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Report 

“The U.S. presidential election: Implications for the Middle East” 

Friday, October 14, at 09:30 

 Maison du Futur, Bikfaya 
 

Under its Policy Papers Program dealing with thorny issues that plague Lebanon and the 
region, La Maison du Futur (MdF) in corporation with Konrad Adenauer Stiftung (KAS), 
held in its headquarters in Bikfaya a conference to present and debate a policy paper 
prepared by Charles Dunne entitled “The U.S. presidential election: Implications for 
the Middle East”. The conference was chaired by Lebanese Journalist Mouwafaq Harb 
and brought together regional commentators, Mouhamed Al-Rumaihi, Writer, Kuwait, 
Riad Tabbara, Former Lebanese Ambassador to Washington, Sajad Jiyad, President of 
the Bayan Center for Planning and Studies, Baghdad and Khaled Yacoub Oweis, Visiting 
Fellow at the German Institute for International and Security Affairs, Berlin. 

President Amine Gemayel launched the conference welcoming the participants at MdF, 
this institution that had worked since its inception to fill a vacuum in the Lebanese 
cultural scene, gathering decision makers, intellectuals and researchers to discuss the dire 
issues undermining stability in Lebanon and the region. In this context, President 
Gemayel added, Mdf has organized since its re-launch several conferences in an attempt 
to explore sustainable solutions for the problems striking the Middle East and which 
impact has been global.  He said: “At MdF re-launch event, I pointed out that we live 
today in a global village where the repercussions of each nation domestic issues will 
leapfrog and cross the national boundaries; that’s why we are interested in the US 
presidential election and its repercussions on the region, especially during this stormy 
phase of its history”. Our interest in this election is also triggered by our partnership with 
the West, a partnership between equals and not tutelage, he added. The US 2016 
campaign, however, has provided a seemingly endless supply of shock and confusion, he 
said, because of the unprecedented baseness and looseness of the political discourse, 
wondering why the American elite, universities and research centers were overlooked. He 
stressed that we have never witnessed such behavior from presidential candidates, mainly 
when the world is going through such dire conditions. He added, “We are also shocked 
by the deep involvement of Russia in the Syrian quagmire, especially in Aleppo; the 
Russian bear regained its clout in the Middle East because of the West failure to deal with 
its turmoil and the reluctance of the US administration to take a firm stance towards the 
conflicts it is witnessing”. President Gemayel wondered whether the region’s future will 
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be set at the pace of US-Russia conflicts. He concluded by stressing the need for the 
international community to work for world peace, hopping this conference would shed 
the lights on what the future is holding for the region. He concluded by thanking KAS for 
its cooperation with MdF which has led to organizing a series of conferences the last 
being the Sykes-Picot conference.   

Nils Wörmer, Head of the KAS Syria/Iraq Office, took the stage welcoming the 
participants and emphasizing the importance of the US presidential election’s outcome, 
hoping that this conference will highlight its impact on the Middle East.   

First session: Presentation of the policy paper/Commentators’ input  

Charles Dunne started his intervention by saying that the 2016 presidential election in the 
United States is shaping up to be the most consequential for U.S. foreign policy since the 
election of George W. Bush in 2000, due to the complexity of the issues involved and the 
ability of the next president to profoundly alter how the United States will pursue its 
relations with the Middle East. 

Stating that the campaign has to date treated the region only superficially, he said that in 
American politics, this year was the “Year of Fear”, as the campaign has been dominated 
by worries of terrorism, trade deals, immigration, possible catastrophe for the European 
Union, and major global security concerns. He added that in this environment, laying out 
a positive vision of the Middle East’s political and economic future is not to be expected. 

Dunne moved to review the candidates, Hillary Clinton and Donald J. Trump, and their 
parties’ positions regarding the regional crisis; he considered that The Republican Party 
platform for 2016 was surprisingly upbeat on the future of the Middle East, as well as 
human rights and democracy.  It lauds the historic nature of the events that have led to the 
overthrow of dictators who have been “menaces to global security for decades,” and 
welcomed the aspirations of the Arab peoples for greater freedom; it criticized the Iran 
nuclear deal and emphasized commitment to a post-Assad government in Syria and 
dedication to Iraq.  

In contrast, the Republican nominee Trump’s positions on trade, relations with the 
Muslim world, and traditional alliances were seriously at odds with those of the 
Republican Party of the last 60 years. He decried the US administration willingness to 
make Western democracies out of countries that had no experience or interest in 
becoming a Western Democracy and held President Barack Obama responsible for 
unleashing chaos in the region and creating a vacuum that ISIS filled, accusing the US 
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president and Mrs. Clinton of “founding” the Islamic State. In consequence of this and 
other remarks, 50 highly respected past Republican officials signed an open letter casting 
doubts on Trump’s fitness for the office of president and commander in chief. 

He added that what Trump would do as president in terms of foreign policy is a 
conundrum, because His views on the Middle East are murky at best and dangerous at 
most. He went on to say that Trump shares political characteristics with classic Latin 
American strongmen, especially regarding the appetite for authoritarian governance. 

As for Clinton, he said that in this campaign, she has staked out a centrist road on foreign 
affairs and avoided criticism of the current administration, anticipating that she will more 
likely hew to her husband’s brand of steady-as-she-goes centrist foreign policy, than to 
President Obama’s more diffident approach. Despite failing to take stances on 
democratization, he believed that she might very well be more confrontational on Syria, 
and more likely to take firm action to help Iraq defeat its terrorist enemies and try to 
restore some semblance of stability in the country.  

The Democratic platform has noted that the party will push for more inclusive 
governance in Iraq and Syria; provide support and security for Lebanon and Jordan; 
maintain the robust security cooperation with Gulf countries; and stand by the people of 
the region as they seek greater economic opportunity and freedom. 

How bold support of Iraq and Syria, as well as regional human rights and democracy, 
would be accomplished by either party, is unknown, pointing out that the platforms, and 
the candidates themselves, are notable for their lack of detail on how promises regarding 
the region would be implemented and paid for. Little has been said so far in terms of 
what the United States should do differently in Iraq, or Syria, Lebanon, Egypt and 
Tunisia or in terms of curbing Russian and Iranian expansion and confronting ISIS.  

Dunne presented his guesses on how the candidates might approach the main regional 
issues if elected. 

On ISIS and state failure in Iraq, Dunne said that neither candidates, appears to have a 
detailed plan to defeat ISIS and stabilize Iraq and Syria in the aftermath. Clinton has 
claimed that her vote for the Iraq war was a “mistake,” and she has not veered from 
President Obama’s decision to withdraw from commitments to Iraq, including troops and 
funding and abandoning Key agreements forged at the end of the Bush administration to 
govern military and civilian engagement. She engaged on providing much more support 
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for the Arabs and the Kurds in their fight against ISIS, stating nonetheless that the US 
will defeat the group without committing American ground troops.  

Trump was less specific, stating only that the United States should take the oil and 
“knock the hell out of them [ISIS],” without further specifics. He said that neither of the 
two major party candidates is likely to be willing to reinvest, financially or militarily, in 
Iraq, barring another major crisis that threatens to defeat the administration’s definition of 
U.S. interests. 

Regarding the Civil war in Syria, Dunne affirmed that a President Trump would 
probably be attracted to a deal with Putin and Assad to “stabilize” Syria, for all the 
consequences that it might have for humanitarian issues in the country and future 
regional politics. Such a decision would mean subcontracting most military operations in 
Syria to Russia, Iran, and Hezbollah, with the destruction of any meaningful opposition to 
Assad. In return he estimated that Clinton would be more likely than Trump to take an 
interventionist stance in Syria, such as a “reset” with the Syrian opposition, or what’s left 
of it, pointing out however, that the Russian and Iranian involvement would seriously 
limit her options. 

In what pertain to Lebanon and the presidential vacuum, he said that neither 
presidential candidate has weighed in on the future of Lebanon.  But they should for 
different reasons.  Firstly, Hezbollah’s cross-border involvement in Syria is a major 
component in the ongoing turmoil in the region. Secondly, a new war between Israel and 
Hezbollah could very well involve a much broader conflict. Thirdly, the ongoing crisis of 
leadership embodied in the failure to elect a new president has left a dangerous gulf that 
further threatens political stability in both Lebanon and Syria. He added that the history 
of America’s involvement in Lebanon’s political turmoil since 1958, will argue to both 
candidates for a minimalist approach, absent a major crisis, unforeseen at this time. 
Neither Trump nor Clinton has expressed a commitment to intensify diplomacy to help 
resolve the situation, stating that the United States should become more actively involved 
in Lebanon. 

On these issues, he expected from Trump to take a conservative tone on both the region 
and Lebanon, without expectations of activist approaches either militarily or 
diplomatically. He assumed that both candidates are likely to fully support Israel in the 
event of a new conflict, considering that an active U.S. involvement, aside from military 
supply to Israel, is highly unlikely. 
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He presumed that the critical issue is what a Clinton or Trump administration would do in 
the aftermath. With Clinton, a full-blown peace push would be possible, perhaps with Bill 
Clinton leading the diplomatic initiative. Trump, again, would be a blank slate, but he 
might very well concentrate simply on fortifying U.S. allies while forswearing a 
diplomatic effort that would inevitably involve him in negotiations for which he is not 
prepared. 

Finally, Dunne presented the policy recommendations comprising what the next 
president, regardless of who is elected, should commit to regarding the Middle East.   

1- The United States must delineate what it wants to accomplish in the region. 
This would include a fully articulated regional strategy, a plan for establishing a 
strong security presence that protects American interests, and those of U.S. allies, 
stressing the need for America to abide by the “security of the commons” which 
has been a guiding principle in its relations with the Gulf, among other places. 
 
2- The United States must likewise articulate a strong and principled stance in 
support of human rights and democracy.  

 
3- The United States must curb Iran’s pernicious intervention in the region’s 
countries domestic affairs, and push for internal politic reform. 
4- The United States must continue to confront the threat of terrorism to 
protect itself and its allies, as well as to keep the peace in the Middle East. 
5- The United States must work hard to stabilize and defend countries that 
share U.S. principles.  
6- America needs to confront the menace of Syria and the de facto alliance 
between Russia, Iran and Hezbollah to support the murderous Assad regime. The 
United States can no longer pretend this is of no consequence and that it has little 
power to affect the outcome. 
7- The United States must likewise support Iraq and its fight against ISIS and 
internal chaos, take a principled stand in favor of its stability and independence 
and restrain Iran’s intervention in its internal affairs.  
8- Both candidates must make clear what their positions would be on the next 
major Arab-Israeli conflict, and what advance steps and mediation efforts they 
might pursue to forestall or mitigate the conflict.  

As a conclusion, Dunne stated that the next president will have profound repercussions 
for the region and for the United States of America, stressing the need to made serious 
choices the Middle East issues.  He reiterated his believe that Clinton would be more 
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predictable and more likely to use force to intervene in regional crises; Trump, on the 
other hand, would be less likely to intervene and certainly less likely to defend human 
rights and democracy than his opponent. 

Harb gave the floor to Mouhamed Al Rumaihi who said through Skype, that Trump is 
running a traditional campaign that could be taught later on at universities under a course 
on “how u can fail in the election”. He believed that Trump and the Republicans gained 
strength in this campaign due to Obama's policy failure, not only in Syria, Libya and Iraq, 
but also in dealing with Iran and allowing Russia to re-emerge as a great power in the 
region and fiercely intervene in the Syrian war.  

He said the American retrenchment from the region and the inability of Obama 
administration to evaluate the seriousness of the situation prevailing in the Middle East, 
caused great damage. He added that the US intervention in the region was always late or 
hesitant, recalling that President Obama infamously drew a "red line" with the regime of 
Al Assad in Syria when it has used chemical weapons against civilians, only to back 
away from it and decline to enforce it. As to Iran and its interference in the region, Al 
Rumaihi emphasized Tehran’s disdain for democracy and human rights, stressing that the 
Shia ideology of the 1979 Islamic Revolution has been the driving force for the 
expansion of Iranian influence in the region with a sole goal: Implementing the Velayat-e 
Faqih (The Guardianship of the Islamic Jurist) political regime model throughout the 
region, and it will eventually succeed in this endeavor in Lebanon, Iraq and Yemen, 
should the international community, and especially the west, fail to encounter such plot. 
He added that the Sunni majority in the Arab world will not tolerate this scheme, and will 
further bounce towards extremism, stressing that the phenomenon of ISIS and its alike is 
nothing but a Sunni reaction to the Iranian expansion. Speaking about the JUSTA law, he 
believed that it will undermine the legitimacy of Gulf States and other Arab countries, 
leaving the door wide open to further Iranian meddling in the region. He talked about the 
volatility of Obama policy and considered that "the Iranian-American current marriage is 
nothing but a temporary "pleasure marriage," warning of dreadful consequences should 
the new American administration continue to believe that the only danger Iran represents 
is it pursuit of nuclear weapons.  He equated the US believe that a peace deal with Iran is 
doable to British Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain bid to reach a deal with Hitler, 
which of course did not happen.  

While Al Rumaihi casted doubt about Iran’s willingness on the long-run to abide by the 
nuclear deal with major world powers, he said that Tehran agreed to roll back the scope 
of its nuclear activities and inked the deal because its only goal was to exploit Obama 
being the U.S. president, pass this agreement and lift nuclear-related sanctions crippling 
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its economy. He outlined a number of indicators suggesting that the Iranian regime will 
not respect the agreement, saying that attacks against US destroyers in Bab al Mandab 
strait, the obstruction of the presidential election in Lebanon and ill-practices of Iraqi 
mobilization forces are nothing but messages Iran is sending to the new U.S. 
administration.  Regarding the Syrian war, he believed that the United States did 
intervene in Syria, but has placed itself on the wrong side, with its policies leading to 
strengthening the regime while failing to help the Syrian people escape the extermination 
war waged against them, accusing Obama of having his hands stained with Syrian blood. 
He emphasized the need for the new administration to rethink the Middle Eastern crisis 
and comprehend the disastrous results of inaction and that it needs to act quickly. He 
added that across the eastern Mediterranean and Levant, the trend line is obvious to 
anyone with eyes to see it: Russia’s star is waxing while America’s wanes. Each time 
U.S. Foreign Minister John Kerry meet with his Russian counterpart Sergei Lavrov, US 
Mideast interests are further undermined. He said that after decades of steady 
disarmament, the post-Cold War nuclear holiday is over, with the United States and 
Russia pouring tens of billions of dollars into building new and more capable nuclear 
weaponry, making the world and not only the Middle East, a very, very scary place. 
Denying a Saudi tectonic rapprochement with Russia, Al Rumaihi argued that the two 
countries only vowed oil-cooperation, while they diverge on all other Mideast issues, 
from the Syrian war to the conflict in Yemen. He added that Russia siding with the 
Iranian-backed Syrian regime has led to a growing Sunni aversion towards Moscow. 
Regarding the U.S. presidential election outcome, he believed in Clinton's victory, saying 
that she will not follow into Obama’s steps; he predicted a gradual alteration in the U.S. 
Mideast foreign policy under the leadership of Clinton who has a broader and deeper 
understanding of the region's nuances and the most effective means of operating in the 
Middle Eastern political environment. However, he believed that today, the Arab Gulf 
countries took over the driver’s seat of regional developments and have started relying on 
their own capabilities to address different challenges.  He praised the invitation of the 
Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) for greater political integration among its six countries, 
which would see them move closer to a confederation that would include the Jordanian 
Egyptian axis, in order to set clear policies adept to meeting the challenges they face, the 
most dangerous one being the Iranian threat. 

Ambassador Riad Tabara took the floor, saying that in order to understand the ‘Trump 
phenomenon’, we need to comprehend the frustration felt by the U.S. white population, 
especially after failing in the two previous elections to ensure their candidates’ victory. 
He added that in the last election, 61% of the white vote went to Mitt Romney, yet he 
failed in what could be considered as a new trend in the U.S.. He added that Trump’s 
racial discourse played on the white concern of losing power in a country that is 
becoming more racially diverse every minute and on their feeling that they have been 
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progressively disenfranchised by both U.S. mainstream parties. As for the American 
foreign policy towards the Middle East, he stressed that the Obama administration doesn't 
seem to know how to "play the game" in this region; it failed to strike the right balance 
between either waging a comprehensive military operation alike to Bush’s Iraqi war, or 
opting for inaction like it did in Syria. Coming for the world most powerful country, such 
behavior is unacceptable especially in this precarious phase of human history. Having 
said that, in politics things are not black or white, he added, recalling cases where the 
U.S. intervention succeeded like in Afghanistan and Korea and even when it has opted 
for the ‘driving from behind’ policy, like in Libya. 

As for the U.S. presidential election impact on Lebanon, Tabara said that the new 
American president should work towards maintaining the current semblance of stability 
in the country, stressing that historically, the U.S. had shown little interest in interfering 
in Lebanon domestic issues, predicting this trend to continue under the new 
administration. Tabara believed that the outcome of the presidential election crisis in 
Lebanon remains unknown, especially amid the paralysis striking its constitutional 
institutions and the regional turmoil. On another note, he said that for years Obama has 
been trying to shift the nation's attention away from the Middle East to Asia, but he lost 
in the way the Middle East without gaining any ground in Asia.  Regarding the Syrian 
crisis, Tabara said that establishing a no-fly zone will only meet humanitarian goals 
without fostering a sustainable solution for the ongoing conflict. He added, as long as the 
West does not intervene to stop the ethnic cleansing taking place in Syria, nothing will 
change; the West should assume the more productive role of pushing Moscow to the 
negotiation table.  

Finally, he wondered how the United States can champion democracy and human rights 
values while simultaneously supporting regional dictatorships. He accused Obama of 
stretching this cynicism to its extent, touting as unethical his justification of inaction in 
Syria: In a speech, Obama said that a military intervention in Syria would have entailed 
the death of 4000 US troops, at a time when the American retrenchment has led to the 
death of hundreds of thousands of Syrians. 

In his address, Sajad Jiyad revealed that the U.S. has lost its momentum in Iraq, as both 
political elite and mainstream people have not shown any interest in the upcoming 
American presidential election. Iraqis believe that no U.S. president will be engaged in 
Iraq as president Bush was. They have also learned the hard way, that the U.S. is not a 
reliable ally. Speaking about a decline in the U.S. commitment to Iraq, he believed that 
neither the Republican Party nor the Democrat Party is willing to follow into Bush’s 
steps. He added that the American policy towards Iraq is only focused on security issues, 
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while what Iraqis were expecting was a sustainable and comprehensive partnership 
between the two countries similar to that the U.S. has nurtured for decades with Saudi 
Arabia. He stressed that in the post-ISIS Iraq, the U.S. will lose its place for Russia and 
China, both eager to fill the void. He predicted that a Clinton president will follow into 
Obama’s steps and focus on security issues, including military assistance programs, while 
a Trump president would completely disengaged from Iraq believing that instability will 
continue to prevail in the Middle East and that the this region does not lend itself to a 
one-time fix with zero chance of achieving sustainable peace.  

Jiyad touted Dunne’s recommendations as unrealistic, saying that Americans want to 
undo their subpar performance in Iraq after 2003, but they do not have any clear strategy 
to do so. He concluded by predicting that the U.S. will continue its disengagement policy 
towards the Middle East, especially after the irreparable damage Obama has inflicted to 
America relations with the regional countries. He asserted that this state of things will 
drive Arab countries into initiating their own strategies to deter adversaries on their own, 
without coordination with their superpower ally, stressing that there is no turning back on 
this option and it will not be affected by the outcome of the election. He concluded by 
emphasizing the impossibility to reverse President Obama’s decision made during the 
first election campaign to withdraw from Iraq; since 2009, the orientation of the U.S. 
administration towards a further withdrawal from Iraq, the emergence of new players 
within the Iraqi arena make it difficult to return to the post-2009 turning point and reverse 
the course of events.  

Khaled Yacoub Aweys started his intervention by underscoring the tragic reality of the 
Syrian crisis, accusing the international community of turning a blind eye to the ongoing 
ethnic cleansing of Sunnis in the country and reprisals against them. Bearing in mind this 
reality, He believed that the Obama administration's policy towards the Middle East had 
been forged in the crucible of former Foreign Secretary Henri Kissinger’s policy to ally 
with the Mideast minorities. As for the U.S. policy towards the current war ravaging 
Syria, Aweys said that the American administration disregarded the Assad regime assault 
against the main Sunni cities, even though ISIS had no presence in most of them. In 
return, the U.S. did whatever it takes to protect Kurds. Adding to this, the United States 
opposed the formation of an interim government in Syria, joined forces with Russia and 
Iran and gave them freedom of movement to intervene in Syria. This policy will push the 
Sunni towards a more hardline stance, consolidating ISIS and its alike hold over them. He 
said the United States has justified its reluctance to intervene in Syria and topple Assad 
by the lack of attractive alternative to the Assad regime; “while it is true that the presence 
of a government is always better than anarchy, but not any government or any regime” he 
added. Assad regime and its alike are deceptive and the Western countries had failed to 
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see through their trickery.  He concluded by saying that the U.S. did not fight Assad and 
did not allow others to fight him; battles taking place in Syria are proxy battles taking 
place faraway from Damascus. He stressed that Assad grip on Syria did not face any real 
threat neither from the U.S nor from the West, adding “let them try to launch two missiles 
targeting Assad’s bedroom and we will see than what would happen”.  

Session II: Debate 

 
The debate kicked off with Sam Menassa, Executive Director of MdF, asking three 
questions: To what extent Obama is personally responsible of the turbulence afflicting the 
region? What will a Clinton president retain of Obama’s legacy? And why the U.S. is 
showing tolerance towards Shia extremism while it sees Sunni extremism as 
mischievous? Jean Pierre Katrib from Quantum echoed Menassa’s latest question 
wondering about the U.S. preference for short beards over long beards and whether this 
trend will continue with the new administration. For his part, former minister Ibrahim 
Shams Eddine asked how to convince the United States that it has interests in the region 
if it does not foresee it, especially after it   has chosen to contain Iran’s clerical regime 
unwittingly handing the region to Iran hegemonic aspirations. For his part, head of the 
Lebanese American University, Dr. Joseph Jabra asserted his disappointment with the 
performance of either presidential candidate, saying that the United States deserves much 
better. He said, Trump’s success owes itself to the fact that he is saying out loud what 
many white Americans have been saying behind doors. Describing Clinton, as an “old 
wine” he praised her experience anticipating however that she will not bring serious 
changes except being the first woman president. He added: "Regardless of who is going 
to be the new tenant of the White House, we know that the U.S. foreign policy was 
always influenced by local factors, the most important one being the pressure of lobbying 
groups like the Jewish lobby”. He wondered to what extent the new president will be able 
to evade these factors and lessen their influence on the political arena especially in terms 
of shaping U.S. foreign policy. Journalist Edmond Saab, wondered to what extent the 
U.S. foreign policy will be a values-based policy, knowing that the central elements of 
the playbook it has been using in the Middle East since more than seventy years are: 
Ensuring Israel's security, nonproliferation of nuclear weapons, flow of oil to the West 
and currying favor with local autocrats and monarchs. Former minister Roger Dib 
wondered if amidst the tumult and chaos raging everywhere in the Middle East, the Arab 
states will move decisively in a unified assertive stance to restore stability into the region. 
He asked president Gemayel whether he thinks the history will repeat itself, recalling that 
the West reluctance to act in Lebanon in the aftermath of the Israeli invasion in 1982 had 
led to the emergence of Hezbollah.    
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In response to these questions, Dunne said that Obama bears responsibility for the 
regional mayhem because he turned his back on its countries.  In Libya, he first made the 
right decision intervening against Muammar Gaddafi regime, but he quickly reversed 
steps without thinking about the day after toppling Gaddafi. In Egypt, he suspended the 
U.S. military aid and then re-activated it in spite of all the human rights violations taking 
place; Syria, of course, remains the Obama administration’s original sin in this regard: 
the hesitancy, the empty ultimatums and the erased red lines. As for the American 
conflicting policy towards the Sunni extremism verses the Shia extremism, Dunne said 
that the reasons behind Obama’s administration overriding Sunni extremism while 
playing down the as-dangerous Shia extremism find their roots in the ever-lasting 
American predilection especially in foreign policy for quick fixes, prioritizing short-term 
expediency over long-term strategic benefit. He added that, while the current American 
administration fears both Sunni and Shia extremism, dealing with Shia militancy is taking 
seatback because nowadays, Sunni militancy poses direct threat to global stability.  

In response to Saab question, Dunne doubted that the U.S. will adopte a policy 
supporting the democratization process and respect for human rights in the Middle East, 
warning that such scenario will lead to another Arab Spring with devastating 
consequences. Dunne denied what was said about the Jewish lobby having a fierce grip 
on US foreign policy, recalling that Benjamin Netanyahu has failed to convince the 
Congress to block the nuclear deal with Iran. Regarding the U.S. stance towards the 
Syrian crisis, Dunne believed that 4 years of U.S. retrenchment had caused serious 
setbacks, stressing that any direct military intervention the U.S. might undertake now 
could risk tangling with the Russian and triggering a confrontation with Moscow. 

In his closure remarks, President Gemayel responded to Dib question saying that “during 
a 1983 state visit to Britain he addressed the threat of terrorism warning that the fire of 
the ordeal that has touched the people of Lebanon will very soon, if unchecked, spread 
throughout the Arab world and the Middle East....The livelihood and the existence of the 
European nations will in turn become threatened, resulting in a wider conflict, unless 
something is done now to avert the danger.” Unfortunately, nothing was done, and what I 
warned off occurred, he added. He reiterated what he said at the time: Taking small risks 
today obviates the need for greater risks to be taken tomorrow. 
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