



Abstract 

Since 2011 there has been an increasing number of studies on the recent Arab uprisings which started in Tunisia in December 2010 and traveled across the Arab world.  However, most of these studies are concentrated on understanding the protesters' point of view while very few studies attempted at understanding the decisions of some Arab regimes to use force, which indeed resulted in the escalation of many of these uprisings.  This paper is one of these few research studies to look at the role of military institutions in the Arab world during the recent uprisings.  Specifically, I ask: what factors shape the likelihood of Arab armies to intervene and use force in response to the mass demonstrations? I propose that two factors mainly influence the decision of Arab military elites: 1) cronyism within the military institutions; 2) tribal or ethnic divisions within the society at large. In this paper, I argue that an increase in cronyism in Arab military institutions and tribal or ethnic divisions in the society at large lead to increase the likelihood for the use of force and a military intervention to rescue a leader during the Arab Uprisings.  The paper tests these two factors in eight different cases from the Arab world: Tunisia, Egypt, Yemen, Libya, Syria, Bahrain, Jordan, and Algeria.  These countries are divided into three categories: 1) countries in which regimes were changed "peacefully" (Tunisia, Egypt, and Yemen); 2) countries in which armed conflicts and civil wars erupted (Syria, Libya); and 3) countries that survived (Jordan, and Algeria).  
I find that Arab armies that have a high level of cronyism and personal ties as well as tribal or ethnic divisions within their societies (Yemen, Libya, Syria, and Bahrain) are more likely to intervene and use force than Arab armies that are more nationally-oriented and which exists in societies where tribal and ethnic divisions are minimal (Tunisia, Egypt, and Algeria). I conclude by attempting to predict the future of Arab armies and to predict the structure of Syrian army in the post-Assad era.

Keywords    

Arab world, uprisings, military institutions  






Introduction 
Al-Jazeera TV host Faisal Al-Qassem starts one episode of his controversial TV show The Opposite Direction by questioning, "is it not necessary to exclude the Arab armies completely from political life after the revolutions? did not all of our grievances that led to the outbreak of revolutions were originally due to fascist military regimes in Egypt, Syria, Tunisia, Libya, Yemen, Algeria and others?  Is it not the time for Arab armies and their leaders to return to their barracks? What destroyed our countries politically, economically and socially and culturally other than the military rule.''
When the Arab uprisings broke out in December 2010 in Tunisia
Since 2011, there have been an increasing amount of academic research on the Arab uprisings; many books have been published on the subject matter.  However, most that work focus on one side of the equation: why did the uprisings occur? What were the main motivations behind the demonstrations? Who led the uprisings? Why now?  These questions and other attempt to find ‘’why people acted in a certain way?’’ but very few attempted to find ‘’why regimes acted in a certain way?’’  This paper inspired by very few academic works tries to solve the other side of the equation; it attempts to explain the motivations behind the actions taken [or not taken] by rulers of Arab armed forces during the recent uprisings.  The paper is divided into three main sections.  The first section analyzes the work that has been done on the subject at two levels; the first level is the general framework on military intervention in politics with references to the Arab world, and the second level is an analysis of the few writings that has been published so far on civil-military relations, military ideologies, and the Arab uprisings.  The second section studies eight different Arab countries divided into three categories.  The first category is countries that had uprisings and a comparatively ‘’peaceful’’ regime change; these countries are Tunisia, Egypt, and Yemen.  The second category is countries in which armed conflicts occur as a mean to change regimes; Syria and Libya are in this category.  The third category includes countries that have had demonstrations but without regime change [regardless of the reason].  This category includes Bahrain, Jordan and Algeria. The third section of the paper presents the findings from case studies and drafts a conclusion on the future role of the armed forces in the Arab world.       
Literature Review
	Military interventions in politics, military ideology, and civil-military relations have always been a subject to study by political scientists, military experts, and others.  Stanislaw Andrzejewski argues that “so long as the government retains the loyalty of the armed forces, no revolt can succeed.”[footnoteRef:3] Samuel Huntington argues in his book The Soldier and the State.  [3:  Andrzejewski, Stanislaw. Military Organization and Society (London: Routledge and Paul, 1954), 71.] 

The Theory and Politics of Civil Military Relations that forming ‘’military professionalism” is a good way of ensuring the civilian control of the military.  Huntington suggests that having a professional category of military officers would lead the military to be politically neutral.  Allowing the military to function as an independent bureaucratic institution responsible for military tasks would ensure the neutrality of the military, according to Huntington.[footnoteRef:4]  In his book The Professional Soldier: A Social and Political Portrait, Morris Janowitz, on the other hand, argues that regular exchange between the military and civilian exchange as well as general conscription would be a key tool to ensure the responsiveness of the military to the civilian rule.[footnoteRef:5] [4:  Huntington, Samuel. The Soldier and the State. The Theory and Politics of Civil‐Military Relations (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1957).]  [5:  Janowitz, Morris.  The Professional Soldier: A Social and Political Portrait (Glencoe, IL: Free Press, 1960). ] 

In his work The Man on Horseback. The Role of the Military in Politics, Samuel Finer presents ‘’political culture’’ as the main factor to determine military intervention in politics.  He further explains that countries with a “low political culture” where civilian political institutions are or absent or weak are more likely to have military interventions in the political in comparison to countries with “developed political culture” in which the civilian institutions are strongly present.[footnoteRef:6]  Other scholars like Kees Koonings argue that armies that helped their countries to emerge from the struggle for independence usually maintain their political influence even after independence.[footnoteRef:7]  Furthermore, Amos Perlmutter suggests that social conditions such as the absence of social cohesion, and the presence of a politically weak middle class as well as a low level of political mobilization would allow military interventions in politics.[footnoteRef:8]   [6:  Finer, Samuel.  The  Man  on  Horseback.  The  Role  of  the  Military  in  Politics (New Brunswick and London: Transaction Publishers, 2006). ]  [7:  Koonings, Kees and Kruijt, Dirk. ‘Military Politics and the Mission of Nation Building’, in Kees Koonings and Dirk Kruijt (eds), Political Armies. The Military and Nation Building in the Age of Democracy (London and New York: Zed Books, 2002), p. 19.]  [8:  Perlmutter, Amos. Political Roles and Military Rulers (London: Frank Cass, 1981), pp. 16–19.] 

As explained before, the number of writings that has been done on the role of armed forces in the recent Arab uprisings is limited; this paper highlights the most significant work that has been published so far.  Derek Lutterbeck’s work titled Arab Uprisings and the Armed Forces: Between Openness and Resistance tries to explain the different responses of Arab armed forces during the Arab uprisings.  He argues that the levels of institutionalization and patrimonialism of the armed forces determine their response to the pro-democracy movements.[footnoteRef:9]  He further explains that a military institution with a low level of institutionalization and a high level of patrimonialism is more likely to use resist the change and use force; soldiers are loyal to particular rulers or military commanders rather than the civilian governments.[footnoteRef:10]   Nil Satana, on the other hand, describes the Middle East as a region where “civilians and military did not have to trust democracy.” [footnoteRef:11] [9:  Lutterbeck, Derek. Arab Uprisings and the Armed Forces: Between Openness and Resistanc. DCAF: a Center for Security, Development and the Rule of Law, p. 15.]  [10:  Ibid.]  [11:  Satana, Nil. Civil-Military Relations in Europe, the Middle East and Turkey.  Turkish Studies Vol. 12, No. 2, 279–292, June 2011.  Pg. 285. ] 

Sharon Nepsted explains in her work that military defections and loyalty in the Arab armed forces have been significantly important in determining the success of the Arab uprisings.  Nepested’s work focuses on three Arab countries: Egypt, Bahrain, and Syria.  Nepsted presents ten factors that shape military defections and loyalty.[footnoteRef:12] Two of them are significantly important.  First is whether the military officers receive any economic or political benefits from the political regime; the second is whether the military officers perceive the regime as capable of withstanding the uprisings.  According to Nepsted, military officers who receive economic and political benefits are less likely to defect or disobey; on the other hand, military officers are more likely to defect if they feel that the regime is unable to survive.[footnoteRef:13]  Nepsted concludes that Arab militaries defected during the Arab uprisings only to protect their financial and political interests.[footnoteRef:14]  [12: Nepstad, Sharon Erickson. 2013. “Mutiny and Nonviolence in the Arab Spring: Exploring Military Defections and Loyalty in Egypt, Bahrain, and Syria.” Journal of Peace Research 50(3):,p. 337-338. ]  [13:  Ibid, p337. ]  [14:  Ibid, p347.] 

Zoltan Barany’s article titled Armies and Revolutions suggests that the behavior of the armed forces has been necessary to predict the outcomes the Arab uprisings.  Barany explains that the behaviors of the military during the uprisings have been shaped by four factors.  The first is the influence from the military itself.  Barany argues that a united military would remain united in their response to the uprisings; they are unlikely to face defections.  Barany further argues that ethnic and sociopolitical divisions affect the structure of the armed forces. [footnoteRef:15]  The second factor is the influence from the state.  This includes the state’s treatment of military officers such as salaries and other benefits they receive from the state. Additionally, the way military generals view the regime is important; do they view the regime as legitimate one or not?  Also, the generals should receive clear and unambitious orders from the regime during the uprisings in order for them to obey or [dis]obey.[footnoteRef:16]  [15:  Barany, Zoltan.  Armies and Revolutions. Journal of Democracy, Volume 24, Number 2, April 2013, p.64. 	]  [16:  Ibid, p. 69. ] 

The third factor is the influence from the society. This includes the size, composition, and the popularity of the uprisings.[footnoteRef:17] The fourth factor is the influence from outside the country.  This includes the possibility of foreign military intervention and revolutionary diffusion- how quickly uprisings are occurring and traveling to other countries.[footnoteRef:18] Major William Parson and Major William Taylor from the U.S. Army in their work titled Arbiters of Social Unrest: Military Responses to the Arab Spring agree with some of the other scholars on that political restrains and the interests of the military mainly determine the likelihood of their interference in political life.[footnoteRef:19]   [17:  Ibid, pp. 70-72.]  [18:  Ibid, pp. 72-73.]  [19:  Parson, William, and Taylor, William.   Arbiters of Social Unrest: Military Responses to the Arab Spring.  2011.] 

Case Studies 

In this section, the paper attempts to test the following hypothesis on the targeted countries:
An increase in cronyism in the military institutions and tribal or ethnic divisions in the society at large leads to increase the likelihood for the use of force and a military intervention to rescue a leader during the Arab Uprisings.
Before studying individual countries it is important to realize the significant differences in military spending and the size of the armed forces of the targeted Arab countries (See graphs 1 and 2).
Graph 1. Total numbers of armed forces of the targeted countries[footnoteRef:20]               Graph 2. Percentage of Military Expenditure of GDP[footnoteRef:21] [20:  United Arab Emirates Defense& Security Report. Military Structure and Defense Industry Quarter 2, 2008.  ]  [21:  The World Bank Data, 2013. Military Expenditure (%of GDP) http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/MS.MIL.XPND.GD.ZS
] 



Regimes Changed “Peacefully”: Tunisia, Egypt, and Yemen 
Tunisia
	Tunisia is the birthplace of the so-called Arab spring, and it remains an icon of the mass pro-reform movement that traveled across the Middle East and North Africa.  Ethnic and tribal divisions do not seem to influence the national identity of the Tunisian state.   In December 2010, the full picture was not clear to many people in the region including President Bin Ali himself at that time, but it was evident that the Tunisian army remained neutral and refused the orders to crackdown on the peaceful demonstrations.  Additionally, there have been news reports and analysis following the departure of Bin Ali which suggests that what happened in Tunisia was a ''white coup'' mainly plotted by some military elites.[footnoteRef:22]  Despite the accuracy of such reports, what could be argued from the Tunisian uprising is that the military has always been excluded from political life[footnoteRef:23]; their role in the society was minimized while internal security forces gained a lot power under Bin Ali who in fact was the chief of Tunisia's National Security Services (also known as the Political Police) before the presidency.[footnoteRef:24]  [22:  Ibid 9, p.23]  [23:  Sayigh, Yezid. "The Tunisian Army-A New Political Role?" The Tunisian Army-A New Political Role? The Cairo Review of Global Affairs, 11 Nov. 2011. Web. 15 Nov. 2013.]  [24:  "Profile: Zine Al-Abidine Ben Ali." BBC News. BBC, 20 June 2011. Web.] 

The Tunisian army was built in 1956 following the independence of Tunisia; Khalil al Raqeq argues that the Tunisian army was established in line with the philosophy of President Habib Bourguiba who aimed at containing the role of the army in the new Tunisian republic and keeps it way from politics after observing the Egyptian coup in 1952.  Bourguiba made sure that the army would be a "non-ideologicalized" army with a primary mission of "protecting the Republican system" of Tunisia.[footnoteRef:25]  Raqeq further argues that the Tunisian regimes have always deal it with the army based on two principles: building a strong defense system capable of protecting the country from external threats and having limitations on the military institution's size, capability, and ambitions.[footnoteRef:26]  The Tunisian army unlike others in the region was founded based on a national principle following the independence and was kept away from the political decision making process which prevented the tribal or ethnic divisions from occurring.  Also, Bin Ali' reliability on the internal security forces to maintain power for decades with the marginalization of the army helped keeping the Tunisian army apart from cronyism and family ties.  Consequently, the army's decision to remain neutral during the 2011 uprising was primarily based on its orientation as a national army.      [25:  Al Raqeeq, Khalid. Tunisian Army and Politics: from Forced neutrality to Positive Neutrality. [الجيش التونسي و السياسة.. من الحياد الإجباري إلى الحياد الايجابي]  The Arab Spring Institute. Pg. 1  ]  [26:  Ibid.] 

Egypt 
Egypt’s army is distinct from other Arab armies due its historic legacy and legitimacy.  It is important to realize that the Egyptian army is the actual founder of the modern Egyptian state; the army was the force which took Egypt from the Kingdom of Egypt to the modern-day’s Arab Republic of Egypt.    In 2011 and even before the departure of former President Bin Ali from Tunis, the mass protests started in Egypt on the National Police Day on January 25th to protest the continuing police brutality.  On February 11 when Mubarak stepped down and transferred his powers to the Supreme Council of Armed Forces (SCAF), it was undoubtedly clear that the Egyptian military would be the center of political decision-making in Egypt for the interim period. Before Mubarak’s decision, the Egyptian army was already in the streets of Cairo. However, the military have refused Mubarak’s order to open fire on the protesters.
The question remains: why did the military take that decision? Why would they overthrow their 30-years president who also comes from the military institution? The most unambiguous answer is rational choice.[footnoteRef:27]  The Egyptian army controls nearly one third of the Egyptian economy.[footnoteRef:28]  Many of Egypt’s generals and ex-generals own major projects in key sectors such as infrastructure and agriculture.  The July 30th Resort and Stadium is one of the recent projects announced by the army, according to a BBC report.[footnoteRef:29]  Another report suggests that the ex-military officers own a significant number of factories, gas stations, restaurants, and sports clubs.[footnoteRef:30]  Such an involvement in the economic structure of Egypt explains the why the Egyptian army has always been defensive against any attempts to challenge its economic empire. Therefore, it could be argued that ousting Mubarak in 2011 was the “first coup” where the second coup was the overthrow of President Morsi in July 2013.  To sum up, because the Egyptian army was not controlled by the president's cronies nor it was suffering from tribal and ethnic divisions, it is adequate to conclude that the Egyptian army intervened to overthrow both Mubarak and Morsi because only when its economic interests as well as its legacy as the founder of the modern Egyptian state were threatened. [27:  Kurtzer, Daniel and Mary Svenstrup.  Egypt's Entrenched Military.  National Interest;Sep/Oct2012, Issue 121, p40]  [28:  Mazih, Hitham.  A Look at the Position of the Army in the Egyptian Economy [ نظرة إلى موقع الجيش في الاقتصاد المصري].  Al-Badee. August 2013. http://albadee.net/news/9698/نظرة-إلى-موقع-الجيش-في-الاقتصاد-المصري]  [29:  Abdelhadi, Magdi. "Egypt's Army in Control of Vast Business Empire." BBC News. BBC, 23 June 2012. Web. 10 Nov. 2013.]  [30:  Ibid.] 

Yemen
The Yemeni society is well-known for its tribal and ethnic complexity.  This also applies to the structure of the Yemeni military.  The youth uprising which was triggered in February 2011 lasted for a year until the election of the current President Abd Rabbuh Mansur Hadi.  Former President of Yemen Ali Saleh ruled Yemen with an iron fist; he in fact came to power from the military institution. Saleh was the President of North Yemen from 1978 until the unification with South Yemen in 1990; then Ali Saleh became the President of Yemen until the youth uprising challenged his rule.  However, unlike Bin Ali in Tunisia and Mubarak in Egypt, Saleh was able to maintain power for almost year; this happened due to high level of military cronyism in the Yemeni armed forces.  Yemen's elite forces were all controlled by members of Saleh's family and tribe. The Yemeni army was essentially structured based tribal divisions.  Each military unit is controlled by tribal leader who is always a uniformed officer with absolute power and authority over his unit[s] while the role of the minister of defense has been marginalized.    
The First Armored Unit was controlled by Saleh's cousin Major General Ali Mohsen al-Ahmar who remained loyal to Saleh for years until he turned against him and joined the youth movement in 2011.[footnoteRef:31]  Another key unit was the Yemeni Republican Guard which was commanded by Saleh's son and his possible successor at that time.[footnoteRef:32] Other key institutions were the Yemeni Special Forces (previously known as the Central Security Organization), the Special Presidential Guard, and the National Security Agency; all three of them were controlled by Saleh's nephews.[footnoteRef:33]  Sarah Phillips, on the other hand, argues in her article 'What Comes Next in Yemen? Al-Qaeda, Tribes and States-Building' that even though that tribal leaders are still a key component of the Yemeni regime the role of tribalism within the armed forces has been weakened.[footnoteRef:34]   Similarly, Paul Desch suggests that the tribal factor was absent in the civil war between the north and south of Yemen in 1994.[footnoteRef:35]  However, a response to such arguments come from a report from the International Crisis Group which described the Yemeni armed forces as "powerful commanders from the president's family manage divisions more like private fiefdoms than components of a national institution."[footnoteRef:36] [31:  "Top Yemeni General, Ali Mohsen, Backs Opposition." BBC News. BBC, 21 Mar. 2011. Web. 14 Oct. 2013.]  [32:  Zimmerman, Katherine. "Iran Tracker." Saleh Family Network. N.p., 20 Feb. 2012. Web. 13 Oct. 2013.]  [33:  Ibid.]  [34:  Sarah Philips, ‘What Comes Next in Yemen? Al‐Qaeda, Tribes and State‐Building’,Carnegie Paper no. 107 (Washington DC: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace,2010), p. 2.]  [35:  Paul K. Desch, ‘The Tribal Factor in the Yemeni Crisis’, in Jamal al‐Suwaidi (ed.), TheYemeni War of 1994: Causes and Consequences (Abu Dhabi: Emirates Centre for Strategic Studies and Research, 1995), pp. 33–55.]  [36:  International Crisis Group, note 100 above, p. 5; Elham M. Manea, ‘Yemen, the Tribe and the State’, paper presented at International Colloquium on Islam and Social Change,Lausanne, 10–11 October 1996, 
www.al‐bab.com/yemen/soc/manea1.htm] 

	 During the time of the youth uprisings in 2011 and 2012, Yemeni forces (both internal security forces and military units) used force against the protesters.  A year after continuing uprisings, The Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) proposed a peace treaty which would require Saleh to step-down and transfer his power to his vice president who is now the President of Yemen.  The GCC's initiative was later known as the "Yemeni Solution."  Saleh eventually agreed to the sign to the treaty after he was promised immunity from persecution.  In December 2012, President Hadi made a notable decision by ordering the restructure of the Yemeni military institution; this decision included the removal of Saleh's family members from the key positions as well as the unification of First Armored Unit and the Republican Guard in one military entity.[footnoteRef:37] In brief, Saleh's sophisticated network of cousins controlling the key military positions in Yemen did indeed shape the decision of intervention and using force. [37:  “Yemeni President Removes Ex-dictator's Son from Republican Guard." PressTV , 10 Apr. 2013. Web. 10 Nov. 2013.] 

Armed Conflicts and Civil wars: Libya and Syria  
Libya 
	In 1969, the 27-years-old First Lieutenant Muammar Gaddafi led a military coup to overthrow King Idris of Libya.  Until he was overthrown (and eventually killed) in 2012, Gaddafi was the longest serving Arab leader.  He realized from the beginning that strong and united national armed forces would constitute a threat to his rule; therefore, he aimed at weakening the Libyan military institution by cronyism and tribal divisions and excluding it from the political life.  In terms of military cronyism, Libya's army is comparatively similar to Yemen's.  Gaddafi's sons were in charge of the elite units of the armed forces; his tribal cronies controlled the Libyan security and intelligence services.  At least two of Gaddafi's sons were permanently in charge of military-related tasks.  Mutassim served as the National Security Advisor to his father in addition to his commandership of a special force unit, and Khamis Gaddafi was the commander of the 32th Special Unit (also known as Khamis Unit).[footnoteRef:38]  Moreover, the Libyan Intelligence chief Abdullah Al-Senussi is Gaddafi's brother-in-law.[footnoteRef:39]  In addition to that Gaddafi was known for using foreign mercenaries from neighboring African countries.[footnoteRef:40]   Blood-relations had been the main factor in structuring the Libyan armed forces under Gaddafi; therefore, using force against protesters when Gaddafi was threatened was not surprising.  In November 2013, the chief of staff of the Libyan Armed forces criticized building military units of the new Libyan armed forces based on ethnic and tribal divisions.[footnoteRef:41]   [38:  Stephen, Chris. "Khamis Gaddafi 'killed during Fighting in Bani Walid'" The Guardian. N.p., 20 Oct. 2012. Web. 10 Nov. 2013.]  [39:  "The Gaddafi Clan: Where Are They Now?" BBC News. BBC, 20 Oct. 2012. Web. 12 Nov. 2013.]  [40:  Poggioli, Sylvia. "Gadhafi's Military Muscle Concentrated In Elite Units." NPR. NPR, 10 Mar. 2011. Web. 12 Dec. 2013.]  [41:  "Libyan Chief of Staff Criticized Building Military Units based on Tribal Divisions" [رئيس أركان الجيش الليبي ينتقد تشكيل وحدات عسكرية على أسس قبيلة وجهوية.] Al Hayat News, 4 Nov. 2013. Web. 15 Nov. 2013.
http://alhayat.com/Details/568625] 

Syria
	Bashar Al-Assad’s regime in Syria is one of the most ethnically selective regimes in the Arab world.  The regime headed by the Ba’ath Party is Alawite while the majority of the Syrian population is Sunni.  Reports have estimated that around eighty percent of the Syrian military personnel are Alawite.[footnoteRef:42]  According to an estimate, over 90% of Syria’s military officers are Alwaite. [footnoteRef:43] Syria’s armed forces remain as one of the largest armed forces in the Arab world. Commanders of the Syrian armed forces have always presented their army as the “resistant” of Israel; however, the brutal crackdown on the Syrian upraising and the continuing mass Killing of the Syrian people led many people to re-consider that “legacy.”  Such actions would not be taken by an army that is built on national base rather than an ethnic and religious one.  When soldiers were ordered to attack unarmed protesters, some soldiers (mainly Sunnis) started to defect in the summer of 2011.[footnoteRef:44]  Sharon Nepstad suggests that Alawites “hold most political and..fill the ranks of military commanders and security chiefs.”[footnoteRef:45]  The strong alliance between Al-Assad on one hand and Iran and Hizbullah on the other hand cannot be clearly interpreted without considering the religious factor and the “Shiite Crescent” which includes Syria, Iran, and Hizbullah as a united Shitte force in the Middle East and North Africa.[footnoteRef:46]  Bashar Al-Assad’s brother, Maher, is the General in charge of the elite Republican Guard as well as the Syrian army’s Fourth Armored Division; these two military institutions are mainly responsible for the atrocity that has been taking place in Syria since 2011.[footnoteRef:47]  The continuous mass massacre against the Syrian people is happing due to the way that Al-Assad regime was able to use the ethnic and religious divisions between the loyal Shitte military elites and the low raking Sunni recruits as well as giving his brother the leadership of elite forces.      [42:  Holliday, Joseph.  The Syrian Army: Doctrinal Order of Battle, p.7. February 2013. Institute of the Study of War.]  [43:  McLauchlin, Theodore (2010) Loyalty strategies and military defection in rebellion. Comparative Politics 42(3): 333–350.]  [44:  Ibid 12, pg. 344]  [45:  Ibid 12, pg. 344]  [46:  BARZEGAR, KAYHAN. "Iran and The Shiite Crescent: Myths and Realities." Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs- Kennedy School of Government-Harvard University (n.d.): n. pag. Web.
 http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/BRZ.BJWA.2008.pdf]  [47:  Rokus, Brian. "Maher Al-Assad: Syrian Leader's Brother Is Most Ruthless in Family, Analysts Say." CNN. 2013. ] 


Regimes Survived: Bahrain, Jordan and Algeria
Bahrain
	The Bahraini society can be an example of the highest level of ethnic divisions that a regime would enforce in the recruitment of military personnel.  The Kingdom of Bahrain is a small island in the Arabian Peninsula with a small population of 1.5 million people.  The majority of its population is Shiite while the ruling Al-Khalifa family is Sunni.  The Crown Prince of Bahrain is the Commander-in-Chief of the armed forces, and his younger brother is the commander of Bahrain’s elite Royal Guard; in addition to that, the Minister of Defense is a member of the royal family.[footnoteRef:48]   When the waves of the Arab uprisings reached the shores of the tiny island, the regime with its limited military and security capabilities requested the help of the Gulf Cooperation Council. In March 2011, the GCC Peninsula Shield Forces, mostly made of Saudi, Qatari, and Emirati forces, entered Bahrain to provide support for the Bahraini armed forces and security services in their crackdown on the pro-reform demonstrations.[footnoteRef:49]  The government side of the argument blamed Iran for conspiring with Shiite leaders in Bahrain.  Such accusations were fully rejected by the Bahraini reform advocates.[footnoteRef:50]  In a preventive measure to control the Shiite majority, the Bahraini regime started in the recent years to give fast-track citizenship to Sunnis from countries like Pakistan and Jordan in order balance to Shiite majority and to remain loyal to the Sunni ruling family.[footnoteRef:51]  Therefore, the brutal crackdown on the demonstrations in in 2011 was due to tribal and ethnic divisions in addition to the “royal cronyism” in the Bahraini armed forces.         [48:  Katzman, Kenneth. Bahrain: Reform, Security, and U.S. Policy.  Congressional Research Services.  Novemeber 6, 2013.]  [49:  Ibid.]  [50:  Hammond, Andrew. "Bahrain Shi’ite Leader Backs the Royal Family, Rejects Alleged Iran Links." Reuters. N.p., 30 May 2011. Web. 15 Nov. 2013.]  [51:  Guzansky, Yoel. "The Battle for Bahrain Continues." The Institute of National Security Studies. N.p., 25 Apr. 2012. Web. 15 Nov. 2013.] 

Jordan 
	In a comparison to many of armed forces of the targeted countries particularly the monarchies, the Jordanian army’s level of ethnic and tribal divisions is low.  The only discriminatory aspect of recruitment in the Jordanian armed forces was the ban on Palestinians who lived in Jordan for years from joining the armed forces.  This has been changed with King Abdullah II’s decision to allow Palestinians who lived in Jordan for a certain number of years to be recruited by the military.  However, many of the Palestinians who were allowed to join the armed forces were placed in secondary non-combat jobs such transportation and other auxiliary services.[footnoteRef:52]  Jordan’s armed forces have also a considerable amount projects on humanitarian affairs.   Jordan through its armed forces has helped in the reconstruction of post-natural-disaster zones in different countries in Asia, the Middle East and North Africa.[footnoteRef:53]  Global and national engagement of the Jordanian armed forces in humanitarian issues helps building strong ties between the military institution and the society in Jordan as well as protecting the military institution from building any tribal or ethnic divisions among its recruits.  While some princes and loyal appointees control key positions, it could be safely argued that such limited cronyism did not affect the nationalist orientation of the Jordanian armed forces.   [52:  Zahran, Murad. "Jordan Is Palestinian." The Middle East Quarterly. Middle East Forum. Winter 2012, pp. 3-12]  [53:  "Jordanian Army Unit Starts Afghan Humanitarian Mission." ReliefWeb. N.p., 23 Dec. 2001. Web. 15 Nov. 2013.] 

Algeria
The Algerian army is similar to the Egyptian army in its legacy as the founder of the state.  The legacy of the Algerian army can be tracked back to its role in the struggle for Algerian independence.[footnoteRef:54] In 1954, the Algerian revolution broke out against the French colonialism and lasted for eight years until Algeria's independence in 1962.  The Algerian People's National Army is successor of the National Liberation Army, the armed branch of the National Liberation Front which led the war of independence between 1954 and 1962.  When the NLA was founded in 1954, soldiers of the army were also members of the Liberation Front; this indicates the overlap of the military and political aspects of the liberation movement.   Thus, the Algerian army continues its interference in Algerian politics guarded by its historic legitimacy.  In 1965, Algerian Minster of Defense Houari Boumediene led a bloodless coup and seized power; President Boumediene was in fact the chief of staff of NLA and a member of the NLF.  In the late 1980s and early 1990s, the Algerian Islamic Salvation Front won a majority of the votes in the parliamentary elections.  As a result, the Algerian President was forced to resign and the Algerian Supreme Council controlled by the army generals canceled the elections' results and outlawed (and eventually dissolved) the Islamic Salvation Front.  Also, the Algerian armed forces are key player in the economy of Algeria.  Many of the generals and ex-generals are also tycoons in the business and industrial sectors in Algeria.[footnoteRef:55]  Because the Algerian regime has been able to avoid any mass mobilization of Algerian, the role of the army cannot be fully examined in terms of intervening to rescue a challenged leader.  However, looking at the history of the Algerian army and the similarities with Egypt’s army in terms of the nationalist orientation of the military institution and in the absence of any influence of tribal or ethnic divisions on its structure or practices, it could be concluded that the Algerian army will always be attached to the political authority but is not likely to intervene or use force to rescue a particular regime.  Rather, the army would intervene to rescue its economic interests or secured access to the political decision making in Algeria.    [54:  Sidaoui, Riadh.  The Sociology of the Algerian army and the Dangers of Disintegration [سوسيولوجيا الجيش الجزائري ومخاطر التفكك].    ]  [55:  Ibid.	] 


Findings and Conclusion 	
	Table 1 summarizes the findings from the nine case studies in terms of the effects of cronyism as well as tribal or ethnic divisions on the military response to the recent uprisings in the Arab world which started in 2011. 

Table 1. Summary of the military responses to the Arab Uprisings
	Country
	Civil-Military Relations
(Cronyism)
	Tribal and Ethnic
Divisions
	Response to
The Arab Uprisings
	Notes

	Tunisia
	Low
	Low/ national orientation
	Remained neutral/ Leader overthrown 
	military has been excluded from politics for a long time

	Egypt
	Low/ the army created the state (historic legitimacy)
	Low/ national orientation
	Sided with protesters/ leader overthrown
	Military controls 1/3 of the Egyptian economy

	Yemen
	High/ President Saleh’s son and nephews controlled key units
	High/ reflection of the ethnic and tribal complexity of the Yemeni society
	Sided with the regime until Saleh was overthrown in “diplomatic way” (GCC initiative)
	Majority of Yemeni citizens are armed/ 

	Libya
	High/ Special Units controlled by Gaddafi’s sons
	High/ military units built based on ethnic and tribal divisions
	Used force/ collapsed after the fall of Gaddafi
	Even the new army built after Gaddafi has some ethnic divisions

	Syria
	High/ Assad’s family control key military positions
	High/ Majority of high ranks from Alawite Sect.
	Used force/ remain loyal to the Alawite Assad regime
	Defections occurred/ Iranian and Hezbollah support

	Bahrain
	High / units controlled by royalties
	High/Majority are Sunnis/ Shiites are excluded from military
	Used force with the help of GCC Peninsula Shield Forces
	Sunni soldiers brought from Pakistan and Jordan and given citizenship

	Jordan
	Low/ some units controlled by royalties
	Low/ Palestinians are excluded from key units and positions
	Remained loyal to the Hashemite crown/ limited protests 
	Limited “preventive” constitutional reforms

	Algeria
	Low/ the army created the state (historic legitimacy)
	Low/ national orientation + economic interests
	Military remains neutral/ the regime is able to avoid massive mobilization
	Military has its own economic interests 



 After examining the effects of the independent variables, 1) cronyism in the military institution and 2) tribal or ethnic divisions in the society at large, on the dependent variable, the military institutions’ response to the uprisings, it is safe to conclude that the tested hypothesis is valid.  The case studies proofed that the absence [or low level] of military cronyism as well tribal or ethnic divisions in the societies of Tunisia, Egypt, Jordan, Algeria resulted in the building a nationalist approach for these armies where protecting their own interests as well as the national unity of their respective countries come before their loyalties to a particular regime or a leader.  Moreover,  the presence [at a high level] of independent variables [military cronyism as well as tribal or ethnic divisions on the social level] in cases of Yemen, Libya, Syria, and Bahrain result in increasing the likelihood to intervene to rescue their leaders and use force against unarmed civilians.  For those countries where mass demonstrations did not actually occur such as Jordan, and Algeria, the paper aimed at predicting their response to the uprisings based on the presence of the studied independent variables in those countries.         
Additionally and even though this paper focused on the role of the military institutions during the uprisings, it is significant to consider the role of the armed forces in the aftermath of the Arab uprisings. Will the Arab military institutions continue to shape the political outcomes of their countries? Answering three specific questions would help foreseeing the future of the Arab militaries: 1) Will the Egyptian coup in July 2013 be the role model to other Arab armies to counter-strike and regain their influence?  2) How would the new regimes in Yemen and Libya restructure their military institutions away from elements of cronyism and tribal or ethnic divisions while maintaining national reconciliations?  3) What type of army would the Syrians build in the post-Assad’s era? 
The return of the Egyptian army to the political scene in Egypt is not likely to be copied by other Arab armies in countries emerging from the Arab uprisings.[footnoteRef:56]  As explained before, the Egyptian army is different than many others in the region with its historic legacy and heavy economic interests as well as its strong ties to the Egyptian population at large.  Furthermore, the armed forces of Yemen and Libya were fractured following the collapse of their respective regimes.  Being able to recover and build national armies that are capable to defend their countries away from cronyism and tribal or ethnic divisions is the only way to ensure that Arab countries that have been known for such characteristics can move forward and build new regimes away from the ones inherited from the ousted leaders.  Finally, the Free Syrian Army (FSA) as well as the Syrian opposition must ensure that the new army that will be established would be a national army that contains all elements of Syria including Shiites and Alwaites who were not involved in the mass killing of the Syrian people.   [56:  The Algerian army might be the only Arab army that is capable of copying the Egyptian army as both armies share similar historic legacy, structural design, and relations to the population at large.   ] 

Failure to do so would result in replacing the Alwaite dominated army with a Sunni dominated army while other sects are marginalized.  That in fact does not serve the post-conflict reconstruction process which must include a national broad-based reconciliation between all elements of the Syrian society.   
	Examining those predictions and other factors such as the history of military involvement in the politics of Arab states, which was briefly discussed in this paper, it could be concluded that Arab armies will continue to be key players in the political scene of their counties.  The level of involvement can significantly vary from of Arab country to another; the independent variables which were tested in this paper [cronyism in the military institutions as well as tribal or ethnic divisions in Arab societies] will undoubtedly play a key role in the broader picture of the military involvement in the aftermath of the hot “Arab Summer.”    
 
Total Armed Forces Personnel 
Total Armed Forces	Tunisia	Egypt 	Yemen	Libya	Syria	Bahrain	Jordan	Algeria	47800.0	865500.0	137900.0	76000.0	400600.0	19460.0	110000.0	334200.0	
Military Expenditure (% of GDP)
Military Expenditure (%ofGDP)	Tunisia	Egypt	Yemen	Libya	Syria	Bahrain	Jordan	Algeria	1.6	1.7	4.0	0.0	3.9	3.1	4.6	4.5	
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