began in 1997, dealing with East Jerusalem. This session is
still standing, and was last convened in August 2002. Some
Arab |leaders have considered reconvening this same emer-
gency session to address the war in Irag, as intimately con-
nected to the Mideast crisis.

A Necessary Step

Today, asin 1956, two members of the Permanent Five
havetakenit uponthemselvestolaunch unilateral aggression,
and impose a military occupation, on an Arab state, with the
support of an extremist government in Israel—against the
express will of the vast mgjority of the world's nations and
people. But today the stakes are incomparably higher—due
to both the power of the aggressor, including the U.S. war
party’ s promulgation of anew strategic doctrineallowing the
use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear countries, and
due to the drastic state of collapse of the world economy. As
the U.S. government has, at least for the moment, fallen into
the hands of forces fiercely opposed to the historic mission
embedded in the U.S. Constitution, promoting instead a par-
ody of 19th-Century British imperialism and 20th-Century
European fascism, it is incumbent on all nations, large and
small, to speak out and act to bring the United States to its
Senses.

The Uniting for Peace Resolution was designed, during a
better moment in our nation’s history, for just such atime.
Thosewho arguethat the General Assembly can only express
opinions, without enforcement powers, areignoringtheword-
ing of theresolution itself, and ignoring the power of ideasto
moveindividuals, and nations, to rise above acrisis of civili-
zation.

Documentation

UN Resolution 377 (V). Uniting for Peace, Section A

Resolves that if the Security Council, because of lack of
unanimity of the permanent members, fails to exercise its
primary responsibility for the maintenance of international
peace and security in any case where there appears to be a
threat to the peace, breach of the peace, or act of aggression,
the General Assembly shall consider the matter immediately
with aview to making appropriate recommendationsto Mem-
bersfor collective measures, including in the case of abreach
of the peace or act of aggression the use of armed force when
necessary, to maintain or restoreinternational peaceand secu-
rity. If not in session at the time, the General Assembly may
meet in emergency special session within twenty-four hours
of the request therefor. Such emergency special session shall
be called if requested by the Security Council on the vote of
any seven members, or by a majority of the Members of the
United Nations.
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Arab Nations Changed,
Shaken by the War

by Muriel Mirak-Weissbach

Among the factors which the United States and Britain mis-
evaluated, in preparing their war inIraqg, isthe power of resis-
tance, not only of the Iragis but of the entire Arab world. In
the year before the invasion Lyndon LaRouche repeatedly
warned that it would rapidly undermine the governments of
neighboring Mideast nations, inflaming the Arab masses,
leading to mass demonstrations; those governments which
were either supporting the war, or not explicitly opposing it
inwords and deeds, would be threatened with overthrow.

Astheinvasion entered its third week in early April, just
such aprocess of regional destabilization had begun. Protests
and demonstrations were growing daily Egypt and Jordan,
the two most important Arab “moderate” allies of the United
States. Both Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak and Jorda-
nian King Abdallah I have been placed under unprecedented
public pressure, and have had to “correct” their positions.
Similar popular dissent has been witnessed in Kuwait and
Saudi Arabia; despite repression, it continues to ssimmer. In
such a crisis, governments must represent the will of their
people, who are rightly opposing an unjust war, or they will
be thrown overboard.

War plannersin Washington and London must be asking
themselves how could this happen. Sinceit did not require a
Middle East specialist to foresee such developments, the real
questionis: Why didn’t they foresee this?

ThePeoplevs. the Regime

With the outbreak of war, masses poured into the streets
of Cairo, Amman, and other Arab capitals. Governments re-
sponded initially with brutal police repression and mass ar-
rests. Egypt jailed up to 1,000 demonstrators, including two
leading independent members of Parliament. They were re-
leased only on March 31. Although the authorities tried to
prevent students from marching out of the university cam-
puses onto the city streets, protesters broke therough the cor-
dons, and demonstrations swelled in number and intensity.
Particularly painful for the United States, the American Uni-
versity of Cairo was among the vanguard campuses in the
protest. It isnot Islamist radicals, but the leading families of
Egypt’s intelligentsia who send their sons and daughters to
study there.

President Mubarak, prior to the war, had warned of its
conseguences, including regional destabilization. He tried to
pragmatically adapt to circumstancesoncethe bombardments
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Destabilization of Egypt’s President Mubarak (left) and Jordan’s King Abdallah was a
foreseeable consequence of the war . Iragi resistance hastriggered a widespread
mobilization of Arabs.

began, and issued a statement placing the responsibility for
hostilitieson Saddam Hussein’ sgovernment. Thechief editor
of the government-linked daily Al-Ahram had echoed the
sameline.

The response was more and bigger public protest. On
April 1, reflecting the pressure of the street, Mubarak shifted
gears. In an address to the officers of the Third Field Army,
he stressed that Egypt “ has adopted a clear-cut standpoint of
rejecting the war option and refusing to participate in any
military operations by the coalition forces against Irag.”
Speaking to army commanders, Mubarak warned that thewar
would create hundreds of bin Ladens. “ The armed confronta-
tion in Iraq between the coalition forces who are seeking to
overthrow the regime and the Iragi armed forces who are
defendingtheir territory . . . isresultinginanappalling human
tragedy with victims on both sides and the destruction of a
people,” Mubarak said. “1 fear this war will have enormous
conseguences and lead to an increase in terrorism. When this
war ends, there may be 100 bin Ladens, instead of just one.
The war will have poalitical, economic and social conse-
guencesthat will be difficult to face.”

Mubarak also responded to appeals that the Suez Canal
be closed to warships—aleading demand of 15,000 students
demonstrating in Cairo—by saying that the Constantinople
Convention of 1888 forbids closure of the canal to any nation
with which Egypt is not at war. Foreign Minister Ahmed
Maher told BBC on April 3, that the Egyptian government
and people were “in the same boat” regarding devel opments
inthesituationin Irag. He cited Mubarak’ surgent call to end
thewar, to avert aregional catastrophe. To explain the“ state
of frustration in the Arab streets,” he pointed to the double
standard used towards Irag and | srael, regarding implementa-
tion of UN resolutions.
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In Jordan, the confrontation took an
utterly unprecedented form. Although
the Hashemite Kingdom is not part of
the “coalition,” reports have it that
American troops are in the country’s
East, on the Iragi border, and also com-
ing in from the Red Sea port of Agaba.
These are reportedly elite troops, esti-
mated at 10-12,000. Furthermore, Jor-
danian sources report that from Jordan,
the attacks on the Iraqi airfields H1 and
H2 were launched and forces were sent
towards Baghdad. The government has
deniedany U.S. presence—or hasstated
they are there to prevent Iragi attacks
against Israel (not a popular objective
in Jordan).

All Jordanians are opposed to the
war. King Abdallah is under massive
pressure, and “there are those who are
armed,” as one source put it. In short,
there is the fear that the King could be assassinated. Key
peoplein the regime have therefore been telling King Abdal-
lah that his government is endangering the Kingdom. He
has been given the choice: either stand with the Jordanian
people, who are completely in opposition to the war and in
support of the Iragis; or on the side of the Anglo-American
invaders. The former chairman of the House of Deputies,
Abdulwahab Al-Majali, warned explicitly that if the war
continued, the King and the royal family may be over-
thrown.

On March 31, ninety-five prominent personalities deliv-
eredapetitiontotheKing, urginghimto* declaretheillegality
of theaggression against Irag.” Theletter demanded that Jor-
dan should at least join other nations, such as France, Ger-
many, Russia, and China, in condemning thiswar; and called
on the King to declare that Jordan would not accept its politi-
cal or legal outcome.

The petition represents an unprecedented move, uniting
figures across the spectrum of political life from former
government figures to the leading Islamist opposition figure
of Jordan, Laith Shubeilat, who launched theinitiative. Shu-
beilat, who had been condemned twice for Iése majesté
and once given the death sentence, was joining with those
established political forces who had opposed him, now in
the interest of national security. As the official government
daily, the Jordan Times, reported: “ Anger at the U.S.-British
campaign on Baghdad has brought together popular figures
who have historically belonged to opposite sides, analysts
and signatories point out. This explains why a maverick
Islamist, twice jailed for |ese majesté, and the veteran leader
of the once-underground Communist Party put their signa-
tures beside those of former top intelligence officers and
chiefs-of-staff.”
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Jordan’sFateat Stake

In the petition, they had written: “The current tragic cir-
cumstances, with abrotherly Arab state that has always been
aloyal supporter of its fellow Arab countries, is facing an
aggressive war and its people are threatened by occupation,
death, and humiliation, urge usto turnto Your Majesty. The
moral, national and legal duty oblige all Arab governments,
including Jordan’s, to clearly denounce the illegitimacy of
the aggression on Irag. We honestly believe that Jordan’s
interestsrequire such astrategic stand.” Signersincluded for-
mer Prime Ministers Mudar Badran (1980-1984 and 1989-
1991), Ahmad Obeidat (1984-1985), Taher Masri (June-No-
vember 1991), and Abdur Ra uf S. Rawabdeh (King Abdal-
lah’s first premier, in office from March 1999-June 2000).
Former Royal Court Chief Adnan Abu Odeh, who also served
as political advisor to both King Abdallah and hisfather, the
late King Hussein; the former head of the anti-corruption unit
at the General Intelligence Department; Sen. Samih Bino;
former Deputy Prime Minister Ayman Mgjali; and scores of
former ministers and deputies of different ideological and
professional backgrounds also signed.

M otivating the petition was not only concern over thefate
of Jordan, but much more. As one signatory, former Deputy
Prime Minister Ayman Majali, said: “I differ with the Iraqgi
regime. But we are now talking about the future of the Arab
world, because this war will not stop within the boundaries
of Irag.”

As for Jordan, the perceived menace is clearly to the
King's personal safety, threatened by a revolt from angry
Jordanians, or probably through a provocation from lsragl.
This was clearly expressed by former Chamber of Deputies
Chairman Al-Mgjali, also one of the open letter’s signers,
whotold AFP: “Wewant the King to express aclear position
against the aggression, because we know the King' s capabili-
tiesto moveinternationally to make an effort to stop thewar.”
Al-Magjali asked the government to make a move “identica
to that of the Jordanian street to support the Iragi people,
before [Israeli Prime Minister] Sharon manages to carry out
hisplanstoinvade Jordan in afew hours, and expel theruling
roya family, and to establish his declared alternative home-
land” for the Palestinians.

King Abdallah did not hesitate to respond, albeit indi-
rectly. In an interview with the Jordan News Agency Petra,
on April 3, the King said his position “rejects war and calls
for resolving the crisis by peaceful means and through the
United Nations,” and recalled his own warnings that the war
would have “devastating effects, not only on Irag but on the
entireregion aswell.” He articulated Jordan’ s position vis-&
vis regime change and more: “The Iragi people are the only
peopl e that have the right to choose their |eadership. Because
we believe in democracy and the right of peoples to choose
their |eadership, we cannot imagine that peopl e would accept
the outside imposition of aleadership against their will.” The
King added that Jordan has insisted and continues to insist
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“that weapons of mass destruction should be removed from
all states without any exception, so that the Middle East be-
comes an arms-free zone and the peoples of the region can
enjoy comfort, security and stability.”

Asked point blank about “rumors” of Jordanian (pro-“ co-
aition”) activity in the war, he flatly denied that Jordanian
airspace was being used, or that American or Israeli troops
were on Jordanian soil. Asked about the petition, the King
replied: “I have read several documents and | respect their
points of view but | wonder if all that we have done and
are doing for our brothers in Iraq differs from what these
documentsindicate. | anaMuslim, an Arab, and aHashem-
ite. No one can outhid my concern for my peopleand nation.”
Hedefined what is* common ground agreed to by everybody,
. . . thecondemnation of war and the keennessto preserve our
national unity.” He concluded, that “inthese difficult circum-
stances that are prevailing in the region and our country, the
most important thing is the solidarity of our internal front.”
This, indeed, was precisely what the petition sought to es-
tablish.

Revival of Arab Pride

The mood among Arab intellectuals and masses has
changed significantly since the last Gulf War. Intheinterim,
the Isragli-Palestinian conflict has assumed barbaric propor-
tions, and against it no one, apparently, dared to lift afinger.
Now, with the U.S.-U.K. assault on Iraqg, in defiance of the
UN and world public opinion, the frustrations with an obvi-
ous double standard, in dealing with Israel and Irag, have
reached the boiling point. Just the sign of Iragi resistance
would trigger the explosion. That resistance, unexpected by
the Washington and London war planners, has changed the
face of Arab politics, regardless of the military outcome of
the war. After years of humiliation and defeat, they have
rediscovered in this resistance the courage to stand up and
fight for justice. This is something the allies “have not
grasped,” as one regional expert put it. Volunteers are
streaming in from Syria, Jordan, the whole Arab world.
The character of this mobilization is such that it transcends
support for the Iragi government as such. If that government
were defeated, it is likely that those now fighting would
continue to do so.

The Iragis “undressed Bush,” Laith Shubeilat com-
mented. “ All hehasleft ishisunderwear. The most important
thing is, the Iragis are fighting. Regardless of the outcome,
we can walk through the streets of Europe and be proud to be
Arabs.” Theworl dwideanti-war mobilization hasal soproven
crucia for Arab morale, a point underlined by Syrian Presi-
dent Bashar a-Assad in acknowledging the critical role of
Pope John Paul 11 in sparking that mobilization. “ After Sept.
11,” Shubeilat said, “we feared a Clash of Civilizations, but
the demonstrati ons show that people do not hate people; they
loveoneanother.” Irag hasbecomethe“rallying point for the
anti-imperialist drive.”
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