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Abstract

One of the most notable events in world politics in the second half of the 20" century was the
Soviet Union’s fall in December 1991 which profoundly changed the outlook of the global
political scene and the balance of power among its key actors. This thesis studies the impacts
and significance of the Soviet demise on Libyan foreign policy between 1991 and 2003. Libyan
foreign policy was transformed; the thesis asks how, why and when this occurred and how the
changes in foreign policy were managed. While so doing, a set of questions are raised
concerning the emerging context and developments in world order which seemed to compel
Libya to change its behaviour, changing its relations with the West in general and the United

States in particular.

Three major questions are explored in detail in this thesis. The first question relates to how and
why Libya aligned with the Soviet Union. The second question addresses how and to what
extent these developments in international order appeared to have affected Libya’s foreign
policy behaviour. Finally, the third question sheds light on the reasons and attitudes that led to
these changes in Libya’s foreign policy orientations. This is also to engage with an important
literature on the scope of foreign policy of small states. It also raises questions of the role of
leadership, the continuing post-Soviet relationship between Russia and Libya, the decision
making processes in Libya, and the agent-structure question in international relations as it bears
on the forces which brought about change in this case. Finally, it asks how Libyan political

leaders related to each other as well as to their domestic and international environment.

The Libyan case suggests that penal methods -i.e. coerciveness- can positively contribute to an
entire overhaul of an outcast regime and to an alteration in its behaviour. But it also recognises
that Libya’s leaders had some scope for choice and some freedom of manoeuvre; it asks how

they defined and used those choices. This study helps to define the characteristics of the



governance of Libyan regime and their implications for policy-making and implementation.
This in turn aids explanation of the nature and processes of Libya’s choices in its foreign policy
orientation. Foreign policy appeared to some to be erratic and arbitrary, but it may in fact have
had more reasonable grounds and processes. The thesis questions a common image that Libyan
foreign policy was dominated by wholly irrational decision making, although no doubt it was

primarily dominated by a single leader.

The theory of adaptive behaviour originally developed by Rosenau and Smith in the 1980s has
continued to shape foreign policy studies, even though some of its features have been adapted
or abandoned. Recent colloquia on the ‘state of the discipline’ in foreign policy studies point
to the continuing importance of trying to give an account of foreign policy change. Starting
with the theory of adaptive behaviour, the study examines the transformations of Libyan
foreign policy and confirms the value of a version of this theory, at least as a starting point for
enquiry, if it is modified and critiqued for the 2010s. It continues to offer deeper and more
useful insights into foreign policy management in smaller as well as larger states, which allows
for a new dimension to our considerations of the influences of a changed international system
not only on pariah regimes, but also in relation to application on other cases. Furthermore,
although the main claims to originality in the thesis turn on its contribution to knowledge in
terms of the discovery of new information, the thesis makes an a modest additional contribution
to knowledge in its theoretical development of arguments about how foreign policy change
occurs.

Additionally, the originality of this thesis stems from using a new original material in the form
of a range of important interviews. These were conducted with some of the key Libyan policy
makers involved directly in the shaping and implementation of Libyan foreign policy during

that period of time. That gives the study an opportunity to achieve a more sophisticated analysis.



The conclusions of the thesis are that Libyan leaders facing an enormous upheaval in their
foreign policy context sought to limit the damage to their own position and to stabilise the
regime in Tripoli. They did so first of all by the adjustment of foreign policy in consultation
with Soviet leaders. But this proved to be inadequate, and a more radical response became
necessary. Libyan foreign policy was, after some uncertainty and internal disagreement, turned
towards a rapprochement with the West. So much is well known. The thesis shows how the
process took place, how Libyan leaders responded to the crisis, how they tried to achieve
wriggle room, sometimes but not always succeeding, and how they managed what came to be
a relatively smooth transition to a pro-western orientation. In doing so, the fact that Libya was
relatively a very small actor in a larger drama created opportunities for decision makers which
they learned to take effectively. So the key themes of the thesis include the extent to which
Libya had little choice, the extent to which decision makers recognised and used the choices
they were able to find, the role of leadership and learning in foreign policy management, and
the importance of domestic considerations in the external relations of governments, including

the relatively small ones.
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Introduction

Two sets of factors seem to be essential in determining the foreign policy of states. The first
group of factors are those linked to the outside environment within which they function; more
specifically, the global political system and its subsystems. The second group are the internal
environment, which involves the country’s geopolitical position, ethnic and religious structure,
heritage, economic, military, and technological resources and needs, the type of the political

systems, and philosophical/conceptual images and assumptions of decision makers.

There is no immunity for any state, regardless of its size or influence, from the effects of
systemic factors. Nevertheless, smaller and less influential states are generally thought to be
even more susceptible to systemic effects. This inconsistency in the degree of states’
vulnerability to systemic impacts can be ascribed to the fact that stronger and more influential
states largely mould the rudimentary aspects of the international system and decide the
underlying forces of regional struggle and collaboration, in addition to setting the rules that

manage regional and global relationships.

However evidence from earlier work suggests that smaller and less influential states can
perform better in a global system where there is a balance or rivalry between two or several
larger states (Vital, 1967; Papadakis and Starr, 1987; Elman, 1995; Hinnebusch, 2006).
However, these less powerful states may not perform well within a system either controlled by
one key state or conjointly overseen by a limited number of major powers, which is particularly
the case for those middle actors which, for geopolitical and economic factors, are of major
significance to the key actor. These countries are particularly sensitive to modifications in the
structure of the international political system, and the type of relationships bringing its key

players together.



According to Gebril (1988) and Blackwell (2003), Libya can be classified as a characteristic
example of a key middle power situated in a geopolitically sensitive region, which has been of
particular importance to the major global actors, and thus Libya’s situation is extremely

sensitive to alterations in the type of the global polity.

Despite the fact that the knowledge of foreign policy has received a significant amount of input
from so many researchers, most consideration has been given to the study of foreign policy in
the most developed and industrialised countries; however, the small countries including
developing ones, like Libya, have not been widely taken into account (exceptions include Vital,

1967., Hey., 2003 and Ingebritsen 2006).

Recently, some of these countries have played a significant role in international relations. By
way of illustration, the majority of post 1945 wars have taken place in those small countries,
which provides clear evidence of their emerging role. The significance of the field of foreign
policy has developed even further due to the new role of small states (Arab, 1988). Additionally,
contrary to the conventional theory of those scholars in international relations who argue that
small states do not have meaningful foreign policy choices and that they derive their foreign
policy from a structure force in the global system as the noncore states (Waltz, 1979 is one
example), Libyan foreign policy after the 1969 coup has raised significant questions about the
constraints on smaller states. Notably, Libya has played a vital role in international relations,
more than one might have anticipated from a smaller developing state. It does not show that
the global structure’s impacts are unimportant; global structures clearly provide important
constraints and limitations; but they do not wholly control states. States have the capacity for
agency, and some countries such as Libya exploited the seams of international construction to
play major roles in the global relations generally and its own region in particular (Sampson,

1994). This is not just a pragmatic issue relating to one case. It is at the same time one of the



major theoretical debates of the last generation, the agency-structure debate (Carlsnaes, 1992),

a question which will be developed through the thesis.

The fall of the Soviet Union and the culmination of the Cold War clearly changed the nature
of the global political system and regional relationships, and in the wake of such demise, the
world was left under the dominance of the Americans, who clearly had an antagonistic
approach to the Libyan leader (Interview: Dorda, 2010). As a result, Qaddafi was acutely aware
of the United States’ intention to seek to take advantage of the emergent global conditions to
deal a lethal blow to his status in and outside of Libya. Watching the impacting response of the
United States to Iraq’s incursion of Kuwait in 1990 and the swift Russian tacit collaboration
with the Americans, who led the anti-Iraq alliance, had a considerable effect on the Libyan
regime. It was a distressful event for Qaddafi who started to realise how irrelevant the deep-
seated Cold War patterns were becoming. Not only did the Russians disregard their obligation
to their Iraq ally in its plight, but, even worse, they pursued a conflicting strategy of new
political thinking that depended on global bodies reaching political resolutions to clashes
before committing to military response. In fact, in the UN Security Council, the Russians
endorsed the Americans’ vote to impose sanctions against the Iraqi regime. As for the Libyan
president, this was seen as a catastrophic U-turn with the new Russian policy, given that

Qaddafi’s political and military policies were based on the conventional Cold War situation.

In the meantime, Libya was concerned with other negative activities in its foreign policy, the
most significant being the advent of fundamental Islam in the region. This phenomenon was
increasingly threatening Qaddafi’s political influence. This thesis sheds light on the effect of
these factors on the Libyan foreign policy orientations, which has perhaps been underestimated

in other accounts.



More specifically, the general research aim of the thesis is to study the effect of the change
which took place in the global order in the wake of the Soviet Union’s collapse on Libyan
foreign policy, whereby the upshots of the change were that the global system was changed
from bipolar to one that is (or perhaps was) to a certain extent unipolar (Wohlforth, 1999). In
other words, it attempts to identify the variables which characterised the tendencies of Libyan
foreign policy when faced with the international environment and the ensuing internal demands
after the collapse of the Soviet Union as a dominant powerhouse in the international balance
during the Cold War. Libya’s leadership held the objectives to change its relations with the
rest of the world (especially in Africa and the Mediterranean) on the one hand and to maintain

its grip domestically on the other.

Amidst international upheavals, Libyan foreign policy was interacting with its environment in
accordance with the polarised duality, which was soon to dissipate by the implications causing
the aforementioned collapse. Therefore, what could be the strategy prepared by the Libyan
foreign policy in light of these implications and how did it deal with the new conditions causing
this collapse? In other words what did Libya do to confront negative impact of this collapse?.
This thesis investigates change in strategy or orientation, choice (agency) and diplomatic
modes of negotiation and cooperation bilaterally and multilaterally. To answer this question
this thesis has chosen to take as research hypothesis: The collapse of the Soviet Union produced
new circumstances on the international stage which in turn directly impacted on the Libyan
foreign policy represented in adopting new orientations to achieve its new goals such as the
survival of its regime and its attempts to reintegrate positively in the new international order,
and to keep its domestic society coherent. It has also adopted a new strategy which takes into
account its inequality with its opponents while focusing on the importance of seeking

moderation in foreign interactions due to the inequality aforementioned.



Chapter One: The Literature Review

There is a limited scope as far as a literature review of the Libyan foreign policy in the post-
Soviet era is concerned because the existing literature is limited in scope and in quality. In fact,
most research efforts have focused on the Libyan foreign policy during the Cold War period,
with limited and in most cases insignificant reference or analysis of the period following the
demise of the Soviet Union. Therefore, this thesis seeks to explore the entire impact of the
collapse of the Soviet Union on Libya foreign policy within the period from 1991 to 2003. The
choice of this topic and its time scope, as well as the focus for this study can be ascribed to
different reasons. Initially, the downfall of the Soviet Union left behind small, precariously
positioned countries, including Libyans who considered the Soviets as their strongest allies
during their most difficult conditions and thus depended upon their support and aid.
Furthermore, the choice of the time scope refers to the date of the fall of the Soviet Union on
the one hand and to the time when Libya started to succumb to the new international system

and to adapt its policy to be compatible with that of the new system.

To achieve this aim, the thesis explores the existing literature on Libyan-Soviet relations in the
Cold War era and on the entire range of Libyan foreign policy subsequent to that period, thus
allowing the researcher to figure out the shortages and gaps in the subject that need to be

considered throughout this study.

Libya is significantly strategic due to its important location within an envied area of the world.
That strategic position contributes to its visibility and prominence on a global stage, in addition
to assigning its foreign policy a further regional importance. Moreover, the interests and
political aspirations of the two global forces had been cut across by the strategic position of
Libya in the aftermath of the World War Two as they took into consideration at the centre of

the then on-going struggle between them the enforcement of their authority on international



areas of influence and to create some power balance styles (Othman, 2006; Straw, 2011). This
was a crucial reason behind the rivalry among the two power blocs after 1945 to apply their
influence and control over Libya, which could have been a pivotal factor to allow Libya to seek
independence as they did not reach a settlement on a trusteeship on the region in the 1940s

(Lahwej, 1998).

There was a tenacious debate over the Libyan future soon after World War 11, especially with
the Soviet Union’s hopes pinned on increasing its presence and political influence in the
Mediterranean Basin and Middle Eastern region. The strategic importance of Libya was
acknowledged by the Soviet Union; therefore, it suggested gaining trusteeship on Tripolitania

which the United States, Great Britain and France had declined (Lahwej, 1998, p, 19).

According to Blackwell (2003) and Kelly (2000), in the aftermath of the Second World War
period, and during an anxious spell prompted by the Cold War, the Soviet Union pushed for
the UN guardianship of Tripolitania in the Autumn of 1945. As such, there was a growing
concern in the western hemisphere regarding the former global powerhouse’s influence on the
African continent as it represented a major threat to their interests in the Middle Eastern and
African region. For these interests to be protected, the Western allies were vehemently in

support of Libyan sovereignty in the 1950s and 1960s.

Subsequently, the Soviet Union approached the King of Libya to establish friendly ties as the
latter’s kingdom happened to be well placed in the Mediterranean region according to the
Soviet Union’s foreign policy makers; however, diplomatic relationships only started around
the 1950s because of the Libyan regime’s seemingly pro-\Western orientations. As a result, the
Soviet Union moved quickly to acknowledge and provide support for the Libyan coup which
soon - on the fourth of September 1969 - brought Qaddafi to the helm. Within three days from

the successful coup, the Soviets informed the head of the state through their embassy in Tripoli



that they fully support the Libyan revolution and that they are willing to offer any type of help
for the ascending regime. In the meantime, the Libyan radio in the capital Tripoli pronounced
that the existence of the Soviet Union in the Mediterranean region stopped the Britain
government from considering the return of the monarchy to the political life in Libya.
According to St John (1987), an evident indication was carried in this radio report to the
predisposition of the leaders of the council of revolution to gain assistance from the Soviet

Union on the one hand and to also to safeguard itself from any external danger one the other.

Over the years, Libyan American relations have been going downhill due to numerous reasons
including the distinctive ties of the U.S. with Israel, which made it hard to Libya to preserve
friendly relationships with the White House. In light of the U.S. constant help offered for Israel
to maintain its grip on the Palestinian lands (Al-Qaddafi,1979). It is well documented that the
American governments past and present have constantly provided Israel with huge economic
assistance and military equipment, which included the most sophisticated artillery in the
American military field (El-khawas, 1986). Another reason can be explained by Qaddafi’s
opinion that the U.S. has intentionally left the Arabs’ military acquisition and armament at its
lowest and weakest by denying them the purchase of advanced weaponry. Paradoxically, as
El-khawas (1986) suggested, such a policy resulted in Libya shifting towards setting up
friendlier terms with the Soviet Union. The latter was prepared to provide the arms Qaddafi
requested to streamline his armed forces and reinforce their military competence to protect both

Libyan and Arab sovereignties.

With regards the Soviet Union, Qaddafi as a Muslim, he is disposed to object to Marxism and
its materialist ideology, which marked his early pronouncement to keep his distance from the
Soviet Union, which he labelled an imperialist force (Ronen, 2008). In October 1973, for
example, Qaddafi called the Soviet Union the bitter enemy of the Arab people by claiming that

the Soviet Union boasting about the airlift of arms to Egypt and Syria in their October War led
7



the Nixon administration then to start its massive campaign to arm Israel; as such, in his opinion,
Moscow had provided the Arab countries with defensive rather than offensive armaments,

which made it impossible for the Arabs to triumph in an armed conflict (Ronen, 2008).

Given the role of Qaddafi and responding to the issue of who is in charge of the foreign policy
decision making in Libya, there is almost a total consensus in this respect among critics. It
seems that scholars following events in Libya have all agreed that the country’s foreign policy
cannot be separated from the long standing leader Qaddafi himself, not only as he was the
leader of the coup, but also due to the impacts of his beliefs and opinions on major stakeholders
in deciding and implementing the Libyan foreign policy (Bearman, 1986; Blundy & Lycett,
1987; El-khawas, 1986; Harris, 1986; Parker, 1984; Sicker, 1987; Zartman & Kluge, 1983;
Wright, 1982). Without a shred of doubt, Colonel Qaddafi is seen as the chief decision maker

of the state when analysing of the decision- making process in Libya.

Zartman & Kluge (1983) make clear that, Qaddafi is considered the major source of policy
making in Libya, manifested to an even larger extent in his approach to foreign policy than to
domestic affairs. It is him who has the authority to make important decisions and provide the
ethical considerations for such strategic choices. In short, he has been the leading foreign policy

character on the national and global stage.

As revealed by Wright (1982), the virtually unchallenged authority of the leader Qaddafi in
terms of the Libyan policy making looked to turn the typical management of foreign policy

into an individual operation conducted by the Colonel, or in his favour.

In spite of the emergence of the Jamahiriya (the state of the masses) which was established on
the 2nd of March 1977 and the presumably stepping down of Colonel Qaddafi and the members

of the Revolutionary Command Council (RCC) from their positions as the then leading



authority in the country, Colonel Qaddafi remains to be the major and exclusive source of

foreign policy making.

According to El-khawas (1986), even though Qaddafi surrendered his formal governmental
post, he has managed to stay at the helm as the head of state, mainly due to his impact as the
leader of the coup, which earned him remarkable status and contributed to his on-going control
of the political life in Libya. As such, he has indisputably become the man in total charge of

top-level and crucial decisions.

Niblock (2002) makes clear that, Qaddafi has clearly been the central figure in the forming of
the Libyan foreign policy. No major decision is likely to be taken unless it has been specifically

approved by him.

Alexander (1981) is arguably the only writer identified as not conceding Qaddafi’s status as
the major source of Libya’s foreign policy. He claims that the geography, history, and social
forms of formerly Tripolitania, Cyrenaica, and the Fezzan largely affected the foreign policy

followed by the socialist people’s Libyan Arab Jamahiriya.

As for Solomon and Swart (2005), their research shows that Libya’s foreign policy resulted in
the creation of at least two prominent schools of thought; with the first considering the issue
from the viewpoint of the psychological factors of Colonel Qaddafi’s character, typically
seeing in the Colonel an absurd and power-crazy individual, whose hegemonic determinations
are boundless and who has no sense of reality. As for the second school of thought, it discusses
Qaddafi’s ideological inclinations and considers him as a more balanced man who devoted
himself to the pursuit of a number of principles such as Arab patriotism, Islamic reformism and
utopian socialism which, according to him, stands for his third universal theory. In all fairness,
there was a good deal of controversy and political bombshells in Qaddafi’s foreign policy. One

could easily argue why for instance, Qaddafi, being an Arab nationalist, supported the



Ethiopians in their struggle against the Sudanese, knowing that the former were primarily

Christians and the latter (under President Nimeiri) were Arabs with a Muslim majority in power.

Ideology and power in the Libyan foreign policy was largely debated with reference to Libyan-
American relations by Lahwej (1998) in his research in which he gave his account in five major
points as follows: Essential to the development of his charisma, Qaddafi adapted a number of
moral values which emanated from the Muslim faith. According to Abdul al-Maniem al-Howni
(1995), the former Libyan Foreign Minister and part of the previous opposition to the Qaddafi
regime, the Islamic morals in Qaddafi had a deep impact upon comrades who became members
of the Free Unionist Officers Movement. The same source claimed that Qaddafi was punctual

when performing prayers and he was determined that the same applied to his followers.

According to Shembesh (1975), as opposed to the realist school’s supposition, the major factors

of Libya’s changing foreign policy were the leader’s character, ideology and perceptions.

As for El-khawas (1986), he indicates that, the Libyan leader claimed that both the capitalist
and communist ideologies have isolated the crowds away from any significant opportunities to
have a share in the countrywide affluences and riches. According to Qaddafi, the failures of
capitalism can be ascribed to the increased status of man at the expense of collectivity; whereas
communism highlighted collective endeavours and neglected the human element. According
to Shembesh, (1975) Qaddafi sternly believed that the Indian offensive on East Pakistan was
deliberately schemed and executed by means of a conspiracy between India and the Soviet
Union. At a time when the Soviet Union voted a cessation of hostilities (ceasefire) and a
withdrawal resolution in the Security Council, India was engaged in overpowering East
Pakistan. As a result, Qaddafi had started some relentless campaigns against both India and the

Soviet Union as co-associates in the offence.

10



El-khawas (1986) shows that the North African state declared a policy of non-alignment and
positive neutrally from the dawn of the Libyan revolution to protect the country from any
external manipulation. It is Qaddafi’s ideological principles that determined his to choice of a
non-alignment policy, which is highlighted by Libya’s reiteration of its right to cope with any

leading force, irrespective of its own beliefs or policies.

It should be noted that Bazamah (1975) shed light on how Colonel Qaddafi criticised the United
States and its allies among the reactionary regimes in the Arab region for their contribution to
the failed Arab unity attempts, for no reason other than fearing that such unity might hinder

their global and political interests in the region.

Another claim is put forward by Gebril (1988) which defines Libya’s policy toward the Soviet
Union as a critical one. Due to his strong faith, Qaddafi found in the Soviet Union place for
disbelievers. As the Soviet Union is an imperial force in pursuit of dominating smaller states;

therefore, it is cannot be distinguished from the U.S. imperialistic and colonial inclination.

Based on the foregone, Libya’s attitude was characterised by an anti-communist behaviour in
many incidents. For example, Harris (1986) stated that Qaddafi was on the offensive regarding
Sadat’s close links with the Soviet authorities in the 1970s and was in favour of expelling the
Soviet military consultants in Egypt and the Middle East. Similarly, Heikal (1975) mentioned
that Qaddafi assisted in the blocking of the Marxist coup d'état in Sudan in 1971 and
contributed to a large extent in the retention of power by Numiri. As reported by Bearman
(1986), Qaddafi recalled the Libyan ambassador from Bagdad in protest for Iraq’s settlement

of a friendship arrangement with the Soviets in April 1972.

It was suggested that Qaddafi’s idea of the communist states which had no experience or effect
on the Arab region at that time was fashioned largely around religious principles (Bearman,

1986; Blundy & Lycett, 1987; El-khawas, 1986; and Harris, 1986). For him, communist

11



regimes were based on atheist theories, which was intolerable to Qaddafi and for the Muslim
population in Libya. Moreover, communism was considered as an imperialist power

contending with western nations over the wealth and riches of the developing countries.

According to Amoretti (1984) religion, along with nationalism, vastly contributed to the
shaping of Qaddafi’s character. There is a much more influential role of Islam over Muslims
than any internationalist agenda, which justifies the claim of the Islamic faith to be halfway
between capitalism and communism, while striving for progress, social justice and integrity.

As such, class struggle becomes largely inadequate as an instrument to attain real justice.

However, in the early 1970s, Qaddafi was forced into modifying his views about the Soviet
Union in an attempt to put an end to the embargoes placed on the political and economic
activities and to gain Soviet Union support in terms of Libya’s military prowess. This took
place soon after the U S declined selling Libya arms, which was seemingly the turning point in

the Libyan foreign policy as far as the Soviet Union was concerned (El-khawas, 1986).

As shown by El-khawas (1986), Qaddafi had to alter his approach toward the Soviet Union in
an attempt to break the isolation that Libya was forced into and to gain the Soviet support for
Libya’s military expansion, following the U.S.’s rejection to provide him with weapons. There
was a clear frustration as Qaddafi was unable to persuade Egypt and Syria to engage into an
all-out conflict against the Israelis in 1973 and to assume a key role in the Arab oil embargo
against the U.S for its alliance with Israel during the armed conflict. After his disappointment
to achieve union with Egypt, Qaddafi had to resort to a more flexible diplomacy in an attempt

to promote his policy aims.

Seeking stronger ties with the Soviet Union, Qaddafi, who adopted anti-Soviet attitudes,
offered to stand down from administration and dedicate full time to the revolutionary work,

which was a tactical change intended to convince the Soviet leaders of the Libyan aspirations
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to enhance relationships and to offer Major Abdulsalam Jallud, who is the Libyan second most
influential political personality (A member of the Revolutionary Command Council and the
Prime Minister) an opportunity to come closer to Moscow. In fact, this was not difficult to
achieve as both Moscow and Tripoli were antagonistic toward Egypt’s President El-Sadat. Not
only Sadat had turned down Qaddafi’s proposal for a union between the two countries, but he
had also ousted a few thousand Soviet consultants from Egypt in June 1972, resulting in better
relationships with the U S. Moreover, both Libya and the Soviet Union were dedicated to
playing down and challenging the American control and existence in the Middle Eastern region

(El-khawas 1986).

To some extent, the Soviet Union gained from Libya’s offer. To begin with, this would
compensate from losing Egypt, specifically the marine services in the Mediterranean. On the
other hand, it would be worthwhile for the Soviets to find a new market for their weapons in

Libya, which offered to exchange them for hard currency using the American Dollar.

Even though Qaddafi has fought back pressure to provide the Soviets with a naval base in the
Mediterranean, which would compensate for their eviction from Egypt in 1972, the Soviets
were gradually and silently pushing him toward surrendering them virtual basing rights in
Libya. A result of this development there was a shift in the balance of power in the

Mediterranean in support of the USSR.

As highlighted by Glukhov (1977), all round development and the consolidation of amicable
and mutually beneficial collaboration with the Soviet Union was one of the major aims of the
Libyan foreign policymakers. This was also shown in the decision of the Libyan General
People's Congress, which had a meeting at the end of November 1976 and came to the

conclusion that the solidification of ties with the USSR was a cornerstone of the Libyan foreign

policy.
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It should be noted that the Soviet Union found some benefits in Libya’ approach; first of all, it
would make amends from the defeat in Egypt; second, it was thought that the armament deal
would be lucrative for the Soviets in case they managed to impose their terms on Libya as the
latter was willing to pay in hard currency for all weapon transactions, which in turn could
supply the USSR with much-sought after foreign exchange to buy Western technology and
equipment. Not only that, the Soviets could also count on Qaddafi’s willingness to contest the
western existence in the highly strategic regions of the world due to a pledge to endorse radical

changes through the employment of force in the pro-western states.

Reconciliation with Moscow allowed Qaddafi to receive Soviet artillery and to follow his
revolutionary objectives. For almost three decades, Soviet Union and its allies have provided
Qaddafi with a 20 billion dollar worth of weaponries which was far beyond his country’s
security and peacekeeping requirements and the abilities of his military forces (Haley, 1984).
As such, the military help made Tripoli and Moscow come closer to each other as Libya
maintained its dependence on Soviet military experts to give training Libyan forces on how to

use of Soviet weapons and equipment.

There have been many sources that claim Libyan foreign policy was for some time
characterised by a number of policies deemed unacceptable for the Western hemisphere.
Among these policies was the close links that Libya had with the then Soviet Union and the
increasing role played by the former global superpower in the Middle East and parts of Africa

with the help of Libya (Freedman, 1987; Cooley, 1981; Collins, 1974. Ogunbadejo1983 ).

Conversely, Libya’s audacious attempts to reinforce ties with the Soviet Union raised alarm
bells both in the west and among pro-western governments in the Arab world. For example,
the western and pro-western Arab mass media argued that Libya was placing its services such

as land, air, and naval bases at the disposal of the Soviets. In fact, Libya refuted all such
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allegations of using the USSR to counter the Western and American presence in the Middle
East and other African nations. Still, the relationships between Tripoli and the Kremlin clearly
had been growing from strength to strength according to the then most recent Soviet arms sales

to Libya (El-kihia, 1997).

The year 1976 (6™ of December) saw the first visit of Qaddafi to the Soviet Union where he
declared that Libya’s friendship with Moscow was not to be considered short-lived but rather
strategic, and his trip was a living proof to the strong and advanced level of the Libyan-Soviet
Union ties (Alter, 2005). In the mid-1970s, the USSR-Libya collaboration was in fact at its
peak, which impacted on the Middle Eastern and African policies of both states. In addition,
the Libyan-Soviet alliance was not reliant or based on any communist agenda, and Qaddafi’s
condemnation of communism notwithstanding, less vigorous than before as he had recognised
that the country was in need for the Soviet Union after he dissociated his country from Western

forces.

In the meantime, the Soviet Union benefited from intensifying Libyan-Egyptian disputes to
strengthen its grip in Libya with the additional aim of improving its image as a reliable
supporter of the Middle East and elsewhere far and near. As such, Moscow backed Libya in its
conflict with the Egyptians in 1977 by providing a substantial amount of military help

throughout the neighbouring countries’ conflict (Heikal, 1975).

Ronen (2002) stressed the political and military dependence that distinguished Libyan foreign
policy from its Soviet counterpart ever since the mid-1970s. In point of fact, Moscow turned
out to be Libya’s only foreign ally and a sizable counterforce to its Western threats. As such,
the collapse of the Soviet Union and its ensuing disintegration as a global force was a turning
point in Libyan foreign policy and international relations. Moreover, the 1990s witnessed a

leading role for America in the new world order following the Soviet Union’s fall from grace,
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thus forcing the Libyan policy makers to alter their foreign policy that became incompatible

with the balance of power shifting towards the United States and its allies.

Similarly, Shearman (1987) claimed that the Soviet’s influence in the Middle East was
confined to providing logistic support for the more fundamentalist Arab countries; namely,
Syria, Yemen, Algeria and Libya. In both cases, the relationship was mainly limited to military
equipment and deals, and this made the West adopt an attitude that classified Syria and Libya
as supporters of global terrorism and radicalism. However, not on one occasion has Libya
knowingly dissociated itself from terrorist acts, cooperatively disapproving of any terrorist
behaviour for which the country was held responsible by the West. In the meantime, and in
pursuit of some political gains and reinstated influence following the American air raids on
Libya in April 1986, the Soviet Union responded very mildly. There existed no bilateral
cooperation and friendship treaties between the Soviet Union and Libya, thus it could be
considered an incongruity to classify Libya as a partner or ally to the Soviet Union. Libya’s
external efforts were seen as eccentric at best; one reason that discouraged Gorbachev from
expanding his country’s ties with Libya was that it could have undermined his overall strategy
with the more important countries in the region if he became too closely associated with the

unpredictable North African state.

However, Mendras (1987) indicated that changes in the Soviet Union’s policy were shifting
towards regaining Soviet influence and to invigorate links with some anti-imperialist countries
such as Libya. Accordingly, in the aftermath of the American strikes in 1986, the Soviet Union

provided Libya with more political and logistic support in the sake of refreshing its influence.

According to Hinnebusch and Ehteshami (2002), the prospect of the Soviet Union’s subsiding

capability to back regional ‘friends’ had produced a tendency toward stronger inter-Arab ties.
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As such, Libya was among the leading Arab forces to establish supportive relations with the

majority of other Arab regimes so as to safeguard its interests and its regime’s lifespan.

Following some serious setbacks in his relations with the United States and neighbouring Egypt,
Al-Qaddafi arranged another trip to Moscow in the hope of striking a treaty of friendship and
cooperation with the Soviet Union; nevertheless, his second envoy did not make it past the
preliminary arrangements to tailor a treaty of this magnitude, and no formal agreement had yet

been reached (Laird & Hoffmann, 1986).

David (1986) indicated that the Soviet Union benefited from the military and non-military
coups in the developing world and acknowledged that almost the only solution was for a pro-
Soviet government to be at the helm in one of these developing regions which could only occur
by resorting to violence. As such, the coups were the most common and recurrent method
employed by countries wishing to win the support of the Soviet Union, such as the Libyan

regime.

Some critics, such as St John (2008), mentioned that ideological similarity has never played
such a significant role in the relationship between Libya and the Soviet Union. Nonetheless,
Qaddafi’s interests were well-suited to the Soviet interests, especially with regards to restricting

Western intervention and its impacts in some regions.

Lahwej (1998), also stated that in the wake of the United States’ attack on the Gulf of Sidra
and during Qaddafi visit to Moscow in 1981 The Soviets piled the pressure on the Libyan
leader for naval amenities to react to the United States military strikes or at least to apply
diplomatic pressure against the American strong-arm attitude against him and when Libya
turning down such conditions, the Soviets and Libyans brought their differences into the fore.

Therefore, The Leader of Soviets, Brezhnev mentioned that,
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“Qur states differ from each other in many ways. There are also certain difference of an
ideological order between us. But this does not prevent us from being good comrades and
brother- in-arms, in the struggle against imperialism, oppression and aggression” (Sicker,

1987. P, 107).

According to Menon (1982), the Soviet policy makers would have to guard against some
consequences which might originate from their resolution to depend on weapon sales in
comparison to economic assistance as a main tool of their third world foreign policy. An
additional likely consequence exemplifying the Libyan Soviet ties here was that the enormous
consignments of the Soviet weaponry augmented both the desire and the influence of Qaddafi
to follow his regional aims such as his war in with Chad. Nevertheless, these weaponry
shipments did not by any means add to the Soviet power to a level where it could ensure that
the objectives selected by Libya and the ways employed to follow them were well-matched to

the Soviet interests in the region.

Bienen (1982) states that, even though the Soviets claimed that they were the supporters and
guarantors of the political independence of some countries, such as, Libya which adopted anti-
western slogans. It could be argued that here are some elements of truth to this claim. For
example, had it not been for the backing provided by the Soviet Union for Libya, Egyptian

activities against Libya might have been more forceful.

The study by Metz (2004) shows that Libya was experiencing a few problems in acquiring
arms from Western governments. Therefore, the Soviet-Libyan convergence was an expected
outcome of these settings. The Soviet-Libyan links have been grounded principally on
communal self-interest. While Libya needed a regular source of armaments, the Soviet Union
saw in Libya an important source of hard currency which was a valuable opportunity not to be

missed. As such, Moscow provided Libya with enormous amounts of sophisticated weapons,
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army training, and technical support, while Libya in return extended Moscow’s right which
was just to use limitedly the Libyan military infrastructure, along with other packages such as

oil for energy and hard currency.

According to Arab (1988), Libya consolidated ties with communist states go a long way to

foreground the leader of Libya’s value on its relations as his strongest value is anti-imperialism.

A study by El-khawas (1986) and Gebril (1988) concluded that it was not until some political
upheavals took place in the region; more specifically, the Israeli- Egyptian disengagement
agreement in 1974 and the shift of Egypt into the Western camp that Libya recognisably built
some strong ties with the Soviet Union. Included in these relations was essentially the
enhancement of the Libyan military abilities, due primarily to the fact that Libya was turned

down by the Americans and other western countries in respect to armament.

The Libyan supply of Soviet munitions raised some eyebrows that Libya might be employed
as a regional force to back the Soviet ambitious plans in the Mediterranean basin and the
African continent (El-khawas 1986). This inference can be ascribed to two major observations;
on the one hand, the Soviet Union had participated diplomatic manoeuvres with the West in
the 1940s with regards to the question of the Libyan independence and sovereignty. On the
other hand, the existence of Soviet army consultants and experts along the Soviet weapons was
projected to be in the range of 1,750 in 1978. Therefore, the Libyan assistance for national
liberty groups and activities as well as its anti-West political stance convinced the Soviet Union
to side with the Libyan authorities considering that these similar strategies and approaches
worked well for them and allowed both countries to have a stronger influence and a wider
presence in the Third World for a period that spanned from the 1970s to the late 1980s.
Nevertheless, Libyan anti-Communist and Arab nationalist policies restricted the Soviet

army’s specialists' operation to a merely maintenance role and also to supervise the arms’
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movement. Similarly, with the removal of British and American bases from Libya in 1970, this
showed that there would be no negotiation and reconciliation over Libyan independence. As
such, the Soviet Union was not permitted to use Libyan lands and airspace until 1986 with the
visit of the Soviet navy to the Libyan port of Tripoli to show Soviet backing for Libya with the

U.S. upping its pressure on Qaddafi’s regime.

Even though Egypt and Libya were members of the non-aligned movement and technically
neutral states and did not supply military bases for either the North Atlantic Treaty
Organisation Forces (NATO) or Warsaw Pact armies, they however gained military access to
those forces whether by means of naval visits in Libya or by arranging shared military exercises
and entry to Rapid Deployment Forces (RDF) in neighbouring Egypt. These activities were
carried out as part of the Superpowers' backing given to their client and to reinforce the range

of their influence (Lahwej, 1998).

It is important to note that the Soviet anti-imperialism brought Qaddafi closer as a strategic ally
to the Soviet Union. There were successive arms agreements in return for hard currency, which
removed the barrier of ideology and established the cornerstone of Soviet-Libyan ties. As a
final point, the regional competition between Libya and Egypt and the contribution of the
global forces in the middle of their dissimilarities pressed Libya to pursue relationships with

the Soviet Union.

Once the Soviet Union ceased to have any influence on the international stage, Libya no longer
received the same diplomatic and military support as it used to since Qaddafi’s ascent to office
in 1969. In the post-Cold War, for example, Libya played a low-key role during the Gulf war
and was closer to Egypt in its foreign policy approach with the expectation that such a decision
might enhance its image in the Western hemisphere. Libya was also hopeful that the adjustment

of policy might impact on the Bush government to inverse its antecedent's strong-arm
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diplomacy against Libya and employ economic actions instead. The aim of economic
procedures would be to weaken the mounting European trade with the Libyan government. As
a result, a total of 48 state and global companies were banned by the U.S. Treasury
Department's Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC) from dealing with Libya as they
supposedly broke the Outstanding U.S. economic endorsements against Libya (Lahwej, 1998).
The other concern was related to a spread of chemical weapons that might take place. In
response, the U.S. interfered so that the West German company cut short its Rabta chemical

weapons enterprise near the Libyan capital (Lahwej, 1998).

The Libyan—American relationships during the period spanning from 1969 to 1982 could be
summed up in a number of points Gebril, (1988). Where a strong Soviet threat is perceived by
the United States, along with an antagonistic policy from Libya toward the USSR, then the
United States would seek a reconciliation with the Libyan authorities, in spite of the latter’s
enmity and unfriendliness toward other U. S. regarding certain issues, including access to oil
and the Israeli Palestinian conflict, as well as its radical activities against administrations
allying with the Americans. If the United States notices a strong Soviet danger, with a moderate
Libyan policy toward the USSR, the United States will as a result apply minimal force on the
Libyan authorities (Gebril, 1988). If there is little or minimal threat on the United from the
Soviet Union, alongside a friendly attitude from Libya toward the USSR, the United States will
then seek reconciliation with Libya, providing that other variables are kept constant (Gebril,
1988). If the United States is faced with a potential Soviet risk, and where Libyan relationships
with the Soviet Union are extremely friendly, the United States will consequently assume a
hostile policy by applying more pressure and adopting an interventionist strategy toward Libya

(Gebril, 1988).
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Over the years, the cooperation between the Soviet Union and Libya in the economic,
commercial, cultural among other fields had been growing, which could be largely due to the

regular visits exchanged by the leaders of the two countries to strengthen these ties.

As rightly also pointed out by Zoubir (2002), the diplomatic ties between Libya and the United
States continued to go downhill as Libya, which was not evidently aligned, made it clear that
it was politically and militarily closer to the Soviet camp. On the other hand, the Americans
took Libya’s reconciliation with the Soviet bloc as evidence of its acceptance to be a Soviet

ally.

Mutual respect and meeting shared objectives characterised the Libyan-Soviet relations. This
was shown particularly in their common views regarding many international topics and events,
combined with a common interest to provide support for the nationalistic independence seekers
in the Middle East and all over the globe, and to combat vigorously against colonialism,
expansionism and discrimination. As such, consolidation of friendly ties between the Soviet

Union and Libya was extremely significant for both countries.

Phillips (1984) correctly argues that, even though the Libyan leader adopted an anti-Soviet
Union stance after taking charge in 1969, he nevertheless and rightly speaking grew closer and
on the same wavelength with the Soviet camp; more specifically once they ironed out their
policy differences, they expanded military cooperation among other fields. In spite of
conflicting ideological tendencies, Libyan and Soviet decision makers had similar, if not
identical, regional aims since both strived to challenge western presence and influence
(American in particular) in the North African and the Middle Eastern regions. In addition, both
the Soviet Union and Libya were firm in their endeavour to blockade a U.S. brokered solution
of the Arab—Israeli war, as well as in destabilising prevailing pro-western governments in the

region.
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Around the mid-1970s, the Soviet Union started to be actively engaged in the building of a
wide-ranging army infrastructure for the Libyan government, which was aimed first and
foremost to serve the interests of the Soviets in the region. For instance, most of the airbases
were updated to meet the Soviet guidelines, along with the installation of military docking
amenities able to service Soviet naval vessels across the Libyan harbours. A total of $5 billion
were invested between 1974 and 1980 by the Moscow administration to strengthen the Libyan
military capabilities over and beyond arms sales, which had already been thriving. Despite the
opposition shown by Libya to allow Soviet bases to be established over their own soil, it
nevertheless accepted to grant the Soviets leave to fly Libyans from Libyan air bases to oversee
and check NATO marine activities and military bases near Libyan borders. Access was also
given to the Soviets to airfield and use supply facilities during Soviet airlifts to other African

countries such as Mozambique and Angola (Harris, 1986).

Furthermore, after the Sirte Gulf incident took place in August 1981 when two Libyan jet armed
forces were brought down following their attack on two U.S. jets, the Libyan leader expressed
his desperate need to form any military alliance with anyone willing to withstand the
Americans. As a result of this development, the Soviet-Libyan military collaboration reached
new heights in November 1982 with mutual naval training being carried out, in addition to an
exceptional Soviet submarine visit being paid to the Libyan Mediterranean port of Tobruk,

which made the Soviet-Libyan cooperation grow stronger than ever during that period.

As rightly argued by St John (1982), ideological compatibility did not play much of a role in
the developing Soviet-Libyan bilateral affairs. In reality, the early phases were regarded as
being to a certain extent ideologically antipathetic since the views of the Libyan authority was
totally the opposite to those of the Soviet Union. In 1975, and reacting to information that Libya
had allowed the Soviet Union to use its soil to establish military bases, Colonel Qaddafi

stressed that Libya had only commercial and not ideological association with the Soviet Union.
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Apart from lack of ideological affinity, the Soviets did not show any intentions to ideologically
influence Libya any more than they had done so in other African or Middle Eastern countries,
which had made the governments of the two countries at that time emphasise the resemblance
of many of their standpoints, thus ironing out their ideological dissimilarities. On the other
hand, the Soviets find in their association with Libya an excellent opportunity to follow both
strategic and political ambitions in the region, as in destabilising the western presence, and
facilitating the logistical issues related to the support and maintenance of a seafaring force in
the Mediterranean Sea. There are other Soviet motivations for this including a desire to gain
hard currency and early domination over an oil source if they run short of national supplies.
Lastly, the Soviet administration considered a close arms links with the Libyan leader as a way
to recover some of the power and influence it used to have in Egypt upon the expulsion of the
Soviet experts in 1972 by the president Anwar Sadat. Therefore, it can be argued that the
seemingly closer relationships between Libyan and Soviet governments had been strengthened
and nurtured as a result of the cold blood between the United States and Libya and the pressure
exerted by the United States on selected leaders such as Qaddafi who moved further from the

Western camp into the Soviet Union.

As indicated by McCormick (1987), the Soviet signed an agreement with Libya in 1975 that
would allow the Soviet naval forces to utilise of the Tobruk and Bardia port amenities, in
addition to Wheelus and EI Adem, which were formerly used as bases for the American and
British air forces. There was also an increased Soviet interest to gain access to Libyan coastal
facilities with the Libyan-Egypt relations (1976-77) deteriorating and with the increasing
Libyan participation in the uprising in north of Chad. It was this type of collaboration between
the Soviets and the Libyans that had forced the Soviet to be indirectly implicated in the support
of the Libyan authorities in 1985-86 against the American naval and air strikes in the Gulf of

Sidra. Notably, the first strong indication of this Soviet involvement was in the aftermath of
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the 1985 strike that befell the Rome and Vienna airports, which was soon to draw an
unequivocal response from the Americans (McCormick, 1987). Expecting a likely U.S. attack
against the Libyan leader, the Soviet naval army was positioned in the surrounding locality of
the American carriers near the Libyan coastal area to be on high alert of any U.S. strike. It was
largely known that any information on U.S. activities at that time was being communicated to
the Soviet shore forces and in turn passed to the Libya authorities as and when thought
necessary. Nonetheless, the Soviet impact over Libyan affairs was quite restricted despite the
aforesaid. It is still believed that despite being generally a dependable tool for safeguarding
short term interests, the Soviet military aid had surely not been confirmed to be a guarantee of
policy control. Not only the Soviet relationships with Libya were based on some larger
institutional or ideological premises, but their impact was also based on specific issues and on
the principles of the market place rather than on the principles of command. In addition, the
outcomes of this bilateral cooperation were not always entirely agreeable from a Soviet
perspective, especially when it comes to the issue of basing rights. In spite of the fact that the
Soviets were firmly established in Libya, they were not able to gain unrestricted and

independent access to amenities aground, no matter how many times they had tried to do so.

As clearly indicated by Laird and Hoffmann (1986), being a major market for Soviet arms,
Libya attempted to enhance its already solid relations with the Soviet Union in the aftermath
of another slump in its relations with the American and the Egyptian administrations in 1983
by deploying the second most important figure in the then Libyan political scene Abdulsalam
Jallud to Moscow to seek the establishment of a treaty of alliance and mutual aid with the
Soviet Union. However, Jallud came back with just only a preliminary agreement to strike a

deal of this sort (Freedman, 1991).

David (1986) correctly argues that the Soviet Union did indirectly and successfully defend its

North African regime from overthrows through the East German ‘consultants’ who played a
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decisive role in protecting Libya’s president Qaddafi from being brought down in 1980. Not
only did Qaddafi go unscathed this time around, but he also survived major upheavals and
failed uprisings threatening his rule in 1975, 1978, 1981, 1984 and 1985 respectively. Even
though there is little evidence showing East Germany’s involvement in defending Qaddafi
against these attempts; however, the existence of nearly 2000 East Germans in Libya
overseeing the secret police and providing training for Qaddafi’s personal security guards goes

a long way to point to that direction.

Similarly, Dawisha., and Dawisha (1982) indicates that while the Israelis were in the thick of
action in Lebanon, the Libyan—Soviet relationship witnessed a shaky phase as the Soviet Union
restricted their support to political and diplomatic efforts. As such, the Libyan leader, seen in
the West as a firm protector of Soviet interests in the developing region of the Middle East and
North Africa, sent for the Soviet representatives for an official warning. He threatened that the
honeymoon period between the Arab progressive governments and the communist and socialist
states was about to come to an abrupt end. There were considerable threats similar to those

encircling the Palestinian struggle, and while Beirut was burning, so were the Arab-Soviet ties.

As pointed out by Menon (1982), in spite of the enormous deliveries of Soviet artillery which
increased the Libyan leader’s aspirations and authority for more regional expansion, these
consignments did not still augment the Soviet role to a level where the Soviet Union could
ensure that the objectives sought by the Libyans and the tools utilised to follow them would be
in keeping with the Soviet interests. The Kremlin could not disregard the option that a strike
by Soviet-armed Libya on Egypt and Sudan which were supported by the U.S. would increase

the latter’s presence, involvement and possibly hostility.

Freedman (1991) has indicated that, there was suggestion relating to the solid friendship ties

between Libya and the Soviet Union when the source of the decision to deploy the SAM-5s to
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Libya could have been ascribed to Qaddafi’s trip to Moscow in the mid-1980s. During that
period, the Libyan leader was under increasing pressure from the United States, which forced
him to seek increased military aid and, perhaps, an official agreement of friendship and
collaboration with the Soviet administration. Even if Qaddafi sought to fulfil that aim, it was
not possible for him to do so during the visit, in spite of an agreement being signed in terms of
political consultation, a consular pact, and a long term package with the objective of developing
and extending economic, scientific/technical, and commercial partnership. Even though Libya
was a valuable economic market for the Soviet Union (this is in spite of the dropping oil prices
resulting in more difficulties facing Libya especially when purchasing weapons), the constant
skirmishes of Qaddafi’s with the Arab countries were not welcomed in Moscow, which was
clearly highlighted in Gorbachev’s dinner speech with the latter stressing the importance of a
united Arab front. Nevertheless, the mutual communique delivered after the conference was
significantly warmer in tone than earlier statements which followed summits talks between the
Libyan and Soviet administrations. In addition, it unveiled the strongest position yet signifying
the Soviet Union support for Libya against the United States in particular, with the two parties
denouncing the growing military and economic strains caused by the American administration
and upon which Libya was the target of a defamatory campaign. There was a staunch
opposition to the growing U.S. military influence in the region and a widespread condemnation
of the offensive military manoeuvres taking place in the Mediterranean by U.S. forces. In
relation to these reoccurring incidents, they specified that using or threating to use force in
international relations is unacceptable. An additional reason influencing the Soviet Union
decision to deploy SAM 5s to Libyan soils was the revelation in early November regarding
President Reagan’s approval of an undercover job by the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) to
weaken Qaddafi’s administration. There was a quick Soviet condemnation of the American

plan; however, Qaddafi expected weapons from the Soviets than he did rhetoric, resulting in
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the deployment of the SAM 5s. Nevertheless, the Soviet Union was risking so much by
accelerating its support to Qaddafi and supplying Libya with the missile; thus by strengthening
the Qaddafi regime, the Soviet Union had to run the risk of either confronting a superpower or
being humiliated if a strike was to hit Libya, irrespective of the Soviets’ opinion. Having said
this, the Soviet leader could have sensed that the Americans, who previously had pretentiously
condemned both terrorism and the Libyan association with it but never taken any practical
armed response (apart from the Gulf of Sidra incident of 1981 when they brought down two
Libyan aircraft) to overcome or challenge either, would restrict its objection to the Libyan
leader to verbal statements, such as that of the Department of State spokesman, Charles
Redman. The latter stated that it was a momentous and perilous proliferation in the Soviet-
Libyan arms cooperation. He continued by mentioning that the American administration had
clear concerns about this acceleration and about the Soviet continued aid for a reckless and
unpredictable leader, and if this was the case, it could be a major blunder, as there was no

practical Soviet reaction to the American military strikes on Libya in1986 (Freedman, 1991).

Herrmann (1987) states that, the Soviets increased their efforts to back up Arab regimes against
American expansionist ambitions in the region in so far as it did not involve serious
implications. As for Libya’s Colonel Muammar Qaddafi, his visit to Moscow in October 1985
earned him renewed assurances of support and more arms packages. Early in 1986, while
Americans’ rallies of revenge against terrorism escalated, Moscow was involved in the
shipment of a SAM-5 air defence missiles to Libya and in mobilising the flagship of its
Mediterranean fleet into the Libyan capital. However, when it really mattered, the Soviet
promises of protection against American attacks came to standstill and fell short of action. As
usual, the Soviet Union was only prepared to provide aid and support and refrain from military

involvement. As rightly thought, few political experts expected Moscow to fight for Qaddafi
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and risk its military weight for his cause. As the Tripoli administration at the time did not have

the best of relationships with its counterpart in the Kremlin.

On his part, Cooley (1981) clearly argues that at a time when the Americans were making a
mess of the Libyan case, the Soviets were busy seeking to restore their own ties with the Libyan
leader. It can be easily argued that oil was the primary factor for facilitating this rapprochement.
The Soviets, in turn, began to encourage other East European states to purchase from a Libyan
oil auction as early as January 1974, which resulted in some long-term contracts, some of which
were to cover an annual figure of 3 million metric tons of oil or more. As for Qaddafi’s chief
aid, Major Abdul Salam Jallud, he was given a lavish reception in Bucharest, Warsaw, and
Budapest as a compliment for the deals. On the other hand, there was less and less aggression
directed by the Soviet media towards Libya and Qaddafi, with a similar attitude shown by their
Libyan counterparts. Qaddafi explained the roots of the developing Libyan-Soviet friendship
on the 4th May 1974 by claiming that two countries had a mutual interest due to their objection
of the American policies. Libya, for example, sought to protect the Arab world against the
American diplomatic aggression beginning in the Middle East, while the Soviet Union strived

to gain a strategic advantage over the United States due to their existing rivalry.

Wright (1981-82) reveals that, after Qaddafi’s trip to Moscow in April 1981 which aimed at
rallying more Soviet military assistance and nuclear technology agreements, as well as
providing experts in the Libyan oilfields and an official engagement to stand by Libya in the
event of a foreign attack, the upshot was evident with the Soviet negotiators informing their
western correspondents that the Soviet Union would not allow itself to be involved if Libya
was to suffer an external military campaign. Similarly, there were reports that the first Soviet
delivery of enriched uranium fuel for Libya’s nuclear programme had already arrived in Tripoli.
On the 25th of July, two Soviet naval vessels had also accessed the capital’s port for the first

ever Soviet port call on Libyan soil. However, American administrators alleged that the Reagan
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pressure of 1981 did not force Qaddafi to sway in favour of the Soviet bloc as it had already
been an alternative. There was also a unanimous disagreement among West European
diplomats in Tripoli about the U.S; blaming American policies for the decision Qaddafi had

taken during that year to become a close friend of the Soviet Union and its eye in the region.

Another point worth mentioning is of William (1982) whose work mentioned to Libya
sanctioning of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) on 26 of May 1975 almost seven
years from ratifying the treaty. In spite of recurrent efforts in the previous five years to buy
nuclear-powered equipment and sensitive machinery, within four days the Tripoli and Kremlin
administrations struck a deal in the form of an intergovernmental protocol on the use of atomic
energy for peaceful goals. In the eyes of most westerners, these two incidents were linked,
including the Soviet efforts to pressurise Libya into ratifying the treaty in return for meeting
their pledge of providing nuclear aid. The Soviets’ motivation behind the nuclear agreement,
including the delivery of a small research reactor that holds up to 10 megawatts, was still vague,
nevertheless. It is possible that numerous factors impacted on the Soviet choice with the most
evident one being political opportunism and power. This particular interpretation posits that
the Soviet nuclear aid was solely a tool to attract Libya nearer the Soviet Union and for more
of a Soviet role and grip in the region. In addition, it made other developing countries aware of
the concrete benefits of having the Soviet Union as a friend. Furthermore, one can interpret the
Soviet behaviour in terms of the Kremlin’s concern about Colonel Qaddafi’s nuclear
aspirations but was willing to complete the research reactor agreement so that the sale of
nuclear technology to Libya was pre-empted by less wary nuclear providers. Profit-making
may have also been a major factor driving the Soviet Union to sell a nuclear reactor to Libya.
During the mid-1970s, the Soviet Union started a fresh project by intensively promoting

nuclear technology and services abroad. Therefore, the Libyan treaty may have been
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considered by Moscow as a significant phase in proving its sustainability as a nuclear provider

for a number of emerging countries.

Shearman (1987) has drawn attention to the fact that President Gorbachev attained a good deal
of success with his diplomatic offensive in the Middle East in 1986. Having lost the Egyptians
to the Western bloc in the 1970s, the Soviet influence in the Middle East was limited to
supplying the fundamental Arab regimes of Libya and Syria, where the relationship was purely
limited to arms contracts and intelligence cooperation. This restricted influence in the Middle
East did not only sideline the Soviets in the Arab world, but also demonised Libya and Syria
in the eyes of the west for being sponsors of global terrorism. The two countries also adopted
an uncompromising stand against Israel, and generally played a major role in undermining the
harmony of the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) and the Arab cause. Nonetheless,
Gorbachev made some efforts to recover ground by means of a number of refined diplomacy
and common sense policies. In return, he was successful in courting the more moderate Arab
nations, and as previously mentioned, considerably enhanced relations with Cairo. On the other
hand, he intentionally dissociated himself from terrorism, by publicly condemning those
terrorism activities for which the western countries in general and the U.S. in particular holds
Libya and Syria accountable. On the 7th of May 1987, the Soviet Union signed the international
treaty against taking captives. As much as the Soviets sought to gain some political ground as
a result of the U.S. air strikes on Libya in April 1986, their immediate response was mild and
only restricted to diplomatic means of communication. As the Soviet Union did not strike a
formal treaty of friendship and cooperation with Libya, it would be wrongly applicable to refer
to Tripoli as a Soviet ally. Given Qaddafi’s eccentricity in international politics, it would be
completely irrational for the Soviet Union to have its global reputation tarnished or undermined
by having a closer association with an unpredictable regime as that of Libya; instead, it

preferred expanding diplomatic ties with the more moderate states in the region.
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According to Kanet and Kolodziej (1989), with Gorbachev’s new role as head of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) in early 1985, the Soviet Unions was urged to
re-position itself in the Middle East as the latter was the third most important world region in
terms of their long term security interests and oil reserves. For instance, in keeping with their

prior agreement, they delivered new military aid to Libya.

Jentlson and Whytock (2005/2006) gave a strong argument that Libyan internal political and
economic circumstances had altered in ways that led to make the United States coercive policy
more effective . With the economic hardships that emanated in the 1980s growing more acute
in the early 1990s, Libya’s gross domestic product saw a steep decline by 30 per cent in1993
when compared to the preceding year, while the growth was in the region of less than 1 per
cent per year from 1992 to 1998. As unemployment reached 30 per cent, inflation similarly
was incontrollable, as it went up as high as 50 per cent in 1994; not to mention the per capita
income which fell in real terms. A number of factors such as the deteriorating world oil prices,
Qaddafi’s mishandling of the national economy, and the international sanctions combined to
strike a heavy blow at the Libyan economic system (O’Sullivan, 2003). There is more to these
figures with economic dissatisfaction starting to destabilise the country and fuel more political
upheavals. As a consequence, the developments engulfing Libya’s political and economic life
caused Qaddafi’s regime to be more vulnerable to external pressure. As the United States
diplomacy was picking up momentum in terms of its aggression and coerciveness, the Libyan
leader’s ability to challenge such policy was on the decline, thus threatening Qaddafi’s grip on
power. Furthermore, the multi lateralisation sanctions imposed on Libya by the United Nations
by way of multilateral coalition was successful in applying real pressure so that Libya could be

forced to change its foreign policy and readapt to the new world order.

Woodward (2005) clearly indicates that the Soviet goals were assisted by Qaddafi’s anti-

Western attitudes. In such circumstances, the Soviet Union managed to acquire a significant
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amount of hard currency gained from massive arms deals with Libya, though Qaddafi was not
seen as a pawn, on the one hand, and due to Qaddafi’s relationship with the Soviets thought to

be far too close on the other.

It was also stated by Neumann (2000), being the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Near
Eastern Affairs Department of State, that the preceding era to the Qaddafi regime had seen a
generally warm relationship with the Libyan administration and the pursued policies had been
focused on meeting its goals in operating at the Wheelus Air Force Base with its 4600
Americans, the significant U.S oil interests, and other strategic problems. Once Qaddafi came
to power in 1969, the relationship soon turned sour with Libya’s foreign policies dominating
the Soviet foreign policy and decision making. State sponsorship or support for groups for their
opposition to Israel and the so called peace process were key concerns, adding to Tripoli’s
failure to receive weapons of mass destruction; not to mention Qaddafi’s suspicious activities
in adjacent African countries. From then on, the United States attitudes toward Libya had been

focused on these issues (Friedlander et al., 1979).

The powerful political military obligation was clearly shown in the Libyan leader’s response
to the Soviet 1979 assault on Afghanistan. He remained quiet soon after the Soviets had
attacked. His neutral stance was clearly evident since he avoided siding with the Afghanis
announcing that it was too premature to judge in spite of the incessant condemnations of the

invasion coming from several countries and organisations (Becker, and Fukuyama, 1980).

It can be easily argued that Qaddafi could not politically afford to critique, let alone object to
the Soviet attack on Afghani territories. During the early 1980s, Afghanistan and Iran had
become the two dominant foreign policy concerns for the USSR; as such, Moscow was
expected to secure staunch support from the leaders of partner regimes in the Arab region,

especially Qaddafi, who was careful not to fail his ally in the Kremlin, more particularly not
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with Libya engaged in a conflict with Chad on its southern front. What is more, the increasingly
tense relations with Washington had become far too intolerable that the need to military
backing from Moscow grew stronger and sharper. As a result, at the beginning of the 1980s,
the Soviets took advantage of Libya’s complete reliance on the Soviet Union for political and
military aid, and applied pressure on Qaddafi to increase their dominance both in Libya itself
and in the broader Middle Eastern region. It was clear that Moscow aimed at reinforcing its
presence in this geopolitically significant part of the world, from which it could influence and
have a grip on the NATO’s southern backyard, as well as sustaining a strengthened
Mediterranean armada, until then an Achilles’s heel in the Soviet accumulation of armed forces

in the area.

Several claims were allegedly raised against the Soviet Union’s accessibility rights to Libyan
ports around the mid-1970s period. One of these allegations had it that the Soviet Union
established a naval base on the Libyan coastal area. Following these recurrent claims, Tripoli
firmly resisted them, while declaring late in 1979 that not one Soviet military boat had stopped

in a Libyan port or anywhere along a Libyan coast (Wright. Winter 1981-1982).

In response to the Libyan’s offensive on Chad and in the wake of an announced political union
of Libya and Chad taking place on the 6™ of January 1981, Libya came under fierce attacks
and huge pressure from so many western and pro-U.S. Arab states and various African
countries wanting to isolate Qaddafi for his arrogant and defiant attitudes (Ronen, 2008). This
increasingly global pressure was thought to be one of the key issues raised during Qaddafi’s
formal visit to the Kremlin on the 27" of April 1981, along with other issues that the Libyan
leader wished to debate with his Soviet hosts such as more Soviet arms, a mutual agreement
on a nuclear technology to be developed in Libya, provision of support in the Libyan oil domain,
and an open direct and unprecedented support for Libya in the event of a foreign invasion. At

the end of this visit to Moscow, the Libyan-Soviet joint communiqué released communication
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highlighted unity with the Democratic republic of Afghanistan in its fight for freedom and
independence and the standardisation of the situation in Chad, in addition to the positive
attitude that has shown through the assistance provided to Chad by Libya, which then reflected
not only the major problems and concerns on each of the latter countries’ plans but also the

shared Soviet-Libyan interests and ties (Ronen, 2008. P, 93).

The writers and critics who closely followed the Libyan intervention in Chad could be
pigeonholed into two categories, with the first group represented by those who perceive or
consider the Libyan influence to be in line with the Libyan foreign strategy of anti-colonialism
and anti-imperialist infiltration into the African continent, and equally as an assistance to the
Muslims in that part of the world. As discovered by El-khawas (1986), the anti-colonial attitude
of Qaddafi made him object to the French military existence in Chad, which has borders with
Libya, given his firm opposition of great power involvement and interference in former
colonies as well as to deploying foreign troops to African and Arab lands. Samura (1985) found
that the Libyan role in Chad, in addition to being an anti-imperialist-colonial one, is a legal and
humanistic move to reinstate peace and order following an official invitation from the Chadian
President. According to Yost (1983), the president of Chad Goukouni signed a joint defence
deal with Qaddafi in 1979, which made the support already obtained from Libya more evident
and official, as well as creating a legal framework for the ensuing intervention. In addition,
Yost (1983) noted another development which marked Qaddafi’s ambitious plans for a Libyan
Islamic kingdom covering all of the Saharan states. It is possible that Chad was employed as a

catalyst to Sudan and other countries.

A different opinion saw the Libyan interference as an economic enterprise driven by certain
specific interests. It is easy to see the reasons and motives for foreign interference in the
Chadian affairs. As far as Libya is concerned, Seddon (2004), mentioned about the regional

prospect of accessing the unexploited mineral assets of Northern Chad. In addition, Libya
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seized the opportunity of the Chadian circumstances to support its own interest to control the
Aouzou strip (Bearman, 1986). Yost (1983) fittingly claimed that the Libyan involvement
could be considered as promoting the success of a Chadian government that would concede the
Libyan control over the Aouzou strip. The latter had been colonised by Libya since 1972 based

on an unauthorised 1935 treaty between the French and the Italians.

On the other hand, in spite of the fact that the Soviet Union’s reaction to the Israeli assault on
Lebanon in June 1982 was only as feeble, Libya informed Moscow that its bond with Arab
armies was about to be destroyed while Beirut was under heavy attacks (Freedman, 1983).
This was the first time when Libya openly questioned the integrity of the Soviet Union as a
genuine ally of the Arab countries. It is worth pointing that these reproaches were the first
indication that the then solid relationship between Moscow and Tripoli was beginning to wither.
In the meantime, the hostility towards Washington and the White House’s policies was also
steadily growing during that period with the latter already placing Libya as a military target
and showing a firm resolve in its plans of restraining Qaddafi’s political action, which was
perceived by Washington as threatening to key U.S. interests in the Middle East. For example,
a U.S. aircraft nearly went into a conflict over the Mediterranean off the Libyan coastline in
February 1983. Soon afterwards, Sudan threw an allegation at Libya claiming that Qaddafi
conspired to dethrone Numaryi’s pro-U.S. government on the 16" of March 1983, followed by
an issued warning for both Libya and the Soviet Union allies in the region. On the same day,
the Libyan regime’s second powerful man Jallud was deployed to the Soviet Union with the
purpose of clearing the mist surrounding the Libyan-Soviet relations and pushing the Soviets
to recognise the direct potential threat to Libya as well as rallying renewed support to face up
to the U.S. danger and so that Libya could keep its war in Chad going. What Jallud’s visit
achieved was an agreement with the Soviet Union which supposedly aimed at re-establishing

a treaty of friendship and cooperation with the Libyan authorities (Ronen, 2008). Besides,
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Soviet policymakers looked with increasing anxiety to Tripoli’s growing conflicts with
Washington, and decided to purchase Libyan oil in exchange for arms as a means of generating
leverage. This was important since Libya was experiencing economic troubles which impacted
on its domestic affairs and started to threaten Qaddafi’s regime’s strong grip on the Libyan
society (Ronen, 2008). Had it not been for Moscow’s pledge to take oil in return for Soviet
military aids, Qaddafi’s regime would not have been capable of securing the necessary finance
to sustain his army’s allegiance and to achieve basic military needs, which in 1983 was

projected to be over U.S.$20billion according to an American report (Anderson, 1985).

Moreover, when Ronald Reagan came to power in 1981, a decisive turn in the U.S. Libyan
relationships was witnessed. Reagan initially followed a policy of conflict toward Qaddafi,
whose interests confronted with those of the American in the Middle East, Africa and elsewhere.
As such, Libya was selected by the Reagan administration as an example of his ruthless anti-
communist attitudes, partly with Qaddafi keeping close links with the Soviet Union ( Lahwej,

1998).

Relations with the Soviet Union continued to be reinvigorated by Qaddafi who visited Moscow
in October 1985 and strived to officially conclude the terms of a friendship treaty which had
been approved in principle during the earlier visit of Jallud to the Soviet capital. Furthermore,
Qaddafi sought to persuade the Kremlin to provide more arms and military equipment, which
Libya required to maintain its war in Chad. Qaddafi also requested Moscow’s help to construct
the long—awaited nuclear power station. As pronounced in Moscow by Qaddafi “the defence
of Libya’s national interests is in full accord with the Soviet policy. That is why we are
convinced that our multifaceted ties have by no means exhausted their potential and will

continue to develop and strengthen” (Ronen, 2008).
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Despite Gorbachev’s emphasis on the importance of a unified Arab front, criticising in the
meantime Qaddafi’s flawed foreign affairs with his Arab counterparts, which hindered the
success of pro-Arab camp and heightened the American resolve to attack Libya; however, the
joint statement delivered at the end of Qaddafi’s official visit was the clearest indication yet of
the Soviet Union’s support of Qaddafi against the openly anti-Libyan government of President
Ronald Reagan in the United States of America. The course of action taken by Libya to protect
its sovereignty, territory and independence made Moscow declare its support and promise help
for the Qaddafi administration. Also highlighted in the joint statement was that the two
countries had similar opinions regarding wide-ranging global topics of shared interest (Ronen,

2008. P, 97).

However, this Soviet support did not materialise and failed to live up to the Libyan expectations
since Moscow was neither involved in the development and promotion of a nuclear programme
nor signed an official contract of alliance with Tripoli; in fact, it soon returned to its previous
stance of denying Libya arms on condition that it did so in return for cash, which Libya was

incapable of fulfilling (I bid. P, 97).

During the mid-1980s, the Soviet Union changed its strategy again and resumed the process of
supplying sophisticated arms and consultants to Libya to establish an air shield that would
prevent any possible U.S. raid. It was only Syria which had until then received such weapons
and military equipment from the USSR. This change of policy may have been in response to
the then fresh revelation of a U.S. conspiracy to weaken the Qaddafi regime, to which Moscow

objected strongly (I bid. P, 98).

Moscow was again left in an embarrassing position when Tripoli acclaimed and supported
terrorists who carried out an attack on airports in Vienna and Rome in December 1985. There

was a growing Soviet concern in March 1986 with the American warplanes bombarding Libyan
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military bases, which also included Soviet made artilleries, close to the Gulf of Sirte on the
Mediterranean Sea. As a result, the Soviets risked either confronting with the United States or
losing face in case it could not react swiftly to an attack on one of its allies in the region. In
addition, on the 15" of April 1986, about a fortnight following the bombing of a Berlin night
club, American warplanes began a raid on the Libyan mainland after condemning Qaddafi for
his role in the attack of the German city, along with other terrorist activities. It should be
pointed out that the U.S. attacks were not followed by any practical solutions or a reaction from
the Soviets who only warned Libya a few hours in advance (Rabinovich., Shaked ,1987 and

Interview: Az-Zentani, 2013).

Another clear stance was that the Soviet Union’s interests were in line with those of Libya;
however, the Kremlin was similarly keen to ease tension with the United States. As such,
Gorbachev was much less anxious about infuriating Qaddafi than jeopardising the promising
U.S-Soviet agreement and reconciliation at a time when the Kremlin was preparing to sign a
major arms control document. It is the lack of a joint defence agreement with Libya that
facilitated Gorbachev’s decision not to come to the rescue of the Libyan regime. Generally,
Moscow resorted to diplomacy as an answer to the air attacks, describing it as brutal and
piratical but offering nothing more as an alternative (Ronen, 2008). In return, Qaddafi openly
condemned the Kremlin’s statement while continuing to declare to Washington its intention to

join Warsaw Alliance (St John, 2002).

With Moscow attempting to conclude an arms-control treaty with Washington, the relationship
with Libya had become a political burden rather than a strategic gain. For Gorbachev, his
multidimensional new thinking ascertained, as well as other issues, a need to have closer ties
with pro-Western countries in the Middle East like Egypt and Israel, which conflicted with

Tripoli’s own foreign policy agenda (Goldberg, and Marantz, 1994).
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As for the 1991 Gulf War which completely flattened out military force of Iraq by the U.S. led
coalition, it represented a historical turning point as the first major post-Cold War conflict in

which Moscow collaborated with Washington against one of its former allies.

An important announcement constituted the major undermining of Qaddafi of the importance
of what he continued to refer to as the Soviet Union, during and after the crisis, in terms of the
superpower status it had and as a strategic ally of the Arabs. He states “why did the Soviet
Union not say it was not permissible to crush Irag and annihilate it once it left Kuwait, despite
the fact that there is a treaty of friendship and cooperation with Moscow”. For Qaddafi, he
argued that such treaty “compels the Soviet Union to stand by Iraq if aggression is waged
against it”. He concluded that “the Arabs have no ally apart from themselves” (Ronen, 2008).
As such, Qaddafi’s statement was a clear message that the Soviet Union had stopped being a

dependable ally for the Arabs.

It was stated by Lahwej (1998) that Libya has always deemed a part and closely linked with
the former communist power, while hard currency in return for sophisticated weapons has
characterised their major dealings. Strategically, North Africa and the Mediterranean basin had
been key areas for the Soviet Union. Consequently, it established a policy aimed to penetrate
this region by developing close ties with its nationalist regimes such as Libya in order to get
counter balance to NATO forces in that area and empower it to endanger western oil targets.
Furthermore, Lahwej also added that the instantaneous Libyan acknowledgment of the plot in
the 1991 attempted coup d'état against Gorbachev had summed up the nature of Soviet-Libya
ties during the Gorbachev era. Thus, the demise of Soviet supremacy would mean that the
United States would enforce its political agenda over smaller countries, in particular the radical
ones. In fact, America suggested and led the sanctions enforcement process on Libya, while

there had been mounting pressure on Libya with regards to the terrorism issue.
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Rightly claimed by Tsygankov (2013) was the fact that the refining of the Kremlin’s foreign
policy in the years beyond the eventual demise of the Soviet Union was undeniable given its
strides to engage more with the west by means of losing billions of dollars in arms deals in
lucrative Third World markets and endorsing Western restrictions against some of the most

lethal regimes, including Libya, Iraq and Yugoslavia.

It is clearly shown by D’Anieri (2002) that, in the period between 1991 and 1996, Russia was
experiencing a dramatic flux in its social, economic, and governmental policy, including the
foreign policy field, which was no exception. Given the demise of the Soviet State, there
appeared to be an essential reconsideration of the pivotal themes of foreign policy, the state
interests, the policy process, and the resources to reach the desired outcomes. As a result, the
foreign policy of Russia was confined in terms of geographic boundaries, with its leader
upholding as a principle of dealing that other states should not be involved in the near
boundaries to the Russian hemisphere, and for that matter, Russia would not be interfering with

other regions away from its surroundings.

Ronen (2002) rightly points out that, it could be reasonably sensible to enquire as to whether
Libya would have regained its status within the Western community and earned its
respectability on the global stage had the Soviet Union not crumbled down in the aftermath of
the Cold War. The words of Haass (1998) indicates that, the end of the Cold War made
enforcing sanctions on Libya a lot easier for the main Western states via utilising Security
Council to serve their own interests. On other words the fall of the Soviet Union as a bloc
deepened the isolation of Libyan regime from the rest of the world, which made collective acts
against the Libyan regime less contentious than would have been considered even a few years
before. One of the major anxious moments, as highlighted by Martines (2006), was the fear
expressed by Libyan officials that the U.S. might occupy Libya, which became a likely

outcome, thus aggravating their sense of uncertainty. For example, the swiftness with which
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the Iragi regime came to an abrupt end made the Libyan top statesmen question his own armies

and their ability to respond.

St John (2008) asserts that, Neumann The Deputy Assistant Security emphasised that regime
change was not a key concern for American policy regarding Libya. To prove this, the speech
delivered by President Bush in 2003 asserted that U.S. policy would continue to vouch for
enhanced human rights and more democratic reforms in Libya without having to change the
regime. It actually means that the United States was prepared to tolerate the Qaddafi’s regime,
probably because they did not see it as important and dangerous as it was in the period of the
Cold War and due to its new policy which has become proportionate with the strategy of the

United States.

A similar view was advocated by Alter (2005), who reveals that the non-presence of the Soviet
Union affected global order, thus enabling the U.S. to take the initiative with a new
international system via huge domination of the United Nations, so as to carry out its policies
of the new world order on the one hand and monitor the rogue states on the other. In fact,
Simons and Dalyell (1993) pointed out that the demise of the Soviet Union offered the United

States huge control over the UN Security Council.

Schwartz (2007) points out that, the end of the bipolar era in global politics deprived Libya of
any support from an existing powerhouse. As a result, the economy started to decline and its

leadership was looking more at sea. The ground had been laid for a remarkable compromise.

The United States received support from the U.N Security Council for its campaign against
Libya for sponsoring terrorist activities in the wake of the Libyan connection to the tragic 1988
Pan Am 103 and 1989 UTA 772 bombing incidents, which were followed by a series of
resolutions in 1992 and 1993 by the Security Council compelling Libya to hand the suspects,

admit charges made against its officials, recompense the incident, cooperated in all facts related
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to the investigation, stop its endorsement of terrorist activities and support to terrorist groups,
and finally publicly prove its rejection of terrorism. Air travel, as well as economic, and
diplomatic sanctions were imposed against Libya by the Security Council, which were for years
to come among the most effective multilateral sanctions against non-cooperating regimes
(Calabrese, 2004). This indicates that the international upheaval emanating from the change
from bipolarity to polarity did work in favour of the United States as it finally pushed the
Libyan leader to comply with the Western demands in general and succumb to the American

pressure in particular.

In a study by Kile and Hart (2005), the authors revealed that, during much of the 1990s and as
a result of the new nature of the international system, Libya was reported to have shown an
inclination to normalise its ties with Europe and the United States, in an attempt to enhance its
reputation. As stated by a member of the U.S. National Security Council (NSC), in the early
days of 2002, several ‘direct and indirect messages’ were sent by the Libyan government to the
U.S. administration by the British government signifying its ‘eagerness to resolve differences’.
In the course of this communication, the United States highlighted that, on top of the Lockerbie
bombing incident, two other key issues had to be given similar priority; namely, the provable
termination of Libya’s weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and medium- and long-range
missile technologies, in addition to rejection of the Libyan sponsorship of terrorist activities

and groups.

As demonstrated in the Libyan example, the value of possessing a multidimensional body lies
in that it can verify, and in reality legitimise, the nation’s statements and treaty adherence status.
Libya’s obligations concerning WMD and Chemical Weapons (CW) were thus confirmed by
means of a system of announcements and on-site assessments conducted by several

international organisations.
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As stated by the American Journal of International Law (2004) Libya, in its general
understanding that the arms race would contribute nothing to either its own protection or to
that of the region, and would leave the regime to contemplate on the serious repercussions of
its own plight, and ambitions; namely, its strong desire for a secure and peaceful world, hoped,
through these genuine efforts, to motivate all nations without exception to follow in its

footsteps, beginning with Middle Eastern countries.

In addition, it is worth pointing out that Libya’s early aspiration to rise as a nuclear weapons
country was entrenched in the Libyan leader’s regional determination and the revolutionary
enthusiasm that typified Libya’s foreign policy for much of the 1970s and early 1980s. With
Libya’s radical strategies causing internal dissatisfaction and confrontations with its
neighbours and dominant Western states, the regime had to reconsider its main concerns and
started to follow a more realistic foreign policy. In fact, Libya’s apparently unpredictable
nuclear propagation plans in the 1990s revealed the regime’s hesitant obligation to the chase
of nuclear weapons in the wake of its fast approaching demise to its reputation both

domestically and internationally.

It was rightly argued that the key diplomatic issue encountering both the Libyan regime and
the American administration was how to establish mutual trust (Alterman, 2004). This dilemma
acutely felt by the Libyan government, with Qaddafi reaching the point where he could sense
the strain of being at the mercy of an immeasurably tougher opponent. For more than two
decades of American aggression and antagonism, it was extremely hard for the Libyans to
believe that American actions were only a sham to undermine and eventually dethrone the
Libyan leader. The latter was condemned by Undersecretary of State John Bolton in May 2002
as aggressively in pursuit of chemical, biological and nuclear weapons, while also being

decisively ensconced on the American list of leaders supporting terror. There was also a
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problem of trust with the American administration suspecting the unpredictable and worrying

activities of the highest authorities in Libya.

According to Boucek (2004), the 19" of December 2003 declaration was arguably considered
an element of the Libyan policy to progress from American restrictions that started well in
advance of the incursion of Operation Iragi Freedom. In addition, these meetings were carried
out in parallel to the Lockerbie talks involving representatives from the Washington, London,

and Tripoli administrations.

Stottlemyre (2012) rightly argues that Qaddafi’s rhetoric could be the crucial factor for his
charismatic power, which linked Libya’s foreign policy strategies to his own foreign policy
vision and ambitions. On the basis of his charismatic leadership, Qaddafi expressed his foreign
policy vision when he delivered his first major speech to the Libyan people at the end of the
1960s, which he kept referring to repeatedly when taking major Libyan foreign policy decisions.
During a spell of 35 years, Qaddafi’s power drew extensively from beliefs and ideals linked to
the early days of his revolt. Given this flexibility of vision, Qaddafi was capable of maintaining

authority, whilst strategically fine-tuning Libyan foreign policy decisions.

According to Pargeter (2006), the reform process in Libya has been thwarted by a lack of
political willpower at the top level, which could be ascribed to the regime’s preoccupation with
ascertaining its own security that far outweighs any seeming desire to change. The dialogue of
reform is essentially intended to send signals that real change is taking place, while in reality

the foundations are the same.

As evidenced by Chorin (2012), because of a series of historical irregularities, the 2003 deal
with Libya, apart from its context, provided an opportunity for Libya and the West to break
with the past and remould the brittle relationship into a somewhat robust and potentially

sustainable. Qaddafi’s decision not to interact with these developments came to surprise. In
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the same way, the more stable, advanced, well-informed administrations of the West would
have been expected to recognise Qaddafi’s intentions and strategies and thus safeguard their
own interests. However, that did not happen. Fundamentally, neither side did really see the
potential of the deal; realised what it meant to the other; or exerted any efforts to construe its
significance for either. As such, historical determinants and other pressing policy issues led
both sides to potentially discontinue their efforts to make the deal possible. Despite this,
Qaddafi was not only momentarily startled by his accomplishment in relieving his country from
the burden of economic sanctions, but he was also intent to prove that the future of the country
would be brighter if he did in fact speed up the reform plan instead of adhering to the superficial
makeover. As for the United States and the other western countries, they were too diverted by
the seemingly low-cost media distractions and financial profits to contemplate beyond the short

run.

Another argument put forward by Bowen (2006) who claimed that following a long nuclear
weapons’ pursuit of more than 30 years, the Libyan regime decided to surrender its ambitions
in this field as Qaddafi feared that his core interests were best protected by so doing. There had
been a dramatic change in Libya’s economic and security picture over the preceding decade,
while the process of pursuing nuclear weapons and other WMD had come to be seen as a major

liability rather than a potential deterrent for the Libyan regime.

Also in relation to the issue of WMD, Indyk (2004) argues that the American administration at
the time was deeply worried about the advances of Libya’s clandestine production and pursuit
of chemical weapons. Showing a tendency for a multilateral forum, Libyan agents opted for
joining the Chemical Weapons Convention and agree to the inspection of their sites. Following
a summit in October 1999, Libya submitted another offer on chemical weapons and consented
to participate in the Middle East multilateral arms control discussions held during that period.

The reason why the Americans did not pursue the Libyan WMD offer then was due to the fact
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that the Pan Am 103 issues were not resolved; as such, all engagements were put on hold until
the fulfilment of that condition. In addition, since Libya’s chemical weapons programme was
not seen as an impending danger, and given that its nuclear programme was hardly existent,
ridding Libya of terrorism and acquiring compensation had to be on the top of the American
administration’s agenda. Thus, the UN sanctions could only be lifted as soon as these
conditions were met, while any sanctions imposed by the US would still be in place until the

WMD issues were resolved once and for all.

According to Hochman (2006), three other aspects had an impact on Libya’s WMD setback.
To begin, on top of the pressures applied as a result of the 2003 US incursion in Irag, Qaddafi
had reason to anticipate greater security gains in seeking closer relations with the American
administration and other western countries. More specifically, Libya’s apprehension of al-
Qaeda had a major impact on its intentions to ally with the White House. Second, amidst
attempts to put an end to the enduring US and UN sanctions for economic reasons, Qaddafi
was also adamant to bring the curtains down on Libya’s outcast image. Qaddafi was
increasingly concerned about his preserving his own reputation and Libya’s international status
and credibility inspired his decision. Finally, the Pam Am 103 deceased’s relatives and
supporters on Capitol Hill exercised agenda-setting influence, reinforcing the negotiating
position of the United States against the Libyan regime. These three factors best describe US

foreign policy strategies adopted toward Libya since the late 1990’s.

As stated by Cigar (2012), what motivated Libya to its key decision on the nuclear program
included a multifaceted fruition of a cost-benefit examination ending with a deep-seated belief
among the senior management that nuclear weapons were not as beneficial in terms of meeting
the country’s military and political targets. More specifically, the nuclear program was

regarded as a vital contributor to Libya’s continuing international predicament.
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According to Bahgat (2008), it is only in response to a worsening economic crisis aggravated
by stationary oil prices and stifling economic sanctions that there was to a large extent a
complete change in Libya’s status from an ‘outcast state’ to a responsible member in the
international community. As Libya’s economy is heavily reliant on oil returns and is one of the
least diversified economies in the Middle East, this made the country even more fragile in the
face of economic sanctions, which could only be effective once the rest of the world stopped
buying this one commodity. The Libyan case thus shows that the less diversification in the

economy, the more likely sanctions are to be effective.

As indicated by Hart and Kile (2005), British and Libyan officials held a meeting in London
on 16 December 2003 and issued a joint public statement on 19 December 2003, which was
later agreed by Libya, the UK and the USA. British Prime Minister Tony Blair and Libyan

President Muammar Qaddafi finalised the process following a telephone conversation.

Hegghammer (2008) and (2009) provided ample evidence on the reasons why the Libyan
regime was keen on obtaining nuclear weapons and its perseverance towards this goal, which
changed in light of growing domestic upheavals and an increasingly unstable relationships with
major countries in the international community. More precisely, Libya’s declining relationship
with key Middle Eastern countries and the United States resulted in a change of direction in its

foreign and security policies.

As indicated in the words of Tanter (1999), Washington was more preoccupied with the Libyan
regime’s actions regarding anti-subversion, counterterrorism, and non-proliferation. As far as
the Americans were concerned, their objectives included first and foremost enforcing Tripoli
to stop its rebellious behaviour toward neighbouring countries that happened to be on friendlier
terms with the Washington administration. Second, the American administration wanted the

Qaddafi regime to put an end to its support for global terrorist organisations and activities and
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cease any ambitious intentions to acquire weapons of mass destruction or develop any related

programmes.

Being a global force, the United States had been investing in a strategic interest in ensuring
that it was not to be challenged in the post-Cold War period. However, with the Libyan regime
standing up as an obstacle in the path of Washington and while behaving like a rogue state
against the American interests, it soon started to pose challenges to the United States authority,
resolve, and obligations. It was widely held then if a nation as Libya would pose such a
challenge to Washington’s resolve, the possibility of failing to use the deterrence policy might
go up in other parts of the world. If on the other hand that very country is an ally to another
superpower, as in the case of Libya’s association with the Soviet Union, then it is more likely

that the United States should not accept any other parties contesting its resolve.

How was Libyan foreign made in the period this thesis explores? The leadership of a central
figure was very important, but Qaddafi was supported by aides and advisors. As Hill (2003, p.
63, 110) points out, even the more monolithic dictatorships need machinery of government.
The Revolutionary Command Council in Libya fulfilled the functions taken by a number of
separate committees in larger political systems. Key advisors as well as holders of key roles
(head of intelligence, foreign minister) sat on the Council. Qaddafi held power successfully
through informal networks, however, including having a very detailed knowledge of the
interests and concerns of tribal and local leaders across the country, and these informal
networks were central to his successful maintenance of office. They were also important
sources of information, enabling the Tripoli government to form a relatively accurate
assessment of local discontents across a large and not very heavily populated country. They
also supplied information on the growing influence of Islamicist ideas which had their greatest
impact in disaffected tribes in the centre of the country. Alongside the RCC, foreign policy was

managed through key institutional frameworks. As in many small and developing countries,
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the Embassy to the United Nations in New York was especially important because it provided
a key point of contact with many other international actors, both states and organisations. The
researcher was fortunate to have interviewed Mr Dorda, who was the UN Ambassador during
most of the period of adaptation. This interview reveals that the Libyan leadership trusted the
UN office, and that Dorda, who was close to Qaddafi before he went to New York was one of
the close trusted circle. It is partly for this reason that the intelligence network became an
important tool of foreign policy. That relates to external information and to the pursuit of
Libyan exiles. But it also relates to exchanges with other governments, notably the UK. After
the collapse of the Qaddafi regime, according to a number of Western news sources (Daily

Telegraph, 3 and 5 September 2011; The Independent, 25 August and 5 September 2011), it

became clear from intelligence papers which found their way into the public domain, that some
key Libyan intelligence officials had a longstanding and apparently quite close relationship
with officers of the British MI6, and that this channel was one of the means by which the
adaptation of Libya’s foreign policy was managed. This is probably also related to a back
channel to US policy makers, given that MI6 has generally been close to US intelligence
institutions, although the interview evidence does not directly confirm that. The intelligence
organisations were themselves managed through a national supervisory committee normally
headed by the head of intelligence which managed the flow of information and sought to
control bureaucratic competition between the separate internal and external agencies. The role
of intelligence head, more recently taken by Mr Al-Sanusi, was a key role for Qaddafi; among
other things, as several interviewees pointed out, this was always one of the few officials who

was expected to tell the leader truths which otherwise he might not have wanted to hear.

To sum up, this chapter provided a general description of the literature on the reciprocal

relations between Libya and the Soviet Union during the Cold War, as well as giving full
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account on some issues that have been scientifically discussed with regard to the Libyan foreign

policy in the period that following the demise of the Soviet Union.

It has already been mentioned in this chapter that Libya’s relations with the Soviet Union were
strengthened as a result of its hostility to the Western hemisphere. In other words, because of
the American foreign policy toward Libya, the latter turned to another global force at that time;
one that was prepared to provide Qaddafi with the weapons required to upgrade and advance
his forces, and to strengthen Libyan military competence and ability in order to protect Libyan
interests in the region. These relations were reinforced by mutual benefit of both parties in
which the Soviet Union obtained some strategic gains deemed attainable concerning Libya’s
approach. On the other hand, Libya obtained some gains from its rapprochement with the
Soviet Union allowing Qaddafi to purchase Soviet arms and to pursue his revolutionary agenda
in Africa as well as in the Middle East. Despite this, there was always a level of mistrust
between the Libyan and Soviet leaderships. Neither lived up to the expectations of the other,
even if they kept to the formal letter of most of their agreements. And differences over religion
and sub-Saharan African policy did not help. But the most important element framing these
relations was the changing role of the United States and the renewal of closer détente relations

between Washington and Moscow after 1985 (Interview: Az-Zentani, 2013).

This chapter reviews a range of literature and evidence which helps to set the context of the
Cold War and détente in order to provide an important background for the developments in
relations as the Soviet Union collapses. It does not claim in any way to be original. But it draws
together a number of the main theoretical explanations of the evolution of the Cold War to

provide a theoretical as well as a useful empirical/historical context for the later discussions.
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Chapter Two: The Theory, Methodology and Methods of Exploring Libyan

Foreign Policy

In this chapter, the core theoretical debates which inform the thesis are examined so as to
establish the position which the empirical analysis will develop. This necessarily includes some
intellectual history to set the theory actually used in the context of the development of relevant
foreign policy theories. The chapter explains the methodological bases of the argument of the
thesis, understanding methodology as ‘the philosophy of the research’, but also as the bridging
link between the specific methods used in the study and the theory. Finally, the chapter sets out
the ways in which specific methods are used, which include specific reading strategies and
above all the grounding of the interviews which help to provide the thesis with some of its main
distinctive and original results. The thesis will examine how foreign policy change in difficult
circumstances can be explained drawing on ideas and arguments which include the role of
leadership, the adaptive behaviour of elites and leaders, the way learning might be understood,

and the impacts of internal and external policies within relatively small states.

Theory

The political process is permanently experiencing both continuity and changes. As foreign
policy does not emanate from a vacuum, the environment within which it is formulated and
carried out offers both motives and context to act upon. In addition, this environment provides
ample opportunities and constant threats that in turn mould foreign policymaking as it offers
an experimenting field for understanding the views and insights of policy-makers (Farrands,
1989; Neack, Hey and Haney, 1995, esp. Chs 4, 7, 8, 12; Hill, 2003). This means it is always
in motion, and in continuous adjustment or change in response to both internal and external

circumstances. To examine how the adjustments are undertaken and how alterations are made
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and continuities preserved is to invoke the study of political adaption (Rosenau, 1981). This is

the theoretical starting point for this thesis.

It has long been an interesting issue to contemplate how and why organisms acclimatise to their
evolving environments. The explanation of change, rather than a focus on the enduring or
universal aspects of life, has become a focus of enquiry in all fields especially since the
nineteenth century: regardless of whether the organism is a single cell, a person, a small or a
large number of people, it can be seen as endeavouring either to utilise or to resist its
environment, a narrative packed with drama. In turn, the constantly changing environment
threatens the very integrity and existence of the organism. Among the questions that need to
be raised is whether the organism can adjust to changes; whether it can take advantage of these
changes and thrive; or it will give in to them and dissolve into their environment. In addition,
it is important to learn about what will happen to the organism in its pursuit of survival if it can
remain distinct from its environment, including the fundamental changes that have to occur in
its own internal structure. Similarly crucial is to identify whether the demands of the
environment will be readily absorbed and adaptation will be easily achieved (Smith, 1981). Or
alternatively, one might ask whether and how adaptation is difficult; or in some circumstances

impossible.

Foreign policy change was a concern that Rosenau and Smith (cited above) tried to understand.
But these concerns remain significant in the study of international relations and foreign policy.
It is a recurring theme in Hermann, Kegley and Rosenau’s still useful edited collection New
Directions in the Study of Foreign Policy (1987). Risse-Kappen (1995) argued that
understanding change in policy and the specific forces which brought it about was one of the
major challenges to foreign policy analysis, as did a symposium reviewing the state of the field
published in International Studies Review in 2003 (Garrison et al, 2003). Charles Hermann had

already established the continuing importance of understanding how governments changed
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course, suggesting that we should understand change management as a continuum from
relatively small scale adjustments to the very large scale reinvention of foreign policy in
response to specific conditions (Hermann, 1990). He identified the main sources of such
changes as four factors: foreign policy leadership; adjustments initiated by bureaucratic change;
transformation led by domestic pressures; and change in response to larger or smaller scale
external shocks. This thesis follows Hermann’s characterisation as well as a critical reading of
some of the core ideas in Rosenau and Smith. But these ideas set the agenda for a case study
analysis rather than providing a more specific framework for analysis; they set a road map, but
do not lay down tram lines. Yetiv (2007), in a review of a monograph by Welch (2005), accepts
that foreign policy adjustment is often difficult and may be only ‘ponderously’ achieved; but
unlike Welch, Yetiv is suspicious of the idea that foreign policy elites will not initiate changes
in policy unless they seem to have absolutely no alternatives. The search for choices and room
for manoeuvre when a policy elite finds itself in a tight situation is one of the main themes of
this study, where the Libyan leadership was pressed hard to make radical adjustments in policy
under the threat of extinction, but where at least some of the time, as the empirical chapters

will argue, they were also able to find some scope for independent choice.

These questions are also at the centre of the understanding of foreign policy processes.
However, it does not take much thought to acknowledge that their core comprises all the
approaches and actions through which organised national communities strive to deal with and
take advantage of their global surroundings. Indeed, this could stand as a definition of foreign
policy itself. Therefore, other than their significance as issues of ethics and citizenship, it is
possible to view foreign policy phenomena as a type of adaptive behaviour, whose
understanding remains a fascinating and challenging process to the human intellect (Rosenau,
1980, p. 501; Rosenau, 1981). According to Holsti et al. (1982), adaptive behaviour in foreign

policy occurs when a state embraces a fresh foreign policy approach systemically, abandoning
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old forms of political, trading, cultural and military ties. In the case of some of these countries,
adaptation may be imposed on them by means of boycotts, restrictions and exclusion of support

channels.

In order to be able to understand the adaptive behaviour of any country’s foreign policy, the
theory of foreign policy adaptation was first proposed by Rosenau as an attempt to sophisticate
the study of foreign policy analysis. It was distinctively a theory of the bipolar Cold War period.
The approach formed part of what has been called the second generation of foreign policy
analysis, which depended on the mainstream analysis dominating that era. Petersen (1977)
made some specific criticisms of the formulation of Rosenau’s Theory of Adaptive Behaviour.
He claimed in particular on the one hand that its operationalization is uncertain because its core
variables are too broad, covering the entire field of foreign policy, and making its specific
application difficult. On the other hand, he suggested that it would be of little use for empirical
analysis because its indicators cannot easily be measured or assessed. As well as this criticism,
and as a consequence of the events that have taken place on the global stage in the aftermath
of the collapse of the Soviet Union, the theory of adaptive behaviour has acquired a fresh
importance, because so many countries’ foreign policies adapted during and after the Soviet
collapse and subsequent shifts in the global power balances. But the theory needs to be, and
can be, improved because of its inadequacies, and these beg the question how it can be changed
to be a more effective means of understanding foreign policy change. Some of the challenges
that have typified present-day politics encompass pressures from globalisation and economic
liberalisation. As a consequence, more economies are opening up and more segments of
economies are linked transnationally across nations. Moreover, pressures for democratisation
have also been sweeping throughout the globe. While within countries, new groups and factions
search for empowerment, outside of many countries, key global organisations such as the

United Nations, the International Monetary Fund, Amnesty International, and others are
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adopting the stance that a state’s internal affairs and human rights activities are genuine
concerns of the global community (Beasley et al., 2002). This changes both foreign policy
processes and foreign policy agendas. These changes have only been accelerated by the ending
of the Cold War. The competition between the United States and the Soviet Union had an
impact on almost every aspect of global politics for the most part of the second half of the last
century. Once this conflict came to an end, it has given rise to major changes and developments
that have considerably transformed international relations and national policies. Studying
foreign policy works as a conceptual bridge, examining the effect of both external
(‘international politics’) and internal politics on countries’ relationships and links with one
another. Since such changes have been taking place at the international relations as well as the
domestic level, an approach which systematically links both is important, as Beasley et al.

(2002) have also argued.

In its conservative formulation, foreign policy was associated with the notions of statehood,
self-rule and the prevalence of the one state player in world politics. According to Kissinger
(1966), foreign policy starts where domestic policy finishes. These notions were summarised
in the key assumptions of ‘state-centric’ realism (White, 2004; 1999; Webber and Smith, 2002;
Waltz, 2001). State-centric realists make assumptions which are focused on the notion of the
clear-cut distinction between local and international policy-making and on the claim that
foreign policy represents a system of government or a sovereign state, governed as a single
entity, which pursues a ‘national interest” which can be objectively identified. In this respect,
national interest is closely associated with the independence and security of a state and is
frequently pursued with little consideration for the interests of other nation states. As such, the
global setting where states were trying to seek their interests was generally antagonistic and
competitive (Wallace, 1974). Critics of this older and outdated approach to foreign policy reject

the importance of the state at their peril: there is plenty of evidence that states and governments
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are key players in global politics. The issue here is that they are no longer the uniquely
dominant actors assumed by older realist theories, and that global social movements, large
companies, religious movements and non-governmental organisations (NGOs) all also matter,
and sometimes have forms of authority (for example as containers of terrorism, distributors or
development aid or as sources of norms and values) as well as power. But states still have a
distinctive role in making and managing foreign policy. To give only one obvious example, the
Libyan government, which managed a relatively stable state, was overthrown by NATO
governments using state sanctioned force in 2011. But the consequences, which are still
unfolding, involved oil companies, banks, Islamicist movements and NGOs as well as
international organisations. Rosenau (1980) was one of the first mainstream scholars in foreign
policy studies to recognise the importance of a wider range of actors in explaining and

understanding the field.

In the opinion of realist or conservative theorists, the global community is often compared by
analogy to a system consisting of billiard ball countries in sporadic crashes (Groom, 2007;
Hudson, 2005). As such, foreign policy decisions are seen as being essentially reached by the
interaction of key global actors (White, 1999; Hill and Light, 1985). To be fair to ‘classical
realism’, the billiard ball analogy was never a model or theory. Most realist writers would
immediately add that the analogy is a ‘heuristic’, a helpful device to capture a picture of global
politics rather than an exact representation. According to Webber and Smith (2002), with these
assumptions in mind, it was not hard to create a theory of foreign policy associated with the
idea of the centrality of national security policy in which military security was at the heart of

policy making.

In fact, this left a tremendous impact on both the parties who made foreign policy and on how
foreign policy was formulated. In spite of the fact that realism was the best available approach

in international relations (IR) with which both experts and scholars have defined international
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relations, it was not successful in terms of examining decision-making processes or any other
domestic sources of international conduct (Hill, 2003; Rosenau, 1980). Even though the realist
tradition was seen by advocates as the best approach precisely because of its state-centred
emphasis, Foreign Policy Analysis (FPA) emerged in response to common realist assumptions
that the state is a solid actor with strong and reasonably considered national interests (Groom,
2007; White, 2004; 1999). FPA in this context was a kind of compromise between liberal and
realist arguments set up as a contrast to theories of international politics by scholars such as
Morgenthau and Waltz (1979). As a consequence, work carried out in the case of FPA
questions numerous concepts characteristic in realism, including rationality. With the
development of FPA, despite maintaining the state as a crucial player, it increasingly hosted a
number of other actors. From the 1950s onwards, FPA has developed and reacted by adjusting
its analysis to the challenging task of changing politics all over the globe (White, 2004).
Therefore, even though it has several shortcomings, FPA has been forceful and transformative
as a tool of investigation. With this in mind, Manners and Whitman (2000), who claimed that
there is no need any longer for an association between FPA and classical realism, introduced
the idea of ‘transformational’ FPA; hence establishing a dividing line between conventional

and existing takes on FPA (see also Alden and Aran, 2012).

Manners and Whitman (2000) see transformational FPA as diverse and improved, investigating
several other additional features of foreign policy under its diagnostic perspective. The main
scope of transformational FPA relates to the participation of a wider range of policy actors,
including state and non-state, domestic and global, which promotes the search for associations
between foreign and other fields of administrative policy-making and examines a much wider
range of topics beyond high politics and their characteristic military and security implications.
As a consequence, transformational FPA provides an informed opinion for a research agenda

which relates to issues of intra-departmental collaboration; therefore revoking the insulation of

58



foreign policy as a distinctive governmental policy field and spreading to matters usually

classified as internal policy areas.

According to White (1999), through the transformational FPA research agenda, the
investigation is extended to area, including the impact of leaders on organisations involved in
the foreign policy process, the contribution of domestic administrative structures, and cultures

and the effect of outside influences on each member state.

Based on this, this research study seeks to improve and develop the theory of foreign policy
adaptation to be able to face up to the emerging phenomena that has taken place in the
international order, which the theory is encountering on one side and because of uncertainty

about its appropriateness among its experts on the other.

In order to establish a beneficial theory and to measure its chances of success, the altered
theory of the adaptive behaviour is supposed to come across numerous quantifiable standards
as acknowledged by Manheim, Rich and Willnat (2002). For example, it should firstly be tested
in terms of its application to the actual world so that its assumptions can be utilised in
supporting or misrepresenting the anticipated behaviours of the observable phenomenon.
Secondly, the mechanisms and expectations of the theory utilised should be logically linked
together and compatible with each other without being inconsistent or irregular. Thirdly, the
theory must be communicable. More specifically, other specialists in the field can comprehend
and inspect its assumptions and hypothesises. Finally, it must be comprehensive by being
applicable to various empirical and time situations. This is to give a definition of foreign policy
studies as neither positivist nor designed to provide a ‘universal’ general theory. Rather, the
study of foreign policy is seen as scientific in the sense that it is rigorous, grounded in careful
analysis of data, rooted in an understanding of the history and context of specific cases of policy

making, and rooted in a pragmatic research practice which is cautious in the claims it makes.
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Such an approach also rejects the idea that a universal model of foreign policy has much value,
and it is suspicious of general theory. But it does embrace the possibility that knowledge
generated from individual cases can be useful for understanding others. Rosenau developed his
version of the adaptive behaviour theory at exactly the same moment as he was moving from
writing in a positivist ‘model building’ approach to a more cautious and critical mode, as his
The Scientific Study of Foreign Policy (1980) records. In particular, Rosenau came to argue
that although national interests were always an important guide to foreign policy, they were
not ‘natural’ or objectively fixed, but rooted in changing identities and images and perceptions,

constructed by fallible individuals and groups (Rosenau, 1980, chapter 11).

Furthermore, Rosenau’s critique of traditional FPA put more emphasis on the question of who
influenced (as opposed to made) decisions, incorporating groups and elites outside the
traditional closed group of the foreign policy system. And he started to question the
assumptions of rationality in decision making which remain very much in question between

scholars who approach the field in different ways today.

In the wake of the end of the Cold War, the theory of adaptation has ever since been significant
as a means of directing research questions and unpacking the motives and learning processes
of decision makers and influencers. For example, the black box of the decision making process,
which Allison had said was ‘ultimately unknowable’ (Allison, 1971), becomes available to be
unfolded by scholars and analysts, while the complexity of the new international system
compels them to pursue their analysis to new levels, taking into account the study of a wider
range of specific actors, motives and psychological forces, as well as institutional processes, a

new level of analysis (Hudson, 2007).

In the light of this, the individual (specific actor) is seen as the predominant figure of all foreign

policy analysis since the lack of participation of an individual, there would be no policy either
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domestic or foreign. According to Hudson (2007), it is of lesser importance whether to
concentrate on single individuals or a group of people since, arguably, neo-realism which has
for such a long time been the key concept in IR is no longer capable of offering answers to a
number of issues, including the reasons why a country would act like it did and why it changed

its stance.

The bottom line is that the ‘black box’ considering countries as unitary players in world politics
may no longer be a convenient type of research as it leaves out a number of variables. As
plainly explained by Hudson, the reason simply refers to the fact that the state is a construct,
and only human beings as such can be considered as real actors as they are the only ones that

are able to act.

In the light of the aforementioned, the revised theory of foreign policy adaptation has paid so
much attention to the role of certain actors in the examination of the adaptation of Libyan
foreign policy. This has taken place through the study of many actors such the role of Libyan’s
leadership and by exploring how the Libyan leaders reacted to the crisis; how they attempted
to attain scope for negotiation; and when and how they achieved what the fairly smooth switch
to a pro-western state. Therefore, included as the major themes of the thesis are the extent to
which Libya had limited choice, the extent to which policy makers acknowledged and utilised
the options they could identify; the contribution of leadership and learning in foreign policy

administration; and the impact of the local affairs on the country’s international behaviour.

The downfall of the Soviet Union left behind tiny and precariously positioned countries,
including Libya which considered the Soviet as their strongest ally during their most wretched
conditions as they had depended upon its backing in their own adaptations. Consequently, a
number of small countries, in general, and the most of radical states, in particular, embraced

the form of acquiescence adaptation for two purposes; the first one was to ensure the survival
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of regimes as they had strained relations with the main superpowers mainly the United States
of America; instead the country survived as it was no longer threatened from external states,
particularly in the last few decades. The second purpose is to absorb the internal demands, such
as the shift in people’s concerns from security issues to economic and social issues, which
might be related to the emergence of the complexity of the real world and its correlation with

stresses of specific actors.

The new version of the adaptive behaviour theory is used in this study to explore and investigate
the changes in Libyan foreign policy behaviour in the aftermath of the Soviet Union’s demise
and the subsequent internal effects. This change was imposed upon Libya via a new
international environment which surfaced after the collapse of the Soviet Union and due to
internal pressurising factors following that collapse, stemming from various groups, people,
and organisations. This made Libyan foreign policy revolve around a constricted space without
any strategic alliance, such as that struck with the Soviet Union prior to its collapse, or a clear-
cut internal structure. Furthermore, this situation forced Libya to follow a one-way route given
the limited choices, which thus meant that there was not considerable scope for manoeuvre. As
such, the Libyan foreign policy stakeholders had limited choices that were summarized in the
ways to drop their adverse trends of the international environment, along with the internal ones,
and seek to develop desirable orientations. This poses certain questions regarding Libyan
foreign policy, such as: could it adjust itself to these unprecedented changes? What price would
it have to pay for its existing system to survive? Can the demands of the external and internal
environment be met or not? These questions will be at the heart of this investigation, while

answering them will constitute the ultimate target of this thesis.

Decision makers always have several choices to select from regarding their actions toward the
external environment through four fundamental strategies; these have been labelled promotive

adaptation, preservative adaptation, acquiescent adaptation, and intransigent adaption
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(Rosenau, 1981). After an intensive reading and analysis of the primary sources, the research
found that the Libyan decision makers were compelled to adopt a new acquiescent adaptation
strategy that did not embrace Rosenau’s adaptive behaviour theory as it stemmed from shared
new global context and new internal pressures. Moreover, the new Libyan’s policy was not
provided with sufficient time to be regarded as a major shake-up in the global system as it was
not expected, which shows that the decision-making process was taking place in light of the
day to day policy. Furthermore, foreign policy adaptation was required for the regime to
survive; in other words, they had to fine-tune their external agenda to the pressures from the

national and global goings-on.

It is important to note that all of the literature on adaptive behaviour cited in this chapter gives
equal potential importance to domestic and external causes of change and policy adaptation.
The theories do not suggest a priori that one is more important than the other. Both are at play,
and may well interact with each other in different ways. Thus it is strictly an empirical question
for research to identify in particular cases which forces are more significant in promoting or
compelling adaptative behaviours. Despite Rosenau’s indication that the demands usually
come from the nearest superpower or at least from one segment of the international
environment, Libya was faced with huge demands which had come from almost the entire
global community, through the United Nations’ policy adopted towards Libya from 1992 to
1998 as a consequence of the changed global order; in addition, new internal demands followed

that alteration in the international stance.

There are all the same obstacles to adaptive change involving major policy innovations, for
example in developing countries which previously lacked democratic institutions and which
attempt to reach acceptable limits of democracy. It is clear that the role of the leader’s values
and beliefs has a huge impact on the state behaviour. The leader’s role may often be more

important in smaller weaker state structures than in more mature developed societies, which
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can minimise the authority of the leader’s individual values and beliefs (Arab, 1988). In a
similar vein, a country with a powerful centralised regime locally, yet with fragile status
globally, is more inclined to streamline its foreign policy than one which is not centralised and
exposed to resilient social interests domestically, but cherishes hegemonic control overseas
(Skidmore 1994). This begs the question of how leadership in policy change is understood as

part of the adaptive process.

Margaret Hermann has contributed a number of studies over a long career in foreign policy
studies to the understanding of the role of leadership in policy analysis (Hermann, 1980, 1995,
1998, 2001). Together with work by Byman (2005) on leadership in the Arab world, this
provides a starting point for an interrogation of evidence on the leadership style and leadership
impacts, as well as how leadership addresses questions of structural change. Although some of
this body of work looks more at examples of democratic leadership, it also facilitates the
understanding of more authoritarian leadership styles. Qaddafi did not manage Libyan foreign
policy without the support of an attentive elite of supporters. This small group were not mere
courtiers. They advised, warned and negotiated. They also changed over time. Qaddafi could
be arbitrary, unreliable and most certainly cruel. But he was generally speaking a leader who
made rational calculations and who used advisors who were willing to speak to him about the
limits of his power and the dangers of particular proposed courses of action. This was more the
case at the start of his period in power, when he depended on the clique which came to office
after the 1969 coup. In the 1970s, he eliminated some of those around him while other fled into
exile, and his style of government was more arbitrary and less predictable, not least because he
appeared also to invent his own ideology to justify his actions. But by the mid-1980s, as Soviet
power was already declining, he came again to depend more on his small circle of advisors and
emissaries. After the collapse of the USSR in 1991, the leadership style was mostly cooler,

more calculated, and more pragmatic. The policy elite in Libya was, as the later chapters will
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show in more detail, wrestling with very difficult problems as best it could under considerable
domestic and international pressure, and with little idea of how much time they might have to
make the adaptations they started to consider. In these circumstances, theories of ‘democratic’
leadership might not be appropriate but theories of rational leadership are. Popular western
media have often presented the image of ‘mad dog Qaddafi’ (for example, Daily Mail, 23
August 2011), and this image was revived when the regime fell in 2011. But it was never an

image that would pass muster in a more academic context.

However, given that some countries were governed by authoritarian regimes, in general, and
the Libyan regime, in particular, during the Cold War period, the obstacles were not addressed
appropriately as a result of an ineffective internal structure during the Cold War spell that
tolerates the Libyan leader’s unlimited powers to decide on and implement Libyan foreign
policy without accounting for internal circumstances. Furthermore, the head of the state has
been the key figure in shaping Libya foreign policy with all major decisions related to Libyan
foreign policy being almost single-handedly taken according to the leader’s whims or interests
(Hinnebusch & Ehteshami, 2002). In addition, Libyan foreign policy in that era was dedicated
to reflecting Qaddafi’s values and perception about the external world through its
determination and execution (Arab, 1988). In this context, Wish (1980) rightly argues that the
structure of policy and the focus of policy change depends on the conception which leaders
have not just of their own role but also of their understanding of the role of the state and nation
in regional and global politics. The later discussion will chart how the Libyan leadership
changed its conceptions of Libya’s role under the pressures of the Soviet collapse as part of its
analysis. Byman (2005) suggests that regime change is a principle cause of policy reorientation,
and he identifies many of the characteristics of the Libyan leadership correctly. But he also
underestimates the capacity of centralised non-democratic states to re-make themselves and/or

their policies. There is a wide agreement involving some of the national role conceptions of
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political figures and how they manage foreign policy behaviour of their countries (Wish, 1980).
For instance, and unsurprisingly, countries whose leaders assumed dominant roles were more
inclined to dominate the foreign policy decision-making process. In addition, those countries
with highly communicative and charismatic leaders, including those driven by lust for power,

were more predisposed to show aggressive behaviour (Albernawi, 2002).

Moreover, during the Cold War period, Libya attempted to be a strategic ally to the Soviet
Union to capture the leader’s external revolutionary aspirations without paying any attention
to the internal actors which stemmed from the prevailing international circumstances in that
era. However, in the wake of the collapse of the Soviet Union, the international order was
changed dramatically; thus liberating domestic actors from their old constraints that had been
imposed by the previous international setting. Therefore, both sides compelled Libya’s
decision makers to orientate Libyan foreign policy to be more cooperative with the external

environment since each side is essentially in need of the other.

The vital location and oil resources of Libya have attracted superpower countries in the
subsequent years of the end of the bipolar system. In return, many local individuals, groups,
and institutions have been fascinated by developed countries. All of this caused huge mixed

pressures upon Libyan decision makers to adopt this new version of adaptation.

Consequently, this new version of the adaptive behaviour theory attempted to explain how
Libya modified its foreign policy behaviour to suit these new circumstances in order to ensure

the regime’s interests and survival on the one hand and to achieve its new goals on the other.

When Rosenau and Smith first proposed their versions of an adaptive behaviour approach to
foreign policy, there seemed to be two alternative kinds of explanation of change at issue. One
was the adaptive behaviour model as already discussed. The other, which becomes more

important in policy studies in the 1980s and 1990s, was the idea that institutional learning was
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a key to understanding policy change. The institutional learning image has its origins in liberal
institutionalist theories (Smith, Hadfield and Dunne, 2008), and perhaps before that in
management theory. Leaders learn from their mistakes, but also from the day-to-day
interactions with domestic and international policy environments (Farrands, 1989). Learning is
in this conception a normal process of adaptation as well as a necessary one. It is not (pace
Welch cited above) only a response to radical crises and sudden shocks. Radical shocks may
produce learning, but they may also make it impossible (because learning requires time to
assimilate and use what is learned). Levy (1994) formulates an account of foreign policy
change as learning which is persuasive and applicable to case study research. Risse-Kappen
(1995) also recognises the importance of learning processes in foreign policy change. Smith
(2004) draws on the same idea in a study of the adaptation of European Union foreign policy.
None of these authors is also using the specific framework developed by Rosenau and critically
elaborated by Smith, but nothing in these more recent accounts of adaptation are incompatible
with those earlier studies. In this thesis, the idea that learning and adaptation are separate
explanations which focus on rather different aspects of the foreign policy process is
systematically rejected. Instead, it seems logical to recognise how far these kinds of
explanations overlap and enhance each other. Learning is —or can be- a part of foreign policy
adaptation, but is unlikely to be the whole story in any example. But it is often a central part of
how policy elites change course, and in the Libyan case, it will be empirical study of the

evidence available which will determine the answer to the question of its importance here.

In summary, it would be worth pointing out that the framework developed by Rosenau has
been subjected to some amendments in this thesis (that will be shown briefly in the following
table) to be of utility in examining the evidence about Libyan foreign policy in the particular
period of time in which a set of changes utilised to rebuild this formulation. The table identifies

both elements of theory which have been adopted with only marginal changes and elements
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which have been adopted but also adapted, where the thesis has made a small but significant
original critique of the ideas of Rosenau and Smith in building on their work to make sense of

Libyan foreign policy in this specific context.
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Table 1: Summary of the theoretical approach taken in thesis.

The elements of the original theory used

The theory of foreign policy adaptation was first
proposed by Rosenau as an attempt to sophisticate
the study of foreign policy analysis. It was
distinctively a theory of the bipolar Cold War
period. The approach formed part of what has been
called the second generation of foreign policy
analysis, which depended on the mainstream
analysis dominating that era. the formulation of
Rosenau’s Theory of Adaptive Behaviour got some
specific criticisms in terms of its operationalization
on one hand as its core variables are too broad,
covering the entire field of foreign policy, and
making its specific application difficult on the other
hand, as its indicators cannot easily be measured or
assessed. Even though, the formulation has been
revised by smith, the latter’s ideas just set the
agenda for a case study analysis rather than
providing a more specific framework for analysis;
he set a road map, but do not lay down tram lines.
Moreover, Smith’s contribution neglected that how
the theory can be changed to be a more effective
means of understanding foreign policy change. As
well as this criticism, and as a consequence of the
events that have taken place on the global stage in
the aftermath of the collapse of the Soviet Union,
the theory of adaptive behaviour has acquired a
fresh importance, because so many countries’
foreign policies adapted during and after the Soviet
collapse and subsequent shifts in the global power
balances. But the theory needs to be, and can be,
improved because of its inadequacies, and these
beg the question how it can be changed to be a more
effective means of understanding foreign policy
change. Some of the challenges that have typified
present-day politics encompass pressures from
globalisation and economic liberalisation.

It focuses on studying the external politics and their
effect on countries’ behaviours as it believes that
the demands for adaptation usually come from the
nearest superpower or at least from one segment of
the international environment.

The revised theory as critiqued and
adopted

As the specific actor is seen as the predominant
figure of all foreign policy analysis since the lack
of participation of an individual, there would be no
policy either domestic or foreign. According to
Hudson (2007), it is of lesser importance whether
to concentrate on single individuals or a group of
people since, arguably, neo-realism which has for
such a long time been the key concept in IR is no
longer capable of offering answers to a number of
issues, including the reasons why a country would
act like it did and why it changed its stance.

The bottom line is that the ‘black box’ considering
countries as unitary players in world politics may
no longer be a convenient type of research as it
leaves out a number of variables. As plainly
explained by Hudson, the reason simply refers to
the fact that the state is a construct, and only human
beings as such can be considered as real actors as
they are the only ones that are able to act.

In light of this, the revised theory of foreign policy
adaptation has paid so much attention to the role of
certain actors in the examination of the adaptation
of Libyan foreign policy. This has taken place
through the study of many actors such the role of
Libyan’s leadership and by exploring how the
Libyan leaders reacted to the crisis; how they
attempted to attain scope for negotiation; and when
and how they achieved what the fairly smooth
switch to a pro-western state. Therefore, included
as the major themes of the thesis are the extent to
which Libya had limited choice, the extent to which
policy makers acknowledged and utilised the
options they could identify; the contribution of
leadership and learning in foreign policy
administration; and the impact of the local affairs
on the country’s international behaviour.

It focuses on studying foreign policy works as a
conceptual bridge, examining the effect of both
external and internal politics on countries’
behaviours and links with one another. Since such
changes have been taking place at the international
relations as well as the domestic level, an approach
which systematically links both is important.
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Methodology and Methods

The analysis of foreign policy also requires primary sources that underpin the research findings.
A good research is one that is well prepared and includes a framework for data collection and
analysis, generally in keeping with the key aims of the research. Also determined in the
research design is how the research should be piloted, utilising a number of methods,
approaches and tools, given their significance in terms of providing complementary data in

support of the findings (Burnham et al., 2004. p. 31).

The use of theory and methodology needs above all to be appropriate for the research topic;
furthermore, it is crucial that theory and methods are linked to each other and have some kind
of compatibility with each other, as well as being used for a particular purpose for each
investigator and each theme (Burnham et al, 2004, p. 276). As far as this research is concerned,
elite interviewing will be utilised. In addition, examining and studying academic materials is
considered as a key method in this thesis and is highly significant, since reading and perusing
these materials is critical in terms of integrating and connecting different parts of the data with
each other to acquire the necessary ground for the analysis of the topic (Dey, 2003). Eventually,
this could lead to a mixture of diverse methods, which are thought to extend and enrich the

findings of any research endeavour (Burnham et al., 2004).

One can describe the intertwining of the methodological aspects of this research with the theory
and methods in the following context. First of all, given the qualitative nature of this research,
it is aimed at attaining a holistic and in-depth awareness and knowledge of the repercussions
of the Soviet Union’s fall on Libya foreign policy in the period from 1991 to 2003. In relation
to the theory and methods adopted in this thesis, they are intended to account for the required
data for the construction and analysis of the argument, which in turn would enhance awareness

and understanding of the topic. According to Mason (2002, p. 62), it is crucial to note in this
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respect that the interview instrument is widely accepted as one of the most important methods

adopted in qualitative research studies.

Second, this research offers an empirical account on the effect of the fall of the Soviet Union
on Libyan foreign policy, within a given period of time. In the meantime, the research is
determined by a theoretical framework which was based on noticeable facts. According to
Krippendorff (1982, p. 17), scientific research is a systematic process of acquiring knowledge;
however, elite interviewing is an effective technique in the process of collecting knowledge
and establishing facts about a specific subject and area (Marshall and Rossman, 1999, p. 113).
In addition, whereas the understanding of a political issue has to be empirically verified (Mayer,
2002, p. 124), the research questions that are put forward in the elite interviews tackled the

nature of the subject matters.

Accomplishing a strong interpretation of the reality of the topic is at the heart of utilising this
theoretical framework. The need for explanation is also intended to increase knowledge and
awareness of the topic under study. According to Marshall and Rossman (1999, p. 113), the
best methods to provide the researcher with the required data to achieve a robustly structured
research are the interviewing of those who are involved directly in the topic and in the process
of reviewing secondary resources published by experts in the field. As a consequence, this
piece of research is aimed at achieving a more holistic approach of this topic, which may lead
to an ascertaining result to consolidate existing knowledge or even allow for a more precise

finding different from that already available in the literature.

The research plan is significant as it enables the researcher to identify the most essential, valid,
impartial and truthful data for the research questions by utilising the suitable and accessible

approaches (Burnham et al., 2004). Consequently, the research methods are pivotal in the
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process of identifying results in any political investigation and planning them is an

indispensable component of political science on the whole (Burnham et al, 2004, p, 1).

Interestingly, the same feature is shared by most styles of a semi-structured interview, including
their engagement in a communication and discoursed interaction between the researcher and
the respondent (Mason, 2002). As pointed out by Marshall and Rossman (1999), interviews
can be seen as “a conversation with a purpose”. As such, the ontological perspective of the
researcher provides an account of the people’s opinions, understandings, explanations, and
expertise, representing the key element of the social reality that the research would be
committed to investigating (Mason, 2002: 63). Furthermore, there is a practical justification
for selecting the qualitative interviewing technique, as the necessary data may be unobtainable
through other tools. Moreover, interviews will assist the investigator to examine the research
questions from various perspectives, in particular when the researcher is adopting other
research methods. It is also worth noting that interviews can offer the researcher a large amount

of data within a quite limited time scope (Mason, 2002, p. 66).

In terms of elite interviews, they focus on individuals who are seen to be prominent, well-
informed and professional in the research topic and field. The benefits of this type of interview
include the ability of the interviewee who holds a position in a realm linked to the research to
give the researcher a comprehensive account of the issue under study, in addition to other
important details and information. The kind of data collected might be associated with the past,
present or even future developments in connection to the issues; therefore, they will be pivotal
for the successful approach to the topic (Marshall and Rossman, 1999). When it comes to
political research, elite interviewing is considered a major instrument, especially in terms of its
efficacy in obtaining important information for the researcher about decision-making from
informed people in the field. Given that qualitative interviewing is grounded on the postulation

that knowledge is constructed more than excavated, the emphasis of the interviewer’s questions
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should be on the interviewee’s understanding and practice rather than raising hypothetical
questions and situations (Mason, 2002). Furthermore, the vast experience and intellectual skills
of the interviewee in the topic will enable the researcher to be as neutral and restricted in their
ability to impulsively employ the information and the issue under study throughout the

interviewing process (Burnham et al., 2004).

Notably, there are some issues that interviews seem to be generally associated with. Therefore,
the researcher using the interview method should be aware of these issues when preparing
research plans and strategies. Due to the significance of the communication and collaboration
between the researcher and the responding interviewee, the latter may be reluctant to
collaborate with researchers or to reveal some useful material in response to the research
question or sub questions. Interviewees may also be disinclined to support the researcher’s
intention to delve into the topic for a clearer picture (Marshall and Rossman, 1999).
Furthermore, the most significant elite individuals tend to have limited or no time to spare,
which may lead to complications for the researcher in terms of the right to meet people and
time constraints while the interview is taking place. More importantly, on certain situations,
the researcher may have to adjust the interview and its structure, as well as the questions to
respond to the wishes and tendencies of the respondent, in particular when taking into account
the fact that they may have the capability to be in charge of the interview process and avert
reacting to certain advanced and sensitive queries and questions (Marshall and Rossman, 1999,

p. 114).

In spite of providing the researcher with the much needed information, elite interviewees may
be eventually the source of some scientific problems, particularly when the researcher allows
them to mould the researcher’s understandings and perceptions of the observables and the
research process with their unacceptable viewpoints (Manheim et al., 2002). This is more likely

to take place if the researcher is not aware of the facts, or if the respondents give limited or
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inaccurate information in their answers to the questions, or they provide the researcher with
misinformation when tackling ideological, personal or sensitive issues (Mannheim et al, 2002,
p, 322). Nevertheless, these issues can be dealt with if the researcher has adequate and robust
conceptualisation of the research problem and questions, in addition to a sound understanding
of the subject matter under study (Marshall and Rossman, 1999). On the other hand, even
though the researcher may not be in full charge of the interview, the researcher should not
consider all the information revealed by elite people at face value since conceptualising
political actions and behaviour necessitates a differentiation between what is factual and what
is argued to be factual and right by members and elites in the political arena. As a consequence,
the researcher should conduct interviews with more than one source of information, in
particular when gathering data concerning extremely important activities or concepts in
connection with the topic. The researcher should also compare the given information and
undertake a careful analysis, using a comparative approach when also analysing with the data

acquired through other techniques and approaches (Manheim et al., 2002).

The reason for utilising this kind of method (interview) in this thesis is that it has many
advantages, such as a higher response rate and asking questions on several levels to obtain the
most information on a subject. This has enabled the researcher to learn about the details of
adapting Libyan foreign policy from officials who had already made this policy. That cannot
be directly detected. Using this method has depended on intensive reading from secondary
sources and consulting with the research’s supervisory team before the interviews were
completed. The interviews contained several questions related to a number of sensitive issues
regarding Libyan foreign policy in the chosen period of study. Furthermore, a semi-structured
interview is considered a flexible method which allows a researcher to ask other questions that

were not considered before the interview but emerge when it takes place.
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This qualitative method which has been adopted in this study always utilises a realistic
approach that endeavours to comprehend phenomena in a context, such as real situations, and
produces findings from itself. This method seeks to illuminate, understand and extrapolate its

finding to similar situations (Golafshani, 2003).

The findings of qualitative studies need to be tested to demonstrate their credibility, which with
this kind of method rests on the ability and effort of the researcher, contrary to the credibility
of quantitative studies which rely on instrument construction (Patton, 2002). Despite the
advantages of using the case study method, there is some doubt regarding its reliability and
validity. Hence, the examination of validity and reliability for qualitative data is essential to
define the stability and quality of the data obtained (Andreas, 2003). The profound importance
of the issues of validity and reliability in qualitative studies is not equally significant and thus
their evaluation is commonly quite different. This stems from the fact that a qualitative study
usually depends on the informants (Ambert et al., 1995). The validity of a qualitative research
might be measured in terms of whether the findings can be generalised to other situations that
are comparable to the situation the research focused on. However, reliability in qualitative
research means that repeating the investigation will give the same results (Utne, 1996). Based
on that, the validity of using the semi-structured interview method in this thesis exists in terms
of the probability of practicing its findings upon other situation. However, the reliability of this
thesis relies on interviews with a number of Libyan officials regarding the issues related to
Libyan foreign policy which produced a set of answers that were seemingly objective. Any
interviewer must always keep in his mind that an interviewee is not committed to being
objective and informing them of the truth (Berry, 2002). Based on this, the research attempted
to focus on making the interviews as good dialogues as well as to be guided questions to make

this thesis more reliable. Furthermore, a comparative approach will be used when also
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analysing the data acquired through other techniques and approaches. This was an attempt to

overcome the methodological issues in elite interviewing, both issues of validity and reliability.

As this study is concerned with Libyan foreign policy in a given period, Libya was the location
where this method was used. More explicitly, it was carried out in the Libyan Foreign Ministry
in Tripoli and some institutions related to it, as well as resorting to the use of the Internet to
communicate with people who could not be directly interviewed. The interviewees were some
of the Libyan policy makers who had been involved directly in the shaping and implementation
of Libyan foreign policy during that period of time. Although the number of interviews is not
large, the interviews were lengthy and profound dialogues, as well as most of them were with
high-ranking politicians. The researcher interviewed each one separately, and due to different
time limitations, the interviews varied between 35 and 55 minutes. Furthermore, The process
of interviewee selection was based on their expertise and knowledge about the topics pertaining
to this thesis, and their direct involvement in these topics within the timescale of this thesis.
Moreover, the researcher’s distinctive relationships with some of the top officials enabled him
to gain deeper insights into this topic and to also facilitate the interviewing process. The
researcher also studied a good deal of literature and other publications in different academic
journals and articles. The aim of such extensive and wide-ranging materials published by
various authors and experts in the topic was to ensure advanced information about members of

the elite who were directly involved with this subject.

Nevertheless, there were some limitations for carrying out this type of field work in Libya.
Given the sensitive nature of the regime and the tightened security on information in Libya and
since some questions in this research touched on a number of sensitive areas, the tape recording
was declined by the political leaders who were reluctant to have their views recorded for fear
of being prosecuted for unveiling such sensitive material. In addition, the interviews were

conducted originally in Arabic, and had been translated by the researcher into English. The
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researcher successfully carried out these interviews during an academic trips to Libya in the
Summer and Autumn of 2010 as well as Summer 2012, on which important official Libyan
foreign policy makers were met. As a result a considerable amount of information was obtained,

including constructive details regarding this period which related to the investigation.

These kinds of primary sources are subjected to an analytical process for extracting evidences
which underpins the research hypothesis to achieve the study’s goals. In this context, the
analysis of elite interviews will come about. In addition, an examination and use of academic
materials is a key methodological process in this thesis, which is highly significant, as reading
and understanding these materials can be a crucial step into integrating and relating various
parts of the data to each other in order to attain the necessary ground for the analysis of the
subject under study (Dey, 1993: 82). This would lead to a mix of a number of methods, which
are considered to expand the outcomes and results of any research study (Burnham et al., 2004:

206).

In summary, this chapter looked into the interaction and intertwining between the relevant
methodological features of this piece of research on one hand and the thought up theoretical
framework on the other. This intertwining and interaction have formed the underpinning of this
thesis, which is exemplified in the significance and underlying principle of the research
questions. According to the research questions, they do not claim to provide an absolute
understanding and knowledge of the effects of the Soviet Union’s fall on Libyan foreign policy
within a set period of time, from an empirical or theoretical point of view; instead, they propose

to offer a better conceptualisation of the aforementioned demise on Libyan foreign policy.

The intertwining between the methodological features of this thesis and the theoretical and
methodological processes can be defined in the light of the following. To start with, this

research study has a qualitative approach, aiming to obtain a complex and an in-depth
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understanding and knowledge of the subject studied. In terms of the theory and methods used
in this research, they are intended to provide the required data for building and analysing an

argument in order to enhance understanding and awareness of the subject under study.

On the other hand, this research has an empirical background being concerned with the
influence of the Soviet Union on the Libyan foreign policy within a particular period of time.
In the meantime, the research is underpinned by a theoretical framework which itself was
grounded on perceived realities. Furthermore, the theory adopted has contributed to the shaping
and selection of the observables in this study. Even though scientific examination is a
systematic process to gain knowledge (Krippendorff, 1982: 17), another effective tool is elite
interviewing in terms of collecting knowledge and establishing facts concerning a particular
subject matter or problem (Marshall and Rossman, 1999: 113). In addition, in spite of the fact
that the understanding of a political phenomenon should be empirically verified (Mayer, 2002:
124), the research questions that are posed in the elite interviews dealt with the nature of the

topic under study.
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Chapter Three: The Nature of International Relations in Light of the Cold

War

In the aftermath of World War |1, countries came together politically and formed three groups.
While the first included the industrialised capitalist countries, such as the United States and all
of its allies, the second involved the communist nations under the leadership of the Soviet
Union. As for the third group, it consisted of developing countries, including the newly
independent ones that were not aligned with either global force. However, these nonaligned
nations offered yet another area for rivalry between the Cold War power houses. These
developing countries, which were situated in Latin America, Asia, and Africa, were
economically impoverished and politically insecure due largely to a long history of
colonisation. There were also ethnic conflicts and almost non-existent technology and
education. With the Soviet communist style and the American free market democracy style as
the dominant choices, each of these developing countries needed a political and economic

system around which to build its society.

There were a number of approaches used by the United States and the Soviet Union to impose
their style in the developing countries, including military support, economic help, and
launching programmes to tackle poverty and destitution. As such, the aim of this chapter is to
shed more light the nature of this system and to elucidate the place of Libya in this struggle of

interests.

As proven to the observers, the effective experimentation at Alamogordo on 16 July 1945 had
resulted in something immensely and enormously unprecedented, which would demonstrate to
be highly more significant than discovering electricity or any other important events which had
permanently transformed humanity. According to Sherwin (1975), as soon as the constant
overwhelming rumble that sent shocking alarms of Armageddon was reiterated in the real
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massacre of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, no one ever doubted the weapon’s devastating effects.
As suggested by Friedberg (1983), the introduction of this weapon caused American decision
makers to contend with many real concerns for the future by raising a number of questions,
including how it would impact on traditional warfare; whether it would be used instantly at the
beginning of war, or as a last recourse; what the repercussions or prospects are in terms of
promoting larger and minor types of nuclear weapons; and if knowledge should be shared with
others? In addition, it unquestionably boosted the already prevailing Soviet development of
nuclear weapons as a result of Stalin’s adoption of the atomic programme as soon as Hiroshima
was over (Garthoff, 1958). Despite the fact that the Soviet Union was clearly behind at that
time, in the development of atomic and nuclear bombs, as well as their delivery process, they
managed to draw very much nearer enough to their American counterparts. The USSR was
much closer to the United States than they thought because of their effective espionage on the
atomic bomb project. Within a few years following 1945, it appeared reasonable to accept that
the American nuclear gains facilitated the achievement of a much sought after balance to the
Russian dominance in traditional military prowess. However, as Larson (1981) argued, it did
not seem too long, surely as far as the history of international relations is concerned, before
Moscow started to pull alongside and, therefore, evidence its own statement that the United

States’ control over this weapon had simply been a transient stage.

The final element which seemed to emphasise that the world must now be viewed, strategically
and politically, as bipolar rather than in its traditional multipolar form was the heightened role

of ideology.

The sensitive role of ideology was the final element which appeared to highlight the notion of
the world having now to be seen in a strategic and political light as bipolar and not multipolar.
However, within another year or two, the ideology nature of what was to be known as the Cold

War between the USSR and the United States was all too obvious. The numerous signals
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pointing toward the unwillingness of the Kremlin to allow democratic forms of government in
Eastern Europe, the huge number of Russian armed personnel, the several wars taking place
between socialists and their Greek, Chinese, and other rivals all over the world, as well as the
rising concerns about the ‘red threats’, spy rings, and domestic mutiny resulted in an enormous
shift in American feelings, and consequently to a swift reaction from the Truman government.
Prompted by the alarming presence of the Russians and the likelihood of their taking over the
British after the latter had withdrawn their guarantees to Greece and Turkey, the American
President, in his “Truman Doctrine” speech of March 1947, depicted a globe forced into

selecting from various sets of ideological doctrines (Kennedy, 1988).

The will of the majority is considered as one way of life, and is characterised by free
organisations, representative forms of government, unbiased elections, and assurances of
personal liberties, freedom of expression and worship and protection from political repression
and persecution. Another way of life refers to how the will of a minority is forcibly executed
upon the majority and how a policy of terror and tyranny, a biased press, non-transparent
elections and the subdual of personal liberties is resorted to in order to maintain that will

(Anderson, 1981).

As such, the foreign and national interests of the Cold War could feed off one another, equally
capped by a call to ideological values; namely, liberalism and communism, which given their
universal status, were commonly adopted (Lichtheim, 1972). Through this, each party was
permitted to understand and interpret the entire universe as a field where the ideological
wrangle could not be untangled from the power—politics race. It had to be either the United

States /Liberal-led camp or the Russian/Communist bloc.
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According to Kennedy (1988), this brought about a new strategic truth, with which not only
the inhabitants of a fragmented Europe would have to live but also people in faraway places

such as Asia, the Middle East, Africa, Latin America, among others.

Aspects pertaining to the relationship between the two power centres

Often perceived as an ideological tussle between two opposing political systems, the Cold War
between the United States and the Soviet Union is a clear sign of how the former can be
intolerant of the morals, ideas and strategies of the latter, and vice versa. Their resentment can
be ascribed to the obligations of safety in a radical and bipolar global structure and does not
stem from the hatred or malice of either side toward the other. Even though their intents towards
each other were originally benevolent, both superpowers were caught in a security quandary
where measures taken by one side for protective purposes seemed as intimidating, hostile or
imperialist in the eyes of the other side. The outcome is a number of self-fulfilling predictions
by which protective activities produce countermeasures that consolidate and deepen the initial

concerns (Williams and Spring, 1989).

The security problem is undeniably intrinsic in a radical global structure with no overruling
power which has been found lacking. Despite the fact that the UN has been formed to help
maintain the worldwide peace and security and also to preserve the global solidity, it has itself
been pulled into the ideological struggle; thus, the ideological battle has slipped into the United
Nations which, in fact, failed in its major role as a global establishment attending to all states’
affairs according to its values, by succumbing to the superpowers’ ideological interests when
dealing with difficult situations (Donovan, 1973). Naturally, all the efforts of the United
Nations and its agencies were undesirably affected during the Cold War period. In addition,
there has been a strong emphasis on how the emerging balance of power would create certain
difficulties for the United Nations. These difficulties included the production of a political

environment so acutely in disharmony with key components of the basic ideal values of the
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United Nations as to dictate wide-ranging adaptation in predominant attitudes and perceptions
of the institution’s functions (Young, 1968). It questioned both the availability and the
efficiency of supervisory tools in the global system separate from the context of the United
Nations, in addition to bringing about a significant drop in the norm construction and shared
legitimisation actions of the United Nations. Consequently, the dual arrangement caused
extremely serious security problems, giving it acuity and intensity that were present when

influence is more or less proportionately disseminated (Williams and Spring, 1989).

While dissimilarities in the cultural, political and economic structures of the two major global
players were less important, nevertheless, they were surely not immaterial. In fact, they were
on the whole significant in elucidating the trend of policy makers in the Kremlin and the White
House to ascribe the Cold War entirely to the opponent. Whenever structural issues are covered
by ideological aversions, the outcomes cannot be that promising. According to George, Farley,
and Dallin (1988) and Kegley (1994), ideology severely aggravates these problems by
constructing, among political leaders and their communities a highly respected image and an
unpleasant image of the adversary. It is to those images that policy responds, they argue, at

least as much as to any ‘objective’ factors.

Another outcome of ideology is that it makes policy makers and society less sensitive to the
security issue and to fears of the other party, leading to the ignorance of the reasonable needs
of the opponent and the reduced likelihood that it is acting out of fears for its own security.
Thus, both sides are inclined to endorse strategic fundamentalism, which simply refers to the
attribution of conflict almost exclusively to the malicious nature of the rival (Wheeler and

Booth, 1987).

It is highly likely that such a pattern existed in Soviet-American relations during the Cold War

era as the rivalry between the two has been considered among other things as an excess of self-
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morality on both sides and an unwillingness to recognise that policy makers in both the Kremlin
and the White House had construed Soviet-American relations in terms of being a conflict
between the two blocs, light and darkness. Indeed, a more appropriate depiction is that of two
influential countries with little empathy or awareness of each other’s perceptions, sensitivities,
and issues (Williams, 1989). The security problem in that period has been aggravated by this
lack of knowledge and understanding. Ideology also represented a vital instrument in terms of
rallying national support for competitive strategies, resulting in that, for example, in certain
situations decision makers could end up with less suppleness than they had wished for. To put
it more simply, conceptual oppositions not only deepen the security quandary, but they have
also protracted its impacts, making efforts at cooperation and relaxation more challenging and
harder to maintain. ldeas and ideology cohere together to shape attitudes which reinforce the

‘spiral of international insecurity’ (Hill, 2003, p. 139-40; see also p. 334).

Since it is seemingly a key reason for the Cold War, the issue of ideology compelled both the
Soviets and the Americans to be antagonistic towards one another, which was more obvious in
the Soviet Union’s foreign policy directions than it was in that of the United States’, about
which several senior personalities in the Kremlin have frequently made clear proclamations
across many examples. One such example was the statement of Lenin when he highlighted the
significance of this factor in his statement regarding the relationship between both parties by
announcing that the presence of the Soviets as a global power alongside the imperialist
countries for a long period of time is inconceivable (Burin, 1963). As for Stalin, he declared in
a statement regarding the same issue that the aim is to support vigorously the absolute rule of
the working class in one country, utilising it as a foundation for toppling imperialism all over
the world (Kintner, 1962). On the other hand, it was to some degree unspoken in the United
States’ policies where it had been concealed under the safeguarding of the United States’

wellbeing and security (Howard, 1972). The ascendancy of Reagan to power, however, seemed
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to mark a change as US policy became more and more challenging, clearly showing the United
States’ willingness to endorse unconditionally the strategy of supporting ‘freedom fighters’ in
their tussle against Marxist regimes in the developing regions. According to McFaul (Winter
1989-1990), the so-called Reagan Doctrine accounted for one of the most important foreign
policy inventions of the Reagan presidency. As such, it could be claimed that the ideological
battle was the prevailing motive that fed and extended the Cold War for several years. Even
though all other aspects or elements of that war are still continuing, it is the ideology factor
whose own disappearance coincided with the end the Cold War. As indicated by Mueller
(Winter 2004/2005), the essence of the Cold War was not essentially about socialism, as such,
nor was it about the Soviet domination over Eastern Europe. It was not even about the
Communist foothold in the Soviet Union or about armaments, authority balance and global
supremacy. The main reason was the Soviet Union’s inclination to support and uphold an
ideology (and the economic system that went with it) that constituted a major threat to the

western hemisphere.

Despite having distinct ideological beliefs, the United States and the Soviet Union were not
totally unprepared in a mental sense for the fresh development in their relationships. It is worth
mentioning that the peoples of the two states did not share a tradition of enmity throughout
history. While America continuously relished great admiration in the eyes of many Russians
and even the Soviet communist administration, represented by Stalin, who once referred to the
communist way at work being a mixture of “Russian revolutionary sweep” and “American
efficiency” (Robert, 1967), Americans, nonetheless, might have been less predisposed to
positive sentiments toward their Russian counterparts. However, during the Second World War,
they mostly appreciated the Russians’ contribution in the war, and Russian nationals were more

conscious of the American role than their administration ever recognised.
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It is no surprise to suggest that Soviet-American political cooperation had a history dating back
to that period. For example, during the early 1940s, the two superpowers unexpectedly started
to establish a cooperative relationship of the most rudimentary type in a coalition war to survive
in the face of a mutual foe. Due to those circumstances, several critics considered it natural that
the two countries would continue their cooperative relationships in the post-war phase.
According to Robert (1967), such a thought was embedded into the architecture of the United

Nations as an organisation, and in particular the Security Council.

The rise of the United States as the most unrivalled power within the capitalist bloc came as a
result of two elements; namely, a well-developed economic system that had been effectively
and successfully promoted in the aftermath of the civil war, in addition to two world wars that
both transfigured the United States’ economic situation and weakening likely opponents,
notably the UK, China and France. Therefore, one can safely say that had it not been for its
original head-start, the United States would not have gained a firm grip on the global stage,
and certainly had it not been for both world wars, the Americans would not have turned that
heavy presence into a position of absolute supremacy. As such, a process that started in 1915
with the financial control moving from London to New York put an end to thirty years leaving

the United States comfortably ahead of others as the unchallenged force (Cox, 1990).

In 1945, the United States was in an exceptionally good position by controlling approximately
more than 50 per cent of the world’s GNP, as well as the majority of global food surpluses and
almost all economic assets. Furthermore, there was an industrial revolution in the aftermath of
the war in the United States making it a leader in virtually all of the major technological fields.
However, the United States was not, in fact, only in a situation of economic supremacy, but it
also had huge military prowess (Gaddis, 2007). For instance, the United States single-handedly
controlled the atomic bomb and the appropriate tools to supply it, with both nations formerly

endangering the American interests (Germany and Japan) now succumbing unreservedly and
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under military siege. Thus the Soviet Union appeared as the one nation which possessed the
ability to contest United States’ dominance after 1945. Since then, the Soviets had been

acknowledged as the main adversary in the Cold War up until the late 1980’s.

It has been suggested above that the Cold War was the result of an incompatible resentment
between two inimical approaches. In spite of its obvious force, the relation was indeed not as
dangerous as it might have been suggested; indeed it was more organised than it had seemed,
especially after 1962. Apparently, a major factor for this was the awareness that an uncontrolled
struggle would certainly bring about a conflict that neither side could decide in the end.
However, another equally vital reason was the general impression both superpowers shared
that a reasonably managed mutual resentment helped safeguard their own interests while

uncontrolled hatred threatened them (Bell, 1977).

The well thought-out ties could be evidently understood in the subsequent period that ensued
following the Cuban missile crisis. This period had been rooted in what has become recognised

as the détente.

Throughout the détente phase, the talks were focused on nuclear propagation, leading to the
1968 NPT. In addition, during the early years of the 1970s, many significant and extensive
agreements were finalised, including the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) and Anti-

Ballistic Missile (ABM) as two of the most recognised accords (Wallensteen, 1985).

According to the Americans and Soviets, the aim of détente appeared to have been similar;
namely avoiding nuclear conflict between the two global forces. Therefore, there were
endeavours to enhance direct interaction between the two parties, including the Hot Line
Agreement of 1963. Other treaties on decreasing conflicts, occurring by mistake, epitomised
in the Naval Agreement of 1972, the Basic Principles Agreement of 1972, and the Agreement

on Avoidance of Nuclear War of 1973; in addition to some actions to build confidence in
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Europe, such as the Helsinki Final Act 1975. As argued by Tronnier (2010), the United States
and USSR aimed to deal with the crisis without having to engage in an unplanned nuclear war;

in other words, the two superpowers endeavoured to establish an anticipated relationship.

In relation to the abovementioned, yet in some measure less important, was the other aim of
rapprochement: to restrict the rivalry for nuclear arms. Therefore, the Limited Test Ban Treaty
was finalised in 1963, but with no high expectations of going ahead, since both countries still
were adamant to keep their intentions to produce extra nuclear arms and to preserve their
present weaponries. Instead of pursuing a nuclear disarmament policy, the aim was to control
and guide the arms competition. In addition, the United States and USRR saw it necessary to
avoid nuclear arms propagation (NPT, 1968). All in all, these actions would improve
predictability and possibly lead to productive relationships. Another aim, probably less
important than the other two, was the pursuit of economic gains, not only as a result of slowed-
down arms competition, but also from direct economic relations and activities between the two,
involving grain and technology as the two most significant goods needed in the USSR, in return

for new markets which attracted the attention of the United States (Wallensteen, 1985).

One mutual interest determining the American-Soviet relations was how to prevent a nuclear
war, with the majority of other aspects seemingly secondary in importance to this or used as a
means to attain this aim. This common objective was to be accomplished along with the
safeguarding of the prevailing social orders. Therefore, if the stage preceding the détente
highlighted such social order ethics; i.e. American-type Capitalism vs. Soviet-type Socialism,
detente made nuclear war prevention an aim of the same significance, but not superior as such.
Both aims were to be achieved simultaneously. As a result, the end of détente signified a
reoccurrence of the foregoing preference order, which again had the social order ethics at a

higher level and with more significance (Halliday, 1986).

88



In spite of a number of events that pigeonholed the whole era from 1976 to 1985, including the
demise and collapse of détente between 1976 and 1980, and the second cold war from 1980 to
1985, when the conflicting perceptions of détente assumed by the United States, and the Soviet
Union more specifically, the arms competition which contributed much into the deteriorating
relationships, alongside the economic rivalry between the blocs, in addition to the Soviet
intervention in some African and Asian states, in particular Afghanistan, which was seen by
Washington as breaching the essence of détente (Walsh, 2008), the consensus started to
materialise in the last couple of years of the Cold War, which eventually led to the Geneva

Summit and the ensuing talks (Halliday, 1986).

To begin with, it was somewhat obvious that the Cold War had significant national purposes.
On the one hand, the pressures created by the battle facilitated the reinforcement of disciplines
and unity within the United States and Soviet Union structures. Concerns about the Cold War
were on the other hand utilised to vindicate the main policy initiatives. For instance, while
referring to watersheds produced by the Czech overthrow and the Berlin blockade in 1948,
Truman was capable of passing the Marshall Plan and NATO through the Congress and with
the approval of United States citizens. A similar strategy was adopted by Stalin, who after 1946,
for example, highlighted the issue that the Soviets were risking a likely war from the west so

as to rally a weary and disheartened public into a rehabilitated economic cycle (Cox, 1990).

Second, the Cold War helped both adversaries make their respective social systems legitimate
to impose a sense of legitimacy. In the western bloc, the public was continuously reminded that
if they ever attempted to transform beyond the market, this would only result in the type of
economic ineffectiveness and political suppression that was prevalent in the Eastern bloc. The
public was informed that by exchanging the socialist ideals for capitalist principles, the same
economic uncertainty would inevitably be experienced in a similar manner to that of workers

in the opposite hemisphere. The contradictory outcome of this ideological battle was to make
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the then prevailing socialist approach the most persuasive answer for the capitalist model and
the injustices and absurdities of the market as a significant underpinning for the most influential

people in the Eastern pole (Cox, 1990).

Third, it should be pointed out that the United States and the Soviet Union profited from the
Cold War as it served their respective interests in the European zone. As such, the contest
strengthened European reliance upon the two global forces. In terms of the Russian threat, it
gave the United States more power and influence in Western European countries than it would
have had in any other way. Likewise, genuine doubts of the NATO and ‘German revanchism’
reinforced the Soviet influence within Eastern European states. Besides, by dictating a two pole
structure upon Europe, the Cold War efficiently involved, without entirely eradicating, the
disintegrative influence of patriotism; a crucial element that was as unique to the American

interests in the aftermath of World War Il as it was to the Soviets.

Finally, and perhaps the most significant of all, by stalling the disintegration of Europe, the
Cold War offered a way out for the once unsolvable German issue. In consequence, Germany
was divided into two distinct parts and hence was incapable of contending with the concord in
Europe as it had taken place twice in the past during the twentieth century (DePorte, 1979).
One should also point out that the bipolar structure that emerged as a consequence of that
struggle between the United States and the Soviet Union contributed to the justification of their
particular global stances. Combatting the Soviet danger effectually made the global role of the
United States legitimate by the same token that anti-colonialism offered a valuable shield for
the Soviet Union’s overseas role. For that reason, the Cold War helped the interests of both the
Soviet Union and the United States. For this reason, neither side actually attempted to change
any aspect of the relationship as soon as it had been expressed. Their aims, hence, were not in
fact about gaining ground over the other as much as it was about maintaining a balanced

approach (Charles, 1964). According to Liska (1967), the Cold War was more of a wisely
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managed game with mutually approved guidelines than a competition in which winners or

losers could take part.

Arguably, the above can only show that the global forces had a number of possible tools at
their disposal to avert political disagreements that could have serious implications and lead to
war among other predicaments which, even though not as threatening as military conflicts,
could have severe repercussions on the wider United States and Soviet relations. Therefore, a
world power could have adopted a prevention policy to deter the other bloc or its followers
from impinging on its interests. Equally, each bloc could have endorsed strategies intended at
maximising the internal stability and safety position of an ally or impartial country. In addition,
the superpowers could have also depended on third parties to arbitrate local clashes, which
could in fact result in hostilities erupting between the two global forces. And in order to avoid
crises, they might have also arranged to launch an impartial or buffer state, or approve each
other’s main or special spheres of interests in a number of fields. During the period preceding
the 1970s, the key issue that has been raised had been whether the two superpowers might
agree to a number of broad ethics, morals, and standards of the rivalry game to restrict and
normalise their global conflict. In fact, this idea gained popularity at the highest level of
agreement in 1972 with Nixon and Brezhnev signing the rudimentary principles pact. The latter
recommended that the United States and the Soviet Union had decided on the pressing need to
manage efficiently their worldwide rivalry in order to avoid being drawn into the perilous
situation of armed conflict. An in-depth investigation of the basic values of the Agreement in
view of the events and developments in the American-Soviet relationships in the following
years, nevertheless, showed that it was indeed a quasi-agreement, as it involved unsettled and
ambiguous disagreements that were understood in a different way by the two parties. A more
explicit agreement was signed by Nixon and Brezhnev to cope with situations constituting a

risk of atomic war at their second round of talks in the summer of 1973. As argued by George

91



(1983), the commencement of the Egyptian-Israeli conflict in October 1973 surely put the
Agreement on prevention of nuclear war under trial, with the United States questioning whether

the Soviet Union had conformed to its requirements.

Nature of competitiveness in the American-Soviet ‘game’: impacts on competition rules

There was a considerable difference in terms of the balance of power between the United States
and Russia from one geographical region to another. Based on the perspective of interests in
the balance, the universal competition of the global forces is discerned. Where ground rules
severely restrained a superpower’s participation in areas where it has low key interest, this
could be accepted. However, the same severe bans could not be accepted by that superpower
for domains where it has considerable or dynamic interests (Gilbert, 1988). Accordingly, the
world in that era had been split indirectly in line with the interests of the global giants between
the most influential players on the world stage, where each area of them is sorted in accordance
to many implied standards to belong to the influence of either the Soviet Union or to the United
States on the one hand, or to be a contested area on the other, in which the interests of both
opposing blocs are unclear and according to the two poles’ behaviour in a few activities during
the Cold War that were exposed to an implicit agreement between them so that any direct
conflict is avoided. Consequently, the following description will follow the events and the
impacts of great supremacies throughout the Cold War as they were seeking to achieve their

interests in various parts around the globe.

High-interest asymmetric regions favouring either the United States or the Soviet Union
On the surface, as suggested by this approach, circumstances of this type should be appropriate
for growth and approval of rules or customs that enable the avoidance of crises. To give an
example as evidence, the global forces with prevailing interests in a specific region; such as
the Soviet Union in Eastern Europe and the Americans in the Caribbean may effectively affirm

a right to an unopposed range of interest. However, the other opponent may be reluctant to pull
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out completely from the race in that area for a number of motives. Even though there is an
acceptance that an asymmetry of interest exists in favour of its adversary, it may still argue to
have particularly lesser interest in that field which it is overall disinclined to relinquish. It may
also decline for ethical reasons to give up challenging in the other superpower’s arena of
primary interests; in particular, if it regarded its international battle with the other opponent in
something resembling zero-sum terms, it may be inspired to attempt diminishing its rival’s
authority and supremacy in its domain of primary interests. What the Cold War history and the
era following the detente stage have shown to those keen on this area, the global force with not
much interests in their opponent’s field of predominant interests could opt to contribute there
within specific parameters. These limitations may either manifest themselves in the objectives
to be followed in that field and or the tools to be used so that those objectives are fulfilled

(Gilbert, 1988).

In this case, it could be extremely challenging for a superpower to achieve either an appropriate
level of awareness on the ground rules or on competition standards. Nevertheless, implicit
standards and forms of control were expected to appear, which could aid to construct and
regulate superpowers struggle in such a field. Undeniably, the United States and the Soviet
Union had documented and significantly valued each other’s fields of principal interests,

despite having done so mainly by means of implied norms and ad hoc voluntary limitations.

As such, since World War 11, for instance, and throughout of the Cold War, the Americans
have acknowledged the vital security interests of the Soviet Union in the Eastern European
region and vice versa, in the Caribbean. Nevertheless, this has not prevented the United States
from pressurising the Soviet Union into agreeing an open, rather than a closed, range security
interest, according to which East European states would relish an amount of political liberty
and contact with the Western hemisphere. According to Gilbert (1988), the aims followed by

the United States in Eastern Europe have from, time to time, been variable in range, being to a
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certain extent more motivated during the pinnacle of the Cold War era. As for the tools
employed by the American administration in quest of its purposes regarding Eastern Europe,
they have also been diverse; however, it has exercised stringent restrictions in the interests of
avoiding a precarious skirmish or conflict with its Soviet counterpart. In fact, exactly for this
purpose, the White House has followed specific crisis prevention policies on numerous key
events. Therefore, it was possible for the United States in the case of Hungary in 1956 and in
Czechoslovakia in 1968 to identify methods of convincing the Soviet Union that this would
not seriously complicate issues Moscow was experiencing in overcoming the rebellious

activities in these East European states (Valenta, 1982).

There are a number of justifications which could be given regarding the Soviet Union’s strategy
in general towards the Western side, an immense geographical expanse that has been in the
past positioned as a no-entry zone to European authorities by the Americans. The area in
general has not been of much interest to the Soviets and thus was unworthy of any likely
venture with Moscow’s assets to contend for any kind of role alongside the United States;
which could otherwise leave the country vulnerable in the face of numerous risks. It is for
ideological among other reasons, however, that Moscow did not relinquish challenging
completely in this scope of leading United States interest. As argued by Cohen (1981), the
promotion of Moscow’s close partnership with Cuba’s Castro and its unsuccessful attempt to
place strategic arms on that island represented the most offensive and daring example of this
period. In subsequent years, the Soviet Union has been found to be infiltrating indirectly and
very prudently in the Caribbean and Central America through Cuba and Nicaragua to determine
at what low points of contribution it could provide a radical change in the region without

inciting an American instant response.

The Americans had been uncertain and in disagreement with the Soviet plans in Central

America, in terms of whether the Kremlin’s ambitions were quite modest or serious.

94



Interestingly, at times when an opponent’s intentions were suspected, the general reaction of
policymakers had been to delineate the risk according to alleged or likely long term
consequences of the rival’s performance instead of the confirmed or perhaps modest intentions.
Consequently, a global force’s cautiousness procedure of somehow restricted means in the
strategy it has implemented towards the other superpower’s region of high interest supremacy,
did not itself offer a guarantee that the goals it was following were also somewhat restricted,
either on a short or a long term basis. This does not only refer to the trouble United States
policymakers went through in evaluating the Soviet strategy in Central America but also to the
Soviets’ task in determining the risk posed by American policy in respect of regions, like
Eastern Europe, that have always had a highly significant importance for Moscow (George

1983).

A number of assumptions may be adopted regarding the American-Soviet collaboration in
averting crises in each other’s region of high interest of domination. Initially, neither was ever
willing to consider ground rules or customs that would derail its attempt to defend vital interests
in its region of high interest control. Despite the fact that each superpower was prepared to
agree to some relaxation of its hegemonic influence and supremacy in such a region, it could
be projected to vehemently object to this development if it was confirmed that the other pole
was seeking to support or to manipulate such change so that its own grip on that area could be

substantially strengthened (Winham, 1987).

Simultaneously, while the superpowers were doubtful in terms of approving ground rules for
regions where either had prevailing interests, this did not prove, however, their possible
reluctance or inability to collaborate, when required, like they did in several cases, so that they
could avert any kind of clash. While performing low-key, limited rivalry in each other’s sphere
of influence, both the Americans and Soviets were likely to carry on acting with great caution

in each other’s regions of key interest. Discretion and self-control were expected to be

95



exercised especially by restraining the tools each would use in attempting to decrease the

opponent’s impact on its sphere of influence.

Another type of control could have probably developed with both superpowers eager and
striving to capitalise on any event which could weaken the other superpower’s presence in its
region of major influence. Both superpowers had been shown to be willing to some extent to
negotiate relaxing their power and impact in other developing areas in general, which also
include their sphere of supremacy. According to George, Farley, and Dallin (1988), this act of
relaxing superpower domination is expected to be stalled, not facilitated in case Moscow and

Washington seek to actively accelerate and invest in each other’s misfortunes in this matter.

Disputed symmetry regions

It would seem even more challenging for both global forces to reach an agreement regarding
ground rules or competition norms for other areas thought to be fraught with uncertainty and
ambiguous asymmetry of interests. These areas included the Middle East and the
Mediterranean, where, Libya holding a coveted strategic position and a key target to be
dominated by both superpowers. The Soviet Union tried to claim superpower equivalence
status with the United States for a number of years. However, the Eastern bloc was not
successful in having its Western counterpart consider this region as one of high interest
symmetry that necessitated a shared United States-Soviet attitude to its issues, such as the

peace-making when it comes to the Arab-Israeli struggle (Allison and Williams, 1990).

Even though the American officials did not deny that the Soviet Union had some genuine
interests in the Middle Eastern region, they did not seek to confirm what Moscow had allegedly
put forward as its core interests in the area and to pressurise Soviet leaders to distinguish
between primary and secondary interests. Rather, American politicians were inclined to

associate Moscow with an arrogant ambition to extend its influence further without regard for
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the United States and its friends in the region. To put it differently, the prevailing understanding
in the United States for many years has been that the rivalry with the Soviet Union in the Middle
East would almost expand the Soviet influence in the area and would further complicate matters
in an already trouble-stricken region, as well as a weakened Western policy in the region
(Gorge, A 1986). In this case, it would appear all the more indispensable for the two rivals to
deal with the definitely challenging job of revealing what each understood its own, as well as
the other superpower’s, interests to be in the Middle Eastern region. Attending to their
respective interests could not be a simple task, because there was no evident dividing break
between the interests proclaimed by policymakers in Moscow and by Washington in the Middle
East as, for example, in Europe and elsewhere. Instead, since declared American and Soviet
interests overlaid in terms of the geographic distribution throughout this highly insecure part
of the world, both parties were alert to the risks that their race in that area may again attract
them, like it had done on many occasions, into pointless conflicts, if not physical confrontations

as Gilbert (1988) suggested.

Even though the two states have not been successful in reaching an explanation or resolution
regarding their conflicting views and positions in the Middle East, they had nonetheless been
able to develop an implicit rule for adapting and controlling their influence and contribution in
the Arab-Israeli conflict (Bell,1996; Winham, 1987). In terms of this rule, it emerged from
knowledge and expertise in overcoming a severe policy problem that poses itself for both
global forces when war kicked-off between their international supporting countries (Allison
and Williams, 1990). As such, Moscow and Washington had to support their regional allies,

and in the meantime, strive to avert being drawn into a direct conflict with one another.

Both superpowers were able to deal with this strategy dilemma effectively in the war which
lasted six days in 1967 and in the October conflict in 1973 (Allison and Williams, 1990). Their

actions throughout the two wars demonstrated a form of constraint and could even prove some
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kind of implicit awareness in respect to what a global force was and was not allowed to do to
back one or more global allies; and also what limits should be observed in terms of getting
involved. Therefore, each bloc knew that it should examine the possibility of the other
superpower interfering with its armed forces in one way or another to stop its local allies from
suffering a disaster against other local opponents. Jonsson (1984) argued that for such an
intervention to be avoided, the global force supporting the victorious regional ally should

acknowledge the need to force its ally to stop perpetrating a devastating rout on its foe.

Differences in this implicit ground rule could be observed in all Arab-Israeli conflicts. In the
October War of 1973, for example, when there was an infringement by Israel of the armistice
devised by Brezhnev and Kissinger in the Soviet capital with the Israelis threatening the
demolition of the Egyptian Third Army, a note was sent by Brezhnev to Nixon proposing
mutual Soviet-American military involvement to finish the conflict and declare a potential
likelihood of unilateral Soviet interference. According to Gilbert (1988), the message directed
by Brezhnev toward the United States was intended to firmly remind the latter of its
responsibility to negotiate matters with its ally in the region. Meanwhile, the United States
reacted to the Soviet warning to mobilise its forces into the war zone by alerting the American
army, and by immediately applying pressure on Israel to halt any further attempts to seize the
Egyptian Third Army. On another occasion, the Washington administration was equally
engaged in this implicit norm, when the Syrian army moved into Jordan in 1970, threatening
to overthrow the Jordanian king, Washington considered the Soviet Union in charge and
pressed the Soviet Union to force its ally to withdraw its forces from Jordan and uphold, this
demand with a threat of military involvement on behalf of Jordan (Gorge, 1986). Accordingly,
and in light of the tacit agreement, the Soviet Union was convinced by the United States to

restrain Syria and secure the withdrawal of its forces from Jordan (Garfinkle, 1985).
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As shown in all these examples, the tacit norm could not be operational unless the regional ally
of a superpower was in danger of an imminent attack or defeat in a war. Coinciding with this,
the balance of interests evidently shifts on behalf of the superpower supporting the local player
that is in need most, showing that it could be both appropriate and possible to interfere, if
required, to protect an ally’s interests. In the meantime, it should be mentioned that the tacit
norm that commanded a superpower to confine its triumphant local ally did not take place
spontaneously; but instead it should be stimulated by a possible threat of engagement by the
protecting global force. For a number of factors, thus, this tacit ground rule could not be seen
as a steady, dependable tool for allowing the leading blocs to provide support for their local

allies without being dragged into conflict with one another (Gilbert, 1988).

High interest symmetry regions

This type where both global forces perceptibly have very solid, if not key, interests ought to
lend themselves more readily to increasing procedures to prevent crises. During World War 11,
an event took place and was acknowledged as such by both Washington and Moscow. As
predicted by Roosevelt, Stalin, and Churchill, once allied forces demolished Hitler’s Germany
and all other allies, a rivalry to take the lead would soon be established among the conquerors
to fill the gap of supremacy in Central Europe which could well result in serious confrontations,
if not armed conflicts (Gilbert, 1988). As such, the allied wartime leader devised, areas of
domination in Europe for their own military convenience and announced guidelines and
procedures for cooperative decision-making and shared management of war losing Germany.
Identifying the countries of Central Europe as a region that could protect the key interests of
all of the triumphant parties, the war partners agreed what may be suitably viewed at that time
as an obvious crises prevention management. The supportive plan and established
organisations that were created to apply them were not surely up to the task or prepared for the

pressures of ensuing events (Gilbert, 1988). As this historical case shows, nevertheless, there
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was potential for promoting clear rules and recognised arrangements in circumstances of high
interest symmetry. There were also a number of cases where shared acknowledgement of high
interest symmetry has resulted in clear arrangements, and not in the slightest did all of them
fall through as did the allied deal to occupy and administer war stricken Germany. Therefore,
it could be seen that the Austrian State Treaty of 1955, as well as the four power deals on the
position of West Berlin in 1971, and the Helsinki Accord of 1975 yielded positive or somewhat
effective contributions to push forward collaborative efforts to restrict rivalry in an area of high

interest symmetry; i.e. Europe (George, Farley and Dallin, 1988).

Low interest symmetry regions

From the outset, it would seem that geographical regions where both Americans and Soviets
had only low interests should accommodate rule-making for the sake of avoiding crises.
Fundamental to this reasoning is the belief that as what is in danger for the two global forces
in such regions fell far short of deploying key interests, it would be very sensible, and thus
reasonably logical, to settle for ground rules that would on the one hand severely restrict the
extent of investment in their rivalry, and the danger that such rivalry would intensify to equally

unwelcome signs of war on the other.

However, by drawing from previous experience, this opinion is not always defensible. In
general, as it has often been observed by Allison and Williams (1990), great powers with global
interest are inclined to progressively extend the idea of their security needs. The defence of
critical settlements or lines of communication would sometimes result in an inflated notion of

security needs.

In addition, the basic rational idea is that the two global forces could find it somewhat easy to
settle upon rule-making that surely limits competing in regions with low-interest symmetry and

controls motivations and difficulties that may eventually come to the surface (Winham. 1987).
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Indeed, a world power may find a different reasoning more tempting specifically in regions
where one’s opponent has relatively low interests that firm strategies to upsurge one’s power,
even at the expense of the rival’s interests, can be safely followed. To put it more simply,
regions where there is low-interest symmetry may be seen as presenting openings not risks for
marginal achievements, and such strategies were not judged to carry with them any
considerable risk of intense acceleration of a war-threatening conflict against the opposite force
(Alexander, 1986). Besides, in places outside the control of the respective superpowers,
somehow, the greatest possibility of commonly constructive collaboration on conflict
prevention could take place. According to Charles (1991), while such superpowers lacked
involvement in these low interest regions, with not much directly at risk for them, they could
still benefit from testing and of trying out action plans that may not be as economically costly

or as strategically hazardous as for conflicts nearby.

The rivalry taking place in regions of low-interest symmetry can additionally be seen as
providing attractive prospects for following long term tactics for minimising the other
opponent’s global presence. As such, one party may seek over time to achieve a number of
peripheral accomplishments in a number of regions, each of which is undeniably of not much
significance, but which otherwise would considerably diminish the other global force. This
policy could also be seen as an increasing one’s own global security situation; hence any
diminishing of the opponent’s presence and influence, even in marginal and low key regions,
can cause distraction; lead one party to be on the defensive; and minimise threats and damages
to the national interests. In a nutshell, any possible violation or offence in these regions can
really have knock-on effects in terms of defending any of the two superpowers’ interests

(Gorge, 1986).

With opponents increasingly adopting long term offensive policies of this type, this in fact

caused an environment of distrust and misunderstandings with regards to particular and
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restricted activities taking place in other low interest regions. Given that an opponent’s targets,
specifically the long term ones, can sometimes be hard to determine, some are inclined to assess
those aims not by what the adversary claims but more or less according to one’s beliefs of the
potential long term outcomes of the opponent’s conduct. As argued by Gilbert (1988), the
vagueness of the other party’s objectives and the greater importance in many cases of the likely
outcomes of its conduct is the basis for much of the strain superpowers’ relations generally

experience.

According to Allison and Williams (1990) the conspicuous leaning toward the nonconcrete
‘logic’ of controlled rivalry in regions of low-interest symmetry to be displaced by the
somewhat dissimilar ‘meta-logic’ of international superpower contest. What was supposed to
continue as a low key race in places where Washington and Moscow did not have potential
interests is at times given exaggerated significance, as such races could not simply or
consistently be detached from the higher-stake competition to which these superpowers
committed themselves in other geographical regions (Gilbert, 1988). Drawing from the Cold
War events, what are known as ‘grey areas’, with hardly any importance, was in fact alleged
to have a substantially potential strategic significance in the eyes of one or the other superpower.
Furthermore, the lack of any significant impact in these regions may at times have political

effects on both the national and international levels.

Establishing ‘rules’ or strategies to stop the surge of low key competition can be further made
complex by means of the fact that various grey regions were supposed to have various strategic
and political weight. According to Gorge (1986), this assumption leaned toward being highly
context-dependent and dependent on change, while the two global forces may function with

various estimates in terms of the importance of one specific area to another.
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It can be concluded that rivalry of superpowers in grey areas was fraught with several
difficulties and indecisive moments that could not be easily predicted, which in fact increased
the potential of misunderstandings and activities that could have led to escalation of the stakes
and more superpower influence and presence. Moreover, the issue of ‘sunk costs” might have
been experienced by one or both superpowers in a region where efforts to enter the race have
not been particularly successful. At a time when an originally low risk commitment on behalf
of somewhat restricted aims suddenly does not bear fruits, it is hard to turn down the invitation
to boost one’s participation somehow to avert a crisis and in the expectation of reaching a more
positive result. Therefore, the sheer usage of sources by a country in a third region race

improves its stakes in such a race and, as stated by Gorge (1986), ‘sacrifice creates value’.

Resource capabilities and commitment to prestige could also raise the stakes and lead to
escalating events. In terms of prestige, it was frequently put on the line during public
declarations and military campaigns that were expected to express steadfastness in order to
impress the opposite superpower. However, as Allison and Williams (1990) suggested, the
rhetorical claims highlighting what is at risk, which usually goes together with efforts to
indicate solid and reliable resolve, do not go without any perceived costs and dangers. This is
due to the fact that if this rhetoric does not have the expected impact, it will leave the
disappointed superpower with no option but to either backpedal, make concessions to secure a

compromise deal, or to intensify its commitment.

Theoretically, if both global forces did not reach consensus in advance regarding the ceiling to
decide on the level of their participation in the developing world, they could probably
collaborate to launch ad hoc ‘ground rules’ to minimise the threat of escalation after entering
the race. Recognising ground rules, on the other hand, suggests a common intention to accept
whatever consequence, no matter how unfavourable it was, of the rivalry occurring within those

ground rules. If not, the only other option for more escalation by the unfavourable party as the
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race developed was the inclination of its opponent to give a satisfactory compromising deal to

the superpower with the lead in such competition (Allison and Williams, 1990).

The aforementioned analysis indicates that there were rules of competition between
superpowers to run the global affairs, which actually prompted this study to raise the question
of whether there was any stability in that time during the Cold War period. Under a bipolar
system, four aspects encourage the restriction of violence in superpower and international
relations. First of all, there were no margins in the existence of only two world powers. For the
Soviets, the United States represented the preoccupying menace, and so were the Soviets for
the Americans, as each could harm the other’s interests in such an irrecoverable manner. For
example, whenever Moscow’s or Washington’s fortunes were threatened, this directly had left
the interests of the other at stake (Williams et al., 1994). According to Waltz (1964), in the
aftermath of World War 11, there emerged no third power contesting the Soviet Union and the
United States. As such, there were no margins in this bipolar structure and the range of issues
involved in the rivalry was extended as the force of the competition grew more intense.
Increased intensity was conveyed in an unwillingness to admit small regional losses and

extension of range was ostensible wherever one looked.

The almost persistent existence of threats and the reappearance of crises can be considered as
the third distinguishing factor in the bipolar balance. According to Williams et al. (1994), it
would be irrational to state that recurrent pressures and recurring crises could in fact reduce
threats and encourage stability. Similarly, one could be mistaken to proclaim otherwise, as
apparently shown in Khrushchev’s statement that if the Americans frightened the Soviets with
war, the latter would respond by doing so little by little. Also, if Washington threatened the use
of nuclear arms, then Moscow would react by displaying its own weapons, which, according
to him, were not only sizable but also more sophisticated. Thus, there was no point in using

threatening language against the Kremlin when addressing the global audience (Waltz, 1964).
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Being the product of a situation where interests and ambitions clash, crises are created by the
resolve of one country to influence a change that is resisted by another state; as in the case of

Moscow’s deployment of missiles to the Cuban government.

For the United States, in order to repel the change the Soviets had attempted to create, the
efforts exerted to turn action into a crisis were justifiable. Considering that a conflict situation
persisted, the lack of crisis became more unsettling that their reoccurrence. Thus, it was thought
better to have a large crisis then than a sporadic war later, which was in fact a slogan adopted
and implies that a superpower could avoid large scale wars in the future by means of fighting

small wars in the present, as suggested by Williams et al. (1994).

On the other hand, given the nature of this bipolar relationship, crisis was taken into account
by both of the superpowers, in particular by the defensive party. To avoid disorder and
successively procure gains can be demanding, since, in a world fraught with confusion there is
an obvious truth; namely, the awareness of who would compete with whom. A slogan worth
using here is “push to the limit,” yet ‘limit’ should be highlighted as strongly as push, while
cautiousness, control, and the management of crisis have acquired a large and evident

significance.

Taken with each other, the above factors; namely, the lack of peripheries, the variety and
intensity of rivalry, and the ongoing threats and crisis, they can be classified as the most
important features of the Cold War period. Combined, the first three points create a strong
rivalry in a wide area with a good deal of tools utilised. The steadiness of contribution of the
two most influential players on the global stage, together with another factor, their preeminent
authority, provided for an extraordinary capability of understanding and absorption within the
bipolar systems of the radical political, military, and economic developments that had taken

place. While the Soviet Union moved forward and was chequered, empires were disbanded,
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and several new states emerge as a result. On the other hand, tactical nuclear-powered weapons
systems were acquired by four different states. These weapons were promoted and to some
extent disseminated. According to Herman (1960), an upheaval in military technology took

place with an average of once every five years and at an unprecedented pace.

The impacts of United States and Soviet Union superiority were multifaceted. Nonetheless,
one can still claim that despite the issue of dominance, it was stable provided that the stability
originated from the idea that a stable system has to be described in terms of its robustness, in
addition to the nonviolence of change attached to it. Besides, the dual notion as a descriptive
tag continued to be suitable for the two dominant powers on condition that there was a
considerable gap between the influence of the two key superpowers and the global presence of
the next most emerging states, which actually drove the superpowers to take action while taking
into account the stability of the order. In fact, this contradicts the argument that even though
the Cold War had been seen in the light of an incompatible resentment between two
antagonistic systems and despite its ostensible force, the relations were presumably far less
risky and more organised than it seemed to be from the outside. A conspicuous explanation for
this was the belief that an unrestrained clash would unavoidably result in a war that neither
party were in a position to claim victory. By the same token, another significant reason was
related to the acknowledgement of both parties that a carefully controlled conflict in fact served
their corresponding interests. This was used by either party to serve and attain many objectives,
such as using it for the local goals when it has utilised to reinforce the discipline and cohesion
within the Soviet Union and the United States systems. Additionally, the Cold War concerns
were also employed to vindicate major policies and strategic actions. Another point is that the
Cold War contributed to the legitimisation of the two opposing poles of their own social
organisms. Whereas states in the Western hemisphere, were continuously reminded that if they

ever wanted to go beyond the market. This could ultimately result in the sort of economic

106



disorganisation and political suppression that was prevalent in the Eastern hemisphere (Cox,
1990). In the East, however, they were told that if they were ever to negotiate their communist
principles for anything else, they would, unavoidably, succumb to the same economic
uncertainty experienced by the workforce in the West. There was an absurd outcome of this
ideological tussle, which involved making ‘actually existing socialism’ the most powerful
argument for capitalism and the inequalities and absurdities of the market an essential

underpinning for leaders in the Eastern hemisphere (DePorte, 1979; and Brzezinski, 1976).

On a similar note, it appears that both the United States and the Soviet Union profited from the
Cold War situation. One might say that it has helped them meet their respective objectives as
it secured their influence in Europe and elsewhere. Accordingly, the war reinforced European
reliance upon the two key global forces, where the Soviet’s threats provided the United States
with more motivation and power in Western Europe than they had ever imagined. Similarly,
the actual concerns of NATO and ‘German revanchism’ reinforced the Soviet status in Eastern
European countries. In addition, by placing a two pole structure within Europe, the Cold War
was effectively contained, without entirely eliminating the disintegrating influence of
nationalism, a force that was as unique to the United States’ interests as it was to the Soviets in
the aftermath of World War I1l. Furthermore, the managed clash in Europe and its split-up
between the power blocs helped the Cold War to offer a solution to the once unsolvable German
issue. Consequently, the German state was divided into two distinct parts and thus was
incapable of contesting the concord in Europe as it had been able to do so on twice before
(DePorte, 1979). Globally, the bipolarity that has emerged as a result of the struggle between
the Americans and the Soviets aided and defended their respective world positions. Combating
the Soviet risk efficiently made the global status of the United States legitimate by the same

token that anti-colonialism offered a valuable cover for the Soviet Union’s attacks overseas.
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From a historical point of view, the Cold War helped maintain the American as well as the
Soviet interests. As such, neither of these two powers attempted to change any aspects of the
relationships once they had been created. As claimed by Liska (1967), their aims, then, were
not as much about triumphing over the other and the preservation of a sensibly managed contest

with usually agreed rules than a contest where there could be clear victors and losers.

Despite the aforesaid, the Soviet Union experienced more suffering than the United States
throughout that period especially because of its economic circumstances as compared with that
of its superior rival. Accordingly, the pressure of the Cold War was felt more than the United
States, causing Moscow to be consistently under greater strain to decrease the overheads of the
struggle with its opponent. According to Cox (1990), it can be argued that the Soviet authorities
were keener on peace making than the American administration. In contrast, Washington had
little tendency to change direction, with the battle against the opposite force had provided the
United States with a clear-cut point of conflict around which to strategise the foreign policies
of the United States. This sense of superiority made the American leadership of the capitalist
world genuine and unified the Western states after decades of struggle. Furthermore, the post-
war global system emanating as a consequence of the Cold War showed more stability than the

one which fell at the end of the 1930s (Cox, 1990).

Since the global system throughout the Cold War period was more stable than the preceding
one, this has prompted this study to raise the question of whether there was any prospect for
the collaboration between the major global forces, especially between the United States and
the Soviet Union during that era. In fact, there were several difficulties which were experienced
in order to achieve genuine collaboration between the major leaders which will be examined
in order. The first issue lying in the path of this cooperation referred to the fact that the two
superpowers behaved with embedded hostility and distrust, and developed an attitude that saw

the conflict against the other party as the ultimate proper issue in terms of national policy,
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whereas mutual aid between the power blocs was perceived as pointless for security purposes
or even unwelcome. It is important to note that these practices were unequally spread between
both parties, with the majority of leaders in both global forces being more inflexible and more
so disposed to depend on the armed risk in their perception of the other party, and even more

persuaded that the only real route to dialogue is in the language of force.

Another serious hindrance to steady relations between the two global forces lies in the political
rivalry between them to the point of intensity, since both Washington and Moscow had been
dynamically tied in a political influence challenge, specifically, in the developing world, with
the use of diplomacy, economic aid, weapons exports, as well as technical support. According
to Robert (1967), experience had it that this race for political supremacy could produce

situations that were likely to pressurise the very nature of Soviet-American relations.

The prominence of the two superpowers was apparent by projecting their powers into the world
and playing a vital role in global affairs for more than forty five years. As such, the world
witnessed a bipolarity which had been enforced by the influence of the two superpowers,
causing serious implications for the whole global population. This, in fact, produced a complex
and overlapped global environment, where the race and contest between major forces could
not be understood unless the whole environment was taken into consideration. Similarly, the

global environment could not be understood unless the great powers were taken into account.

Due to the relatively considerable power of the global forces, the military rivalry between them
throughout the Cold War was reasonably managed so that any direct confrontation that might
lead to catastrophic outcomes for the existence of both superpowers could be avoided.
Therefore, the two most powerful states had a good understanding of each other and thus shared
deep respect for each other’s status and capability even at the peak of that period of time. For

outsiders, only the strains and uncertainties were obvious; however, for the contestants a set of
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limitations on conduct and norms for race were quite evident and normal (Gaddis, 1987). For
instance, even under the reign of Stalin, who was hardly disinclined to apply excessive force
at home for political aims, there was unwillingness on the part of the Soviet authorities to take
measures that would result in high risk diplomacy and the likelihood of a direct conflict with
the American counterparts. Even the Soviet aid given by Stalin to the Greek communist regime
after World War Il was never carried out in a manner that would have necessitated a direct
military clash with the Western hemisphere under the United States. Similarly, but not so with
American leaders who had very strong feelings about personal human rights and the assets of
a market economy, no intention was shown to interfere by using force in Eastern Europe. For
example, during the 1956 Hungarian uprising, there was full awareness of this intention on the
part of the Soviet Union. Furthermore, despite the fact that détente relaxed the statesmanship
of the two global forces, and in spite of the arising ideological swings and the evident domestic
concerns with policy issues in both states, the two major military supremacies had tremendous
ability, requiring control of that military ability with careful stewardship. Both forces
developed the skill to finish the other party and itself; both exerted far more influence and
pressure regarding the activities of other states than they could have done otherwise toward
each other. Therefore, very little scope for balance was ever existent in that global system in
terms of the third or developing states; as such, the rationale of power relationships led to a
divided international political emphasis when the interests of the superpowers did not

completely overlap (Doran, 1991).
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Chapter Four: Soviet foreign policy toward the Arab world and the Soviet-

Libyan rapprochement

In this chapter, Soviet foreign policy toward the Arab world and the Soviet-Libyan
rapprochement are examined. Therefore, the aim of this chapter is to ascertain the Soviet
ambitions in the Arab World during the Cold War and the Kremlin’s efforts to gain some allies
in the region, including its rapprochement with the Libyan regime. Next, this chapter will
elucidate the extent to which the ties between Libya and the Soviet Union were strong and how
their interactions and respective roles and status were manipulated by both the other during this

time period.

The death of Stalin in 1953 signalled the start of the entry of the Soviet presence in the
developing world and the desertion of the two-camp theory. It was a growing debate then that
the Soviet leader himself was considering such a move, with talks at the (CPSU) Congress in
1952 of the urgency to take advantage of the cracking Western hemisphere, which was
considered a euphemism from the time of Lenin for collaborating with Western countries,
ostensibly in order to sow divisions amongst them. Regardless of Stalin’s resolves, change was
only introduced after he had died, when Malenkov and then Khrushchev successively took
power. Therefore, rather than the two-camp approach, these leaders promoted peaceful
coexistence with the capitalist world. According to Golan (1990), rivalry between capitalism
and communism, and the eventual victory of socialism were not to be abandoned altogether;
however, the idea of peaceful coexistence would shift this rivalry into less confrontational, less

rigid, and more realistic terms.

An almost unanimous view holds that ever since the death of Stalin, the USSR had gradually
had more of an active role in the Arab world and even the Western hemisphere had to recognise
that role, and as a result the significance of the Soviet Union as one of the major forces in that
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part of the world. However, even though there was a large agreement about the key role played
by the Soviet Union in the region, no such accord was achieved with regards the Soviet Union’s
targets and aspirations from such a presence. In spite of this, Freedman (1982; 1987) argues
that the key purpose was an invasive one in order to control the Arab region so that the United
States and its allies were blocked from any access to its primary sources, such as oil and gas,
along with its strategic communication routes, and other resources. Contrary opinions assume
that the USSR’s intention was principally self-protective, to stop the Arab world from being
utilised as a starting point for a strike against the USSR (Liqueur, 1969). There are apparent
policy inferences of this argument; namely, if the Soviet Union had an essentially defensive
orientation and intention in the Middle East, thus it was not only likely but also appropriate for
the United States to collaborate with the Soviet Union to resolve such on-going clashes, such
as those between the Arab states and Israel (Lukacs and Battah, 1988). Equally, if the Soviet’s
intentions were invasive, then it was inappropriate to attempt to involve Moscow into the
peace-making process since the Kremlin leaders would only seize the day to diminish the

Americans’ role (Olson, 1987).

Seeking to enhance the Soviet’s presence while diminishing and eventually eradicating the
Western impact on the Arab region in particular, the Soviet Union’s leaders used a wide range
of strategies, including as the most important the offering of military support to its allies in the

Middle East and North Africa (Lenczowski, 1972).

In terms of economic support, this materialised especially in the economic aid offered to several
Arab countries, including the construction of dams for the Soviet’s Syrian and Egyptian allies.
In addition, the Kremlin pursued a policy to strengthen its presence through the conclusion of
mutual support and friendship agreements, including those established with their Egyptian,
Iragi, Southern Yemeni, Syrian, and North Yemeni counterparts in 1971,