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Abstract

The countries of the Gulf Cooperation Council (&g represent a unique subset of the
Arab world, with many common cultural, politicahc&economic characteristics. This research
project is designed to assess the prospects foefaiemocratization in these oil-rich
monarchies. Contrary to many other Arab Statesemations have several advantages that
bode well for future liberalization, including shdlighly educated populations and vast
resources. Several have young, progressive-mindes who are competing against each other
regionally to be more modern and prestigious angoyancreased influence. Further, these
rulers face tremendous pressure to create jobs@gpattunity for their extremely young
population. Although most of the G.C.C. rulerslwelsist sharing power for as long as possible,
there is every reason to believe that in ordeutwige they will have to allow greater political
participation. And because they enjoy substatg@timacy among the people, this opening is
more likely to result in greater democratizatioat radical Islamist takeover. To be fair, there is
certainly a wide range of potential among theseest®dman and Saudi Arabia lag far behind
their neighbors, while Kuwait and Qatar have garéhker than the others in increasing
participation and accountability in their politicalstems. There is good reason to be optimistic
about the prospects for democratization over thg-kerm for the G.C.C., a fact which should

not be missed simply because they are traditiomadarchies.



Introduction

The prospect of democratization among the Arab t@msof the Middle East has long
been a topic of particular interest for both pollogkers and political scientists. For policy-
makers, especially recent American administratitms,interest has been based on the belief
that a more liberal and free Middle East would bady for U.S. interests. For many political
scientists, the topic of interest has been thetasce of the region to the kinds of
democratizations taking place in other parts ofwoed (Bellin 2004). Most of the comparative
work on political change and democratization h#iseeiignored the region or dismissed it as
hopeless (Nonneman 2001). A great deal of thesitugles work has been profiles of particular
countries, with little general theorization. Thkisconnect has led to a kind of schism in the
discipline, with scholars of democracy excluding Middle East in their own theory-building,
and with area studies experts largely ignoring th@otheir case studies. This separation has
benefited neither side and is part of why thersilsso much work to be done.

Michael L. Ross addresses this problem implicithelncouraging

scholars who study democracy to incorporate thedMidast into their analyses.

Many ‘global’ studies of democratization have awmldthe Mideast entirely.

Influential studies by Przeworski and Limongi armdd®vorski, Alvarez, Cheibub,

and Limongi simply drop the oil-rich Mideast stafesm their database. There

is, however, no sound analytical reason for sckotdrdemocracy to exclude

these states from their research, and doing soocéyn weaken any general

findings. It also tends to marginalize the fieldMiddle East studies (2001, p.

328).

This paper is designed to integrate the best ot wigademocratization literature has to

offer with particular cases and insights derivexrfrthe Middle East. Specifically, | will make a

case for optimism: there is reason to believesbate Arab countries are likely to further



democratize in the coming decades. The six natbiise Gulf Cooperation Countitepresent
the most likely source of this change, and proadmique set of cases to examine.

This argument is not without controversy, and msetyolars take a different view.

Many argue that hope is in short supply when it esitio prospects for change and improvement
in Arab political systems. A long history of diggpntment and backsliding has conditioned a
healthy skepticism in the political science andg@emaking community. A great deal of the
disagreement among experts and scholars on this issooted in the different approaches,
variables, and theories used to analyze the AraldN@ key question is whether the region is
suitable for comparison with other areas of thelevol argue that although the Mideast is
sufficiently different to warrant exploring othemique ways of studying its particular path to
democratization, it is also useful to considepitsgress (or lack thereof) within the traditional
theoretical frameworks.

The key to this analysis will be in understanding tvays in which the Gulf monarchies
are like each other and different from other Arties. Considering them as a special subset of
countries in the region is already standard pra@mong many scholars for this reason. These
petro-monarchies have certain key features in commidey are first, ruled by absolute
monarchs and governed primarily by the royal famBecond, they are (to greater or lesser
degrees) dependent on oil production for their meo Third, they have small populations, and
even smaller numbers of full-fledged citizens. fHouthey are traditional in nature, with
authority deriving from tribal culture and IslarAnd fifth, they are all members of a single
alliance, the Gulf Cooperation Council. Sulaymadralaf notes that

the dominant features that underpin Arab Gulf deeseare as one societal type

far outweigh those that create diversity. To wigy all share a similar climate
and ecology, common history, language, demograpeatures, religion and

! Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, arelWinited Arab Emirates



culture. Moreover, they found themselves receptigsessing huge oil reserves.

The export of this treasure has brought about gvesgperity, which in turn has

generated similar transformations, development, @adlenges. . . .In less than

half a century, oil wealth brought somewhat uniftyrioroad transformations to

the Arab Gulf's entire way of life (2006, p.245).

All of these commonalities suggest that the G.CdLintries are highly comparable, apples and
apples, in other words, as opposed to the orargés oest of the region.

The path ahead for the Persian Gulf monarchiesither preordained nor easily
discernible. The end result may not be sometheagity recognizable to most democratization
scholars. However, the argument to be made irptger is that if democratization is likely to
proceed anywhere in the Middle East, it will behia G.C.C.; further, these countries are more
likely to continue to reform, albeit slowly and drally, rather than regress. The Gulf States
have generated considerable excitement among daoyspromoters because of the
increasingly important role that elections andipatents play in these regimes (Stepan and
Robertson 2003). This is not to say that the msedll be even or without setbacks; recent
history cautions against such blind optimism. &ath of these countries is facing certain
pressures and is armed with certain resources tiehe to deal with them. The potential for

further reform is there, as are substantial presstirat these regimes will be forced to confront

in the coming years.



Review of Relevant Literature

One of the most vexing puzzles for policy-makerd political scientists alike has been
the lack of any real democracy in the Arab worRhrt of what makes the Middle East so
unusual in this respect is that democratizationldogilalization are increasing in every other
area of the world. According to both Freedom Hoarse the Polity IV project, every region of
the world has shown marked improvement in averagel$ of democracy except the Middle
East (Weiffen 2004).

This resistance to democratization has been cleizet as a “democracy gap,” and
scholars have offered numerous explanations fore@@n’s authoritarian entrenchment (Stepan
and Roberston 2003; Karatnycky 2002). Some hamestd on the commonality of Islam to all
of these countries, positing that somehow the Igldaith was incompatible with or detrimental
to democracy (Sarsar 2000). These theories poiatdte assumed authoritarian nature of Islam,
the all-encompassing nature of the religion (primgdguidance for all aspects of life) and lack of
separation between the religious and the polii§atsar 2000; Karatnycky 2002). Additionally,
to the extent that Islam is seen as a force irstiigugation of women, it conflicts with the
establishment of full human rights necessary fonaeracy (Fish 2002). These arguments,
which are rooted in the sort of cultural critiquéeced by Samuel Huntington’s “Clash of
Civilizations,” have been widely criticized anduted by the majority of scholars (Huntington
1993; Anderson 2006; Zakaria 2004).

These counter-arguments focus one of the followeither that Islanis indeed
compatible with democracy or that the trouble isIstam but théArab Islamic world. Brigitte
Weiffen has argued that it is only a certain intetation of Islam which has been useful in

sustaining autocratic rule (2004). Mark Tesslat Bteanor Gao claim that there is a wide



variety of interpretation occurring within Islarmdithat some of these interpretations even
explicitly support democracy (2005). Fareed Zakargues that searching the Koran for clues
to Islam’s true nature is unhelpful because ofredlinherent contradictions and historically-
grounded guidelines. Rather, he makes the casésthm actually has anti-authoritarian bent,
citing the Prophet Mohammed’s command to disobgyraler who asks you to violate the
Muslim faith (2004). He goes on to claim thasiin fact a lack of central clerical authority
which has allowed radicals such as Osama Bin Laddml-Qaeda to offer competing
interpretations of Islam which are often the masdthe to democracy.

And yet, one scholar found a seeming connectiowdst Islamist countries and lack of
democracy. In his cross-national study of Islam sagime type, Steven Fish found support for
the argument that Muslim countries are democrataeuvachievers (2002). He offers the
subjugation of women as the key mechanism by wisieim inhibits democratization, although
he acknowledges that this is due to misinterpi@tadif the scriptures of Islam (2002). Daniela
Donno and Bruce Russett take issue with Fish’s esiplon cultural explanations for the
democracy gap in the Middle East. In their 20Qitlay; “Islam, Authoritarianism, and Female
Empowerment: What are the Linkages?” they replieatd modify Fish’s tests and arrive at
different findings and conclusions. While Fishéntral point about Islamic countries being less
democratic holds, Donno and Russett find evidehaeitis Arab Islamic countries in which this
finding is most robust. Indeed, a number of safsodend studies have pointed out that the non-
Arab Muslim world has actually fared quite well iwitegard to democratization (Stepan and
Robertson 2003). Zakaria has pointed out that@flt2 billion Muslims in the world, only
about 260 million of them live in the Middle Eadte cites Indonesia and India (more than 120

million Muslims) as an example of how Islam canxasewith democracy (2004). He also



agrees that it is clearly the Arab world with threldem: “of the twenty-two members of the
Arab League, not one is an electoral democracyreds63 percent of all the countries in the
world are” (2004, p. 7). Additionally, opinion pekaken in the Arab world consistently show
popular support for participatory democracy (Tasated Gao 2005).

Also at issue is the nature of democracy itselbe®democracy mean the same thing in
different places and across varied contexts? hisibrically and temporally grounded in the
West and Euro-American experience? Are there atsotquirements or is the concept more
flexible? There seems to be a normative consahstislemocracy is a good form of
government; the disagreement has been exactly eanstitutes democracy (Diamond 2002).
For example, is secularism necessary for democrdich@s been the path of the liberal
democracies of the West, but this is not a giveh vagard to other regions.

Is democracy an “either/or” proposition, or areréhéegrees of democracy? A number
of definitions have been offered, including Roli@ahl’s “polyarchy” (1971). His conception of
democracy requires free, fair and competitive @est as well as various personal freedoms,
institutions, and organizations needed to enswepirit (not just letter) of democratic
government. The measures used by Freedom Housssartially based on this type of
definition (Fish 2002). Others have proposed mnmoir@malist standards. Joseph Schumpeter’s
definition requires only that the ‘principal positis of power are filled ‘through a competitive
struggle for the people’s vote™ (1947, p. 269)owkver, more and more regimes are adopting
the trappings of democracy (regular, competitivaltiparty elections) while neglecting or
sabotaging the substance of democracy (Diamond)200#s has led scholars to offer a number
of new classification schemes for regimes whichraxtepurely authoritarian or purely

democratic. It has also engendered debate ab®umtyhnad ways in which democracy might



manifest itself in different countries: while pllisan is considered necessary for a modern
Islamic democracy, secularism is not. Tessler@ad's survey found that while support for
democracy is widespread in the Arab world, onlywbalf favor secular democracy. The other
half prefer a system which is both democratic amded by Islamic principles (2005).

In addition to debates on the definitions of deraogr many scholars have also
emphasized the difference between procedural,aelaemocracy and true liberal democracy.
The first depends primarily on free, fair, and cetipve elections. The second has proven more
elusive, because it involves other aspects of sg@ach as rule of law, accountability, freedom
of information and public debate, protection of orities, and empowerment of women, among
others. This difference is important to rememlerause most authoritarian regimes hold some
sort of elections (Schedler 2002). Free and factmns are necessary but not sufficient
conditions for democracy. The result of electionauthoritarian regimes is often strikingly
illiberal policies (Herb 2003). If elections are held befbiperal society has developed, the
prime beneficiary is often the Islamist oppositwinich is organizationally and operationally in
the best position to capitalize on the opportu(@gn-Meir 2006). To give an example, it was
Kuwait’'s elected parliament which voted down thegks decree giving women the right to vote
in 2005 (and then subsequently approved it two wésgtier).

So what then is to be made of these hybrid regimbih exhibit both authoritarian and
democratic features? Some scholars have offerederens such as “electoral
authoritarianism,” “pseudodemocracy,” and “illibed@mocracy” designed to represent the wide
variety of forms non-liberal regimes can take (Dosnth 2002; Zakaria 1997). Other analysts

insist that “partial compliance with democratic msrdoes not add up to partial democracy. . . If



the chain of democratic choice is broken anywhelestions become not less democratic but
undemocratic” (Schedler 2002, p. 41).

Another common path in the authoritarian regimethefMiddle East is for the regime to
permit some political liberalization to occur whilevarting attempts to increase political
participation and democratization. For the purgasfethis discussion, keeping the two
processes (liberalization and democratization) reg@as important, for the represent two
complementary yet distinct paths for regime marapah or reform. Jamil E. Jreisat, Jr. (2006)
cites Brynen, Korany, and Noble’s definition ofdialization as involving the

expansion of public space through the recognitinod protection of civil and

political liberties, particularly those bearing upthe ability of citizens to engage

in free political discourse and to freely organiz@ursuit of common interest
whereas democratization is the “expansion of galipparticipation in such a way as to provide
citizens with a degree of real and meaningful @bile control over policy” (Brynen, Korany,
and Noble 1995). This difference will figure prorantly in the following discussions of present
and future reforms in the Arab Middle East, becanaay countries are using liberalization as a
way to manage pressures for democratization (L2084).

A number of different theories about how and whkecieties democratize exist in the
comparative politics literature. Each specifiedaia variables, conditions, influences, and
pathways that lead a regime to become democrhtithe case of the Middle East, explanations
have out of necessity focused on explaining whyatacy has not occurred. The logic is that
if the requisite conditions or variables are absaéemocratization will not occur. Which factors
are both necessary and sufficient, however, istéemaf great debate. In order to explain why

the Middle East has not democratized, as well asauthoritarianism has persisted, scholars



have employed a number of different democratizgp@adigms. The major theories and their
application to the countries of the Arab world eeeiewed here.

The political change that took place across theldping world in the 1980s and 1990s
has led to a large and growing body of literatuviost theories focus on either “prerequisites”
for democracy (necessary conditions for democridizdo begin) or “transitions,” which
highlight the strategic choices of key actors, e&dly the regime elites and the opposition
(Posusney 2005). Looking first at the transitipasadigm, for example, democracy can be
expected to develop when regime hardliners andesigdrs come to see democracy as the best
(or, least bad) option for furthering their intdse@Posusney 2005). Thus, a focus on human
agency and the behavior of key actors providegarthfor how and when democracy emerges.
Largely based on research into the third wave ofa®atization, some have also suggested that
splits within the ruling coalitions and oppositigroups may help to determine the existence and
form of political transitions (Lust-Okar, n.d.).tl@rs like Juan Linz have pointed to the
importance of leadership and its ability to creadeditions favorable or unfavorable to
democratization (1990). Much of this ties into theories of mobilization, which emphasize the
important role played by opposition leaders in tnggand constructing the necessary vision and
resources to force change upon reluctant elites.

What do these ideas about democratization tedbosit why the Middle East has not
democratized, and why authoritarianism in the nednas remained so robust? One reason why
transitions have not occurred has been a lack ¢ivatmn on the part of Arab leaders. The
authoritarian regimes of the Middle East have pnoamarkably resistant to pressures for
reform. Additionally, these regimes have been \aglgpt at ensuring the fragmentation and

weakness of opposition groups, who are therefotrénne strong position to challenge them



(Cook 2005). Having established the institutiond eules of the game in these authoritarian
regimes, elites are able to manipulate the systelpest serve their interests. They regularly
deny many important political freedoms, especitily freedom of the press and assembly. This
makes it all that much harder for any substantiallenger group to emerge and threaten the
rulers. In other words, when it comes to agenepties, Middle Eastern autocrats are not
motivated to change and opposition groups are &akvand divided to pose a real threat.

The transitions paradigm is not without its caticThomas Carothers, in an article
entitled “The End of the Transition Paradigm,” ekimsome of the assumptions of the theory; for
example, the notion that any country moving awaynfidictatorship must be also moving
toward democracy (2002). Transition theorists tensee democratization as a single path, and
while a particular country may progress or regréss paradigm assumes linear process.
Carothers argues that transitionists also wronggnelue elections for their own sake,
minimize the importance of the specific culturatiatonomic conditions of the country, and
mistakenly assume that these countries are futigtfanal states. These misunderstandings, he
claims, help explain why the transition paradigndsastically overpredicts democratization, and
also why so few countries have lived up to the Bagfehe third wave transition scholars
(Carothers 2002). Indeed, Holger Albrecht and @li8chlumberger have argued that the poor
fit of the transition paradigm and the Middle Eadargely why Arab countries have been
neglected from the general theoretical literat@@d@). For this reason, Frederic Volpi believes
that any democratization (or lack thereof) in thediim world is “more meaningfully presented
as asui generigpphenomenon rather than as an instance of Latinriéareor Eastern European

‘third wave’ democratization” (2004, p. 1062).
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Other scholars have turned to modernization thaeych instead focuses on the
necessary economic, cultural, and social conditiondemocratization to occur. Modernization
theory posits a link between economic developmedtpolitical development: as societies
modernize and undergo industrialization, they aoeentikely to become democratic (see Lipset
1959 or Inglehart 1997). The higher living stantsaresulting from modernization lead to a
number of important changes, such as the developofi@middle class, increased openness and
participation, rising levels of education, andmlitely more accountable and representative
government. Richard N. Haass argues that “marisédh economic modernization helps usher
in elements of democracy—the rule of law, transpiadecision-making, the free exchange of
ideas—which in turn sustain and accelerate econgroiwth” (2003, p. 146). Whether they
explicitly endorse all the implications of modeiinn theory or not, many scholars implicitly
accept many of its premises. For example, stugfidemocracy in the Middle East often look at
variables such as per-capita and median-incomanuation, women'’s rights,
telecommunications availability, education, and Epment statistics. All of these are
essentially proxies for various aspects of modation theory. A number of studies have found
links between some of these factors and level bfigal openness in a society, even in the
normally problematic Middle East (The World Bank03Q Hofheinz 2005; Winckler 2002; Ross
2004; Ross 2001; Donno and Russett 2004; Fish Z0&Xler and Gao 2005; Stepan and
Robertson 2003).

Overall, however, the research on modernizatienhis inconclusive. Low levels of
education and literacy have not blocked progresaitds better participatory governance in
Africa and South Asia (The World Bank 2003). ARithards points out that India has proven

to be a thorny exception to the development eqiesocracy rule, and that current levels of
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education and urbanization in the Middle East asgtainly high enough to guarantee a vibrant
democracy—if the critical barriers can be overcof®905, p. 32). The history of Western
democratization has shown the importance of a giabtidle class in modernizing societies.
Vickie Langhor, however, disputes the conventiamgdom that middle classes will lead to
voter moderation and political openings. She omit that several Arab countries have middle
classes, and when given the opportunity they oftda for conservative Islamic parties—not
liberal reformers (2002).

Perhaps the most effective critique of modernaratheory is that many countries in the
Arab World are not poor. In fact, some of the Gutinarchies are very wealthy. And yet, these
countries have not experienced the kind of libeeaisformation modernization theory
associates with rising wealth and living standarastesponse to this discrepancy, rentier theory
has emerged to explain why rich, petroleum-basedauies do not conform to the expected
democracy and development paradigm. Rentierismnesof the main contributions by Middle
East scholars to the general social science litexgAnderson 2006).

The central idea of rentierism is that in an @béd system, the primary function of the
state (as opposed to in normal economies) is bligivie, not extractive. Oil rich states do not
need to tax their populations for income; rathieeythave independent, outside sources of
revenue which they have sole discretion in spenddgumber of propositions emerge from
this framework. Because citizens of petro-statsiw taxes (and indeed benefit from nearly
cradle to grave welfare in some cases) they haygraunds upon which to make demands for
political participation. This is essentially a “nepresentation without taxation” argument, and is
expected to result in a politically inactive andagpeent population (Okruhlik 1999; Crystal

2005). For those who would be inclined to oppbseregime, there are many options available
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to the state due to its oil largesse and indeparele®pposition elements may be bought off, co-
opted, or coerced into submission. Populationltgya likewise purchased with state jobs,
security, free healthcare and education, and dtéeefits reserved for citizens (Gause 1994).
Additionally, the nature of oil-based economiesush that other economic interests are weak
and have no large base of support. The econoshgnisnated by the state, not economic and
business elites. The result of all these fac®the overwhelming security of the regime. With
the freedom, power, and independence oil revenorges, the rulers of these countries have
been able to minimize opposition and maximize #gme’s security. Oil serves as a kind of
lubrication when societal pressures begin to mount.

A number of scholars have tried to quantitatielst the propositions of rentier theory.
The most widely cited scholar on this topic is MiehRoss and his 2001 study “Does Oil Hinder
Democracy?” Ross used pooled time-series crossAaahdata from 113 states between 1971
and 1997 to test three hypothesized mechanisnlfionpeding democracy. The three
mechanisms were a) rentierism, whereby low taxdshagh spending reduce pressure on the
regime to democratize, b) repression, by which gawents spend extensively on domestic
security to suppress dissent, and ¢) moderniz#tieory, which points to the failure of the
workforce to modernize, making them less likelgleammand reform (Ross 2001). His results
lend support to all three mechanisms, and he artpaeshe interaction of the three may lead to a
“resource trap” (2001). His argument is not detarstic; rather, he claims that oil or other vast
mineral wealth makes is more difficult for a coyrtiv democratize. Some states were lucky
enough to have established democracy before tleewasy of oil, such as the United States,
United Kingdom, Canada, and Norway. Others haveagad to make the difficult transition to

democracy despite the oil curse, namely Indonesda\iexico. The situation remains, however,
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that for the vast majority of countries, oil wedltas proven to be deleterious to both democratic
reform and economic development (Schubert 2006).

In a related article, Ross also tests the effetabation on representation. He finds that
it is not higher taxes per se that cause peoplienoand more representation, but rather higher
taxes without a commensurate increase in the hatrvices (2004). Weiffen argues that it is
the confluence of oil wealth and Islamic cultureiethproduce the most anti-democratic
pressure. Her quantitative analysis confirms th@tcombination of oil wealth and Islam
produces a higher anti-democratic effect than edlene or even added together. It is the
interaction effect between the two which makes daatation so difficult (2004). Indra de
Soysa argues that empirical evidence for minessdurces being a curse is quite strong, and her
findings show that oil resources and dependencyrataly predicts lower levels of physical
integrity rights (2005). A number of other schslaave also found evidence to support the
rentier argument, including Kristopher W. Ramsa0@&), Kevin K. Tsui (2005), Ricky Lam
and Leonard Wantchekon (2002), Benjamin Smith (208&d Leonard Wantchekon (2002).

Rentier theory is not without its detractors. Nael Herb has argued that even people
who don’t pay taxes can still be expected to waaidgand prudent governance, and that “the
formula ‘No representation without taxation,” needdecent burial (1999, p. 259). Gregory
Gause lll has also supported the idea that citinéod-wealthy regimes also want some
accountability in their government; he also clathmst these trends are increasing. According to
Gause, this is due to an increase (since the 1270)4980s) in the size and role of the central
government, and a younger generation which isistatd take social benefits as a right of
citizenship, not a generous gift from the regim@94). Gause concludes that rentier regimes

(especially in the Gulf States) will likely faceesvgreater pressure in the future, and the
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depoliticization of the population (proposed bytrentheory) is unlikely to last indefinitely
(1994).

Gwenn Okruhlik is also a critic of rentier theonyainly because it seemingly ignores or
neglects the role of human agency. She argueguitadtecause a country is rich in oil does not
mean it will have a quiescent population; ratherl, states often foster their own civil opposition
because of the way revenues are deployed” (19285). She argues that “no necessary link
exists between the accumulation of wealth and &cpéar social outcome” (1999, p. 295). For
her analysis, she attempts to integrate rentieditions with personalistic rule to explain the
political outcomes of oil-rich states. She poios that the governments of the G.C.C.
monarchies have opposition groups, in contradtécekpectations of rentierism that they would
not (1999). However, for the most part these gsoane weak, divided, and ineffective agents of
opposition to the government. She also arguesrikgtality in the distribution of oil wealth
benefits both creates an opposition and provides twith the necessary resources to oppose the
government (1999). What she fails to note is thatmost dramatic inequality in distribution
occurs between citizens and non-citizens (ofteeifmers). Members of the non-citizen out-
group have virtually no rights or privileges, aheéy are often foreign laborers who are striving
to send money back to their home country. Theselpare unlikely to develop or sustain any
real resistance to the regime. Rather, by bestpvamefits so generously upon legitimate
citizens, the regime may create a stronger senseliofarity and attachment to the ruler.

There are still other theories about how and wémyakcratization occurs, and why it has
not occurred in the Arab world. One such theompisato the weakness of civil society in the
Middle East. Based on the work of Alexis de Toglleand Robert Putnam, some scholars

have argued that liberal democracy requires agtaoal active civil society, and therefore the
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persistence of authoritarianism can be explained Wwgak or absent civil society (Lust-Okar
n.d.; The World Bank 2003). However, there is gisament as to whether civil society is both
necessary and sufficient. For example, Juan LiizAdfred Stepan argue that civil society is
tremendously helpful but not enough on its ownrtmdpce democratic transition. They claim
that for that to occur, civil society needs to tansformed into “political society,” which they
define as “that arena in which the polity specificarranges itself to contest the legitimate right
to exercise control over power and the state appsiré_inz and Stepan 1996, p. 8). In other
words, while civil society may be capable of degtig a non-democratic regime, only political
society can produce democratic transition and dateg®mn (1996). This transformation has
largely not occurred in the Middle East, due inageart to the repressive policies of the state.
In order for civil associations to play the helpfale they have in other transitions to democracy,
they must find a way to engage a state-dependetdieaclass and develop a stronger base of
power capable of challenging the state (Kamravé200

Others have claimed that perhaps civic assoc&iiofihon-democratic settings [do not]
foster the same attitudes toward democratic gowesand social capital that they do in
democracies” (Lust-Okar n.d.). The logic herenestin a non-democracy, citizens fail to
develop the necessary attitudes and trust reqtorea functioning, pluralistic democracy. On
the other hand, Nicola Pratt has argued that thgorewhy Arab societies have not democratized
is not because civil society actors do not supgenhocracy, but because they cannot agree on
what democracy should look like or how to crea{@ratt 2007). Pratt believes that civil society
must wage a “war of position” against authoritaisam challenging its socioeconomic,

ideological, and institutional structures (2007189).
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Many scholars have defined civil society so astaatclude political parties (Stepan
1988). Langhor makes the argument that the risengfe-issue advocacy groups, rather than
political parties, has impeded democratizationewesal liberalizing Arab regimes (2005). In
other words, the key secular opposition in thesst@s is not the politically vital party but
rather a more politically neutral NGO. The impatemf political parties in the Arab World has
led Mustapha Kamel al-Sayyid to suggest that bexthesy stand no chance of capturing power,
they are not functionally different from issue-oried civil society groups (and ought to be
treated as such) (Posusney 2005).

The above argument points to the difficulty ofdstimg civil society in the Arab context.
This lack of consensus is but one of the probleritis the civil society thesis for studying
democratic change in the Middle East, accordindan L. Yom (2005). He claims that any
growth of civil society is more likely a functiori autocratic strategy rather than a threat to it.
“Arab states have leveraged a cyclical stratedibefalization-repression to control swells of
civic activism” and remain “robust in their will drcapacity to repress” (2005, p. 1). While he
believes that civil society is still an importaoptc for study, he cautions against prescribiragit
a cure for the autocratic ills of Arab societié¢$e also points to the failure of civil society
organizations to mobilize substantial support tigtaut society and to work together in
coalitions for mutual benefit. Finally, he draviteation to the difficulty of accounting for the
rise of Islamist organizations and their implicasdor theories about (secular) civil society.
Because Islamist parties fail to fit the traditibrmeold of other civil groups, many analysts ignore
their potential. Yom’s argument is that Arab csaciety is fundamentally different and more
complex than most scholars assume, and is ther#feravil society thesis is bound to fail if

applied to these countries (2005, p. 8).
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While a great deal of resources and energy has $gnt by the West, especially the US,
on supporting civil society groups across the Medast, the results have been uneven at best.
According to Carothers, the international aid comityuhas relied on a relatively standardized
institutional checklist for promoting democracyyarious countries—judicial reform, civil
society assistance, civic education, support faitipal parties, and strengthening of parliament,
to name a few (Carothers 2002). Stephen Cooks&aritique of this limited approach.

‘The reason that the promotion of civil society,oeemic development and

sanctions have not led to political reform in thea® world’ he argued, ‘is that

none of them addresses the real obstacles to changlee region: flawed

institutions’ (2005, p. 94).

Whether in democracies or autocracies, a hew geoeiaf scholars (often labeled the “new
institutionalists”) has argued for the importanééngtitutions in determining and conditioning
political outcomes. In short, institutions matfenst-Okar 2005).

Institutions include both formal organizations antrmal rules and routines that
structure political activity. This can mean evarigt from electoral rules to tribal customs in
society. Institutions vary across countries, dntstrequire careful attention to their unique role
in each context. In the Arab world, for examplepanmon way of organizing society is along
traditional familial lines, with networks of patrage and kinship linking the government to the
people, and the people to each other. These gpagidngements affect and influence the way
in which a society evolves politically. While aotitarian regimes demonstrate less respect for
the rule of law than democracies, they are stdipgd by very real and important institutional
features. The nature of opposition in a given tgutkepends largely on the rules imposed upon

its formation and operation by the government (kDkar 2005). Whether through coercion or

cooptation, authoritarian regimes have become quigpt at influencing the nature of opposition
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groups as well as their relations among themselVéss directly affects the potential for
cooperation among opposition groups, thus alsatafig their potential impact.

It is perhaps this ability of regimes to influerpaential opposition forces which has
helped prevent substantial democratization in éiggon. It is no coincidence that autocratic
rulers of the Middle East enjoy vastly more powert any oppositional groups. As Ellen Lust-
Okar and Amaney Ahmad Jamal point out, “the fororabf electoral institutions depends on
the preferences and power of the actors involved ,maore powerful players can force the
creation of institutions that suit their preferen(@002, p. 346). Because institutions shape
political outcomes, Arab governments can largegvpnt or minimize any major threat to their
rule. As such, institutions are an important péthe puzzle of the absence of democracy in the
Arab world.

A final theory that purports to explain the absentdemocracy in the Middle East
(specifically in the monarchic regimes) has bedaretl by Herb (1999). He distinguishes
between two types of monarchy: those in which tyalrfamily forms a ruling institution, and
those in which the monarch rules alone. In tha fype, which he labels “dynastic monarchy,”
members of the ruling family control all the magdfices and ministries, and have solid
mechanisms for power distribution and dispute rggm, especially regarding succession. In
the second type, the monarch enjoys absolute pameemdependence from the royal family.
Saudi Arabia and Kuwait are examples of the formaile Iran under the Shah represents the
latter. Herb’s theory, backed by persuasive casg#ies, is that dynastic regimes are more stable
and resilient than personalistic ones (NonnemariR0Be points out that no dynastic regime in
the Middle East has been toppled by revolution)evhil of the absolute monarchs have been

ousted (Herb 1999, p. 8-9).
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Herb constructs a compelling case for how theifipetrengths of dynastic monarchies
have enabled them to survive and even thrive desiging pressures for reform. As he puts it,
“the institutions of dynastic monarchism incorperatcentives that drive individual prices and
shaykhs, in their pursuit of power, to take actiaingch contribute to the maintenance of family
domination over the state” (1999, p. 45). In otWerds, the ruling family makes sure that every
member has a stake in the system, so that sucoessdrom working together to resolve
differences internally. Herb argues that this na@i$m for managing competition and
differences among family members is what has miaelsetregimes so strong and able to survive
where so many other monarchies have fallen. Awegvhich can withstand rising pressure for
reform is one which can resist democratizationusltmonarchy is not an odd historical
anachronism in the Middle East, but a key explawydtactor in its political development.

While many scholars acknowledge the contributi@denby Herb’s theory, dynastic
monarchism is not unproblematic. As Gerd Nonnepwnts out, “the case is not watertight,”
citing the misfit of countries like Jordan and Moco and Herb’s dismissal of both rentier theory
and the policy choices made by rulers (2001, p).1Bussell E. Lucas also notes that both
dynastic monarchism and rentier theory fail to cdesthe likely beneficial effect of small
population, with the idea that a smaller populat®aasier to control (2004). Yet despite these
criticisms, Nonneman acknowledges that “no exaronatf Middle Eastern monarchies can
henceforth afford to ignore Herb’s contributionOL, p. 156).

All of these theories for when, why, and how coiestdemocratize offer some key set of
variables or conditions as more important thanrsth&ach of the above purports to explain
why democratization has proceeded apace acrosg & of the world save the Middle East.

This paper does not aim to resolve these dispuiRasher, it will examine a specific subset of
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Middle Eastern cases: the petro-monarchies of éngidh Gulf. A short summary of each of the
six states will provide context for the discussioriollow. The aim of this study is to
demonstrate that despite their seeming conservatigaraditional nature, the monarchic
regimes of the Persian Gulf represent the best faygeeaceful transition to more representative
and patrticipatory government in the Arab World.

According to the preceding arguments, the possitoli democratization in the Gulf
monarchies is dim indeed. And yet, there are quitawv scholars who believe that if democracy
is to take root anywhere in the Arab world, it viilkely be first in the G.C.C. states. Scholars
have begun to take note that some of the most sejw@ reforms and political openings have,
perhaps ironically, taken place in what many warddsider the most conservative and
anachronistic of regimes, the Gulf monarchies (R#6i06). There has been a wave of
democratic reforms and increased political paréitgn throughout the Gulf, but most
dramatically in Bahrain, Qatar, and Kuwait (Kech&h2004). Although the future of
democratization in the G.C.C. remains uncertai@rglare many positive signs that profound
changes might occur.

According to Klein et al., “this is a decade of oga in the Gulf region. Today you see
new policies in Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, Oman and threted Arab Emirates, but there are more to
come” (2000, p. 11). In sum, there are many asp&dhe Gulf monarchies which make them
uniquely well-suited for the project of democratiaa, and there is good reason to be optimistic

about their future.
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The Six Countries of the Gulf Cooperation Council G.C.C.)
Bahrain

The Kingdom of Bahrain is a small island situatethe Persian Gulf near Saudi Arabia.
Bahrain has been ruled by the al Khalifa familyceid782, when it captured the island from
Persia. It was governed as a British protectarateé the 1920s. The al Khalifa are Sunni Arab
rulers of a majority Shia country (60-70% of natB&hrainis) (Bahry 2000). Its small
population of 708,573 also includes 235,108 nomenats, mostly foreign workers who send
their earnings back to their home countries (CIAQ20

Hamad bin Isa al Khalifa has been king of Bahrameesthe death of his father in 1999.
Since acceding to the throne, Sheikh Hamad haseaé\wlections for municipal councils and
instituted a number of reforms. His first act waselease political prisoners, allow the return of
exiles, and eliminate emergency laws and court0D1, he offered a new National Charter
designed to create a constitutional monarchy wipargéially elected parliament. Voters of
Bahrain (all men and women over age twenty) apptakie charter by a wide majority, but were
ultimately disappointed in the pace and incomplessrof the reforms (Freedom House 2007).
Women were voting and standing as candidates #ofirt time, and although no women won,
the king appointed six to the advisory chamberd Aet the Sheikh’s commitment to improving
democracy in Bahrain underscores an awarenesg @bfbular basis of monarchic authority
(Kirby 2000). Since then, progress toward greapsmness and political participation has been
mixed. Formal political parties are still bannbdt some other charitable and professional
groupings are allowed. There is still substamiatontent among the majority Shia population,

some of whose groups boycotted the recent elections
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Bahrain has the smallest petroleum reserves obhathe G.C.C. countries, so it is
actively pursuing the diversification and privatipa of its economy to reduce the country's
dependence on oil. Bahrain was the first GulfeStatdevelop comprehensive labor reform for
developing the skills of its own workers. In Augo$ 2006, Bahrain and the US signed a free
trade agreement, the first between the US and bstaté.

Kuwait

Kuwait is a desert kingdom located at the nortth @inthe Persian Gulf, roughly the size
of New Jersey. It has been ruled by the al Sahuatly for more than 200 years (prior to 1961
under British protection). The current ruler, &hebabah al-Ahmad al-Jabir al-Sabah took over
the throne in 2006. Kuwait is the only Arab stat¢éhe Gulf with an elected legislature; the
National Assembly also enjoys substantial indeproédérom regime control, though it has been
shut down by the ruling family on several occasi@ality IV 2003). The greatest crisis in
Kuwaiti history occurred when Saddam Hussein’s Ira@ded the kingdom in August of 1990,
whereupon the royal family was forced to flee. c&ineturning to power in 1991, the al Sabah
family has permitted increased participation inggoaance. The parliament has successfully
blocked legislation proposed by the government {motably suffrage for women prior to 2005)
and forced the resignation of government ministereedom House 2007).

Kuwait is a small, wealthy nation with about 10%loé world’s proven oil reserves, with
oil exports accounting for almost 90% of state meqFreedom House 2007). About half of its
2.5 million people are non-nationals (or native fottizens) (CIA 2007). Kuwait is arguably the
most modern and most open society in the Persidina@a; the government allows some open
criticism and debate on politics, and both menwaathen can own property and establish

businesses (Freedom House 2007). According to,Heelsystem in Kuwait is “not democracy,
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but neither is it absolutism: it is akin to the stitutional monarchies of nineteenth-century
Europe” (Herb 1999, p. 168).
Oman

The modern history of Oman begins in 1970, whehu@din Said Al Said overthrew his
conservative, isolationist father in a bloodlesspa coup. The Sandhurst-educated Sultan
Qaboos launched an extensive modernization progesigned to improve Oman’s
infrastructure, educational system, government,enmhomy. His reforms began to pay off by
the 1980s, when a dramatic spike in world oil @ipermitted the government to create the
necessary structures of a modern state and imphevguality of life of the Omani people.
Considering the challenges Oman faced, its prodrasdeen remarkable. J. E. Peterson notes
that

Oman has accomplished as much or more than itsvfeélulf monarchies, despite

starting from scratch considerably later, havingsleil income to utilize, dealing

with a larger and more rugged geography, and respla bitter civil war [the

Dhufari rebellion] along the way (2004, p. 125).

By the 1990s, this socioeconomic progress wasrapanied by measures increasing
political participation and constitutional refornm 1991, Sultan Qabus created the 59-seat (later
83) Consultative Council, with appointed membexsngj their opinions to the king. Then, in
1996, he transformed the Council into an electety/pthough only a small section of society
was allowed to vote until 2003, when all male agithdéle Omanis were granted suffrage. Since
then, women have won seats in both houses of tthiampant. Still, the Council has no
legislative powers and the sultan retains absaoiérol over government and issues laws by
royal decree.

Oman has made great strides in economic refonells Oil generally represents about

75% of Oman’s revenues, though its reserves aaéively small and dwindling (Freedom House
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2007). As aresult, the government has made ant ¢ff diversify the economy, liberalize its
business practices, and reduce its dependence exports (Freedom House 2007). Oman
joined the World Trade Organization in 2000 andhed)a free trade agreement with the US in
2006. It has also hosted US military forces foerapions in Afghanistan and Iraq.

Despite all the great changes and improvemer@man in the last 30 years, there are
other problems on the horizon. Peterson noteQh&n’s very young population largely does
not remember the hard times before 1970, and @rasncomplacent as their fathers’ generation.
Rather, they are concerned about “rising levelsn&mployment, dwindling natural resources—
most significantly, water—Oman’s future after @hd what will happen when the heirless
Sultan Qabus passes from the scene” (Peterson @0026). Some have even argued that
Sultan Qabus “may be the last of the sultans,”thatihe is preparing the country to become
some sort of republic (Kechichian 2004, p. 44).amy case, much will depend on how Oman’s
political system handles the uncertainty and chghs of the next few decades. And yet, there
is reason to be hopeful. Joseph A. Kechichiamdahat “over time, the sultan, or perhaps his
successor, will probably emerge as the first ctutgdtnal monarch on the Arabian Peninsula”
(2004, p. 44).

Qatar

Qatar is a peninsula jutting out from Saudi Arahta the Persian Gulf, where the al
Thani family has ruled since 1916—although Qatardray had its independence since 1971.
As in Oman, the king was overthrown in a bloodle®ssp by his son. Following his accession in
1995, the new Emir, Khalifa bin Hamad al Thani, &®@ new program of reform and
modernization (also similar to the case in Omadunlike Oman, however, Emir Hamad is still

relatively young (56) and likely to be in power fquite a while. He took two important steps
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toward greater openness when he dissolved the tdiro§ Information and launched the

satellite news network al Jazeera in 1996. Aldazhas become one of the most respected Arab
news sources, and its success has greatly incré@sedofile of the tiny nation around the

world. In fact, Qatar has attempted to act muchelathan its size as a key player and broker in
international affairs (Bahry and Marr 2005).

The emir has maintained that democracy is thefeayard for his country (Ford 2006).
In 1999, women were given the right to vote anddatar office; Qatar also had the Gulf’s first
female minister. The emir’s wife, Mozah bint NasakeMisnad, has played an important role in
improving conditions for Qatari women (especialliueation) and setting an example for
modern Gulf women (Bahry and Marr 2005). In 2002, emir sponsored the creation of a draft
constitution, later approved by 97% of voters, whiddened the space for political participation
while maintaining the al Thani’'s position as abselulers (Owen 2000).

Economically, Qatar has fared rather well dueutosgantial oil reserves. Oil and gas
(some of the largest liquid natural gas (LNG) reestin the world) together account for more
than 70% of government revenues (CIA 2007). Thatighs secure resources for at least the
next few decades, Qatar has also worked to litzeralnd diversify its economy. It ranks"38
the world in per capita income ($ 29,800); amoraygix G.C.C. states, it is second only to the
United Arab Emirates (CIA 2007) Its small population also means that despiebtirdens of
financing a full welfare state, the Qatari reginsoehas enough excess funding to pursue other
development projects. One of the most notablalled Education City—a 300$ million dollar
branch campus which attracts top quality Westemausities from around the world, enabling

Qataris to enjoy high quality education without imgvto go abroad (Ford 2006).

22006 estimate
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Saudi Arabia

Saudi Arabia is an oil-rich, conservative monardigme to two of Islam’s holiest cities,
Mecca and Medina. It has been ruled by the al $amdy with support from the al Wahhab
clergy since 1932, when the kingdom was creatdtk clirrent king, Abdullah, officially
ascended in 2005 when then king Fahd died; intyedle had been de facto ruler for several
years. The discovery of vast oil reserves in 9805 marked the beginning of the tremendous
oil wealth which was to propel the traditional kitegn onto the world stage.

Indeed, one can hardly speak of Saudi Arabia witlheentioning its vast petroleum
wealth. Its oil fields represent one quarter @& wWorld’'s proven reserves, and Saudi Arabia is
the world’s largest exporter of petroleum (CIA 2D07Though certainly not large by world
standards, Saudi Arabia’s population of about 2iani(with 5.5 million non-nationals) is
much larger than the other G.C.C. states (CIA 200Dgspite its greater oil wealth, the larger
population size and the expensive lifestyle and sizhe Saudi royal family have led to an
overall lower standard of living for most peoplés per capita GDP, at just $13,600, is the
lowest of all the G.C.C. kingdoms (CIA 2007).

Saudi society is governed by one of the most awasige schools of Sunni Islam
(Wahhabism). There is no freedom of the presgyioel, or assembly, and women are denied
many basic rights (most notably, driving). Saudaldia has no formal constitution; it claims the
Koran as its sole guide and Sharia as its lawn@ed by organizations such as Freedom House
and others, the Saudi regime is highly repressinepermits no direct criticism of the al Saud
family (Freedom House 2007).

The stationing of US troops in Saudi territoryidgrand after the first Persian Gulf War

proved to be a source of great unrest in the kingdé series of reforms in the 1990s, including
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a newly appointed Consultative Council and proahgovernments, were instituted to address a
series of petitions and memorandums from bothicelgyand secular opposition groups. The
Council was later given the power to debate andystaws proposed by the king, as well as
issue recommendations. While the king may limhkate and ignore the council’s advice, he
rarely does so. Usually some sort of accommodagioeached between the two sides
(Kapiszewski 2006). However, the power and infeeenf the Council should not be
overestimated.

The impact of the 9/11 attacks on Saudi Arabisevwofound. Not only were 15 of the
19 hijackers Saudi nationals, so was the masters@sdma bin Laden. Many al-Qaeda
members were also Saudi, and they were enjoyingiggoinfluence in the Kingdom
(Kapiszewski 2006). In response to growing inteamal external pressure (as well as a series of
terrorist attacks), King Abdullah made moves takrdown on radical Islamists in the country
and address calls for further reform. There waseseasing of media censorship, a series of
dialogues with high-ranking officials, and discassdf having some limited form of elections.
The first elections in Saudi history were held @02 for municipal council. Women were not
allowed to vote and only certain men were. Only thee seats were open for election; the other
half were still appointed. Candidates had to weested by regime officials and the government
had to give final approval to the results (Freedémuse 2007). Still, the elections represented a
significant experiment for a society with no histof representative government. In addition,
the government approved National Society for HuRayhts became more active and outspoken
in 2006, proposing an HIV patient bill of rightsdcacalling for judicial reform to ensure fairer

sentences (Human Rights Watch 2007).
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United Arab Emirates

The United Arab Emirates (U.A.E.) is a loose fedien of seven sheikdoms, each led by
a hereditary monarch. The seven emirs constih&&tupreme Council of Rulers, with the emirs
of Abu Dhabi and Dubai holding the positions ofgydent and vice-president respectively, due
to their territories’ superior wealth. Though neadormal British colony, the U.A.E. (then
known as the Trucial States) was protected anctsepted internationally by the United
Kingdom until 1971. The current president, Khabfa Zayed al Nahyan, took over upon his
father’'s death in 2004.

Each sheikh governs his emirate by decree andakblute power, although traditions
such as right to petition and consultation alsstebar citizen complaints. Freedoms of speech,
press, assembly, and religion are significantlyriesd: there are no political parties and no
fully democratic institutions. However, in 200&tgovernment did approve the formation of the
first human rights organization in the country, Erairates Human Rights Association (Human
Rights Watch 2007). The legislative council caview legislation but not veto it; however, half
its seats are elected and women are allowed toarateun for office (one woman won a seat in
2006).

The U.A.E. is a wealthy oil state and enjoys digant trade surpluses, largely due to its
successful economic diversification efforts. U.AcHizens enjoy the"5highest per capita GDP
in the world ($49,700 est.) even though only al80% of GDP is still based on oil and gas
output (CIA 2007). The government has worked harndcrease jobs for Emirati citizens,
encourage tourism, develop a modern infrastructurd,attract foreign investment (especially in
the high tech sector). The U.A.E. is well-known its lavish spending on massive development

projects like the Palm, a beach community compeseidely of man-made islands.
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There are some problems facing the Emirates iydhes ahead. The economy relies on
the back-breaking labor of imported foreign workenany of whom live in deplorable
conditions with little pay and even less rightacdme distribution is uneven even among
citizens, with the majority of wealthy Emiratis stered around Dubai and Abu Dhabi (Walters,
Kadragic and Walters 2006). Environmental degiadaind water scarcity also pose a threat to
potential growth. Critics have argued that itseadional system does not adequately prepare its
graduates for modern jobs. This is partially baseée lack of demand, as many citizens can
make a good living serving as the native silentrparfor foreign businesses (required by U.A.E.
law) (Walters, Kadragic and Walters 2006). This beeated a “debilitating anti-entrepreneurial
torpor” which is not easily overcome in a populateccustomed to living well without working

hard (p. 5).
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Chapter 1: Advantages of the G.C.C. Governments

The term “constitutional monarchy” in today’s farte is generally used to refer to a
“democracy decorated by a monarchy” such as indfyl And yet, another definition of the
term from the historical literature would includ@narchies with constitutions and elected
parliaments that have “not wholly usurped the molmarpower to determine the composition of
the ministry” (Herb 2005, p. 171). This secondimi&bn is more relevant to the oil states of the
Persian Gulf. Despite their continued, seeminglgchronistic existence, little explicitly
comparative work has been done to study the prdoesdich absolute monarchies become
constitutional monarchies, which in turn becoméyfphrliamentary (Herb 2005). Part of the
problem, according to Herb, is that most politsakntists studying past transitions tend to
“assume parliamentarism and identify democratiratvth the enfranchisement of the male
working class” (2005, p. 171). He claims that #ygproach has hobbled our understanding of
the Arab constitutional monarchies, where the pedt®s been the opposite, with voting rights
often proceeding full control over the cabinet (DAmong Middle Eastern scholars, there has
been some work recently that argues that monarctésniacilitate democratization in the Arab
context (Herb 2005). The theory behind this warkhiat monarchy has certain features and
characteristics which make it uniquely capablearidiing the challenges and risks associated
with transitions to democracy.

One of the main arguments for optimism is the uaigroperties of monarchism itself. A
number of scholars have posited that monarchiebkatg to be the most successful at adapting
and reforming without the risk of being overthrowfhe corollary to this is that because they

face less risk in opening political space, theyracee likely to do so. A major reason for the
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flexibility and strength of these monarchies isltie ideology, or more specifically, the lack of
ideology. As Barry Rubin notes, the monarchs ef@ulf

never achieved a form of calcified modernization Asab nationalist

dictatorships. The conservative monarchies prdeede more flexible than the

ideologically set, Soviet-style mobilization stat@swilling to share power with

anyone (2006, p. 77).
Rather, because their regime and right to ruleatevedded to a specific ideology, they can
adopt selective reforms as they see fit, withoatlehging the basis of the system. Essentially,
they are free to adopt whatever policy they watengas Arab republics are often based on one-
party rule and nationalist populism.

This flexibility has contributed to regional stiyi, allowing Gulf regimes to ride out the
unrest and upheavals of the greater Middle EastSkafeeq Ghabra points out,

this is due to respect for social pacts, sociagsand family balances. There is an

ability to reconcile conflict internally between erfaction of a family and

another, even in the ruling family itself. Thissheontributed to a “wisdom of

government” which has distinguished Gulf systemsmfrmany other Arab

revolutionary “republics” (Klein et al. 2000, p.)2

There is a certain irony to the fact that sucegssforms of the Middle East have been
“remarkably rare and highly concentrated in thesRer Gulf monarchies; . . . [the most]
politically reactionary of Arab states . . . hawnbecome the most progressive” (Rubin 2006,
p. 77). Indeed, many scholars believe that the G.€tates may be in a far better position than
other Arab regimes to contemplate the kinds of gkeardemocratization would require (Kirby
2000). Specifically, “Arab monarchs have moreitoibnal and symbolic room to improvise
reforms than do Arab presidents, who are invariatalgped by ruling parties and their
constituencies” (Brumberg 2002, p. 66). By notitgsheir rule on “the rhetoric of revolution

and ill-conceived economic policy” but rather agregon traditions and cultural values, they

can contemplate reform without fear of “eviscenatiw abolition” (Kirby 2000, p. 10).
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Monarchies can, and often do, encourage pluraliaraddudiyyg whereas republics require
uniformity to maintain their power (Lucas 2004).

Another reason why monarchs are more willing t® pslitical liberalization as a
survival strategy is that they are better ableoatiol the outcome of increased participation.
Many have experimented with free elections foriparents with limited authority. Also
importantly, opposition in the Gulf States is ldyge loyal one; they do not call foroverthrowing
the current regime (Crystal 2005). Rather, bectusge monarchs enjoy substantial legitimacy
and for the most part rule quite benevolently, gioan forces have mostly been content to work
with the system and within proscribed limits. Téfere, a monarch contemplating such an
opening has less to fear from the opposition thegpablican leader such as Egypt’s Hosni
Mubarak. Partial democratization in the G.C.Qungkely to lead to an Islamist takeover; in
fact, parliamentary life has promoted moderatiomagnlslamists (Herb 2003). Rather, active
parliaments and free elections can lay the founddbr a freer and more democratic Gulf region
(Herb 2003).

One could make an argument that the reason teggaes are so willing to try limited
experiments with democracy is because they aredmntfthat the end result will not be
democracy. Fair enough. But as Jill Crystal moouit, what rulers intend and what actually
happens may be two different things.

Even if rulers are driven by a range of self-insbed and non-democratic

impulses, their reforms make take on a life of thewn and democratic

transitions may occur despite rulers’ best efféotcontain reform. Indeed, in

most cases historically, democracy happened byleetidespite the best efforts

of authoritarian rulers to control liberalizationReforms raise expectations.

There is no reason to believe the current demacogiening may not develop an

unintended momentum in the Gulf as well with fiegtpointed, then elected

officials pushing for more public debate. It isitgupossible these openings can
have a continuing cascade effect on each othe5(300).
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Gulf monarchs enjoy substantial loyalty and leg&ay among their people. For each of
the G.C.C. states, historical tradition is a talggibnportant source of legitimacy—their
monarchies represent a connection to a rapidlydiegepast. This is further reinforced by royal
benevolence in the spending of oil revenues (Kami®88). This legitimacy among the
population (especially among powerful tribes) hasrbthe key to the stability of the region’s
kings (Kamrava 1998). And yet, there is growingogeation by Gulf kings that they need to
secure legitimacy in a more popularly-based, deatmcmanner if they are to remain in power
(Kumaraswamy 2006).

There has been substantial progress toward greateécipation and openness in the Gulf
monarchies. According to Owen H. Kirby, “Politicdlange is now occurring in the
monarchies,” and in many ways the monarchs theraselie leading the way (2000, p. 11). As
Zakaria notes, “on virtually every political isstiee monarchs are more liberal than the societies
over which they reign” (2004, p. 2). Part of thisnd is due to the relative youth of some of the
monarchs—Qatar and Bahrain have made some of teeimpressive reforms, and they are
also ruled by the two youngest monarchs, King HaaratlEmir Hamad, respectively. Both
rulers were educated abroad at Sandhurst Militagdémy in England, and both have only been
in power since the 1990s (see table 1).

Table 1 G.C.C. Monarchs, Ages, Dates of Ascension, and &t

Ruler Age Ascension Secondary Education
Bahrain King Hamad bin Isa al-Khalifa 38 1999  Sandhurst, England
Kuwait Emir Sabah al-Ahmad al-Jabir al-Sabah 78 2006 Local education
Oman  Sultan Qaboos bin Said al-Said 67 1970  Sandhurst, England
Qatar Emir Hamad bin Khalifa al-Thani 55 1995  Sandhurst, England
S.A. King Abdallah bin Abd al-Aziz Al Saud 83  *2005 Local education
U.A.E. President Khalifa bin Zayid al-Nuhayyan 59 2004 Local education

*de facto ruler since 1995

In a speech in Doha at th8 Forum for Democracy, Development, and Free Tred2007,

Emir Hamad of Bahrain said
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| have to affirm that the region's march toward deracy, development and the

age of free trade, even if it is slow at times| gd on and be completed because

it is guided by man’s instinctive desire for freed@and his endeavor for progress

and advancement. The Arab citizen will not depeoinf the course taken by all

those who achieved freedom.
For his part, Sheikh Hamad bin Khalifa of Qatar &aisl,

We have simply got to reform ourselves. We'rengin a modern age. People

log on to the Internet. They watch cable TV. Y@annot isolate yourself in

today's world. And our reforms are progressinglwdh a tribal country like

Qatar, however, it could take time for everyonetoept what we've done. But

change, more change, is coming (Miles 2005, p. 75).
The combination of youthful, more liberal rulersdahe regional trend towards reform has lead
some to argue that “it is not unreasonable to demsghe hypothesis that recent developments
represent a break with the past and signal thegamee of new political tendencies in the Arab
world” (Tessler and Gao 2005, p. 93). Still, yoigmot everything, and even old dogs can learn
new tricks. It was after all 78 year old Emir Slaloh Kuwait who granted women the vote by
royal decree. All the G.C.C. monarchs have showimgressive capacity for adapting to new
circumstances. In fact, Kirby argues that it iB &1o early to write off the “Old Guard” in Saudi
Arabia and the U.A.E., where reform is proceedirggerslowly due to local considerations—but
it is surely occurring (2000). In 2003, facing $sare at home and abroad, then Crown Prince
Abdallah invited a group of reform advocates, idahg Shias and women, to participate in a
“national dialogue.” Although their demands repreed a challenge to the ruler’s absolute
power, Abdallah considered and replied to sevdrdiar concerns. Another effect of this
discussion was the decision to hold municipal @est(the country’s first-ever) in 2005
(Nakash 2006).

An important change that has occurred in rececadies is the extent to which

democracy is discussed and seen as a desirable Goalyounger generation of rulers in the

3 http://www.diwan.gov.qa/english/the_amir/the_arsjpeeche_73.htm
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Gulf States has talked a great deal about how drahwtheir countries might become
democratic. The emir of Qatar, for example, had et his “hope is to see Qatar as a
democracy before | leave" (EI-Nawawy and Iskand®22 p. 82). There seems to be
recognition, at least among some of these regithata transition to a more democratic society
is inevitable, perhaps even desirable. The foreigmster of Qatar has said regarding reforms
that “either you open the door or they break therti(El-Nawaway and Iskandar 2002, p. 117).
Many would argue that these regimes have merelgtaddhe language of reform to appease
international and domestic pressure. And yet, hdrethey are sincere or not, they have
established democracy as the model or goal for toeintries. Indeed, across the Middle East,
the discourse of democracy has become widespread.

Thanks in part to the rise of new media such a3a&kera, there is active debate within
Arab countries about democracy and pluralism. ¥ paradigm has emerged in which in order
for a ruler to be seen as legitimate internatigndlé must at least pretend to favor democracy.
In many ways, the holding of elections in the Gatlites have been the result of this need by the
ruler for international approbation based on dormestpport. And whether these kings truly
intend it or not, their citizens may begin to takem seriously. They may actually begin to
expect and even demand that the rulers live upetio thetoric. This is a good sign; the more
people talk about democracy, the less foreign aepint will become. Despite arguments that
this is merely cynical lip-service designed to aggmeforeign governments, a case can also be
made that even discussing democracy is grantiegitimacy. And if democracy is an ideal
form of government, then absolute monarchic ruiahgrently flawed. Even if these regimes do

not mean the words they say, they may be forcedbiie by them.
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Chapter 2: Advantages of G.C.C. Societies

Quite apart from the inherent political featurésnmnarchies, the six G.C.C. states have
other unique properties related to their peopleartlire which may prove advantageous for
future transitions to parliamentary democracy. ey commonalities shared by the people of
the Gulf are part of the reason why it makes sohms@nse to treat them as a special subset of
the larger Middle East region. They enjoy unigeendgraphic, financial and cultural traits that
| will argue, make them better suited to democaditn than their Arab neighbors. In short,
democracy, if it truly takes root in the Gulf kingds, will do so in quite fertile soil.

One important way in which the G.C.C. states #ferént from other Arab states as well
as other Arab monarchies is population size. klb$these monarchies have small populations
and relatively high per-capita incomes. Saudi Aaab certainly the largest, though its
population is remarkably small (20 million) givens vast territory. And though its per capita
income is lower than the others, its revenues @bstantially larger as well. Overall then, these
monarchies have been blessed with vast resourdesnaall populations. In fact, the six G.C.C.
states have the highest per-capita GDP in theeeftab world (see table 2)—the U.A.E. is
ranked fifth in the world, ahead of even the Uni&tdtes. This is advantageous in a number of
ways.

Table 2 G.C.C. GDP per capita
GDP per capita

U. A E. $49,700
Qatar $29,800
Bahrain $25,800
Kuwait $23,100
Oman $14,400
Saudi Arabia $13,600

Source: CIA 2007
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First, this ratio of wealth to population geneya#nds to reduce the risks of reform and
make its ill effects more manageable (Policy B#8f2002). Second, as Larry Diamond has
noted, there is a striking correlation between pafjpn size and regime type, such that countries
with smaller populations are much more likely tdiberal and democratic (Diamond 2002).

This may be a function of the “small is pluralisteffect, which enables the monarchies to
embrace pluralism rather than perceive it as athtaicas 2004, p.111). Itis partly because of
their intrinsic pluralism that monarchies, Nonnenaagues, find it easier than other authoritarian
regimes to adopt adaptive strategies (such astseldiberalization) without risking overthrow
(2001). Also, due to their higher quality of lithese states attract a large number of foreigners,
who comprise nearly a third of the total Gulf pagiidn (see table 3). In Qatar this figure is
likely as much as 80% (Dresch 2006). This has lsa#lad “de facto multiculturalism” (Fox,
Mourtada-Sabbah, and al-MutaZ806, p. 3).

Table 3 G.C.C. Population Data for Citizens and Non-Citeen
Population Non-citizens Percent (%) of Population Non- Citizen

U.A. E. 4,444,011  *2,738,000 62
Qatar 907,229 **725,783 80
Bahrain 708,573 235,000 33
Kuwait 2,505,559 1,291,354 52
Oman 3,204,897 577,293 18
Saudi Arabia 27,601,038 5,576,076 20

Source: CIA 2007

* Human Rights Watch 2007

** Estimated based on given percentage
Third, a large pie divided fewer ways means thatgbvernment can use its oil money to
subsidize a very comfortable lifestyle for its zéns, who are then less likely to be opposed to
the regime and its policies. By directly providimgportant services such as education,

healthcare, and social welfare the state creatégzanry both dependent upon it and loyal to it

(Sarsar 2000). And these services are generdfyamailable to citizens, thus excluding huge

38



numbers of resident foreign workers, making theyteion functionally even smaller. All of

this is not to say that these countries must oessarxily will become democratic because of their
demographic and financial positions—rather, it esents a distinct advantage for the G.C.C.
when and if they do progress toward democracy.

Given the vast oil wealth and royal control ov@renues, it is unsurprising that
corruption would be an issue for the Gulf Statesleed, corruption is an extremely pervasive
phenomenon across the entire developing worldtleadliddle East is no exception. What
might be somewhat surprising is that it is the ndrkingdoms which represent the least corrupt

of all the Arab states.

Table 4 G.C.C. Corruption Perceptions Index Score and RedjiBanking (2003-2006)
Corruption Perceptions Index
(CPI) Score and Regional

Ranking
2003 2003 2004 2004 2005 2005 2006 2006
Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank
U. A . E. 5.2 5 6.1 2 6.2 2 6.2 1
Qatar 5.6 3 5.2 5 5.9 3 6 2
Bahrain 6.1 2 5.8 3 5.8 4 57 3
Kuwait 5.3 4 4.6 7 4.7 7 4.8 6
Oman 6.3 1 6.1 1 6.3 1 54 4
Saudi
Arabia 4.5 8 3.4 8 3.4 8 3.3 8

Source: Transparency International 2003-2006

As table 4 shows, the six G.C.C. states are camtlgtranked among the least corrupt in the
Arab world. Oman, in particular, stands out asléast corrupt Arab state for several years
running. Transparency International’s highly retpd Corruption Perceptions Index ranks
countries from 1.0 to 10.0, with 10.0 being thestezorrupt and 1.0 being the most. For a sense

of perspective, consider the U.S.’s score for 2006, which ranks 8in the world. The
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U.A.E. fares only slightly worse at 31n the world, still well above average. The figsifor
2005 show that as in 2006, the U.A.E., Qatar, Baheamd Oman held the top four spots
regionally. This means that these four countriesadirperceived as being less corrupt than, for
example, Egypt or even South Korea. This seershdw that a country can be rich and ruled
by a monarch and still benefit from good governaamoe lower levels of corruption. While the
picture is less rosy for Kuwait and even more sdSfaudi Arabia, they are still near the top of
the list regionally. Kuwait, at a respectabfegnong Arab states, trails only Jordan, and even
Saudi Arabia at'8is still ahead of Morocco, Algeria, Syria and YeméThe point to be taken
from these statistics is that over all, the six @.Gtates are among the least corrupt in the Arab
world, despite having vast mineral wealth and monswith absolute power. If corruption is a
signal that a state is not functionally adequatitgn the relatively low levels of corruption in
the G.C.C. suggest that a fairly capable staterappsis doing a better than average job of
managing the country. This bodes well for the feiorosperity and stability of these regimes.
Much ink has been spilled on the relationship leetwislam and democracy.
Specifically, some scholars have argued that tleean® fundamentally incompatible. In a series
of public opinion studies conducted in the Arab lan recent years, one of the central findings
has been the remarkably high degree of popularastifigr democracy (Tessler and Gao 2005).
This support is strong in both absolute terms atative to other regions of the world. In fact,
large majorities in Arab countries, including sugpos of political Islam, prefer democratic a
democratic system for their countries (Tessler@ad 2005). In assessing the prospects for
democratization in Arab states, it is importantonsider to what extent the public desires and

supports such change.
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And to the extent that Islam influences Arab opns, the evidence is that it is often
supportive toward democracy. As Abdelwahab El-Affiepoints out, “Muslim communities
have responded positively both to democracy amddst aspects of liberalism. Limits on state
authority, the separation of powers, and constihaiism in general, have traditionally found
strong support in Muslim circles” (2003, p. 36)iaBond agrees, and notes that “the growing
body of public opinion survey evidence shows thatsNns desire democracy pretty much to the
same degree that people of other faiths do, p&atiguvhen we control for education and
income” (Diamond 2004, p. 1). Furthermore, Tessleurveys have shown little evidence for a
relationship between religious attachment and sigpodemocracy (Diamond 2004).

Although the vast majority of Muslims possess fabte attitudes toward democracy,
this is not without reservations. Especially ie tBulf monarchies, people often take a long view
on potential reforms. Many believe that the besy o proceed is slowly and cautiously—the
chaos and instability of rapid political change c®ms many citizens. Rather, the current
attitude in the Gulf States favors slow and incretakechange to minimize this risk of chaos.
They believe that a slower process would providegortunity to “reduce resistance to
democratic ideals, eventually win over skepticsl prevent a serious backlash that could stifle
future progress” (Ben-Meir 2006, p. 329). In mavays, this cautious approach may make the
reforms needed for democratization more palatabtealers and ruled alike. In so far as popular
support helps in the transition to democracy, ‘Anab world is ripe for change” (Tessler and
Gao 2005, p. 93).

In contrast to the idea that democracy is somdowamentally alien or foreign to Arab
Muslims, a more careful study of Islamic culturel dastory reveals traditions which are highly

democratic. In particular, the tradition of conatibn, orshurg is frequently cited by Muslim
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liberals as proof of Islam’s democratic nature.e Roran explicitly recommends that the ruler
should consult with the people, lest his rule barabterized aistibdad or despotism (Lewis
2005). Who itis he should consult varies, bgfeiberally includes the powerful and influential
members of society, such as clergy, landownerspardbers of the elite. While this is
certainly not the equivalent of one man, one vibtdoes point to the fact that Islam and Islamic
tradition call for a government to be in some maraoeountable to the people.

Bernard Lewis explains that the Islamic ideal ovgrnance calls for a new leader to be
“chosen,” which does not exactly mean “electedRather, it refers to a small group of suitable,
competent people choosing the ruler's successoprihciple, hereditary succession is rejected
by the juristic tradition” (Lewis 2005). Despitaig, in the G.C.C. monarchies, succession is
nearly always determined to a great extent by higre8ut as Lewis points out,

the element of consent is still important. In thyea@t times even in practice, the

ruler's power—both gaining it and maintaining it—pé&ds on the consent of the

ruled. The basis of the ruler’'s authority is déssd in the classical texts by the

Arabic world bay’a, a term usually translated as ‘homage,” . . . duhore

accurate translation would be ‘deal,” in other wgrd contract between the ruler

and the ruled in which both have obligations (2q0542).

It is this interpretation athurawhich allows many fundamentalists to accept tieaithat Islam
is not opposed to democracy (Filali-Ansary 200Bhe idea that Islam favors a consensual
relationship between rulers and ruled is not a apej but it is being used in a new way to
promote better governance in the Islamic world.

In the Gulf States, the tradition of consultatis fundamental part of the political
bargain between the regime and the people. In KKufeaexample, the practice diwaniyya—

a regular gathering of men who meet socially irheatbers’ homes to discuss public issues—is

tolerated if not encouraged by the regime (Nonnetd11). It is this tradition of consultation

that is in evidence in each country’s Parliamenmatimes referred to asMajils (advisory
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council), or even in Saudi Arabia, 8lura It has become an accepted principle in recestsye
that while the king is largely free of legal or stitutional checks on his power, he must (at least
appear to) respect the opinion and will of the apied and popularly-elected members of
Parliament.

The tradition of consultation has other advantdge&ulf societies as well. They
frequently provide an important forum for discussand a mechanism for popular input into the
regime’s decision-making process.

Where these institutions are more than window dngssuch as in Kuwait, they

demonstrate that the regime is accessible to tbplpeand reduce the sense of

political alienation created by the ruling family®mination of politics. Even

where they are weak, they suggest that the rulamgilies are willing to go

outside their own ranks when weighing decisionsiiByg and Green 1999, p. 78).

Over the last few decades, these parliaments heiverally been expanded, and more members
are now elected than before. “The parliamentfi®@fArab monarchies are not mere facades”
(Herb 2003, p. 189). Still, it would incorrectgaggest that the advisory councils of the Gulf
States represent a major check on royal powery &he however, growing in relevance and
influence, albeit slowly, and if the trend contisubey are likely to become increasingly
powerful.

Another advantage for the Gulf States is thatughoformal and informal consultation
mechanisms and forums, they are able to put theesel closer contact with the needs and
feelings of their citizens.

To varying degrees, all Gulf ruling families andtesd offer access to their citizens

by holding regular, but informal meetings whereiitizens can air their

complaints, petition for redress of grievancesptbrerwise try to influence local

and national politics. . . . By attending locallgaings and simply keeping their

doors open, ruling families generally have accesgublic opinion (Byman and
Green 1999, p. 79).
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This serves two important purposes. It allowsrdgme to anticipate public reaction to various
policies, and also helps them monitor and addms=d of opposition and discontent before they
get out of hand.

The local gatherings, informal talks, and weakdigures bolster regime claims

that they respect, and listen to, the voices ofcitizenry. Indeed, the one-to-one

contact with the ruling families generates a sefs®mmon identity between the

rulers and the ruled (Byman and Green 1999, p. 79).

Despite the autocratic nature of their regimesf @&uanarchs primarily rule with strong popular
support and loyalty. It is imperative to theiritégacy and the political bargain they have
established that people feel connected to coumialykeng. “Alienation, both moral and political,
is reduced by the Gulf leaders’ public identificatiwith thezeitgeist (Byman and Green 1999,
p. 77). Their relatively benevolent nature and willingnes&eep channels open for their
citizens set them apart from the Arab republicayimes of the region.

In his comparative study of monarchies from the dikdEast and Europe, Herb found
that monarchies which made a peaceful transitigmatbamentarism were overwhelmingly
associated with free and fair elections. In othenarchies, which failed to make the transition
(many of whom saw their monarchs toppled), thetigali system was characterized by
substantial government manipulation of electiong&ctvinindermined public confidence in the
legitimacy of the entire system (Herb 2005). Whaat this correlation tell us about the Persian
Gulf monarchies?

If democratic values and principles are to taks no the Gulf region, they will need to
be understood and embraced by the people. LudRil¥f, citizens are increasingly experiencing
one of democracy’s most important features: reddyiree and fair elections. And though

certain problems exist with regard to total enflasement, the Gulf monarchies can claim to

have some of the most transparent and legitimatdiehs in the Middle East.
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Elections in the G.C.C. are often marred by restms on campaigning and organization,
voter disenfranchisement, and problems of undenressmtation. However, “the absence of
direct government manipulation of elections in #rab monarchies . . . offers a good deal of
encouragement, and there can be little hope foevleatual achievement of parliamentarism if
this tradition is not maintained” (Herb 2005, p718Whereas elections in other Arab states are
often of questionable fairness (e.g. Egypt) or egistent (e.g. Syria), Gulf elections, when they
occur, tend to be seen as open and at least pratigdair (Herb 2005).

Some might argue that the reason why Gulf monatohsot interfere in elections is
because they do not feel threatened by their owlrap@ents, no matter what its composition.
This may be true. But the inherent value in etewilies in more than simply filling seats in a
parliament. As Marsha Pripstein Posusney argusginy elections

foregrounds the principle that citizens have a trigh self-selected political

representation. Polls that are carefully contblley governments can still

provide a forum for diverse segments of societgublicly debate their collective

future, as well as new opportunities for politicabbilization. In addition, even

legislatures with limited power often become theu® of press attention, so an

opposition presence in parliament can provide ansidar critics of the ruling

regimes to promote their arguments via the offimalia (2005, p. 92).

The end result of elections, even to a parliaméhimted authority, is that they expand the
arena of public debate, accustom people to demognanciples, and set a precedent for the
legitimate basis of governance. All of which id tmsay that elections create democracy.
Rather, than elections can help to improve thep@cis for further democratization.

Although some would scoff at the toothlessnesSuf parliaments, they are not merely
facades (Herb 2005). In fact there is quite aeafrpm Saudi Arabia’s entirely-appointed

Consultative Council to Kuwait’'s entirely-electedrPament. In many ways, Kuwait’s

parliament has been a model for the Gulf; it isrtiest contentious and active of all the G.C.C.
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councils, and it has finally given women the frasehand allowed them to run for office. It has
substantial power vis-a-vis the executive, exemgisi strong negative constraint over the
government and its composition. “Since 1992, thev&iti parliament has used its powers to
force ministers from office and to influence theide of new ministers” (Herb 2005, 176). In
fact, the Kuwaiti parliament did just that in Marohthis year, when Health Minister Sheikh
Ahmad Abdullah al-Sabah, a member of the royal fignmias forced to quit following
accusations of mismanagement and incompetence (BB 3/4/2007). The parliament has
also forced through election reform designed td¢be government’s ability to buy votes. As
Herb puts it, “although there is nothing inevitableout further progress toward parliamentarism
in Kuwait, it is perhaps here, among the Arab mohiags, where such progress would be least
surprising” (Herb 2005, p. 189).

Every developing country at some point finds itggHppling with how to adjust to the
unsettling changes associated with modernizatidm other region, however, has experienced
the kind of transformation the Gulf monarchies hamdergone. Not so long ago these states
were economic backwaters: the discovery of oilttethe development of a modern state. Today
the region enjoys some of the highest standaréigiog in the Middle East. Literacy rates have
skyrocketed in a short time, and a modern infrastine of roads, airports, cell phones and
internet access has grown up seemingly overnighitqiighby 2006). And despite undergoing
such massive change in a short amount of timeetteggmes have been among the most stable
of all the Arab States.

The transformation from desert nomadic tribes talenn urbanites has certainly not been
without its strains. “The spread of new ideas, h@wmmns of communication, urbanization,

literacy, and other sources of change disruptedtyams of daily life and social hierarchies”
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(Byman and Green 1999, pp. 22-3). All of the Gntnarchies tread a cautious path on issues
of social change, trying not to offend the sengib8 of its more traditional citizens. Social
issues are often bitterly contested, and have exvbitter opposition among the population.
When King Abdullah of Saudi Arabia announced thatas in favor of allowing women to
drive, it was the clergy and traditionalists whected him to abandon the idea. And yet, if there
is an identifiable trend among the region’s rukemsl people, it is generally the opposite: a
cautious but pronounced embrace of all the oppditsrthe modern world has to offer. The
youngest generations of the Gulf are now much mgtwieally aware and connected than their
parents and grandparents. “They are already Wwkdita decipher political realities and are
sophisticated at spotting propaganda. Unlike thaients, they have an internationalist outlook
and a rights-based mentality” (Miles 2005, p. 386).

One major aspect of this modernization has beeprivideration of information sources,
a substantial opening to the world that has transéd many areas into cosmopolitan and
pluralistic urban centers. The spread of intecaé¢s and satellite television has made it nearly
impossible for regimes to censor as they once bhdeed, most traditional forms of censorship
are being gradually abandoned. In their wake pasg a new generation of Arab teenagers
who are technologically savvy and “they are faatiéng to expect the same opportunities has
their Western friends, with whom they keep in toughemail and the Internet” (Miles 2005, p.
386). Most of the recent progress in the Middlstka the protection of certain fundamental
freedoms has occurred in areas which have seaseuienformation flows; in many ways,
satellite television is a force for protecting humaghts (Windsor, Gersham, and Kramer 2006).

Setting aside the particulars of modernization theehich has its flaws and does not

transfer very well to rentier states, the changesioing in the Gulf do suggest a trend toward
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the pluralism and openness that democracy requinekeed, the current generation of Arab
youth in the Gulf States is among the most modathfeee in the Arab world. They will come
of age with an understanding of all the varietywweld has to offer, socially, politically, and
economically. It will likely become increasinglyfficult for the monarchs of the region to
postpone democratic reforms indefinitely. The leargng youth population will be demanding
better economic results, better governance, andrbmtportunities. They will be less likely to
see the welfare state as royal benevolence andlikelgto see it as a fundamental right. The
regimes will have to work hard to satisfy the expgons of what will before long be an

overwhelming majority of their populations.
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Chapter 3: Domestic Pressure for Reform

In addition to the many positive aspects of Gulinaehies which make them more
hospitable to democratic reforms, there are als@icenegative conditions which will affect
their prospects for democracy. Gone are the dégsvs.C.C. monarchs could depend upon an
uneducated, uninterested, and isolated populabioadquiescence to their absolute rule. The
rapid modernization of Gulf societies has meant mhare than ever before, these regimes are
facing increasing pressure from their people tonloee accountable and more democratic.
Rentier theory predicts that as long as the oil eydteeps flowing, people will gladly sign over
their destiny to their king. And yet, over thetldecade, despite rising oil prices, Gulf citizens
have become increasingly assertive and discontevitadheir governments. There is reason to
believe that if and when democratization beginske place in earnest, it will be because the
Gulf people have convinced their kings that itnigheir kings’ interest to open participation and
share the burden of governance. And the preskase tregimes will face is very likely to
increase in the coming years.

Sclerotic regimes that cannot generate jobs anc labpa faster rate than the

population is growing cannot persist indefinitelyAnd the market-oriented

reforms necessary to unleash economic growth ali&elynto occur without

democratic change, because unless governments rhach greater political

legitimacy, they will not have the nerve, and tloaomy from the decades-long

accumulation of vested interests, to take bold dificult steps. There is a

demographic time bomb ticking in the Middle Easiil & is going to sweep away

a lot of Western-leaning regimes sooner or latdesmreal reform gets going

(Diamond 2004, p. 3).

If one of the advantages enjoyed by the Gulf Stet¢heir vast oil wealth and small
populations, then anything which threatens thaarae is cause for concern. One possibility

would be a downward slide in oil prices, leavinggé countries with a much smaller pie to share

among the same number of people. This seemss&fikely than a situation in which oil prices
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remain roughly the same but the number of peopleeases. Indeed, as in most of the
developing world, the Gulf emirates have extrenmeyh birth rates (see table 5). The higher the
birth rate, the less money, benefits, and jobstiaell be to go around. Another danger,
especially acute in Saudi Arabia, is that thosstfaied by the lack of jobs and low living

standards will be more receptive to radical Islamisups and terrorism (Fox, Sabbah, and al-

Mutawa 2006).
Table 5 G.C.C. Populations Growth, Birth, and Death Rates
Pop. Growth Rate Birth Rate?! Death Rate?
U.AE 3.997% 16.09 2.16
Kuwait 3.561% 21.95 2.39
Oman 3.234% 35.76 3.78
Qatar 2.386% 15.56 4.82
Saudi Arabia 2.060% 29.10 2.55
Bahrain 1.392% 17.53 4.21

Source: CIA 2007 (est.)
1 births/1,000 population
2 deaths/1,000 population

Compare these numbers with the birth rates forratbentries. In the U.S., a modern Western
nation, the birth rate is a mere .894%. But eveother developing countries, the birth rates are
lower than the G.C.C.. India, for example, is ohl§06%, whereas Egypt is only 1.721%.
Therefore, we can expect the population of thesaldamgdoms to grow at a faster rate than
even many developing countries. It is importamate that the G.C.C. countries have some of
the lowest death rates in the entire world—lowefdrythan even the Western industrialized
nations. The U.A.E. in particular, has the lowaesath rate in the world. Canada, for example,
that bastion of low violence and universal healtbchas a death rate of 7.86, and the ice-
covered country of Greenland has a rate of 7.9& dufficient for now to note that the

populations of the G.C.C. states will continueise ffairly rapidly for the foreseeable future
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Across the world, there are certain demographiteps associated with developing
societies, and others associated with developesl oGenerally speaking, modern Western
nations tend to have older populations, while dewelg third-world countries tend to have
younger populations. Each has its own problensh: Western nations must support ever larger
numbers of retirees, straining their welfare systerim developing countries, the problem is how
to provide enough jobs and opportunity for the éangmbers of young (especially male)
citizens. The six G.C.C. states all have very gopopulations (see table 6) and high growth
rates, making it ever more difficult to accommodéie need for employment and security of
each new generation.

Table 6 G.C.C. Population Age Distribution
Age Distribution (%)

0-15yrs.  15-64 yrs. over 65 yrs.
U.A.E. 20.6 78.5 0.9
Saudi Arabia 38.2 59.4 2.4
Qatar 23.1 72.9 4.0
Oman 42.7 54.6 2.7
Kuwait 26.7 70.5 2.8
Bahrain 26.9 69.5 3.7

Source: CIA 2007

These societies are heavily weighted toward thexgeuage groups; in Saudi Arabia and Oman,
children 15 and under represent roughly 40% oktitee population. Indeed, “seventy percent
of the people in the Gulf are under the age of @ity percent are under the age of 21. About
50 percent are under the age of 15. That saysadtut the coming of a new generation” (Klein
et al. 2000, p. 11). All of these children (themrmspecifically) will be expecting jobs when they
graduate. The small numbers of those over age 860 telling; consider that same number in
the U.S., which is 12.6 percent. Given the lowtdeates and fairly high life expectancy

(ranging from 73 to 77, compared with 78 for th&)l). it is clear that it is not that these Gulf
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kingdoms have no older people. Rather, they reptess much smaller percentage of the total
population because there are so many young pedple. median age of the population also
shows the preponderance of youth in these statethie U.S., the median age is 36.6 years old.
But in the six G.C.C. countries, the number is lo(gee table 7).

Table 7 G.C.C. Population Median Age

Median Age

Total Male Female
Oman 18.9 21.5 16.5
Kuwait 26.0 27.9 22.4
Bahrain 29.7 32.7 26.1
Qatar 31.9 37.3 23.1
UAE 30.1 32.0 24.5
Saudi Arabia 21.4 22.9 19.6

Source: CIA 2007
And as table 8 shows, the demographics are heareilghted towards young men:

Table 8 G.C.C. Sex Ration by Age Distribution

Sex Ratios (male/female)

at birth  under 15 15-64 over 65 Total
Saudi Arabia 1.05 1.040 1.314 1.110 1.196
U.A.E. 1.05 1.047 2.743 1.849 2.190
Qatar 1.05 1.040 2.211 2.887 1.852
Oman 1.05 1.041 1.419 1.260 1.238
Kuwait 1.04 1.037 1.771 1.691 1.526
Bahrain 1.03 1.021 1.372 1.084 1.255

Source: CIA 2007
Young men want good jobs and the ability to stad support a family. Unemployment,
therefore, is a substantial source of discontévihereas unemployment rates are quite low in
Kuwait, the U.A.E. and Qatar (2.2%, 2.4%, and 3,2ésgpectively), they are much higher in
Saudi Arabia (13%), Bahrain (15%), and Oman (152A(2007)¢ “High unemployment,

particularly among young university graduatesossidered one of the most dangerous socio-

* Estimates are based on the following years: UAID{3, Kuwait (2004), Qatar (2006), SA (2004), Bam(@005),
Oman (2004)
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political phenomena in any given regime, especilifocratic regimes” (Winckler 2002, p.
635).

In the 1990s in response to high unemployment alidg oil prices, the Gulf
governments were forced to adopt certain privatmamneasures (Winckler 2002, p. 635). The
high unemployment rates for citizens are not dugedy to an actual shortage of jobs; rather,
Gulf nationals prefer lucrative public sector jolasd refuse to take lower-paid private sector
jobs (Klein et al. 2000). This has meant thatdih&ingdoms have had to import cheap labor
from south-east Asia to do the jobs its own citzeuld not. So long as oil revenues were high
and populations small, Gulf governments were ablgrovide jobs for most of their citizens.
This balance is threatened by the increasing digauf populations. The government cannot
afford to give generous public sector jobs to gitens indefinitely. Bahrain, for example, will
need to find jobs for 100,000 new workers in thetrkecade, which will be double its current
labor force (Fox, Mourtada-Sabbah, and al-Mutaw@620 Ultimately, some of the workforce
must be shifted to the private sector, which cutyeiavors expatriate workers who are paid far
less than nationals. This withdrawal of governnmtefits would represent a fundamental
change in the political bargain of “no taxation,mnepresentation” (Winckler 2002, p. 636).
Essentially, the current system of government sliisig the wealth and lifestyles of nationals is
untenable. “The large youth populations of thef@xpect high-paying, undemanding
government jobs while regimes have fewer resoustgswhich to satisfy them” (Byman and
Green 1999, p. xiv). And it is unclear how the fGatates will “provide schooling, medicine,
employment and growth in a society that is experrensuch a high rate of population growth”

(Klein et al. 2000, p. 11).
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What will Gulf governments need to do in the futtoeaddress this demographic reality?
Some have already begun the task of shifting nalsoto the private sector. To accomplish this,
they have provided incentives for hiring natioremsl attempted to increase the cost of foreign
labor (through visa fees, e.g.) (Klein et al. 200@)delali Jbili argues that they should also
reduce the wage differential between public andape sectors, perhaps by extending public
sector benefits to private sector national workets.also claims that the educational system in
the G.C.C. states must be reformed to better tnathprepare college graduates for the realities
of the private sector economy. Finally, he suggesducing government hiring while increasing
unemployment benefits (presumably to help cushiertransition for those affected workers)
(Klein et al. 2000).

In the coming decades, Gulf governments will befawith increasing demands for
services and employment that they cannot meet.ri$aen oil prices in recent years has bought
the regimes some time to work out a long-term smhut Reform, on the order of increased
privatization, greater openness to foreign investiend better regulation of the labor market,
will become necessary (Klein et al. 2000). Asdbgernment withdraws from its dominance of
the economy, it will create greater space for gm&neeurship and innovation. This economic
opening will expose Gulf residents to global forees influences, force them to compete in the
world market, and ultimately result in more privatgiative and new sources of wealth for the
population. The result of all this may well be thaving, independent middle-class which has
historically been the basis for vibrant civic ldad a force for democracy (Karatnycky 2002).

All of this will not be without some discomfort. itzens of the G.C.C. states are
accustomed to a high standard of living with minieféort or achievement. As Fox, Mourtada-

Sabbah, and al-Mutawa put it,
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“Gulf nationals have variously developed quite lagus lifestyles while producing few
goods exportable to other regions of the world pkéa petroleum products” (2006, p. 40).
Government largesse and domination of the econasyloduced a system that reinforces
idleness and suppresses initiative (Karatnycky 2082good gauge of the high quality of life
enjoyed by Gulf citizens is the United Nations Depenent Programme (UNDP) Human
Development Index (HDI). The six G.C.C. statesehthe nearly the highest scores in the Arab
world (see table 9).

Table 9 Arab States Human Development Index Scores andiRgsk2004)
UNDP Human Development Index, 2004*

World Rank Regional Rank HDI Value HDI Level

Kuwait 33 1 0.871 High
Bahrain 39 2 0.859 High
Qatar 46 3 0.844 High
UAE. 49 4 0839  High
Oman 56 5 0.810 Medium
Libya 64 6 0.798 Medium
Saudi Arabia 76 7 0.777 Medium
Lebanon 78 8 0.774 Medium
Jordan 86 9 0.760 Medium
Tunisia 87 10 0.760 Medium
Iran 96 11 0.746 Medium
Pal. Territory 100 12 0.736 Medium
Algeria 102 13 0.728 Medium
Syria 107 14 0.716 Medium
Egypt 111 15 0.702 Medium
Morocco 123 16 0640  Medium
Yemen 150 17 0.492 Low

Source: UNDP 2006 (Iraq excluded due to having Bo walue)
*2006 Report contains Human Development Index (HRlues for 2004

Thanks in large part to state-funded social sesyisach as education and healthcare, Gulf
residents live higher quality lives than most ditiArab brethren. And they have done so
without having to exert much effort. The challengé&ulf regimes is to transition their
population from dependency to productivity whileintaining political stability. It's a tall

order. While asking for sacrifices and adjustmérash their citizens, these regimes may be
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forced to offer something in return. And such assions may well include greater participation
in governance and better protection of individugihts.

For those who subscribe to modernization the@ing education levels are a necessary
part of a broader social process which leads toodesy. Education is certainly important: an
articulate and informed public is better able tgamize and communicate with each other and
the regime, and thus better equipped to promoteodeatic reforms. Education is also the key to
job growth and economic success. And yet, althdigiacy rates have risen across the Arab
world, schools are not necessarily preparing stisdensucceed in the new global economy
(Haass 2003). In many Arab countries, schoolimgéslominantly rote memorization and
reinforces certain prejudices and biases againstemoand minorities (Rubin 2006).

If education is to play its part in bringing abaubetter informed and more politically
active populace, and if Arab citizens are to prospé¢his new century, then the educational
system itself must be reformed. Some of Gulf Stas/e made tremendous progress in
improving the quality of learning available to thpeople. Qatar has gone perhaps the farthest
in modernizing education; the emir and his wifednavade it a national priority and spent
billions on the project. They have worked to brin@atar local branches of American
universities, including Cornell University, VirgamiUniversity, Carnegie Mellon, Texas A&M
(among others), as well as a joint Rand Corporafatari think tank (Miles 2005). Many of
these branches are located in Qatar’s “Education”G 2,500 acre development which
integrates all levels of education and first-ragources for researchers, creating a kind of hub
for new knowledge. Tuition at these elite Americahools is paid for by the Qatari
government, and having these local branches halpssts avoid the need to study abroad to

receive a high-quality education.
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Because it is difficult for Qatari women to stualyroad on their own, the presence of
American schools and the improvements in the lonalersities have made it possible for
women to enjoy the same access to first-rate enunctitat males receive. It is in part due to this
benefit that women make up the majority of unigrstudents in Qatar, although they also
outnumber males in Kuwait, Bahrain and Saudi Arasiavell (see table 10) (Pollock 2007).
“Literacy gaps between men and women in the GualfeStare moderate or even non-existent—a
condition that might provide a substantial advaetty possible future democratization” (Fish
2002, p. 34).

Table 10 Arab States Female University Enrollment (%) (2005)
Female University Enrollment, 2005

Kuwait 70 %
Qatar 68 %
Bahrain 68 %
Saudi Arabia 58 %
Tunisia 57 %
Algeria 57 %
Lebanon 53 %
Oman 51 %
Jordan 50 %
Palestinian Territories  50%
Morocco 45 %
Iraq 36 %
Yemen 26 %

Source: UNESCO Institute for Statistics

Progress is being made in the other G.C.C. Stateslh. Bahrain has created a new
polytechnic school and is working to improve theeleof vocational training to prepare workers
for the private sector. Oman has sought to pasitgelf as the destination of choice for
information technology study, and has launchedva lifeschool and IT research and business
center. Kuwait has partnered with UNESCO to revémpecondary school system. It seems

that most of these governments appreciate the togdatprove their education systems so that
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they meet the needs of their modernizing populatibthey are able to do so, the result will be a
better informed and educated populace able to ctampe¢he world and potentially be a force
for change in their countries.

There are dangers ahead for regimes that faillt@ $be education problem. When
students must leave their country to get a qualilycation, they are exposed to a wide variety of
new influences. And while sending students abroagl be a short cut for a country with
inadequate educational opportunities, there isgplanother substantial danger. Students who
return from abroad “often bring back destabilizpaiitical ideas—expectations for liberalism,
egalitarianism, or government transparency—thattleseaten regime legitimacy” (Byman and
Green 1999, pp. 18-19). Once exposed to a widksr fvorld, many students may expect the
same back at home—an expectation that Gulf regwiekave to confront.

The rentier thesis predicts that citizens of adinarchies will be politically disengaged
and complacent so long as the government contitouggbsidize their high standard of living.
The Gulf States, however, are not without oppasitiod discontent. Even people who are
generally supportive of their government have derest in good governance and policy. Itis
hard to imagine why a Gulf citizen should care % about the quality of his or her
government than a citizen of any other country.b&dair, the levels of anger and frustration in
the oil states have most likely been somewhat mioyetie benefits of oil wealth. But it would
be a mistake to assume that the people of thedPe@ilf do not have grievances and concerns.
There is reason to believe that addressing th@xulisnt in their countries may prove to be a
major challenge for the G.C.C..

What are the sources of discontent in the petroarahies? Some are demographic, and

include issues such as unemployment and the langders of foreign workers. Others are
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economic, and are concerned with economic gromthogaportunity. Social issues continue to
be a source of discontent, with some impatienteattow pace of change, and others outraged at
the dramatic changes that have transpired. Finaldyowing number of complaints relate to
political rights and governance. Across the bopetple are pressing their governments to be
more transparent and inclusive. In spite of tredlfmtions of rentier theory, there is substantial
dissatisfaction among Gulf citizens on a varietyapiics. For example, the 2003 Kuwaiti
elections and the establishment of nominated lefiys bodies in Saudi Arabia were both the
direct result of pressures from below (Kumarasw&@96). While this pressure may not result
in the types of violence that would lead to a regjimeing overthrown, discontent may pose a
growing threat to the stability and continued pergy of the G.C.C. states unless the rulers can
find a way to address their citizens’ concerns.

The demographic issue in particular is likely eoabtroublesome one for the region.
Even if oil prices remain high, the burgeoning yopopulation will strain the resources of even
the richest states. The youth are dependent ogovernment for jobs, education, healthcare,
and prosperity. A government which fails to méetse expectations will face substantial
resentment. The younger generation no longersesdsbenefits as gifts from the regime, but as
“virtual birthrights” (Byman and Green 1999, p. 14he discontent arising from a reduction in
their standard of living would be even worse ifitsgmultaneously saw royals continuing to live
lives of opulence and privilege, which they areextely likely to do (Byman and Green 1999,
p. 15). Gulf citizens have tolerated the lavisadtiles of their rulers as long as they were
satisfied with their own living standards. If theople’s situation is to decline (as it likely must
then they may prove profoundly less tolerant ofgherogatives of their monarchs. Saudi

Arabian royals, in particular, are notorious foeithconspicuous consumption. Most of Saudi
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Arabia’s perhaps 20,000 royals receive a stipending from thousands to millions of dollars
each month. Royal family members are also incnghsdominant in lucrative government
contracts and businesses—a situation that hasonet gnnoticed by less well-connected and
wealthy businessmen in the kingdom (Byman and Gi€89, p. 16).

Another issue which has been a source of discorgehe exclusion of Shia groups in
several countries. Shia unrest has been the nalehtin Bahrain, where despite being a
majority of the population (70%), they have beeadlexed from power and underrepresented
politically. In response to intense pressure,uditlg a domestic “uprising” that lasted through
most of the 1990s, Bahrain has undertaken a sgfrredorms. When the new king ascended in
1999, he granted amnesty to political prisonerslisired state security courts, and allowed
greater freedom of assembly—all of which culminadted new National Charter approved by
98% of Bahraini voters in 2001 (Byman and Green9}99n short, the King Hamad bin Isa al-
Khalifa, a younger and more progressive ruler tharfather, has attempted to address the
country’s economic and social unrest by increaplgical participation. While the reforms
have not been without problems (such as some $bigg boycotting elections), this strategy
seems to be a fairly successful one. It has a punflamplications: a) when faced with
mounting discontent, the government has respondsitiyely by granting greater rights and
freedoms, b) it demonstrates an unmistakable tt@ndrd greater democracy, and c) such a
strategy may be successful in other countries.t ffieaking considers such a response a good

option in the face of opposition bodes well forufg reforms.

60



Chapter 4: Economic Pressures for Reform

The demographic challenges that the G.C.C. morewetill face in the coming years
make it essential that economic growth and heatmbximized. In general, oil-based
economies suffer from a lack of privatization, daiBcation, foreign investment, and economic
openness; this is true of the Gulf monarchies ¢agr and lesser degrees. All of these problems
must be addressed if Gulf economies are to be éapébustaining their rapidly increasing
populations. Fortunately, some progress has alreaen made. And while market economies
are most closely associated with democracy asimestype, the relationship is not entirely
determinative. Rather, certain types of economatures are more conducive to the
opportunities and challenges presented by dempatitn. “To the extent that economic
variables make certain kinds of regime outcomesertkely, the prospects for the Gulf are
relatively positive” (Crystal 2005, p. 6).

There are some who would argue that becauseiodgpseem likely to remain high for
the foreseeable future, there is little motivationthe Gulf regimes to reform economically.
Thomas Friedman has said, “Give me $10-a-barreaod | will give you political and
economic reform from Moscow to Riyadh to Iran” @g&tman 2006World is Flat p. 564). And
in the past, it is true, lower oil prices (as ie tt890s) did seem to pressure these regimes to
pursue at least economic, if not political reforfWanckler 2002). But there is some reason to
believe that the Gulf monarchs have learned tlessdn and despite the current glut of
petroleum wealth, they have begun planning fortar&uwithout oil (Ford 2006). The
inescapable truth for all six of the G.C.C. monéashs that their oil supplies will not last

forever. Some, like Bahrain, have essentiallyaalyerun out (only an estimated 35,000 barrel
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per day). What's more, future revenues are unjlikebe able to rise fast enough to keep up
with the mounting socio-economic pressures.

Fortunately, the monarchs of the Gulf States ar@awf this eventuality and seem to be
making attempts to develop strategies to increagestment and growth. In order to succeed,
these plans must include strengthening their pgigattors so that so that they can provide jobs
for the burgeoning population and tax revenuebéccentral governments. And tax revenues, as
opposed to oil revenues, will likely require greagevernment accountability, a good omen for
further reform.

When a country bases its economy on a single safrnevenue, such as oil, it generally
fails to develop any other effective and producseetors. Sometimes referred to as Dutch Elm
Disease, such a condition makes any economic systeicturally weak and vulnerable to
market fluctuations (Russell 2003). In the Gutiddoms, a lack of a diversified economy has
also meant that most jobs were either providedhbystate or directly engaged in processing and
exporting the oil. But oil-related jobs are getigreaken by foreigners—either because they are
too menial for locals or because they are too stighted and require foreign management. An
unbalanced economy cannot provide the same beadfily diversified one can—benefits that
will become increasingly necessary in the Gulf oegi

In order to diversify, countries must be willirgitivest in building up new industries
(including infrastructure and worker training). tbut such a base for development, the long-
term forecast for these regimes is not promisikigistapha Nabli, the World Bank’s chief
economist for the Middle East and North Africa, bhagued that part of the problem is that
current high overall levels of economic growth havasked the instability of the system. This

means that their growth is essentially false, “8ese you have an increase in public
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expenditures which is multiplying and creating jdlog this cannot sustain itself as such™ (Ford
2006, p. 48).

Some progress is already being made. U.A.E. séeivsleading the way “among the
sister Gulf polities in economic diversifying beybpetroleum extraction” (Fox, Mourtada-
Sabbah, and al-Mutawa 2006, p. 7). The Emirates baccessfully marketed themselves
(particularly Abu Dhabi and Dubai) as a modernnoogolitan business center connected to the
global network. In Dubai, for example, “the foduss been on the Internet and media cities,
large real estate and tourism development scheshepping festivals, Emirates Airline, and the
industrial and transshipment facilities in Jebalakld Port Rashid.” As Kirby puts it, “the
emirates are leading the Gulf Arabs in the radauitd a viable economic basis for the day when
the bottom falls out of the oil industry” (2000,8). One effect of seeking to establish
themselves as a center for business and tourisid®asto create a de facto pluralism as people
from across the world flock to the Emirates for lwand play. Other countries are beginning to
follow their lead. Dismantling the rentier statél wake time, but it should be encouraging to
those hoping for political reform that the prockas begun.

As previously noted, the private sectors in odremmies are very weak. This is proving
to be an increasingly important problem as Gulfmesg struggle to accommodate the needs of
their citizens for good jobs. Their reliance oneign-workers is not a strategy for future
success. As Jbili puts it, “These countries nebdadthy does of privatization” (Klein et al.
2000, p. 6). Government ownership is as littld3% in the U.A.E., but up to 70% in Kuwait.
Progress is being made, but Jbili argues thattimst also broaden the scope of this reform and
accelerate privatization initiatives (Klein et 2000). The Prime Minister of Kuwait has even

said that the country must stop hiring citizenghm public sector because it is a drain on
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resources. Further, most of those who work inciiag service are unnecessary (Fox, Mourtada-
Sabbah, al-Mutawa 2006).

The emir of Qatar has been proactive in his efftatbring Qatar’s economy into the
modern era. He is said to govern less like a natmand more like a CEO. He has already
turned a number of public institutions, such aspbstal service, over to the private sector (Miles
2005). Other G.C.C. states are making tremendoides as well. The implications of greater
private sector productivity and economic involvetrfen the region are encouraging.
Privatization enables greater entrepreneurial @gtand individual wealth creation—and is
necessary for the development of an independerdlenadass. And as Zakaria points out, “a
genuinely entrepreneurial business class woulthéasinhgle most important force for change in
the Middle East, pulling along all others in itsk&& (2004, p. 17). Such a group would have
interests independent of the state and would ketalfbrce the regimes to be more transparent
and inclusive. The economic success of a counpmpate sector requires that the state establish
genuine rule of law, openness to the world andsscteinformation (Zakaria 2004, p. 16).
Historically, these forces have been a part of sssiul transitions to democratic rule.

In addition to diversifying their economies andmoting their private sectors, the Gulf
monarchies will need to increase foreign investnifethiey are to meet the challenges of the
future. In many ways, they are far better poseubfor this than other Arab regimes, because
amid the chaos and violence of the Middle East #reyirtual islands of calm and tranquility.
The successes of Dubai and the other emiratesxbpisad “current attempts elsewhere in other
Gulf Arab states to attract foreign investmentibgializing investment regimes and establishing
free trade zones with sophisticated communicateonstransportation facilities” (Kirby 2000, p.

8). If increasing foreign direct investment (FDduires anything, it is above all openness and
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fairness. Investors should feel confident thairtimerests will be protected and that their
business can function effectively. For a long timmgestment in the Gulf region was made
difficult by onerous laws requiring that a citizehthe kingdom be at least part-owner
(especially in Saudi Arabia). Now, efforts arergemade to lift this requirement and streamline
the process for investing and buying into the lanafket. In short, the same improvements that
would increase FDI in the Gulf monarchies wouldataprove the overall quality of governance
and strengthen the rule of law.

A further advantage is that the more standardizedsulf economies the more easily
they will be able to integrate into the global eaonc system. With an eye to improving their
situation vis-a-vis the industrialized world, afltbe six Gulf monarchies have become members
of the World Trade Organization. And as Haass jutMembership in the World Trade
Organization promotes both economic and polititedrhlization” (2003, p. 147). It certainly
requires that signatories work to create greasersjparency, stability, predictability and
application of the rule of law in trade matters.alddition, Bahrain has a bilateral free-trade
agreement with the U.S., and Oman has signed owelasAll of these efforts mean that Gulf
economies are increasingly open to and involvetienarger global market. This bodes well for
their economic development as well as the futurdeit political reform efforts.

Weiffen argues that “if economic restructuring amgolitical opening are initiated,
modernization and related social change will sumatyease political mobilization and arouse
demands for political participation in the long TyR004, p. 364). The more room the state
makes for private business and investment, anchtire it improves its standard of governance,
the more political room will exist for newly empored actors (such as entrepreneurs, the middle

class, etc.). Haass explains it well:
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Market-based economic modernization helps ush@&lements of democracy—
the rule of law, transparent decision-making, ttee fexchange of ideas—which
in turn sustain and accelerate growth, though piaith need not be sequential.
When political and economic freedom work hand indyalemocratization allows
the young to voice their aspirations while reinfateconomic growth gives them
hope for a future of greater opportunity and prospé2003, p. 146).
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Chapter 5: External Pressure for Reform

The Gulf monarchies do not exist in a vacuum. yTdre exposed to substantial pressures
by international enemies and allies who would préfat they at least appear more democratic,
if not indeed become so. As Saad Eddin Ibrahines)dhe Gulf monarchies are currently
leading the newest cycle of liberalization, whergesArab republics are falling behind (Ibrahim
2005). This is due at least in part to growing dstit and external pressures. Itis in fact the
convergence of domestic discontent and Westerrspreshat has tipped the balance against the
more conservative forces, giving the impetus toinkéenous supporters of reform.

In the case of the Gulf States, Ibrahim argues3eatember A marked a turning point
in U.S. policy toward the region. What emerged w@snsensus among the Western powers
(especially the U.S.) on the need for socio-pditieform. Democracy, it was suggested, is the
antidote to the frustrations that breed terrorismSaudi Arabia, where 15 of the 9/11 hijackers
were from, U.S. pressure led the al Saud to retheaie support for reactionary, anti-Western
religious groups and call for greater tolerance acekptance (Fox, Mourtada-Sabbah, and al-
Mutawa 2006). The result of the increased U.S.lesis on human rights and liberalization is
that “talk about political reform and democracyife even in the Gulf monarchies where such
issues had been taboo” (Ottaway and Carothers 20@8). So long as the U.S. continues to
pressure the G.C.C. rulers to move their counti@ser to a true constitutional monarchy, these
kings will feel obligated to undertake at least samforms in order to satisfy its ally.

The main idea behind the “bad neighborhood” thissikat what happens in one country
affects other countries nearby. Accepting thisypse, however, does not require one to adopt a
fatalistic attitude toward the potential for demaxy in the Gulf region. Rather, there is reason

to believe that successful reform in one G.C.C. ancimy may resonate in another, and that as
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Zakaria puts it, “success is infectious” (200418). There is good reason to expect that
advances and innovations in one state may leacktday calls for reform in its neighbors,
leading to a kind of reform cross-pollination. Bamuntry’s experiments with democratic
institutions and laws can serve as model and iaspir for reformers across the region.

While the idea of cross-pollination and neighbarthanfluence is likely valid across a
variety of regions, it is especially pronouncedha Gulf States. In addition to the pressure
coming from the U.S. and other Western governmeéimésGGulf monarchies also face pressure
for reform from their neighbors.

The Gulf States have significant influence on eattter. This is, after all, one
cultural lake with many tribes and families strémchacross borders and with
many G.C.C. nationals (more than the governmentddvike to acknowledge)

discreetly possessing multiple G.C.C. passportgsf@r 2005, p. 5).

In addition to this cultural cross-pollinationgtpolitical systems of the six Gulf
kingdoms are remarkably similar, owing in largetpartheir influence on each other.

As Michael Herb has argued, the particular formnadnarchical power in the
Gulf organized around sovereign ministries, thatthe distribution of specific
powerful ministries guaranteed to members of théngufamily, initially
pioneered in Kuwait and quickly adopted by all msnarchical neighbors.
Kuwait also pioneered the use of elected bodiea significant scale and these
too were copied throughout the Gulf. Kuwait's lohgstory of reform has
certainly made it easier for reformers in othertestato move forward. The
extension of suffrage to women was perhaps partly element of that
competition. Qatar was unwilling to expand corgsh but it could outdo
Kuwait in expanding representation. The extensibsuffrage in Qatar, Bahrain
and Oman was a factor putting pressure on the Kulgadership to do the same.
Qatar might not allow as much debate over its onlicigs as some other states,
but it could, through al-Jazeera, give the appearaof allowing substantial
debate, opening the way for al-Arabiyya and oth&tians in the regionReforms
in each state raise the bar for othdf3rystal 2005, p. 5)ltalics added)

As each state tries some new reform or policygeffects are widely observed. And
when some change goes well, it is more likely torleel elsewhere. It is no accident that the

Gulf kingdoms have evolved similar political feagsr A look at when each country established
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its constitutions and legislative bodies givesmsseof the connectivity of the six states (see
tables 11-14). Equal voting rights for women sheosimilar trajectory, spreading from country
to country over a rather short period of time. Awtile Saudi Arabia may be a tougher case, it
is likely that the trends in the other five stat@l result in increased pressure on the al Saud to
improve their dismal record on women'’s rights argaand recent experiments with limited
municipal elections.

Table 11 G.C.C. Date Women Given Right to Vote
Date Women Given Right to Vote

Qatar 1999
Bahrain 2002
Oman 2003
Kuwait 2005
U.A.E. *2006
Saudi Arabia not yet

Source: CIA 2007

* In 2006, men and women voted in a limited
election. No law yet.

Table 12 G.C.C. Date Constitution in Effect
Constitution in Effect

Kuwait in effect since 1962

U.A.E. interim 1971-96; permanent in effect sin€9a
Bahrain (1973-5); in effect since 2002

Qatar in effect since 2005

Saudi Arabia Basic Law since 1992 (royal decree)
Oman Basic Law since 1996 (royal decree)

Table 13 G.C.C. Date Legislature Established
Date Legislature Established

Kuwait 1963

U.A.E. 1971

Bahrain (1972-5); 1992, expanded 2002
Qatar 1972; planned expansion fall 2007
Oman 1981, expanded 1991, 1997

Saudi Arabia 1996, expanded 1997, 2001
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Table 14 G.C.C. Type of Legislature and Composition of Mersbe

Type of Legislature Elected Appointed
Kuwait Unicameral 50 15
U.A.E. Unicameral 20 20
Bahrain Bicameral 40 40
Qatar Unicameral 30 15
Oman Bicameral 82 48
Saudi Arabia Unicameral 0 120
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Conclusion: Prospects for Democratization

Rentier theory would suggest that there is Ihtbpe for democratization in the
G.C.C. States. So long as these states can dependrsast oil riches, they will face no
overwhelming pressure to reform or democratize.atvéntier theory neglects, however,
is the importance of human agency. Monarchs atévated by more than money: they
also crave international legitimacy and respedtesE values cannot be purchased; they
must be earned. Further, a desire to leave ayegfaeform, stability, and prosperity
might lead a ruler to contemplate changes not é&medy rentier theory. Thus, while
rentierism is a valid theoretical concept, and doesany ways account for the poor
democratization record of the Middle East oil Sateis not purely deterministic.

Rather, it will vary from country to country. Soneaders will be content to use their
wealth to postpone democratic reforms which woutldllenge their power. Others may
be interested in leading the way to a more justderdocratic society, using their oil
wealth to ease the transition. Therefore, whileveialth may inhibit some normal
pathways to democracy, it does not preclude theibidisy of democratic transition.

The problem with most of the available theoriesl@hocratization is that they
are based on the experiences of specific regioggeatific times. Thus, they are not
entirely applicable to the oil monarchies. One aacept some of their premises and
concepts without fully embracing their predictiododernization theory, for example,
is based on sound principles. People who are iweakind better educated tend to be
more democratic. And the pressures for changerongun the Gulf States come in
large part from a new generation of youth who avara of the world and have embraced

its interconnectedness. But where modernizatifer®f clear trajectory based on
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increasing wealth and industrial production, ibidimited usefulness in an area that does
not fit neatly into its paradigm. Therefore, madeation is of use in understanding
overall trends toward “modernity” in the G.C.C.tllwes not necessarily offer any
predictive insight.

The role of Islam in these and other Middle Eassarcieties is profoundly
important and in many ways unique. Islam has calolitical and religious
implications that make it more than a personahfaithis is not to defend the old canard
that Islam is incompatible with democracy: it ig.n®ather, to acknowledge that religion
in the Arab Muslim world is not necessarily the ealent of religion in other areas of
the world. This means that analyses of the regiast have as their basis an
appreciation of the uniqueness of these sociefey. attempt to apply Western-based
theories of democratization to the Middle East nagsiount for the unique role of Islam
in these countries. And yet, very few do.

It is easy to be cynical when talking about demtizasion in the Middle East. The
region has become a graveyard for the hopes oftiessmdemocracy promoters and activists.
And in many states, such as Egypt, Syria, and Lithya will likely be the case for quite some
time. And yet, it is in perhaps the most unlikplsices that the seeds of future democratization
may exist. In a world of republics, the numbenadnarchies has dwindled substantially, the
majority concentrated in the Middle East. For kmog policy-makers and scholars alike have
ignored or marginalized the rentier monarchiedhef®.C.C.. They are substantially different
than other Arab countries, and even than other Arabarchies (like Jordan and Morocco) due
to their oil wealth and close common ancestry arnitice. For a long time, the rest of the Arab

world had looked down on the G.C.C. states fordpewerly traditional, backward—certainly
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not cosmopolitan or sophisticated like Cairo orrBei But in recent decades, something has
fundamentally shifted in the Gulf States and witthia Arab region. Suddenly these
conservative, traditional regimes have become dyaammogressive and focused on the future.
And the oil monarchies of the Persian Gulf are daih of this on their own terms.

To be fair, the states of the G.C.C. are not eceatjual. In many ways, Kuwait far
outstrips the others when it comes to parliamergamgngth, freedom and political rights.
Bringing up the rear are Saudi Arabia and the U.AMBose experiments with reform have been
extremely limited. On the score of economic refohowever, the U.A.E. leads the pack—
blazing a trail toward global economic integratand influence that is a model for other Gulf
States. In short, each state is finding its oww atats own pace. But make no mistake, change
is occurring—albeit slowly and sometimes imperddgti As Kirby notes,

In all the monarchic states, a debate on difficsdues is occurring; movement,

however incremental, is taking place. This is prob the capacity of the

monarchic system to change and an indication ofrtbearchies’ confidence and

their ability to see how their own interests areliwoven with those of the state.

The debate is occurring to some degree in everydMi&astern monarchy . . .

(2000, p. 10).

And as Tessler and Gao put it, “it is possibledagena meaningful discussion about whether the
glass is half full or half empty in some of theseiatries” (2005, p. 84).

As the kings of the petro-monarchies confrontritee century, they face a time of
increasing change and modernization. There arentim@upressures on a number of fronts
which will make further maintenance of the status gnpossible. Each monarchy faces a stark
demographic fact: Gulf population growth rates@rerwhelming economic growth rates. The

entire rentier system depends upon the state pmayvjdbs and good lives for its citizens. And

yet, due to high birth rates and the increasingetgtions of the youth, these states are in a
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fundamentally untenable position. Something hasagive. The stability of their rule has
rested in large part on public complacency andtioahl sources of legitimacy. But as the
bargain between ruler and ruled breaks down, amedus vivendmnust be found. This pressure
will most likely lead the regime to offer more galal participation and freedom in exchange its
continued rule.

In addition to the rising pressures of their petgpexpectations, the Gulf monarchs also
bear in mind that the only way forward for them mmmically is to develop a sustainable system.
This means they must work towards greater diveetifon, privatization, and make their
economies attractive to investors. In short, tmesgt join the global rules-based economy and
conform to international standards. This meansgigreater power and freedom to native
entrepreneurs, loosening tax and investment ragaokgtstreamlining business procedures, and
encouraging individual effort and wealth creatidn.many ways, these reforms are easier and
less threatening than the needed political refoand,regimes are likely to pursue these first.
The likely effect, intended or not, will be the at®n some sort of independent business class.
The more people who have interests separate frerstite, the greater the accountability they
will demand. In the end, the reforms that prodoeter economic results also favor greater
political openness and participation. “The plaited offer the best prospects for democracy are
those where there is a process of gradual chantpe idirection of freer institutions. Democracy
usually evolves out of a movement toward freedobeiris 2003, p. 219).

The countries of the G.C.C. will face more thast omestic pressure in the coming
years. The United States and the West are inciglggpushing for at least the appearance of
greater democracy. And while this may not prodsidestantive reforms, it does at least prevent

some of the more egregious forms of repressiorcanttol. More important, perhaps, than even
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U.S. influence is that of the neighborhood. Gu#t8s and peoples are remarkably
interconnected, and each is aware of what is ocguelsewhere. Reform in one country
(especially if it succeeds) creates pressure formein all the others. This means that even the
more recalcitrant regimes cannot postpone refodefinitely.

The good news for the Gulf monarchies is thatkenlheir Arab neighbors, they have a
number of advantages that make democratic refosmdestabilizing and more likely to succeed.
Whereas in some Arab republics, rulers face subataasistance at every turn by radical
Islamists—Gulf Islamists are generally more modegeatd content to work within the system
and with the monarch. Rather than being the opposition, they are only one group among
many. Therefore, a monarch essentially can imphrtagp-down reforms as needed without too
great concern. Monarchs can adopt virtually amgitpm without worrying about betraying a
founding ideology, and can co-opt opposition platfs if necessary. Further, they have small,
well-educated populations who will likely supporadual reforms and greater openness. And
they will increasingly expect a say in how theiuntry is governed, even if this doesn’t include
overthrowing the monarchy. In his survey of demaogrthroughout the world, Kechichian has
found that

Ordinary Gulf citizens were routinely verbalig some of their anxieties,
insisting on the need for openness, both on intenadters as well as key foreign-

policy issues.

‘Democracy’ is developing throughout the am@ad while some G.C.C. ruling
families have faced the will of their electoratpsygress if painfully slow. Still,

there is every reason to believe that the prodssff will continue to empower

G.C.C. citizens to gradually assume a greater sbfatlee burden of governance

(2004, p. 53).

Despite these advantages and pressures, chang®tvkccur overnight. These are still

in many ways traditional societies that cherislifitg and prosperity. Neither Gulf citizens nor
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Gulf monarchs want to see great unrest or instghilithe name of democratization. When
asked, people in the region say they want “slowiaagemental change to reduce resistance to
democratic ideals, eventually win over skepticsl prevent a serious backlash that could stifle
future progress” (Ben-Meir 2006, p. 329). Rathamt bemoan the slow pace of change in the
region, analysts and scholars would do betterd& & what is happening and why. While
proceeding slowly may seem to serve the interddtsecabsolute monarch, it may also serve the
cause of long-term democratization. Rather thand$mg on how democratization has
proceeded in other regions of the world, the sechotammunity would do well to pay attention
to the unique (and possibly new-paradigm-creatirag¢ctory and progress occurring in the Gulf
States. Here, in the Persian Gulf region,

The evolution of greater power and responsibilityepresentative institutions is

a distinct possibility. Middle Eastern monarchwd not follow the same path

toward constitutional monarchy as did their Europeaighbors. However, if

representative institutions win political battles $shaping policies, over time

inertia for their greater power may emerge. . he Tuture of democratization in

most Middle Eastern monarchies lies not in spetéagegime collapses or social

revolutions. Rather, budget debates, confidenceesvef cabinets, and the

guestioning of ministers are the likely paths taivdéine evolution of greater
democratization in monarchical authoritarian regrflaicas 2004, p. 117).
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