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Key Findings
The following key characteristics feature in the peacemaking and peacebuilding efforts of
MENA regional bodies (the League of Arab States, or LAS, Gulf Cooperation Council, or GCC,
and the Organisation of Islamic Cooperation, or OIC), which are elaborated on below.
•

Overall, regional organisations in MENA are fractured, with the presence of subregional organisations like the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) further enhancing divisions and competition among these states. The presence of multiple regional and
extra-regional venues (the UN or OIC) for conflict resolution also often leads states
to ‘shop’ for a venue in conflict situations, delaying resolution.

•

Bilateralism continues to be the primary mode of peacemaking/peacebuilding in
MENA, due to internal divisions, structural shortcomings of regional organisations,
and interstate competition to achieve international recognition for foreign policy accomplishments. Bilateral ties, as well as bilateral competition, therefore increasingly
define how conflicts proceed in the MENA region. This dynamic, in turn, produces
country leaders in the region, often at the expense of less powerful – and usually less
wealthy – states. Indeed, in recent years, we have seen GCC states taking an increasing
interest and role in peacemaking/peacebuilding largely due to their ability to finance
such projects, while former regional leaders such as Egypt and Syria increasingly attach themselves to one of the ascendant regional powers.

•

Due to the lack of regional unity, for reasons of geopolitical competition as well as
ideological differences, there is substantial space for extra-regional actors like Russia
and the US to enter conflicts in MENA, with Syria a prime example of this practice.
With the perception of American and British withdrawal from the region, this trend
is likely to accelerate, with new actors like Russia (in the peacebuilding sphere) and
China (in the realm of investment) becoming increasingly influential.
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Recommendations
•

The FCDO should encourage the involvement of civil society organisations in the
peacemaking/peacebuilding spaces. The MENA region is unique in the entrenchment of authoritarian regimes, which has made popular involvement in foreign
policy or even humanitarian issues difficult. By granting more agency to citizens,
however, it is possible that more long-termist and popular progress is made in
peacemaking/peacebuilding.

•

The FCDO should encourage MENA regional institutions to begin cooperating on
apolitical, humanitarian issues in ongoing conflict zones like Syria and Yemen as a
means of building trust and helping to alleviate poor conditions in the region. Cooperation on more logistical issues can potentially, in turn, lead to greater willingness
to work together on longer term issues or conflicts.

•

The FCDO should discourage the involvement of extra-regional states in MENA-specific conflicts, as the internationalisation of these conflicts often leads to
their stagnation as well as to the entrenchment of proxy conflicts. If extra-regional
powers want to become involved in MENA conflicts, their participation should be
encouraged through channels of international organisations such as the United Nations, rather than as unilateral missions that often encourage short-term competition rather than fostering long-term peace.
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Introduction
This report serves to highlight primary assets and challenges of three regional MENA
organisations in the peacemaking/peacebuilding space: the LAS, GCC and OIC. It introduces the primary goals of each organisation broadly before illustrating their assets and
pitfalls through the use of concrete case studies of their involvement in regional conflicts.
The report was compiled through substantial desk research and interviews with fellow academics and policymakers, both in the Middle East and United States. The use of case studies
will concretise the theoretical challenges facing each of the organisations under study. In
general, the report seeks to interrogate the efficacy of three regional organisations in peacemaking/peacebuilding, ways in which their involvement in this sector differs from that of
other regional or extra-regional bodies, the unique challenges facing the MENA region, and
the best way for the FCDO to engage, either with these bodies or others, to enhance progress towards peace in a region that is home to several ongoing political conflicts.

The League of Arab States
The League of Arab States (LAS) was created in March 1945 by Egypt, Iraq, Lebanon, Saudi
Arabia, Syria and Transjordan. In the aftermath of World War II, these states bounded
together as a means to provide mutual protection. Interestingly, unlike other regional
organisations based solely on geographical proximity, the League of Arab States was
formed on the basis of shared culture, ethnicity and language (Barnett and Solingen, 2009,
p. 180) and as a result has historically omitted some of its closest geographical neighbours
in the region, such as Iran, Israel and Turkey. Because it formed due to shared culture and
background, the LAS should theoretically enjoy more easily coordinated foreign policies
and thus be more effectively engaged in the peacemaking/peacebuilding sectors than it is.
Indeed, members of the LAS, which itself was founded on the eve of the establishment
of the Israeli state in May 1948, have been united also in their shared concern about the
threat of the expansion of Israel and Israeli power, in addition to concerns about Western
assistance in Israel’s pursuit of greater power in the region (Barnett and Solingen, 2009, p.
180). The LAS’s first major failure, however, took place when the organisation could not
agree on granting membership to the League for the newly created Palestinian government in Gaza and failed to take a unified stance in the ensuing Arab-Israeli war in 1948–9,
which ‘partially downsized […] expectations and inaugurated a gradual process of formal
and informal adaptation of the League’s legal features and internal procedures’ (Pinfari,
2009, p. 4). Rather than becoming a forum for the protection of Palestinian sovereignty,
then, the LAS demonstrated from the outset its hesitation to take action in peacemaking/
peacebuilding without unanimous member agreement.
Indeed, the primary engine behind less effective cooperation through the LAS has been
the concern about the need to preserve state sovereignty above all else; arguably, this
issue is more fragile for non-democratic states which lack popular legitimacy at home
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that more participatory democracies enjoy. Ultimately, then, ‘while Arab leaders needed
to create some regional association in order to satisfy the aspirations of some domestic
constituencies, they also feared that such an association would leave them vulnerable to
other Arab leaders and compromise their own political survival’ (Barnett and Solingen,
2009, p. 189). These leaders therefore ensured that the League would be limited in its
ability to intervene in issues of domestic politics or to violate national sovereignty. Egypt,
Saudi Arabia and Lebanon, recognising the possibility that a transnational movement like
Arab nationalism could lead to violations of national sovereignty, insisted on a provision
for the ‘respect for the independence and sovereignty of states’ (Barnett and Solingen,
2009, p. 191). So loose was the Charter in its nebulous bond of unity that King Abdullah
of Transjordan characterised the LAS in 1948 as ‘a sack in which seven heads have been
thrust’ (Barnett and Solingen, 2009).
Initially, the LAS had three broadly conceived goals: ‘to strengthen relationships between
member states; to coordinate their policies to further cooperation and maintain their
independence and sovereignty; and to promote the general welfare and interests of the
Arab states’ (Masters and Sergie, 2020). Areas for cooperation were (and have continued
to be) related to technical areas such as health, economic and trade ties, and social and
cultural affairs, rather than anything political which could be construed as a challenge
to national sovereignty (Barnett and Solingen, 2009, p. 191). In Macdonald’s words, ‘the
primary purpose of the League is to foster non-political activities and only incidentally to
enter the political arena’ (Macdonald, 1965, p. 43). Because the League cannot by charter
become involved in any activity that could be considered as threatening national sovereignty, it has had very limited involvement in peacemaking/peacebuilding. It was therefore
largely imagined as an institution meant to preserve the political status quo rather than
challenge it, thus hindering its ability to become involved in regional or domestic conflicts
(Barnett and Solingen, 2009, p. 192).
The LAS charter has been the focus of many studies concerning the League’s inefficacy in
peacemaking/peacebuilding, since it from the start has included provisions to ensure the
protection of nation-state sovereignty. Certainly, the charter
stipulated that only those countries approving its resolutions are bound by them.
This lack of conditionality regarding commitment to common action has been at
the heart of the League’s ineffectiveness. Following the failure of the Arab states
in their war with Israel in 1948, LAS members approved two agreements for common defence and economic cooperation. But these were never properly implemented, which has led to weakening joint Arab action over the years (Al-Qassab,
2020).
This weakening has taken place despite the fact that the political reality of popular Arab
nationalism in the 1950s and 1960s ‘oriented Arab states toward each other’ (Barnett and
Solingen, 2009, p. 184). Still, domestic political realities ultimately drove the decision-making of national leaders (Barnett and Solingen, 2009, p. 184). As Michael Barnett and Etel
Solingen explain, ‘[l]eaders committed to their own domestic political requirements
got the weak institutions they wanted: just enough to demonstrate their commitment
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to Arabism but not so much as to allow Arabism to threaten their individual sovereignties, domestic political alliances, and power base’ (Barnett and Solingen, 2009, p. 184–5).
Sustained concern about the need to preserve national sovereignty, especially after the
failed experiment of the United Arab Republic in 1963, drove decision-making more than
a normative commitment to Arabism, although Arabism and the LAS remained useful
rhetorical tools.
Member states have indicated that aims include increased trade and commerce since they
share similar production patterns, yet even their economic similarities have ultimately
undermined effective commercial integration (Barnett and Solingen, 2009, p. 180). What
accounts for the overall inaction or failure of the LAS, then, is arguably not linked to
member states themselves but to the institution and the way in which it has been arranged:
‘The Arab League was designed to fail as a supranational entity, and in that sense it reflects
the triumph of domestic regimes with little interest in developing robust regime institutions’ (Barnett and Solingen, 2009, p. 182). Paul Aarts agrees that, because regime survival
is privileged above all else, little coordinated action can take place:
The Middle East is the region of ‘realist thinking’ par excellence. Collective political
structures have mostly taken the form of ‘regional hegemonism’ (or ‘hegemonic
regionalism’), while economic integration has hardly moved beyond the stage of
rhetoric. Although the prospect of Arab unity tantalises all Arabs to some degree,
a stark contrast between this idea and the poor results of the many ostensible
efforts in that direction remains a particular trait of the Arab world today (Aarts,
1999, p. 911).
Institutionally, the LAS, headquartered in Cairo, works primarily through the Arab League
Council and Secretariat. The Council, in which each of the 22 member states has a seat, is
charged with conflict mediation for members and non-members alike, managing relations
with various United Nations bodies, and facilitating coordination on foreign policy and
defence issues of common interest to member states (Barnett and Solingen, 2009, p. 192).
The Council, which meets twice a year and in emergency sessions, votes before taking
action, with Article 7 of the LAS’s charter specifying, as Barnett and Solingen explain, that
‘all substantive matters related to political or security issues, to become binding, require
unanimity; majority decisions are binding only on those members that vote for them. The
effect of this voting rule was to give each Arab state virtual veto power over any proposed
policy and to drive the Arab League to the lowest common denominator on matters of
Arab unity’ (Barnett and Solingen, 2009, p. 192).
As a result, the League has remained a powerful institution representing Arab unity on
paper, but on the ground has been unable to do very little of political importance or to
enhance peacemaking or peacebuilding. In Macdonald’s words, ‘the unanimity rule of the
League Council serves as a brake on the inherent tendency of the organization either to
evolve into a unitary state or to collapse completely’ (Macdonald, 1965, p. 58). As a result,
there has been much more style than substance when it comes to the LAS’s involvement
in peacemaking and peacebuilding: while the League has been invoked in regional crises,
it is rarely able to take meaningful action due to the unanimity rule that was intended to
preserve the power of ruling elites.
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The Permanent Secretariat, comprising the Secretary-General, Assistant Secretaries and
a number of officials, is the other main decision-making body in the LAS, appointed by
the Council through a two-thirds vote among members. The position of Secretary-General was exclusively held by Egyptian nationals until 1979 and has become increasingly
politically important, although the power of the office is limited to making statements and
receiving documentation and requests from members, rather than acting on their behalf.
The LAS also contains a variety of internal organisations, such as the Arab Development
Bank, Economic and Social Council, Arab Postal Union, Arab Union for Communications, a union of Arab radio stations, ALESCO, the Arab Labour Organisation and Arab
Labour Bureau, Arab Fund for Economic and Social Development and Arab Monetary
Fund, although it is unclear how active each of these sub-organisations are (Barnett and
Solingen, 2009, p. 213–14). Between 25 to 30 percent of the LAS’s budget has historically
gone to ‘information’ – reflecting the need to be seen above all else (Barnett and Solingen, 2009, p. 213–14).
Even when the LAS has taken action through the passage of resolutions, it has had a
limited effect. By the 1980s, according to Barnett and Solingen, the LAS had passed over
4,000 resolutions, but over 80 percent were never implemented, reflecting in their words
‘the endeavor to make the Arab League “be seen but not heard”’ (Barnett and Solingen,
2009, p. 213–14).
In terms of peacemaking institutions within the League itself, Article 5 of the Charter
specifies that ‘[a]ny resort to force in order to resolve disputes between two or more
member-states of the League is prohibited’ (LAS, 1945). In the event of a conflict between
two member states, the same article specifies that only the states involved in the conflict
can participate in Council deliberations and that decisions of arbitration and mediation
require a majority vote.
Ibrahim Awad found that the LAS succeeded in resolving six of the 77 inter-Arab conflicts
between 1945 and 1981, with the League tending to abstain from involvement in conflicts
involving members of competing regional blocs (Awad, 1994, pp. 147–60). Marco Pinfari
extended this study in a 2009 paper, finding that the League intervened in minor wars,
succeeding in gaining at least partial settlement in eight out of 20 recorded border wars
and political crises, yet the LAS has historically been hesitant to mediate in inter-state
conflicts when one or more warring parties is not a member (Pinfari, 2009, p. 2). Pinfari
finds that the LAS ‘tends to be more effective in managing minor disputes between its
“core” membership (the countries that had joined the League since the 1940s, especially Lebanon, Yemen, and Iraq) and that, in contrast with the expectation that regional
organizations act as first port of call for regional disputes, other organizations (especially
the United Nations) are often called upon immediately by the parties involved and the
involvement of the League as an active mediator normally follows the failure of these other
bodies in dealing with a dispute’ (Pinfari, 2016). Due to the proliferation of regional and
subregional bodies, in addition to UN councils, then, Arab states often choose to look
elsewhere for assistance in peacemaking/peacebuilding.
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Further, Mark Zacher found in 1979 that the Arab League had a 12 percent success rate in
resolving regional conflicts, compared to 19 percent for the Organisation of African Unity
(OAU), 37 percent for the Organisation of American States (OAS) and 9 percent for the
UN (Zacher, 1979, p. 161).
Where the League has been successful in uniting members behind common causes, it
has mostly been in apolitical issues – for example, the founding of the Arab Organisation
for Petroleum Exporting Countries (AOPEC) in 1968 and the Arab League Educational,
Cultural and Scientific Organisation (ALECSO) in 1970. Another reason for the lack of
progress in conflict resolution is the general lack of trust regionally. As Aarts explains,
‘[m]utual distrust is high, both between regimes and their citizens and between regimes
themselves. As long as the governments of most of the Arab states maintain themselves in
the way to which they have been accustomed, “regionalism” will remain a largely symbolic
issue’ (Aarts, 1999, p. 920).
Barnett and Solingen, as well as Aarts, cite Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait in 1990 as a turning
point in demonstrating the lack of unity and trust among Arab states after Saddam Hussein
invaded Kuwait: the fact that one member state’s invasion of another did not provoke
a regional reaction is indicative of its inability to take action, even rhetorically, in the
peacemaking/peacebuilding sphere due to internal divisions and suspicions. Arab League
Secretary-General Amr Moussa even recognised the weakness of the organisation after the
war, stating: ‘Arab states wanted the war and I do not care if the Arab League remains or
goes. I excuse the strong bitterness in Kuwait, but I believe they should not help invade
Iraq’ (Barnett and Solingen, 2009, p. 215–16). Abu Dhabi Crown Prince Shaykh Zayed bin
Sultan al-Nahayan apparently had offered a deal to Iraqi leader Saddam Hussein: Hussein
would resign to prevent war in Kuwait, an arrangement to which Hussein allegedly was
receptive as long as the LAS would honour the offer (Barnett and Solingen, 2009, p. 215–
16). Ultimately, however, though the offer was circulated among League members, it was
never officially debated, and a US-led coalition ultimately liberated Kuwait from Iraqi
occupation (Barnett and Solingen, 2009, p. 215–16).
Another issue that has contributed to lack of unity in the LAS since the Camp David
Accords in 1979, and exacerbated by the 2020 Abraham Accords, is these states’ increasingly disparate stances on Israel. Where unity against Israel was once a rallying cry for Arab
states, today it has become a divisive topic. Notably, Egypt was expelled from the LAS after
Camp David, to be reinstated only one decade later. After Jordan signed a similar peace
deal with Israel in 1994, however, it was not ostracised by the LAS – perhaps because Egypt
had already had its membership restored and set a precedent. Similarly, in 2020, the LAS
chose not to condemn the Abraham Accords or member states who were party to them,
although such a measure was proposed by the Palestinian delegation and supported by
some member states. This inaction led the State of Palestine to relinquish chairmanship
of the current round of meetings in symbolic protest – a move just short of withdrawing membership that was followed in solidarity by Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya, Qatar and
Comoros (Jahshan, 2020).
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The official League stance on Israel-Palestine, the most important conflict in the region,
notably contradicts that of the Arab Peace Initiative, although the Arab League formally
endorsed it in 2002, 2007 and 2017 as its preferred strategy towards resolving the conflict. The Arab Peace Initiative offers a means for normalisation between Arab League
member states and Israel on the condition that Israel withdraws from the West Bank,
Gaza, the Golan Heights and Lebanon, resolves the refugee problem through UN Resolution 194, and recognises an independent Palestinian state with East Jerusalem as its
capital. Nonetheless, the LAS has not taken concrete action towards implementation of
the Initiative and instead has limited its support to rhetoric, while remaining silent on
the Abraham Accords. Notably, the LAS has also maintained an official boycott of Israeli
goods and companies since 1948, although there is no enforcement mechanism and a
growing number of member states have increased trade ties with Israel after normalisation (Masters and Sergie, 2020).
The Arab League issued the Arab Charter for Human Rights in 1994, which may have
appeared to be an important step towards unity but has not inspired any action. Indeed,
the document includes an annex on Palestine in 2008, confirming Palestinian independence and stating that ‘even though the outward signs of this independence have remained
veiled as a result of force majeure’, Palestine should participate in the LAS as an equal
member (LAS, 1945). Ultimately, despite the composition of a document, ‘[a]bstaining
from intervention on account of human rights violations was among the few truly consensual principles guiding Arab League members, reflecting the common rejection of
democratic institutions by most of its leaders. The Arab Charter for Human Rights issued
by the Arab League in 1994 has not been endorsed by a single Arab country’ (Barnett and
Solingen, 2009, p. 217). Even where the LAS has endorsed specific documents meant to
guide its actions, then, it has largely failed to translate rhetoric into policy, potentially for
fear of the effect of such action on domestic political legitimacy and stability.
Overall, Mehran Kamrava’s assessment of the LAS’s involvement in peacemaking/peacebuilding seems apt: ‘The Arab League has also been a persistent, if not wholly successful,
actor in regional conflict resolution initiatives’ (Kamrava, 2011, p. 541). The below example
of the LAS’s sporadic and disjointed approach to the Syrian Civil War since 2011 helps to
showcase this fact and suggests that in the future bilateralism, rather than regionalism or
multilateralism, will be on the rise in the Middle East – particularly due to the differences
in subregions and existence of subregional organisations like the GCC, also discussed
below (Aarts, 1999, p. 921). As Pinfari explains, ‘what we see is a persistent pattern of
non-intervention in almost all major civil wars, which seems to reflect a shared interest by
most Arab League members to reassert the uti possidetis rule and the inviolability of their
boundaries from external interference’ (Pinfari, 2009, p. 11).
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Case Study: The Syrian Civil War

At the start of violence against pro-democracy protesters in Syria in March 2011, the LAS
became involved in trying to seek a solution. In November 2011, the regime of Bashar
al-Asad approved an Arab League plan to send in monitors, while prohibiting the Syrian
military from deploying tanks and soldiers against peaceful protesters (Macaron, 2020).
When it became clear within two weeks in November 2011 that the regime was violating
this agreement, however, the Arab League suspended Syria’s membership to the organisation and imposed political and economic sanctions on the Asad regime; member states
were asked to withdraw their ambassadors from Damascus – a vote in which Lebanon
and Yemen declined and in which Iraq abstained (Ziadeh, 2020). Nonetheless, the LAS’s
summit held at the end of November 2011 was the first to impose sanctions against a
member, albeit a suspended one (T.M., 2014).
In December 2011, the Syrian government signed a second peace plan put together by the
LAS: this plan required the withdrawal of both the Syrian military and rebel forces from
the streets, the release of political prisoners, the permission of Arab League monitors to
enter the country, and the start of a political dialogue between the Asad regime and opposition. On 26 December, 50 Arab League monitors began arriving in Syria, yet reported the
continued use of violence against protesters by the regime.
At the end of January 2012, the LAS resolved to extend the mission after its expiration on 19
January, with member states divided about the mission’s accomplishments (Chulov, 2012).
Despite division about the mission, LAS ministers released a joint statement demanding
that Asad relinquish power and take steps towards the formation of a national unity government (Chulov, 2012). The Saudi government on 22 January, however, announced that
it would no longer take part in the mission, since, in the words of then Foreign Minister
Prince Saudi al-Faisal, ‘the Syrian government did not execute any of the elements of the
Arab resolution plan’; he called for ‘all possible pressure’ to be placed on Syria to accede to
the LAS’s peace plan (Chulov, 2012). Additionally, some 22 LAS monitors left the mission
for ethical reasons, as they believed that their presence emboldened protesters who were
in turn attacked by government forces (Chulov, 2012). On 28 January, amidst worsening
violence, the LAS suspended its monitoring mission (BBC, 2012).
There had been initial consensus that Syria was an Arab issue and should be dealt with
by the Arab states themselves, yet worsening violence led to a desire for global involvement. Indeed, after the withdrawal of the LAS mission, a joint LAS-UN mission took over,
with former UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan appointed Joint Special Envoy to Syria in
February 2012. The LAS also developed a new peace plan adopted as a UNSC statement
and accepted by Asad, which led to a brief ceasefire in April (T.M., 2014). Qatari Amir
Shaykh Hamad bin Khalifa al-Thani called for LAS-UN peacekeeping forces to enter Syria
to contain violence on the ground, while Saudi Arabia demanded arming the opposition;
meanwhile, other countries and Annan himself were opposed to further militarisation
(T.M., 2014). This disagreement proved deadly to unified LAS efforts.
In the midst of this disagreement, Qatar and Saudi Arabia began arming groups on their
own to challenge the Asad regime on the ground (AbuKhalil, 2018). Russia and Iran also
entered the fight, but to aid the Asad regime, leading to further polarisation and disa-
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greement among the LAS. Indeed, ‘[a]s the Syrian regime began to expand its territorial
control over the country, Arab governments had to choose between two prevailing policies: a Russian position encouraging and endorsing engagement with Damascus and an
American stance calling for boycotting the Syrian regime and imposing sanctions on it’
(Macaron, 2020). Excluding Iraq, Lebanon, and Yemen, all LAS members enacted some
form of sanctions on dealing with the Central Bank of Syria, largely due to fears of being
sanctioned in turn by Western countries (Schenker, 2021). Beyond this move and the initial
observer mission, though, the LAS did little to move towards peacemaking/peacebuilding.
Annan himself blamed ‘internal lack of unity’ and ‘destructive “external” competition’ for
his resignation as Special Envoy in August 2012 (Macaron, 2020). The UN did sponsor a
Geneva process to begin negotiations, but January’s Geneva-II talks in 2014, based on the
June 2012 Geneva Communique, ended early with no agreement. Several rounds of talks
have also taken place with rebel forces in Astana to complement the Geneva process,
but none has been successful, and the Asad regime is increasingly less likely to become
involved in such negotiations as it continues to regain authority on the ground in Syria.
Reflecting developments in recent years, several members of the LAS have advocated for
Syria to be reinstated as a full member after its suspension. In 2018, Saudi Arabia led and
Russia encouraged the reinstatement of the Asad regime’s membership to the League,
but the American Trump administration discouraged Arab states from becoming involved
and increased sanctions on the Syrian regime, in addition to exerting pressure against the
involvement of Russia and Iran in Syria (Macaron, 2020). The Arab states have each taken
their own stances: the UAE reopened an embassy in Damascus in 2018, with Bahrain following suit shortly after (Macaron, 2020). In 2019, Saudi Arabia took an opposite position
as it faced global repercussions after the murder of Jamal Khashoggi – a meeting between
Saudi State Minister for Arab Gulf Affairs Thamer al-Sabhan in eastern Syria in June 2019
and local tribal leaders ended with the minister offering support for the Kurdish-led Syrian
Democratic Forces (Macaron, 2020). There were, prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, direct
flights between Syria and Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia and the UAE,
showing the move towards normalisation.
The Arab League in 2019 criticised the involvement of Turkey and Iran in Syria: ‘The Arab
League is prepared to interfere, but the question is whether there is willingness on the
part of other parties for the League to play a role in the Syrian file’ (Abu Husain, 2019). But
League members have remained at odds when it comes to reinstating Syrian membership
in the body itself. A media advisor to Bashar al-Asad explained in 2022 that ‘Damascus
will return to the Arab League when they [the Arab League] reconsider the mistake that
has happened’ (Maki, 2022). Saudi Arabia remains unlikely to allow readmission of Syria,
yet in November 2021, Asad’s Chief of General Intelligence attended the Arab Intelligence Forum in Cairo and was pictured there with his Saudi counterpart who reportedly
had travelled to Damascus earlier in 2021, so change could be on the horizon, depending
largely on bilateral, rather than multilateral, considerations (Maki, 2022).
Failure to take action or find compromise early on has plagued LAS’s involvement in
the Syrian civil war. But the UN process has been no more successful, given that external powers have entrenched interests within Syria, making resolution of the conflict
increasingly difficult.
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The Gulf Cooperation Council
The GCC formed in 1981 due to collective concern among Gulf monarchs about the prospects for a militaristic and expansionist Iran after the 1979 Revolution, particularly against
the backdrop of the ongoing Iran-Iraq War (1980–88). Despite having been formed in
response to concerns about conflicts, however, the body has had limited success in the
realm of peacemaking/peacebuilding. As Gertjan Hoetjes explains:
‘[t]he regionalisation that occurred in 1981 was fostered by a shared belief among
the six ruling families that they could not face these challenges alone as their
regime security was interdependent. This perception of interdependence was
nurtured by common features in terms of ethnicity, political structure (dynastic
monarchy), political economy (rentier economy), culture (similarities in dress
codes) and history (the pre-eminence of pearl hunting and desert life in the preoil era)’ (Hoetjes, 2021, p. 154).
Like the LAS, then, the GCC was established on the basis of shared characteristics, rather
than merely on geographical proximity, and indeed geographically proximate states like
Iraq and Yemen have notably remained excluded from the Council. Indeed, ‘[c]ommon
strategic and ideological worries, rather than a long-term project of unification, brought
the oil-rich dynastic kingdoms of the Gulf together in the mid-1970s, when they began
fearing the regional ambitions of Iran and Iraq’ (Pinfari, 2016).
Quite tellingly, the GCC Charter, despite the body’s foundation on the basis of security
concerns, ‘refers to “economic and financial affairs” as the first area of cooperation but
fails to mention coordination of security, defence and foreign policies’ (Pinfari, 2009,
p. 5). Article 10 of the Charter grants the Supreme Council the potential to establish a
Commission for the Settlement of Disputes (without defining ‘dispute’) when necessary,
which has never been used in practice, though it is intended to address intra-GCC conflicts (Pinfari, 2009, p. 5). In 1981, a Unified Economic Agreement solidified the states’
intention to eventually establish a common market. In May of that year, a Military Committee was established within the GCC Secretariat which helped to organise joint military
exercises in 1983 and 1984 and to establish the shared military, the 2,500-strong Peninsula
Shield, in 1985 (Pinfari, 2009, p. 5). In 1982, an Internal Security Agreement was discussed,
but was only passed thirty years later with the onset of the Arab Spring.
The Supreme Council is the GCC’s most important governing body, as it comprises the
heads of state of the six constituent members. The council meets once every year to set
the organisation’s priorities. In Matteo Legrenzi’s words, this council has ‘political, judicial and legislative control over all decisions taken by the organization’ (Legrenzi, 2015, p.
37–8). Like the Arab League, the GCC also houses a Ministerial Council whose members
are ministers of foreign affairs from member states, as well as a Secretary-General, though
GCC secretary-generals are elected from different member states on a rotating basis
(Pinfari, 2016).
In addition to these primary organs of the GCC, a number of technical committees meet
more regularly, particularly to enhance economic ties. Further, the Secretariat-General:
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‘prepares studies and assists member states in the implementation of the resolutions and recommendations of the Supreme Council and Ministerial Councils. Its
role has remained constrained due to the dominance of the norm of sovereignty
in the GCC as a result of the fear of the ruling families to cede sovereignty. This
has prevented the organisation from making binding decisions and creates inconsistency in formulating policy, impeding the ability of the organisation to contribute to peacebuilding in the region’ (Hoetjes, 2021, p. 155).
Much like the Arab League, then, fears about incursions into national sovereignty have
constrained the degree to which joint action is possible.
Despite these institutional restraints, the GCC did in the 1980s manage to resolve a number
of border disagreements among member states. In 1982, the GCC resolved a boundary
dispute between Oman and South Yemen and temporarily resolved a Qatari-Bahraini
border dispute in 1986, in addition to negotiating a Saudi-Omani border agreement in
1990 (Hoetjes, 2021, p. 153). The GCC has thus helped to stop escalation of conflict, rather
than becoming involved in intractable conflicts already in progress. In Pinfari’s words:
‘the record of the GCC shows that it mediated in an extremely limited number
of conflicts and crises, but also that, overall, many of these interventions were
successful [….] it intervened in seven regional or sub-regional conflicts or crises
since 1981, and that it at least contributed to success of mediation efforts on four
occasions (57 percent). Yet, if analysed in detail, the record of the GCC in mediating regional conflicts and crises in the Middle East and in its sub-region is much
less impressive than the data may suggest’ (Pinfari, 2009, p. 15).
Indeed, most of the diplomatic activity that the GCC has managed has been implemented
bilaterally by member states, rather than under the aegis of the GCC itself (Pinfari, 2009,
p. 17) – the Yemen civil war is a good example of this continued practice, examined below.
For instance Saudi Arabia, invoking the name of the GCC, intervened in 1986–7 to stop
the escalation of tensions between Bahrain and Qatar, with actual GCC involvement
‘limited to overseeing the Saudi-brokered agreement which provided for the restoration
of the status quo ante’ (Pinfari, 2009, p. 17). Similarly, in 1982, the GCC ‘sponsored’ mediation between Kuwait and UAE and between Oman and South Yemen, while also voicing
‘support’ for Qatari efforts to mediate the 2007–8 Lebanese presidential crisis (Pinfari,
2009, p. 17).
Much like the League of Arab States, then, the GCC can be conceived of as ‘a forum for
policy coordination between member states,’ having remained relatively passive in the
arena of peacebuilding, instead supporting initiatives driven by individual member states
(often Qatar or Saudi Arabia) (Hoetjes, 2021, p. 155). In contrast, ‘regional initiatives initiated to encourage “positive peace” have also remained limited. The disbursement and
implementation of humanitarian and development aid by GCC states, through which
well-being could be fostered within the region, occurs primarily at the national level, with
the GCC acting merely as a forum for coordination and informal consensus-building on
the distribution of this aid’ (Hoetjes, 2021, p. 155).
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As Aarts explains, the GCC’s unity and efficiency is dependent on the threat level to
member states; indeed, the body was founded due to fear of external threats. In his words,
‘[t]he GCC’s efficacy depends on the fear of (internal and external) threats. In times of
tranquillity, tensions among the member states grow; in times of turmoil, these disappear.
All in all, persistent rivalries and suspicions among these Gulf states have made economic
(and strategic) collaboration tenuous and fragile’ (Aarts, 1999, p. 912). When threats are
thought to come from within the body of the GCC itself, as happened with the 2017 GCC
diplomatic crisis when Qatar was isolated, the fragility of the institution becomes clear.
Case Study 1: Bahrain (2011)

On 14 March 2011, one month after the start of pro-democracy protests in Bahrain inspired
by the Arab Spring, 2,000 troops (1,200 from Saudi Arabia and 800 from the UAE) under
the aegis of the GCC’s Peninsula Shield Force entered Bahrain with the goal of subduing
the protest movement (Bronner and Slackman, 2011). This mobilisation represented the
first time the GCC had used its forces to resolve a domestic political issue, with the Bahraini Government’s insistence that it had invited the force in to help it control protesters
(Bronner and Slackman, 2011). ‘This is the initial phase’, a Saudi official said. ‘Bahrain will
get whatever assistance it needs. It’s open-ended’ (Bronner and Slackman, 2011).
Coverage of the event tended to view the use of force as a Saudi initiative, given the number
of Saudi troops involved and given the strategic importance of Bahrain to Saudi Arabia.
It was also seen to inflame the opposition further, who dubbed military involvement ‘an
occupation’ (Bronner and Slackman, 2011). Iran, which has been suspected of providing
support to many of the Shiʿi protesters in Bahrain, also vocally protested the move as an
invasion (Amies, 2011), as Bahrain increasingly came to be seen as the site of a proxy war
between Saudi Arabia and Iran. Indeed, the UN released a statement saying that then
Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon was ‘troubled’ by the use of force in Bahrain and called
on all involved to ‘exercise maximum restraint’ (Amies, 2011). It has been speculated that
the use of force was meant to deter Saudi Shiʿi populations in its oil-rich Eastern Province
from provoking a similar rebellion, thus demonstrating how Saudi Arabia potentially used
the aegis of the GCC for its own political purposes (Amies, 2011).
Since the GCC’s involvement in 2011 in attempting to subdue protesters, Bahrain has
successfully sidelined its protest movement through arrests and bans on oppositional
political parties which followed more violent action towards protesters. Bahrain has also,
since 2011, increasingly come to be seen as a Saudi vassal state, ‘retweet island’ in the
words of many Qataris. What was originally framed as a GCC intervention, then, had
major domestic political consequences for the Bahraini opposition, enhanced fears of
Iranian and Saudi meddling into internal GCC affairs, and showcased Saudi authority
more than GCC authority. The 2011 operation also did nothing to enhance peacebuilding/
peacemaking, since its goal was solely physical, stopping protests themselves, and thus
did not lead to an opposition dialogue or the release of the Bahrain Independent Commission of Inquiry, with the Bahraini king commissioned months later after discussions with
the UN Commission on Human Rights.
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Case Study 2: Yemen (2011-present)

In February 2011, at the height of the Arab Spring, protests also emerged in Yemen, with
protesters eventually demanding the resignation of President Ali Abdullah Saleh. The
GCC states were eager to ensure that such unrest did not spill into their countries and
thus began to work towards finding a political settlement to stop the protests (Hoetjes,
2021, p. 158).
In April 2011, a group of Yemeni opposition parties came together to submit a proposal to
transfer power to Vice President Abd Rabbu Mansur Hadi, and the GCC later presented a
mediation plan that provided for the same transfer of power with the addition of a clause
granting Saleh immunity from prosecution. The GCC Initiative ‘safeguarded a role for the
GCC to influence Yemen’s trajectory, while pretending to cave in to some demands of
the protesters by calling for a release of unlawfully detained people and the formation of
a national unity government that was supposed to govern by consensus’ (Hoetjes, 2021,
p. 158–9). It was not until November 2011, however, that Saleh ultimately stepped down,
under pressure from a UN resolution released in October calling for him to sign the GCC
proposal on the threat of EU and UN sanctions.
The GCC plan, though, proved to be short-termist in outlook, as it failed to break down
the system of elites that had led to the uprising itself: ‘while the GCC initiative initially
managed to establish a temporary “negative peace” between political elites that buttressed the influence of the Gulf monarchies in the future trajectory of Yemen, it failed to
sufficiently address the marginalisation of certain social groups and contribute to a comprehensive “positive peace” that could offer a more sustainable solution to the crisis by
transforming those social structures that had encouraged the uprising of 2011’ (Hoetjes,
2021, p. 158–9). Indeed, the system of political patronage established under Saleh remained
in place, with budgetary support provided to the Hadi government through the GCC
effectively putting in place a new patronage system to guarantee support of the military
and tribes for Hadi without ultimately building real political legitimacy (Hoetjes, 2021,
p. 158–9). Hadi’s fundamental lack of legitimacy was revealed in 2014 when the Houthis
used popular dissatisfaction with the government’s policies of cutting fuel subsidies
and decreasing cash support for the poor to seize the capital of Sanaa, putting President
Hadi under house arrest between September 2014 and January 2015, when he resigned
(Hoetjes, 2021, p. 158–9). After Hadi escaped to Aden, he annulled his resignation, leading
the Houthis in turn to cancel the constitution and grant political power to the militia
(Hoetjes, 2021, p. 158–9).
As the Houthis advanced on Aden, Hadi requested military support from the GCC on 24
March 2015. Bahrain, Kuwait, Qatar, Saudi Arabia and the UAE responded positively to the
request due to concerns about regional security, but Oman rejected military intervention
and remained neutral. The military coalition thus could not be dubbed a GCC force but
instead included Bahrain, Kuwait, Qatar, Jordan, UAE, Morocco, Egypt, Sudan and Saudi
Arabia, with US backing (Hoetjes, 2021, p. 160). Still,
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According to Edward Burke, it was an ‘unprecedented leap into foreign policy
by an organization that has normally confined itself to economic affairs’— all
the more in a country that is not a member of the GCC. Arguably, it was also the
first time since its foundation that the Arab League did not intervene in a major crisis in Yemen, in contrast to what happened in at least six other occasions
since 1945 (in 1948, 1963, 1972, 1974, 1979, and 1994) [….] One could conclude that
the increased activism of the Saudi-led GCC in the entire Arabian Peninsula has
‘subregionalized’ the Arab League and transformed it into a de facto ‘sub-Arab’
organization responsible for the management of Arab relations outside the sphere
of influence of the GCC. The caution with which GCC countries approached the
Libyan and Syrian crises (where the Arab League took the lead), especially when
compared with their interventions in the affairs of Yemen, seems to confirm this
intuition (Pinfari, 2016).
The increased activism of the GCC, particularly of Saudi Arabia within the GCC, thus had
the potential to convert the organisation into a more active member of the peacebuilding/
peacemaking community. Nonetheless, its lack of success in Bahrain and Yemen undermined this role.
In Yemen, seven years since the start of the war, much of the country’s north is under
Houthi control, while the south was captured in 2019 by the Southern Transitional Council
and houses Aden, the home of Yemen’s internationally recognised but beleaguered government. Further, between 2015 and the end of 2021, Amnesty International has confirmed
that 377,000 people have been killed, directly and indirectly, including civilians, and the
Houthis have ramped up attacks on Saudi Arabia and the UAE since the start of the war
(Haddad, 2022). The coalition that initially aided the Hadi Government has also crumbled, with the UAE withdrawing most of its ground troops in 2019, and in February 2021
US President Biden ending, at least rhetorically, US support for the war’s offensive operations and temporarily halting arms sales to Saudi Arabia and the UAE (BBC, 2021).
Human Rights Watch has called Yemen ‘the largest humanitarian crisis in the world’, with
18,400 civilians estimated to have been killed and with nearly 20.1 million people (about
two-thirds of the population) in need of food assistance since the start of 2020 (HRW,
2021). Yemen’s economy has been left in tatters, forcing many to rely on humanitarian aid
to survive, and all sides of the conflict have committed serious human rights violations
(HRW, 2021). The GCC has not managed a unified humanitarian response, with individual
states instead using their local state-backed organisations to do so (Almezaini, 2021).
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Case Study 3: The GCC Crisis (2017–21)

On 5 June 2017, three members of the GCC – Bahrain, Saudi Arabia and the UAE, along
with Egypt – cut off diplomatic, as well as air, land and sea links with Qatar. They also
demanded that their nationals living in Qatar return to their home countries within 14
days and gave Qataris living in the blockading states 14 days to return to Qatar. The move
was taken without any consultation within the GCC, and, although annual GCC meetings
were considered potential venues for resolution of the conflict, Kuwait was the primary
mediator in the conflict, with US backing (Fraihat, 2020).
Ultimately, although the crisis did not lead to or appear to involve the threat of violent
conflict, it did dramatically increase tensions in the region. The rift was repaired in January
2021, at the GCC summit in Al-Ula, at which the GCC leaders pledged ‘to achieve coordination and integration between the Member States in all fields to eventually reach a union
of states’ and ‘to achieve security, peace, stability, and prosperity in the region by working
as a single, unified economic and political group’ (Khalid, 2021). Such statements are, in
effect, an admission that the GCC was not previously working as a unified body.
More than one year since the signing of the Al-Ula Accord, however, the GCC has not
worked in tandem any more than it did prior to the rift, and indeed bilateral meetings, for
instance between Saudi Arabia and Qatar and Saudi Arabia and the UAE, seem much more
prominent than multilateral unity, especially as rumours of a UAE-Saudi rift have emerged
(Al-Jaber, 2021).

The Organisation of Islamic Cooperation
The Organisation of Islamic Cooperation (OIC), initially named the Organisation of the
Islamic Conference, was founded in 1969 in Morocco with 24 member states in response
to an arson attack on the Al-Aqsa Mosque in Jerusalem. Headquartered in Jeddah, the
OIC has long focused on protection of the Palestinian Territories as a unifying issue. The
body’s founding mission was ‘to be guided by the noble Islamic values of unity and fraternity, and affirming the essentiality of promoting and consolidating the unity and solidarity
among the Member States in securing their common interests at the international arena’
(OIC, 1969). Today, the OIC has 57 member states from every region of the world and also
includes states with substantial Muslim minorities like Russia and India (Akbarzadeh and
Connor, 2005, p. 79).
Despite an initial show of unity around the Palestinian cause, as of 2019, more than 60
percent of all world conflicts have occurred in OIC countries (Farasin, 2019). Fadi Farasin
identifies three institutional shortcomings of the OIC that have made it unable to remedy
conflicts. First, the OIC, like the other regional organisations described here, ‘lacks an
overall and primary organ for overseeing peace and security issues. For example, the
United Nations has the UN Security Council and the African Union has the Peace and
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Security Council’ (Farasin, 2019). Second, the OIC lacks a peace force that could help to
provide security in conflict situations and thus aid greatly in peacebuilding/peacemaking
processes (Farasin, 2019). Third, the OIC does not house an early warning system that
could allow conflicts to be addressed before their escalation (Farasin, 2019).
In recent years, however, effort have been made to expand the OIC’s conflict resolution
capabilities and to operationalise them, but sovereignty remains enshrined in the organisation’s charter, making it difficult for the organisation to become involved in conflict
without an invitation to do so (OIC, 2016). Notably, the OIC did intervene successfully in
the Philippines and propose a peace treaty in 1996, although it had no means of implementing it; it also intervened in Thailand in 2005 on the invitation of the Thai government to
observe the conditions of Thai Muslims in the south of the country (Sharqieh, 2012). The
OIC additionally established a Contact Group in Somalia, but this mission too ultimately
reached a dead end, like the UN-led process, spurring Ethiopian military intervention in
2006 (Sharqieh, 2012). The OIC proved slightly more effective in providing a humanitarian response in Somalia in 2011 (Sharqieh, 2012).
Still, different stances politically and religiously, as well as differing regional priorities,
have made unity in the OIC elusive. In particular, the OIC has increasingly become an
arena for Iranian-Saudi competition over leading the Islamic world (Akbarzadeh and
Connor, 2005). Further, differences in position towards the United States came to the
fore on the eve of the US invasion of Iraq in 2003, and stances on Palestine/Israel, once a
unifying force for the organisation but now increasingly varied, have also proven difficult
to resolve. By and large, then, ‘[s]tricken by infighting, power struggles and a failure to
articulate clear and consistent policies, the OIC is more a symbolic meeting place than
a dynamic political body’ (Akbarzadeh and Connor, 2005, p. 80). Indeed, it is difficult
to find a recent case study of successful OIC involvement in conflict in MENA, since its
member states are so disparate and since most of its actions have been through issuing
statements, rather than coordinating concrete missions.

Courtney Freer

23

Findings: A Region without Regionalism
By and large, the MENA countries remain divided in terms of geopolitical strategy (positions towards US, Iran, Israel) and ideology (Sunni vs Shiʿi, positions towards Islamism),
to such an extent that it has been difficult for them to come together to work effectively
in the peacebuilding/peacemaking space. Where unity has been found, it has been to stop
conflict as it is ongoing, rather than to halt its emergence or to address its root cause(s).
The short-termist outlook is a consequence of concerns about protecting national sovereignty above all else in a region in which political legitimacy mostly does not come from
popularity or democracy. As a result, bilateralism reigns, and ample space exists for external powers to become involved in regional Middle Eastern conflicts.
Further, all three of these regional organisations appear more willing to become involved
in ongoing conflicts to stop immediate violence or prospects for its emergence, rather
than to put in place a positive peace through, for instance, hosting dialogues or facilitating negotiation. This practice showcases the short-termist thinking that dominates
MENA regional organisations highlighted at the start of this report. Such short-termism is
indicative of the very real political divisions among these states, which makes longer term
cooperation and policy coordination unlikely.
The MENA region is unique in three ways when it comes to regional involvement in peacemaking/peacebuilding: (1) its regional organisations were founded on the basis of shared
cultural characteristics and in some ways shared perspectives towards perceived regional
enemies such as Iran or Israel; (2) MENA houses primarily authoritarian regimes which
do not allow civil society involvement in foreign policy or even humanitarian efforts; (3)
the region is home to several ongoing political conflicts. These three dynamics, which
could have theoretically spurred greater commitment to multilateralism, have in fact had
the opposite effect, particularly as the similarities which once bound these states together
have increasingly dissipated, with each state developing a different perception of where
geopolitical threats lie and focusing on shoring up political legitimacy at home. In such
an environment, international actors have a role, but should become involved in regional
MENA conflicts under the aegis of coordinated multilateralism, rather than continuing to
spur short-termist bilateral and unilateral action.

References
Aarts, Paul, 1999. ‘The Middle East: A Region without Regionalism or the End of Exceptionalism?’ Third World Quarterly, vol. 20, no. 5.
Abu Husain, Sawsan, 2019. ‘Arab League’s Zaki: Turkish, Iranian Meddling Crossed Red
Lines,’ Asharq Al-Awsat, 21 November. Available at: https://english.aawsat.com//home/
article/2001801/arab-league’s-zaki-turkish-iranian-meddling-crossed-red-lines
AbuKhalil, Asad, 2018. ‘How the Saudi-Qatari Rivalry Has Fueled the War in Syria,’ The
Intercept, 29 June. Available at: https://theintercept.com/2018/06/29/syria-war-saudi-arabia-qatar/
Akbarzadeh, Shahram and Connor, Kylie, 2005. ‘The Organization of the Islamic Conference: Sharing an Illusion,’ Middle East Policy, vol. 12, no. 2.
Al-Jaber, Khalid, 2021. ‘The Continuation of Division in the GCC Following the Al-Ula
Summit,’ Gulf International Forum, 27 July. Available at: https://gulfif.org/following-theal-ula-summit-a-continuing-division-in-the-gcc/
Almezaini, Khaled, 2021. ‘Humanitarian Foreign Aid of Gulf States,’ Konrad Adenauer Stiftung, January. Available at: https://www.kas.de/documents/286298/8668222/
Policy+Report+No+20+Foreign+Aid+and+Gulf+Countries.pdf/b56652f2-7c29-1358e58a-ab72f0f35ee8
Al-Qassab, Abdulwahab, 2020. ‘Institutional Failures of the Arab League,’ Arab Center
Washington DC, 8 October. Available at: https://arabcenterdc.org/resource/the-arableagues-many-failures/
Amies, Nick, 2011. ‘Saudi Intervention in Bahrain Increases Gulf Instability,’ DW, 16 March.
Available at: https://www.dw.com/en/saudi-intervention-in-bahrain-increases-gulf-instability/a-14912216
Awad, Ibrahim, 1994. ‘The Future of Regional and Subregional Organization in the Arab
World,’ The Arab World Today, ed. Dan Tschirgi (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner), pp. 147–60.
Barnett, Michael and Solingen, Etel, 2009. ‘Designed to Fail or Failure of Design? The
Origins and Legacy of the Arab League,’ Crafting Cooperation: Regional International
Institutions in Comparative Perspective (eds Amitav Acharya and Alastair Iaian Johnston)
(Cambridge University Press).
BBC, 2012. ‘Arab League suspends Syria mission – Nabil el-Arabi,’ BBC News, 28 January.
Available at: https://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-16774171
BBC, 2021. ‘Yemen War: Joe Biden Ends Support for Operations in Foreign Policy
Reset,’ BBC News, 5 February. Available at: https://www.bbc.com/news/world-middleeast-55941588

Bronner, Ethan and Slackman, Michael, 2011. ‘Saudi Troops Enter Bahrain to Help
Put Down Unrest,’ The New York Times, 14 March. Available at: https://www.nytimes.
com/2011/03/15/world/middleeast/15bahrain.html
Chulov, Martin, 2012. ‘Saudi Arabia to Withdraw Arab League Monitors from Syria,’ The
Guardian, 22 January. Available at: https://www.theguardian.com/world/2012/jan/22/
saudi-withdraw-arab-league-monitors-syria
Farasin, Fadi, 2019. ‘Achieving Peace and Security: Challenges for the OIC,’ TRT World, 25
February. Available at: https://www.trtworld.com/opinion/achieving-peace-and-securitychallenges-for-the-oic-24492
Fraihat, Ibrahim, 2020. ‘Superpower and Small-State Mediation in the Qatar Gulf Crisis,’
The International Spectator, vol. 55, no. 2.
Haddad, Mohammed, 2022. ‘Yemen’s War Explained in Maps and Charts,’ Al-Jazeera, 9
February. Available at: https://www.aljazeera.com/news/2022/2/9/yemens-war-explainedin-maps-and-charts-interactive
Hoetjes, Gertjan, 2021. ‘The Gulf Cooperation Council and the Failure of Peacebuilding in
Yemen,’ The International Spectator, vol 56, no. 4.
HRW, 2021. ‘Yemen: Events of 2020,’ Human Rights Watch, 9 September. Available at:
https://www.hrw.org/world-report/2021/country-chapters/yemen
Jahshan, Khalil E., 2020. ‘The Demise of the Arab League: A Sense of Déjà Vu,’ Arab
Center Washington DC, 8 October. Available at: https://arabcenterdc.org/resource/the-arableagues-many-failures/
Kamrava, Mehran, 2011. ‘Mediation and Qatari Foreign Policy,’ Middle East Journal, vol. 65,
no. 4.
Khalid, Tuqa, 2021. ‘Full transcript of AlUla GCC Summit Declaration: Bolstering Gulf unity,’
Al-Arabiya, 6 January. Available at: https://english.alarabiya.net/News/gulf/2021/01/06/
Full-transcript-of-AlUla-GCC-Summit-Declaration-Bolstering-Gulf-unity
LAS, ‘Charter of the League of Arab States’, League of Arab States, 1945, 22 March. Available
at: https://www.refworld.org/docid/3ae6b3ab18.html
LAS, ‘Pact of the League of Arab States’, League of Arab States, 1945. Available at: https://
avalon.law.yale.edu/20th_century/arableag.asp
Legrenzi, Matteo, 2015. The GCC and International Relations of the Gulf (London: IB Tauris).
Macaron, Joe, 2020. ‘The Muted Arab Attempt to Restore Influence in Syria,’ Arab Center
Washington DC, 18 March. Available at: https://arabcenterdc.org/resource/the-muted-arabattempt-to-restore-influence-in-syria/

Macdonald, Robert W., 1965. The League of Arab States: A Study in the Dynamics of Regional
Organization (Princeton: Princeton University Press).
Maki, Danny, 2022. ‘The UAE Paves Way for Syria’s Return to the Arab Fold, but Plenty
of Hurdles Remain,’ Middle East Institute, 31 January. Available at: https://www.mei.edu/
publications/uae-paves-way-syrias-return-arab-fold-plenty-hurdles-remain
Masters, Jonathan and Sergie, Mohammed Aly, 2020. ‘The Arab League,’ Council on Foreign
Relations, 19 February. Available at: https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/arab-league
OIC, ‘Charter’, Organization of Islamic Cooperation, 1969. Available at: https://www.oic-oci.
org/page/?p_id=53&p_ref=27&lan=en
OIC, 2016. ‘OIC Operationalizes its Conflict Resolution Mechanism,’ Organization of
Islamic Cooperation, 18 May. Available at: https://www.oic-oci.org/topic/?t_id=11205&t_
ref=4407&lan=en
Pinfari, Marco, 2009. ‘Nothing But Failure? The Arab League and the Gulf Cooperation
Council as Mediators in Middle Eastern Conflicts,’ Crisis States Research Centre, Working
Paper no. 45.
Pinfari, Marco, 2016. ‘Regional Organizations in the Middle East,’ Oxford Handbooks Online. Available at: https://www.oxfordhandbooks.com/view/10.1093/
oxfordhb/9780199935307.001.0001/oxfordhb-9780199935307-e-86
Schenker, David, 2021. ‘Rehabilitating Assad: The Arab League Embraces a Pariah,’ Washington Institute for Near East Policy, 4 May. Available at: https://www.washingtoninstitute.
org/policy-analysis/rehabilitating-assad-arab-league-embraces-pariah
Sharqieh, Ibrahim, 2012. ‘Can the Organization of Islamic Cooperation (OIC) Resolve
Conflicts?’, Peace and Conflict Studies, vol. 19, no. 2. Available at: https://www.brookings.
edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/Sharqieh-November-2012-OIC.pdf
T.M., 2014. ‘The Arab League’s Role in the Syrian Civil War,’ Inquiries, vol. 6, no. 7. Available
at: http://www.inquiriesjournal.com/articles/906/3/the-arab-leagues-role-in-the-syrian-civil-war
Zacher, Mark, 1979. International Conflicts and Collective Security, 1946-77: The United
Nations, Organization of American States, Organization of African Unity, and Arab League
(New York: Praeger).
Ziadeh, Radwan, 2020. ‘The Arab League and the Syrian Conflict,’ Arab Center Washington DC,
8 October. Available at: https://arabcenterdc.org/resource/the-arab-leagues-many-failures/

LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series
Abdelrahman, Maha, ‘Social Movements and the Question of Organisation: Egypt and
Everywhere’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 8 (September 2015).
Abdolmohammadi, Pejman, ‘The Revival of Nationalism and Secularism in Modern Iran’,
LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 11 (November 2015).
Al-Ali, Nadje and Tas, Latif, ‘Dialectics of Struggle: Challenges to the Kurdish Women’s
Movement’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 22 (March 2018).
Alhashel, Bader S. and Albader, Sulaiman H., ‘How do Sovereign Wealth Funds Pay their
Portfolio Companies’ Executives? Evidence from Kuwait’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper
Series 24 (June 2018).
Al-Kaisy, Aida, ‘Disinformation in Iraqi Media’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 55
(October 2021).
Alkazemi, Mariam, ‘Regulation of Healthcare Advertisements: Comparing Media Regulation of the Pharmaceutical Industry in Kuwait and the GCC’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper
Series 23 (April 2018).
Alkhudary, Taif, Abdul Ridah, Marwa, Abed, Anfal and Kabashi, Amal, ‘Challenging Narratives of ‘Fate and Divine Will’: Access to Justice for Gender-Based Violence in Iraq’, LSE
Middle East Centre Paper Series 57 (December 2021).
Al-Mawlawi, Ali and Jiyad, Sajad, ‘Confusion and Contention: Understanding the Failings
of Decentralisation in Iraq’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 44 (January 2021).
Al-Najjar, Abeer, ‘Public Media Accountability: Media Journalism, Engaged Publics and
Critical Media Literacy in the MENA’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 35 (June 2020).
Al-Rasheed, Madawi, ‘Divine Politics Reconsidered: Saudi Islamists on Peaceful Revolution’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 7 (May 2015).
Al-Rasheed, Madawi, ‘Is it Always Good to be King? Saudi Regime Resilience after the
2011 Arab Popular Uprisings’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 12 (December 2015).
Al-Sarihi, Aisha, ‘Prospects for Climate Change Integration into the GCC Economic Diversification Strategies’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 20 (February 2018).
Al-Jaffal, Omar and Khalaf, Safaa, ‘Basra Governorate: A Locality in Crisis – Local Government Crisis and Conflict with the Federal Government’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 49
(May 2021).
Al-Jaffal, Omar and Khalaf, Safaa, ‘Basra is Burning: The Protests in Basra Governorate:
2018–20’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 54 (October 2021).
Al-Rubaie, Azhar, Mason, Michael and Mehdi, Zainab, ‘Failing Flows: Water Management
in Southern Iraq’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 52 (July 2021).
Anderson, Charles, ‘Will the Palestinian Peasantry Please Stand Up? Towards a New History
of British Rule in Palestine, 1917-36’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 10 (November 2015).
Ansari, Ali, ‘Iran’s Eleventh Presidential Election Revisited: The Politics of Managing
Change, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 17 (November 2016).
Azmeh, Shamel, ‘The Uprising of the Marginalised: A Socio-Economic Perspective of the
Syrian Uprising’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 6 (November 2014).

Azmeh, Shamel and Elshennawy, Abeer, ‘North Africa’s Export Economies and Structural
Fragility: The Limits of Development through European Value Chains’, LSE Middle East
Centre Paper Series 42 (December 2020).
Bardawil, Fadi, ‘Theorising Revolution, Apprehending Civil War: Leftist Political Practice
and Analysis in Lebanon (1969–79), LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 16 (October 2016).
Beinin, Joel, ‘Political Economy and Social Movement Theory Perspectives on the Tunisian
and Egyptian Popular Uprisings in 2011’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 14 (January 2016).
Colombo, Silvia and Voltolini, Benedetta, ‘The EU’s Engagement with ‘Moderate’ Political
Islam: The Case of Ennahda’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 19 (July 2017).
De Smet, Brecht, ‘The Prince and the Minotaur: Egypt in the Labyrinth of Counter-Revolution’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 36 (June 2020).
Dionigi, Filippo, ‘The Syrian Refugee Crisis in Lebanon: State Fragility and Social Resilience’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 15 (February 2016).
Freer, Courtney, ‘Rentier Islamism: The Role of the Muslim Brotherhood in the Gulf’, LSE
Middle East Centre Paper Series 9 (November 2015).
Freer, Courtney and Kherfi, Yasmine, ‘Whose Story? Narratives of Nationalism in Heritage
Production of the Arabian Peninsula’, LSE MIddle East Centre Paper Series 39 (August 2020).
Gotts, Isadora, ‘The Business of Recycling War Scrap: The Hashd al-Shaʿabi’s Role in Mosul’s
Post-Conflict Economy’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 34 (May 2020).
Hamilton, Alexander, ‘The Political Economy of Economic Policy in Iraq’, LSE Middle East
Centre Paper Series 32 (March 2020).
Hamilton, Alexander, ‘Is Demography Destiny? The Economic Implications of Iraq’s
Demography’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 41 (November 2020).
Hinnebusch, Raymond, ‘Syria-Iraq Relations: State Construction and Deconstruction and
the MENA States System’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 4 (October 2014).
Jabar, Faleh A., ‘The Iraqi Protest Movement: From Identity Politics to Issue Politics’, LSE
Middle East Centre Paper Series 25 (June 2018).
Jackson-Preece, Jennifer and Bhambra, Manmit, ‘In-Between Identities and Cultures: Ms.
Marvel and the Representation of Young Muslim Women’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper
Series 50 (May 2021).
Jawad, Saad, ‘The Iraqi Constitution: Structural Flaws and Political Implications’, LSE
Middle East Centre Paper Series 1 (November 2013).
Jiyad, Sajad, ‘Protest Vote: Why Iraq’s Next Elections are Unlikely to be Game-Changers’,
LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 48 (April 2021).
Kaya, Zeynep, ‘Gender and Statehood in the Kurdistan Region of Iraq’, LSE Middle East
Centre Paper Series 18 (February 2017).
Khalil, Heba M., ‘Revolution in Parallel Times: An Egyptian Village’s Lived Revolution’, LSE
Middle East Centre Paper Series 46 (March 2021).
Leone, Tiziana, Hammoudeh, Weeam, Mitwali, Susan, Lewis, David, Kafri, Rawan, Lin,
Tracy, Giacaman, Rita and Coast, Ernestina, ‘Redefining Deprivation in a Conflict Area:
Learning from the Palestinian Experience Using Mixed Methods’, LSE Middle East Centre
Paper Series 47 (March 2021).

Mabry, Ruth, ‘Urbanisation and Physical Activity in the GCC: A Case Study of Oman’, LSE
Middle East Centre Paper Series 21 (February 2018).
Mason, Michael, Dajani, Muna, Fakher Eldin, Munir and Tesdell, Omar, ‘The Occupied
Jawlan: An Online Open Curriculum’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 58 (December 2021).
Maghazei, Malihe, ‘Trends in Contemporary Conscious Music in Iran’, LSE Middle East
Centre Paper Series 3 (June 2014).
Manby, Bronwen, ‘Preventing Statelessness among Migrants and Refugees: Birth Registration and Consular Assistance in Egypt and Morocco’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 27
(June 2019).
Mossallam, Alia, ‘Strikes, Riots and Laughter: Al-Himamiyya Village’s Experience of Egypt’s
1918 Peasant Insurrection’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 40 (December 2020).
Muhanna-Matar, Aitemad, ‘New Trends of Women’s Activism after the Arab Uprisings:
Redefining Women’s Leadership’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 5 (November 2014).
Roberts, Hugh, ‘The Calculus of Dissidence: How the Front des Forces Socialistes Became
what it is’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 26 (October 2018).
Robin-D’Cruz, Benedict, ‘The Social Logics of Protest Violence in Iraq: Explaining Divergent Dynamics in the Southeast’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 53 (August 2021).
Saleem, Zmkan Ali and Skelton, Mac, ‘Assessing Iraqi Kurdistan’s Stability: How Patronage
Shapes Conflict’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 38 (July 2020).
Sayigh, Yezid, ‘Praetorian Spearhead: The Role of the Military in the Evolution of Egypt’s
State Capitalism 3.0’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 43 (January 2021).
Sirri, Omar, ‘Destructive Creations: Social-Spatial Transformations in Contemporary
Baghdad’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 45 (February 2021).
Toffano, Priscilla and Yuan, Kathy, ‘E-Shekels Across Borders: A Distributed Ledger System
to Settle Payments Between Israel and the West Bank’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series
28 (April 2019).
Tripp, Charles, ‘Battlefields of the Republic: The Struggle for Public Space in Tunisia’, LSE
Middle East Centre Paper Series 13 (December 2015).
Wang, Yuting, ‘Being Chinese Muslims in Dubai: Religion and Nationalism in a Transnational Space’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 33 (May 2020).
Watkins, Jessica, ‘Iran in Iraq: The Limits of “Smart Power” Amidst Public Protest’, LSE
Middle East Centre Paper Series 37 (July 2020).
Watkins, Jessica, Bardan, Falah Mubarak, al-Jarba, Abdulkareem, Mahmoud, Thaer
Shaker, al-Delaimi, Mahdi, al-Jassem, Abdulazez Abbas, Khalaf, Moataz Ismail and
Bidewi, Dhair Faysal, ‘Local Policing in Iraq Post-ISIL: Carving Out an Arena for Community Service?’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 51 (July 2021).
Watkins, Jessica, ‘Satellite Sectarianisation or Plain Old Partisanship? Inciting Violence in
the Arab Mainstream Media’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper Series 11 (April 2019).
Young, Karen, ‘The Emerging Interventionists of the GCC’, LSE Middle East Centre Paper
Series 2 (December 2013).

Courtney Freer

31

About PeaceRep
PeaceRep is a research consortium based at The University of Edinburgh. Our research is re-thinking peace and transition processes in the light of changing conflict dynamics, changing demands of
inclusion, and changes in patterns of global intervention in conflict and peace/mediation/transition
management processes.
PeaceRep: The Peace and Conflict Resolution Evidence Platform
PeaceRep.org | peacerep@ed.ac.uk | Twitter @Peace_Rep_
School of Law, University of Edinburgh, Old College, South Bridge, EH8 9YL
PeaceRep is funded by the Foreign, Commonwealth and Development Office (FCDO), UK
Our Partners: We work with a range of partners: Austrian Study Centre for Peace and Conflict Resolution, Conciliation Resources, Edinburgh Centre for Constitutional Law, International IDEA, Keele University, LSE IDEAS, LSE Middle East Centre, Queens University Belfast, and University of St Andrews.

Publications Editor
Jack McGinn
Cover Image
The crest of the Arab League in its Cairo
headquarters, September 2011.
Source: Barry Iverson / Alamy Stock Photo

The views and opinions expressed in this publication are
those of the author(s) and do not necessarily represent
those of the London School of Economics and Political
Science (LSE), the Middle East Centre or the UK Foreign,
Commonwealth and Development Office (FCDO). This document is issued on the understanding that if any extract is
used, the author(s) and the LSE Middle East Centre should
be credited, with the date of the publication. While every
effort has been made to ensure the accuracy of the material in this paper, the author(s) and/or the LSE Middle East
Centre will not be liable for any loss or damages incurred
through the use of this paper.
The London School of Economics and Political Science
holds the dual status of an exempt charity under Section
2 of the Charities Act 1993 (as a constituent part of
the University of London), and a company limited by guarantee under the Companies Act 1985 (Registration no.
70527).

32

MENA Regional Organisations in Peacemaking and Peacebuilding

Middle East
Centre
Middle East Centre
London School of Economics
Houghton Street
London, WC2A 2AE

LSEMiddleEast
lsemiddleeastcentre
lse.middleeast
lse.ac.uk/mec

