22.

#The intractability of the rulers of Ra's al-Khaymah and Dubai meant that the proposed use of flying boats,
already employed by the RAF in the region, had to be abandoned as Sharjah could not provide a suitable anchorage.
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for the security of thar onshore territory.  While the determination of borders between the dtates
remained unsettled and the dlegiance of bedouin tribes was not aways certain, an important step
had been taken in the evolution from tribally based shaykhs to territorid rulers.

At the same time, it was recognized that circumstances in the Gulf had changed dready since
Curzon's day. As remarks of a Foreign Office officid were summarized in 1935: “To-day the
Persan Gulf was one of the world's highways bordered by srongly nationdis States, whose
interest in the Gulf was real and active, and the discovery of oil had led other foreign Powers to take
an increasng interest in Guif affars  In his view, the time had come, or was a least rapidly
gpproaching, when His Mgesty’s Government would no longer be able to maintain their previous
policy of merely keeping others out, and living, as it were, from hand to mouth, but would be faced
with the necessity of going either forwards or backwards.”

This then introduces the paramount catayst for Gulf security over the last haf century or
more: access to Gulf oil. Oil was firg discovered in Iran in 1908 and then in Iraq shortly after
World War I. The geopolitica importance of Gulf oil manifested itsdlf as early as World War 1,
when Baran served as one of Britan's three mgor sources of East-of-Suez oil requirements.
During the war, the fear of Axis threats to the supply of Gulf oil were responsible for an interruption
of production in Saudi Arabia and Kuwait. In an amazing, even if less than effective, feat of aerid
bravado, Itdian bombers made their way from Rhodes to the Gulf, dropping bombs on Bahrain and
Dhahran — but missng ther intended targets and landing in Eritrea. At the same time, the Gulf
assumed another important, if trangtory, role as a conduit of Allied war supplies to the Soviet
Union. American and British ships deposited their cargoes at Persan ports, which were then ferried
overland by truck to the Soviet Union.

There were other reasons for the drategic importance of the Gulf during the war. In the
words of the Politicd Resdent just before the war, “The importance of [the ar route through the
Gulf] is obvious, as if it is ‘cut’ in time of war, for the period that it remains cut no British civil
arcraft, and RAF arcraft only with difficulty (by the Aden Muscat Route) ... can reach India,
Singapore or Audrdia”* Bahrain was a sgnificant asset because of its oil fieds and refinery, the
nava base at Jufayr, and its sdection dready as the future home of the Political Residency in the
Persan Gulf. The Gulf and Iranian corridor was used as a key Allied supply route to the Soviet
Union. The Arabian Peninsula and its surrounding bodies of water — the Gulf, the Red Sea, and the
Arabian Sea — provided the ar and sea gateways to the Indian Ocean, Ada, and the Pacific. In
particular, ar routes through the Gulf and dong the southern Arabian rim served as important links
in the ferrying of men and matériel to the Padific theater in the latter stages of the war. This was
especidly important for Britan but it was dso vduadle for the United States, which not only
utilized British fadilities but established its own, such as the Dhahran arfidd in Saudi Arabia. In
addition, bombing raids were conducted from Aden during the Italian East Africa campaign early

¥Remarks of G.W. Rendel, Counsellor in the Foreign Office, summarized in Public Record Office (London),
Air Ministry Records, AIR/2/1612, Committee of Imperial Defense, Standing Official Sub-Committee for Questions
Concerning the Middle East, Minutes of the 42™ Meeting, 24 September 1935.

3L/P& S/12/3727, T.C. Fowle, Political Resident in the Persian Gulf, to J.C. Walton, India Office, 18 January

1938; copy in Public Record Office, Cabinet Papers, CAB/104/71.
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in the war, and southern Arabia and Gulf bases were used to provide convoy escorts and conduct
anti-submarine patrols.

The soirit of East-West cooperation during the war was not to last, of course, and in the
decades after the war the Gulf became yet another arena of Cold War competition. To at least some
extent, this dhift in perceptions of a changed globa draegic environmet was driven by the
emergence of a sort of “rimland’ elaboration of Mackinder's “heartland” thesis, with the rimland
corresponding to his “Inner Crescent.”* In the minds of Western policymakers, the heartland was
now occupied by a hostile Soviet Union brandishing an expansionist ideology. Consequently, it was
imperative to contain this threat by controlling the endircling rimland. NATO secured the western
perimeter, dthough the eastern reaches were threatened by Communig victory in China. In the
middle, however, lay the Middle East and the Gulf. Western strategy concentrated on securing the
Guf — both its ail supplies and the survivd of friendly regimes — againgt the perceived Communist
threat. Friendly countries in the region were encouraged to form the Baghdad Pact in the 1950s as
akind of protective arc around the vita Gulf oil-producing regions.

Given the exiging British paramountcy in the Gulf, defending the region from the renewed
threat from the north was regarded in the immediate postwar years primaily as a British
responghility. Neverthdess, the decline of British standing in the Middle East and the perceived
seriousness of the Cold War danger served to refocus Washington' s attention on the Guilf.

American penetration of this British domain, bitterly resented by the British, had begun in
the decade before the war but benefited heavily from the need for cooperation in war efforts and it
became more pronounced in subsequent years. The process had started with American minority
interests in British ol concessons and it then became pronounced with the establishment of the
Arabian-American Oil Company (ARAMCO) concession in Saudi Arabia. American armed forces
utilized Guif ar fadlities during World War [1.  Subsequently, the United States built an airfield at
Dhahran, established a amdl naval presence in the Gulf (headquartered in Bahrain), and initiated
along and close rdationship with Iran under the rule of Muhammad Reza Shah. Thus, by the early
1950s, the British influence in two of the most important countries of the Gulf had been eroded and
replaced by American influence.

The dowly emerging American indnuaion into the Peninsula occurred smultaneoudy with
a gradud British retrenchment from the exising podtion in the Gulf and Middle East. This
phenomenon was only the locd manifestation of a broader process involving the dismemberment
of the British empire and the cumulaive rdinquishing of longhdd East-of-Suez responsibilities.
The Peninsula and Guif condtituted the tall end of a retreat punctuated by exits from India in 1947
and Egypt in 1954, the Suez débécle in 1956, the Iragi revolution in 1958, the surrender of Aden in
1967, and findly withdrawa from the Gulf in 1971.

Withdrawa from Aden — dso ggnifying @andonment of Britain's last mgor military
inddlation in the Middle East — turned out to be a long, involved, and bloody process. In contrast,

%The theorist probably most closely identified with the rimland thesis was Nicholas Spykman. In his words,
“If there isto be a slogan for the power politics of the Old World, it must be ‘Who controls the Rimland rules Eurasia;
who rules Eurasia controls the destinies of theworld.”” The Geography of Peace (New York: Harcourt Brace, 1944),
p. 43.
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withdrawa from the Guif was far less painful. The military implications were negligible, and at the
time the political impact as seen from London and Washington seemed rddivdy minima. The
impact on the Gulf was more subgtantid, especidly for the smdler amirates. Britain had served as
judge, arbiter, adminigtrator, and, of course, protector of this littord for wel over a century.
Departure in 1971 was tantamount to remova of the safety net. Obvioudy, the currents of
nationdis and modernist sentiments and ideas had begun to circulate dong the shores of the Gulf
even before the influx of ail revenues. Apart from Iraq and perhaps Kuwait and Saudi Arabia, few
people of the Arab littord seemed redly prepared for the burden of complete politica and
internationa responghilities. Nevertheless, the newly independent states of Bahrain, Qatar, and the
United Arab Emirates — dong with the not-so-much-older nations of Kuwait and Saudi Arabia —
adjusted quickly enough.

The “changing of the guard” in the Guif from Britain to the United States condtituted a
lengthy process dretching over several decades. American policy in the Gulf snce British
withdrawa can be divided into two distinct and contrasting periods.  an intervd of relaivey low
commitment during the 1970s followed by two subsequent decades of increesing involvement and
concern.®

US interests in the Guif were considerable when Britain withdrew in 1971. Still, even with
three years or more advance notice, the United States was not fully prepared to accept direct
responsbility for the security of the Gulf and Peninsula, let adone take up Britain's shidd. Close
working relations existed only with Iran and Saudi Arabia, American diplomats had yet to take up
resdence in the newly independent states, US military capdbilities in the Gulf were miniscule, and
apart from the all companies, there were few paliticians, officids, or busnessmen who were familiar
with the region.

The seeming American inaction concerning the Gulf during the first period cannot be put
down soldy to indifference, dthough the Gulf’s pivotd role in the looming globa oil criss was not
generdly appreciated at the outset of the 1970s. Rather, the explanation lay elsewhere. Except for
the ties to Iran and, to a lesser extent, Saudi Arabia, the Gulf had dways been unfamiliar territory.
Even later, Washington's perceptions of events and Stuations in the region in large part were filtered
through Pahlavi Tehran and Riyadh. In addition, the smultaneous American dilemma in Vietnam
made direct involvement dong the lines of the British experience impossble.  The Nixon Doctrine
of 1969 was formulated as an attempt to shift the burden of “world policekeeping” away from the
application of American force to a reliance on surrogates. Thus, American policy in the Gulf during
the period from 1971 to 1979 could wel be described as benign inaction, essentidly dependent on
a “twin pillars’ policy whereby the military establishments of the two principa American dlies, Iran
and Saudi Arabia, were built up with American arms and training assstance.

In addition to a different approach and policy outlook, the United States also faced a
radicaly changed stuation from the prewar era of British predominance.  While Gulf oil had been

%]t is outside the scope of this essay to discuss or even justcitethevoluminous literature that has grown up
around Gulf security and especially the American role. My Security in the Arabian Peninsula and Gulf Sates,
1973-1984 (Washington: National Council on US-Arab Relations, 1985; Occasional Paper No. 7) provides a
comprehensive annotated bibliography of this literature, albeit now very dated. An updated and greatly expanded
revision isforthcoming.
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important to Britain then, in the 1970s that ol was a the heart of global dependence on an
increeangly “vitd” resource. The political environment had changed as well: no longer was the
Gulf ringed by minor possessons and quasidependencies of an empire but independent states had
gppeared and been fully integrated into the internationd system.

Even though the American drategic interest of denying entry to the Gulf to its superpower
riva echoed earlier British attempts at quarantine, there were differences even here. The East-West
rivary and the supremacy of the United States and the Soviet Union in a bi-polar system represented
a far more direct chdlenge than those of previous years, as illudrated in the stubborn Soviet
presence in northern Iran after World War 11 and emerging Soviet influence in Iraq after 1958.

Fndly, the United States came cold to its role as guardian of the Gulf. Britain had had three
and a half centuries of experience in the region and had worked up to its postion of predominance
and security responghbility gradually over the course of at least a century. In 1971, the United States
found itsdf thrust into a role not of its choosng. For most of the ensuing decade, Washington
looked benignly on the Gulf from a disance, blithdy assuming that the status quo would reman
undisturbed and that the amount of regulation required could be provided by its Iranian and Saudi
clients. Neither the oil crisis of 1973-1974 nor the spillover from continued Arab-Israeli strife shook
this complacency, but only the everts of 1979. The laissez-faire attitude of the 1970s findly gave
way to a skittish, hawkish attitude in the 1980s and an increasingly bullying posture in the 1990s.

It took the combination of a number of worrying events around 1979 to give added impetus
to a percelved requirement for a more active and direct American security capability in the Gulf.
These included the Marxist revolution in Ethiopia, the war between Ethiopia and Somdia in the
Ogaden, the short border war between the two Yemens that seemed to favor radical South Y emen,
and especidly the Soviet invason of Afghanigan. But the most important of these developments
was the revolution in Iran. This epocha event not only removed the key eement in the American
“twin pillar” strategy but gave birth to a regime hodile to the United States and its friends and one
that seemed intent on exporting its revolutionary ideology to the region.

As a reault of these developments, the Gulf and the broader region came to be regarded as
the “Arc of Cridgs” a term coined by US Nationa Security Adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski. Echoes
of Mackinder's “heartland” and Spykman's “rimland” rumbled loudly through the rhetoric around
the so-cdled “Arc of Criss’ and its close cousin, the “Crescent of Criss” It was fdt in
Washington that the United States could no longer stand idly by and expect the course of Gulf
events to continue dong a favorable heading. Intervention was increasingly seen as proper,
necessary, and even a duty. Thus, in his State of the Union address of 23 January 1980, US
Presdent Jmmy Carter announced that “An attempt by any outside forces to gain control of the
Persan Guf region will be regarded as an assault on the vitd interests of the United States of
America. And such an assault will be repeled by any means necessary, including military force”
The Carter Doctrine introduced by this declaration bears a remarkable smilarity to the enunciation
of British policy in 1903 when Lord Landsdowne, the Secretary of State for Foreign Affars, stated
in Parliament that “we should regard the establishment of a nava base, or of a fortified port, in the

¥Onecan postul ate that thelinear descendant of this shift in perceptions of the region and itsimportance(i.e.
toward regarding it as a zone threatening Western interests because of itsinternal instability and vulnerability) isthe
notion of the zone itself constituting an implacable Islamic “cultural” threat to the West, as expressed by Samuel P.
Huntington in his The Clash of Civilizations and Remaking of World Order (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1996).
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Persian Gulf by any other Power as a very grave menace to British interests, and we should certainly
ress it with al the means at our disposd.™

Much as Egyptian attacks on Saudi territory during the Yemen civil war of the 1960s
prompted Washington to dispaich a fighter squadron and to encourage Britain to provide the
kingdom with Lightning and Hunter aircraft, the looming Iranian threst in the Gulf caused
Washington to accede to Riyadh's request for five AWACS (Airborne Warning and Control System)
arcraft to provide long-distance radar coverage. In some ways, this decison can be seen as marking
the beginning of a quditative change in US policy: no longer content with asssting surrogates from
afar, the United States found it necessary to insert its own equipment and personnd into the region.

While the outbreak of the Iran-Irag War in 1980 seemed to benefit US interests by diverting
Iran’s attention and moderating Iragi attitudes towards friendly Arab states, the shift in fortunes of
war to Tehran's favor eventudly forced the United States into deeper involvement, as evidenced
most obvioudy by the commitment to reflag vulnerable Kuwaiti ail tankers under the US standard.
Henceforth, a permanent naval presence (the long-present but minuscule US Navy’s Mideastfor
notwithstanding) was added to an air force presence.

But assstance to dlied naions was only part of the sea change in US policy. In response
to the perceived threats at the end of the 1970s, the fird serious planning for military intervention
began to take place. The Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force was established at Tampa, Forida,
in 1980. By the beginning of 1983, it had evolved into the US Centrd Command, one of sx US
unified, multiservice commands, with a theater of operations centered in Southwest Ada and
Northeast Africa

Sill, for much of the decade of the 1980s, the US Central Command was an onlooker to
regiond drife that it could not control, could not influence, could not amdiorate, and in which it
could not intervene. The Iran-Iraq War was perhaps the first concrete indication in Western capitas
that the primary threat to secuwrity in the Gulf did not come from the Communist bloc but from
regiond actors. The end of the Iran-Irag War and the collapse of the Soviet Union served findly
to refocus American attention on more immediate, regiond threats to Western conceptions of Gulf
security.  The culmination of this redirection was, of course, the Iragi invason of Kuwait and the
subsequent Desert Storm war.

It can be debated whether Operation Desert Storm could have taken place in the absence of
the collapse of the Soviet Union. For al the rhetoric of the time, not least of which being George
Bush's proclamation of a “new world order,” it seems abundantly clear in retrospect that the war
was a classc illugration of American force projection supported by a diverse and diffuse codlition.
Both the scde of the buildup and Washington's success in manipulaing the playing field had not
been witnessed since the Korean War nearly 40 years before. On the one hand, the massve
orchestrated build-up of forces and then their successful and vigorous application utilizing the latest
in warfare technology seemed to be a vindication of those who had earlier advocated the adoption
of ahdf-war doctrinein American defense drategy.

On the other hand, however, the Kuwait campaign demondrated the pitfals inherent in
pursuing limited war. By Western reckoning, Iraq had lost the war most definitively and therefore

%The Carter Doctrine is quoted in Peterson, Defending Arabia, p. 126, while the Landsdowne Declarationis
quoted in Busch, Britainand the Persian Gulf, p. 256 (citing the Parliamentary Debates), and Lorimer, Gazetteer, Vol.
I, pp. 367-368 (citing The Times, 6 May 1903).
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should have capitulated in full to the demands and requirements of the victors. But in the mind of
Saddam Husayn, though, he had taken on the combined might of the world and he and his régime
aurvived intact. It was not a defeat SO much as a temporary setback on the field of combat. It could
even be congtrued as a victory in much the same way that Saddam was able to portray his near-fata
escape from Iranian counterattack during his long war with his larger neighbor as a glorious victory.

The implementation of no-fly zones in Irag's north and south and the introduction of the
sanctions régime demongtrably faled to force Saddam’s submisson after a decade of enforcement.
Indeed, they did not Sgnificantly weaken Saddam’s régime intemndly as they were intended to do,
a least in part. Rather, their continuation, combined with the periodic cat-and-mouse traps that
Saddam set and into which Washington repeatedly stumbled, aroused widespread sympathy for the
plight of the Iragi people while solidifying Arab, Idamic, and wider indignation and anger againgt
American (and British) “bullying.” At the end of the decade of the 1990s, American policy seemed
to return to a vague wishfulness that an end to the drama would be forthcoming through Saddam'’s
ougter from within — not, it has been notably emphasized, through an uprisng by the people but by
action within those inner édlites of the régime closest to him (and, paradoxicaly, in combination with
those exiles farthest away from the régime).

The application of American security gods in the Gulf today rests upon variations of earlier
external powers drategies. Douhet's vison of the overwheming nature of ar power found form
in the massive aerid bombardment of Iraq in early 1991. There is an echo of the RAF's past role
in Western air forces enforcement of the no-fly zones in Irag, as well as in the American-backed
Saudi emphasis on ar mobility as its most effective defensive strategy. But sea power has not
disappeared either. American ships seek to protect Western interests to, from, and in the Gulf
through nava superiority, and the dispatch of an arcraft carier or two sends a powerful
psychological message. The parallels can even be stretched back a century or more. The British
and European powers were prone to regard annoying local powers opposing them as “pirates’; the
present-day equivalents are dismissed as “rogue states.”

The pendulum of Gulf security has swung once again. British hegemony evolved into a Cold
War bipolar gtuation and then into American hegemony. But dealy, despite the triumpha
posturing fallowing the hodilities in 1991, American power in the Gulf was only a shadow of past
British supremacy. Internationa senshilities had changed and direct intervention in Irag was not
a possility. Washington's pro-lsrali policy dienated public opinion throughout the Arab world
and hampered rdaions with even friendly regimes. Despite the promulgation of a policy of “dud
containment,” the United States was unable to force Baghdad to bow to its demands and found itsalf
reduced by domedtic condraints to await those initiatives by Tehran tentatively permitted by
changes in Iranian palitics. At one time the Portuguese crown could smply send a flotilla to enforce
compliance with its demands as bloodily as it liked. No longer. It's not easy being a hegemon in
the twenty-first century, not even as a demi-hegemon.

The state of afairs today in the Gulf fundamentdly follows the same rules and conditions
as it has throughout higory, notwithdanding changes in actors and the impact of technologica
change. The prima factors essentialy remain the same. Trade is ill the raison d étre of Guif
security:  external actors are still concerned about access to and control of the supply of a valued
commodity, today defined as ail, and they seek access to regiona markets. Lines of communication
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no longer may be imperid, but they gill exist. The flow of oil from Gulf terminus to end consumer
is regarded as a key dement of internationa security, and thus protection of lines of communication
isasvitd asever.

Paliticd rivaries continue unabated, of course. A decade or more ago, the United States
sought to maintain and expand its influence in the region in order to deny any gains to the Soviet
Union, with the Guif comprisng one subsystem in the larger bipolar, balance-of-power Cold War
druggle. Today, as the dominant externa power, the United States replicates the policy of earlier
predominant powers in seeking to maintain the status quo and to prevert the rise of hostile regional
powers that would threaten friendly regimes. Regiond turbulence is seen as potentidly destabilizing
the region and thus, given the importance of ail, jeopardizing globa security.

There are even echoes of ealier simuli of ideology and rdigion. While the sense of
reigious misson does not apply as it did in earlier periods, one can Hill spesk of a motive of
converson. This is not converson in traditiond reigious terms, dthough there are occasiondly
reverberations of the reviva of the conception of an “Idamic threat” and the consequent perceived
need for a new “crusade” Nor is Western, and specifically American, concern any longer cast in
terms of a druggle between “good and evil,” between capitdism and communiam. Bt it is clear
that American economic views predominate, and riding on their crest is a triumphant wave of
American pop culture. The West, and specificaly the United States, is frequently accused of
seeking to propagate not only a capitaist, free-market economy but a globa culture based on “the
American way.”

The Guf essentidly has rested on the periphery of empires through the ages, sometimes
under the thrdl of a dominant power, sometimes as the prize contested by palitical rivds, and on
occasion at the mercy of a wider mix of competing local and external powers. While the concoction
of gods and rewards to be found in the Gulf have changed over the centuries, its central location
adtride the world’s mgor commerce routes and zones of competition ensures a continued presence
on the world stage.



