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The role of NATO in the Middle East region, though dating to the mid-
1990s, has attracted attention only after the events of 11 September 2001. 
Even then, no comprehensive analysis has been undertaken. Questions 
remain unanswered concerning the limits of NATO's role in the region and 
whether or not NATO is able to help in improving regional security through 
cooperative links with select Middle Eastern partners. 

This dissertation seeks to ascertain whether or not NATO has indeed 
expanded its role in the region; whether this enhanced role is adequate to 
post-9fl 1 challenges; and whether this role - specifically or in general -
has been used as a tool of US foreign policy in the region. 

As such, this dissertation reviews the strategic importance of the Middle 
East from a Western perspective; explains why the region has become a 
source of instability in world politics; reviews American and international 
initiatives aimed at addressing this instability; and charts the evolution of 
NATO in this context. NATO's evolving Middle East role is examined in 
two phases: that preceding 9/11 and following 1995, and that following 
9111, up to 2006. The dissertation also examines NATO's role with regard 
to two pressing Middle Eastern crises, Iraq and Darfur, assessing whether or 
not this role has been consistent with, if not an expression of, US strategic 
interests. 

Overall, the dissertation establishes that NATO has developed significantly 
its Middle East role in response to 9/11 and under American influence and 
pressure. Nonetheless, it is shown that while NATO helps achieve the 
objectives of US foreign policy, especially in the post-91l1 era, it remains a 
tool that serves the collective interests of all its member states. In other 
words, NATO can be used as a vehicle for US foreign policy to the extent 
that the US can secure the agreement or acquiescence of its Atlantic allies. 
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The geopolitical context of NATO's role in the Middle East 



INTRODUCTION 

The geopolitical context of NATO's role in the Middle East 

This dissertation seeks to explore the nature and scope of the growing relationship between 

the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) and the Middle East) from 19942 onwards. 

This evolving relationship has been affected and characterised by complexity, with each 

aspect facing its own internal and external challenges. Moreover, the international arena, ever 

shifting and changing, has had its own impact on the pace and depth of this growing 

relationship. 

With the end of Cold War, NATO embarked on an enormous and ongoing 

transformation process with a view to re-identifying its main tasks, revising its long standing 

policies, and developing tools to address its peripheries, especially those of strategic 

importance. As part of this transformation process, NATO recognised the high importance of 

the Middle East region, consequently developing policies aimed at handling its security 

concerns there. In doing so, NATO launched a dialogue initiative with select South 

Mediterranean countries3 at the 1994 Brussels Summit. The Mediterranean Dialogue (MD) 

initiative constitutes phase one in the transformation of NATO's Middle East policy and has 

been gradually developed thereafter. 

I There are various definitions for the region of the Middle East. According to this study the Middle East is the 
region that starts from Morocco in the West to the Arab Gulf countries in the East, i.e., the Arab world and 
Israel. The reasoning behind this definition will be discussed in detail in the second chapter. 
2 NATO launched his dialogue initiative at the 1994 Brussels Summit. This was the first phase of its evolving 
Middle Eastern policy. 
3 Egypt, Israel, Tunisia, Mauritania, Morocco, Jordan (1995), and Algeria (2000). 
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After the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001, NATO decided to widen the scope 

and extent of this dialogue in order to instil a sense of partnership with MD participants. 

Moreover, at the 2004 Istanbul Summit, NATO launched another initiative, in similar vein, 

aimed at forging security ties with Arab Gulf countries.4 This initiative is known as the 

Istanbul Cooperation Initiative (ICI). The two parallel tracks of MD and ICI constitute the 

main vehicle for reviewing and extending NATO's role in the Middle East. These two 

initiatives, as will be explained in this dissertation, aim at fostering new patterns of 

cooperation with select Middle Eastern countries. They are mainly focused on "soft" security 

issues, such as mechanisms of consultation, exchange of expertise, and military exercises. But 

NATO has also started to playa direct if supporting role in select Middle East crises, such as 

Iraq and Darfur. 

In order to evaluate and identify the parameters of the new NATO-Middle East 

relationship, this dissertation will review, outline and analyze the internal and external 

challenges this relationship faces. Clearly, NATO and the Middle East are not approaching 

one another in a political and geo-strategic vacuum; both fall under the shadow of US 

influence. Thus it is difficult to separate this relationship from the broader global context, 

including first and foremost the huge impact of the United States on both NATO and the 

Middle East. Indeed, it could be argued that understanding the Middle East region is not 

possible without relating it to - or in some way referring to - the role of the United States 

and the nature of its policies, especially after the events of 11 September 2001. Similarly, one 

cannot shed light on NATO's strategy or orientation towards the Middle East without taking 

into account the prominent role of the US in determining the pace and extent of the North 

Atlantic Alliance's transformation process since the end of the Cold War, as well as the scope 

of its Middle Eastern policy. 

4 Kuwait, Qatar, Bahrain, Emirates, Oman, Saudi Arabia. 
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Against such a background, this dissertation will mainly concentrate on the impact of 

the events of 9/11 on the development and evolution of NATO's policies towards the region. 

The aim is to ascertain whether or not NATO has increased and enhanced its role in the 

Middle East region in an effective manner, in response to the new challenges that have 

emerged in the aftermath of the 9/11 attacks. This dissertation will also seek to ascertain 

whether or not the United States has used NATO as a vehicle for its foreign policy in the 

Middle East region. The scope of this dissertation - the relationship between NATO and the 

Middle East - has required and necessitated that the "timeframe" under examination extend 

from the 1994 Brussels Summit, in which NATO embarked on its Middle Eastern policy 

review, to the 2006 Riga Summit that launched NATO's most recent proposals with respect 

its growing role in the Middle East region. 

Aims and contribution of the dissertation 

This dissertation intends to contribute to scholarly literature on the relationship between 

NATO and the Middle East region. The importance of the research contained herein emanates 

from the fact that there have been no systematic attempts to date to examine the relationship 

between NA TO and the Middle East, and very little analysis of divisions between the two 

pillars of NATO, i.e., the United States and its European allies, on policy towards the region. 

Partly this is because the importance of NATO Middle East policy has only come into focus 

after the events of 9111. Before this time, research on the "dialogue" between select South 

Mediterranean countries and the North Atlantic Alliance was scant. This dissertation attempts 

to fill that gap, being the first comprehensive analysis of the topic. As such, this dissertation 

does not seek to refute prior academic work. Instead, it aims to contribute to knowledge by 

systematically analysing the NATO-Middle East relationship and proposing, as the fruit of 

this effort, more specified topics for further research. 
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Hypotheses and methodology 

The two main hypotheses that will be examined in this research are as follows: 

1. The events of9/11 have changed the role of NATO in the Middle East. 

2. NATO's role in the Middle East has become a tool of US foreign policy. 

The importance of examining the first hypothesis emanates from the fact that the region of 

Middle East has become the main concern of the world community - more specifically the 

Western community - particularly post-9fII. The region has been perceived as a standing 

source of instability that breads extremism, terrorism and unresolved regional conflicts. 

Consequently, American and international initiatives were launched with a view to enhancing 

development and modernisation in the region. Therefore, there is a need to ascertain whether 

or not NATO has increased its role in the region in the context of these initiatives and relative 

to enhancing stability in the region. This in turn helps in the task of examining and assessing 

whether or not NATO's new role in the region, post-9/ll, is adequate to deter perceived 

dangers, speciftcally terrorism and weapons of mass destruction. How 9/11 has had an impact 

on the developing characteristics of NATO's Middle Eastern policy, and the attitudes of 

Middle Eastern partners, both before and after 9/11, towards the enl1.ancement of NATO's 

role in the Middle East region, will also be revealed. 

As will be illustrated in detail in the following chapters, NATO's role pre-9fII in the 

Middle East region was confined to a limited "dialogue" with some Mediterranean countries. 

Select southern European allies proposed this dialogue, namely Spain, Italy and Portugal. 

Following the events of 9111, new intiatives have been launched to boost this role, though 

their efficacy remains unexamined. There is, therefore, a need to assess the content of these 

intiatives and to ascertain whether or not the parties concerned have implemented them. Also 

important is to assess whether these initiatives, practically speaking, enable NATO to get 
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more involved in the Middle Eastern arena to help in handling its chronic problems. In order 

to do so one must examine the related documents of the two parties (Le., NATO as well as 

concerned states) in the two consecutive stages. Effective research would also reveal the 

responses of officials of the two sides with regard to these developments. 

The second hypothesis, seeking to examine whether or not NATO has become a tool 

of US foreign policy in the region, is of utmost importance. It is widely believed in the 

Middle East that the United States has been implementing its policy, particularly post-9III, 

including the 2003 invasion of Iraq, in order to control the region and deter its dangers. 

Rightly or wrongly, the prevailing assumption is that NATO equals the United States, and any 

NATO move is necessarily serving the grand strategy of the United States towards the Middle 

East region. Therefore, there is a need to ascertain whether or not NATO's role in the region, 

particularly post-9fll, is consistent with American policies or is a reflection of an 

amalgamation of the interests of the two pillars of the North Atlantic Alliance, Le., the United 

States and its European allies. Existing literature is inconclusive on this point. 

To examine these hypotheses, this research set out to answer the following questions: 

1. What actors have influenced the development of NATO's policy towards the 

region?5 

2. How has NATO's Middle East policy evolved within its ongoing 

transformation process that has laid down the foundations of its new global role, and 

what are its main features?6 

S The following chapter will review Western interests and worries towards the region (i.e., the detenninates of its 
strategic importance as well as factors of instability). NATO, the political, security and military alliance between 
the United States and its European allies, has to draw the outlines of its policies towards the region in the light of 
these factors. This chapter will reveal some differences between US and European visions of the region. 
6 As will be shown in the Chapter Two, NATO has undergone a huge transfonnation process since the end of the 
Cold War, including radical changes in its doctrine, structure and policies, in order to develop a new global role. 
The Middle East policy of NATO has emerged out of - and been influenced by - this process. 
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3. What are the achievements and/or shortfalls of the NATO-Middle East 

relationship before and after 9/11 ? Has NATO enhanced and/or changed its role in the 

region to cope with post-9fll ramifications?7 

4. To what extent has the United States influenced NATO's role in the Middle 

East in the two stages under review (i.e., before and after 9/11 )?8 

As far as methodology is concerned, I conducted 45 interviews9 covering numerous issues 

relevant to the dissertation topic. The importance of conducting a large number of interviews 

could be justified by the need to recognise that various perceptions about NATO's 

transformation process exist between the parties concerned, as well as to collect necessary 

information related to various parts of this research that could not be satisfied by literature 

available in the public domain. In other words, due to the fact that the modalities and 

overview of NATO's role in the region have been confined to official circles, because of 

attendant sensitivities and connectedness to the national security of states concerned, the 

available literature falls short of providing adequate information on some aspects of the 

NATO-Middle East relationship. Frequent visits in pursuit of this research were made to 

various European and Middle Eastern cities, including London, Brussels, Rome, Munich, 

Cairo and Kuwait City, among others. 

The criteria that was used in selecting interviewees ensured that the list should include 

the various desk officers of NATO and/or Middle Eastern affairs (either diplomats or military 

officers) in the countries concerned (MD and ICI participants), taking into account that some 

countries handle their relationship with NATO primarily in ministries of foreign affairs while 

others do so by way of military institutions (mainly ministries of defence) with a certain level 

7 Chapters Three and Four will evaluate and assess the effectiveness of NATO's role before and after 9/11. 
8 Chapter Five will trace, assess and evaluate the position of the United States towards the two stages of NATO's 
role in the region. It is worthy of mention that some argue that the pre-9/11 stage of NATO 's role was mostly 
European oriented, and that the process has become almost entirely American-centred after 9/11. 
9 See Appendix 1. 
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of coordination with other bodies concerned. This is, of course, understandable, as NATO's 

role in the region has political as well as military and security components lO
• 

The list of interviewees also includes current and former officials, i.e., those who were 

involved in the dialogue process, since its inception, from the NATO side and some of its 

member states that are normally more active and concerned about Middle Eastern affairs (e.g., 

the United States, the United Kingdom, Italy, Spain and Greece). It was also of importance to 

interview the most prominent scholars and experts who have contributed to debate on this 

new issue 11. 

As for the two case studies (Egypt and Kuwait), it was essential to interview officials 

from various bodies that are responsible for handling the relationship with NATO, including 

the respective ministries of foreign affairs, ministries of defence, security agencies, and 

academic experts who have followed or participated in the process. Additionally, it was 

important to meet former officials in order to trace and assess developments of the NATO-

Egypt, NATO-Kuwait relationship. The selection of these two case studies (Egypt as a sample 

of MD and Kuwait as a sample of leI) was the most appropriate because of a number of 

reasons among which is that the researcher was allowed to have a proper access to the 

necessary information. More importantly, the two countries have gotten distinctive 

relationships with NATO due to their regional circumstances 12. 

10 The researcher got the names and contact details of those officials and experts from their respective 
authorities, such as embassies and NATO Defense College. The researcher did his best to ensure that the list of 
interviewees would be balanced and representative. 
II Among those interviewed were high-ranking NATO officials, including one former NATO secretary general 
and the current deputy secretary general. Besides these, NATO officials were chosen on the basis of being 
involved in the process; as too with desk officers of select European allies and scholars of this evolving topic. 
Given the sensitivity of the topic, and its relation to the national security concerns of relevant countries, direct 
research by interview was not always easy. 
12 Egypt has always enjoyed a leading role in the region among the Arab countries; thus there was a need to 
evaluate the positive as well as negative aspects of its relationship with NATO to assess the evolution of the 
whole MD process. Likewise, Kuwait was the first Gulf country to join the ICI. It took more advanced steps in 
developing this relationship than all other Gulfpartners. Justifiably, its current relationship with NATO presents 
the example to be followed by other ICI countries in the coming period. 
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Some interviews were structured (particularly those conducted with MD and ICI 

officials) whereas others were either semi-formal or unstructured given shortages of time 

among high officials, restricting their ability to elaborate on details in some instances. Some 

questions were repeated in order to gain a certain level of consistency overall. The results of 

30 interviews were analyzed. 13 Taking into account the nature of the research questions, 

which required examining a large amount of raw material, such as statements, press releases 

and declarations, as well as collecting, comparing and analyzing various points of views and 

arguments compiled through the interviews, the use of qualitative research method was the 

most appropriate. 

Qualitative research is usually the preferred methodology when the content of the 

research is based on words, arguments and the points of views of participants or interviewees. 

Also, bearing in mind that the topic is still new and evolving, it was deemed that adopting this 

approach would enhance the emergence of concepts and conclusions out of compiled data 

through the various stages of the research. Finally, inductive strategy is associated with a 

qualitative research approach; therefore it was imperative to utilize an inductive approach, 

presenting observations and hypotheses to be tested in order to reach concrete results. 

Research sources 

Key relevant materials for this research include NATO documents, statements and 

declarations, made available to the public by NATO since the end of the Cold War as a 

gesture of goodwill and its peaceful intentions towards others. Some documents, of course, 

were categorised as classified and remain restricted to NATO officials. Available statements 

as well as other basic documents l4
, constitute the key raw material of this research and were 

examined and discussed thoroughly with those interviewed. As a ranking diplomat, I was able 

13 See Appendix II for the questions that were presented to interviewees. The responses of one representative 
from each case study were counted to achieve the balance of gathered answers. 
14 These include strategic concepts, as well as ministerial and Summit Declarations and press releases, etc. 
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to access officials in NATO headquarters and the foreign affairs ministries and military 

institutions of NATO allies as well as Middle Eastern countries, including Egypt and Kuwait 

as case studies. 

More importantly, I was permitted, in some cases, to examine classified documents 

related to the topic of research under agreed conditions, gaining security clearance in certain 

instances. Further, the analysis contained in this dissertation is based on frequent visits to 

NATO's Defence College (the main think tank of the North Atlantic Alliance) where 

documents exist in their "full version" along with other materials not available in the public 

domain. Accessibility to some classified documents helped in enriching the evaluations made 

in the following chapters, especially concerning NATO's role in the region before 9/11 and 

the ongoing relationship between NATO and the two countries covered as case studies (Egypt 

and Kuwait). 

In particular, this research took advantage of full access to the documents and files 

indispensable to examining and tracing the evolution of the relationship between NATO and 

the first case study, Egypt. Meanwhile, some Kuwaiti officials interviewed within the context 

of this research provided useful documents that could not have been obtained otherwise, given 

the sensitivities involved. IS 

Finally, I also had the opportunity to visit NATO School in Oberammergau, Germany, 

to participate in exclusive internal joint assessment sessions conducted by competent officials 

from both NATO and Middle Eastern countries on the achievements and shortfalls of the MD 

and ICI mechanisms. 

Originality of the research 

IS Taking into account that NATO's relation with third parties is always a matter of national security it was 
unrealistic to h~pe to gath~r more information than what was gathered. The level of cooperation obt~ined from 
numerous offiCIals was satIsfactory, and sometimes generous. It is to be hoped that concerned states, with time, 
will become more open to academic research in this area. 
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The required originality of this dissertation has been achieved as follows: 

1. This dissertation is the first systematic and comprehensive work on the topic of 

NATO's relationship to the Middle East region. Although NATO documents have 

been available to the public for several years, this research is the first to use, compile 

and analyze the substantial raw material of NATO statements, declarations and press 

releases on this subject. It should be underlined that NATO's involvement in the 

Middle East region new and evolving. Indeed, despite the fact that the embryonic 

steps of NATO's policy towards the Middle East can be traced to early and mid-

1990s, its impact has only appeared in recent years. In part this explains the absence of 

substantive analysis on this topic. 

2. This dissertation is firmly based on empirical work. The interview process 

attendant to this research included almost all experts and politicians with direct and 

indirect involvement, expertise and knowledge about this topic. Of course, some 

accepted to cooperate in varying degrees, while others declined due to the connection 

between NATO's role and the national security of concerned countries. Nonetheless, 

this dissertation constitutes in itself a valuable resource, based as it is so extensively 

on primary sources. In addition, the views of academic experts about this newly 

emerging topic were also collected with a view to enriching the analytical foundation 

of this work. 

3. This dissertation proposes a new synthesis not attempted before. It is the 

first work that paints the broader picture of NATO's role in the Middle East region. 

Other studies have been confmed to certain sub-regions or specific issues16
• 

16 For example, the Rand study on the NATO-Mediterranean dialogue, 1995, 
http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographJeportsIMR957IMR957.ch4.pdf. Malmvig, H (2005), "A new role NATO 
in the Middle East: Assessing possibilities and barriers for an enhanced Mediterranean dialogue," retrieved 6 
March 2006 from the Internet: www.diis.dk. and "Persian Gulf Security: Improving allied military 
contributions", by Richard Sokolsby, Stuart Johnson and Stephen Larrabee, 
https:llwww.rand.org/congressiterrorismlphase2/persiangulf.pdf 
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Additionally, this work is the first that explains, in detail, why NATO has been 

increasingly concerned with the Middle East: in the first instance for reasons of the 

strategic importance of the Middle East, and in the second instance as a consequence 

of, and driven by, the transformation process NATO has undergone as it searches for a 

new global role. 

Theoretical framework 

In developing this research a wide range of possible theoretical frameworks were considered. 

Those that seemed most likely to inform an analysis of the growing relationship between 

NATO and the Middle East were the broad categories of liberalism, realism, constructivism 

and hegemonic stability theory. It also seemed possible that there might be some merit in 

other approaches that at first glance seemed less relevant, such as Marxism, feminism, the 

English School, functionalism, post-colonial theory, critical theory, and post-modernism. 

Following a review of possible frameworks, an initial examination of NATO 

documents, and some exploratory interviews with officials from NATO and Middle East 

countries, it was concluded that the most suitable approach would be liberalism, and within 

this "liberal institutionalism". It soon appeared the only theory that provides an adequate and 

convincing explanation of the unfolding relationship between NATO and the Middle East. 

The reasons for sidelining other approaches are set out below in two subsections: "more 

relevant" and "less relevant" theories. This is followed by a detailed discussion of "liberal 

institutionalism" and the reasons for its selection as the most appropriate theoretical 

framework for this research. 

i. More relevant theories 
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To start with, realism helps in giving a preliminary explanation of the reasons and incentives 

of the evolving NATO-Middle East relationship. Kegley summarises some of its main 

propositions as follows: "People are by nature selfish and ethically flawed; the possibility of 

eradicating the instinct for power is a hopeless utopian aspiration; international politics is a 

struggle for power; the anarchical global system dictates that states acquire sufficient military 

capabilities; allies might be sought to increase a state's ability to defend itself, but their 

loyalty and reliability should not be assumed; states should never entrust the task of self-

protection to international security organisations or international law, and should resist efforts 

to regulate international behaviour; if all states seek to maximise power, stability will result 

by maintaining a balance of power, etc).,,\7 

Broadly speaking, realists have always given great regard to the values and 

calculations of state survival, national security, and international stability. They consider these 

themes as the most important and influential factors framing international politics. They also 

emphasise the constraints on politics imposed by human selfishness (egoism) and the absence 

of international government (anarchy). Consequently, they are certain that "anarchy" and 

"egoism" greatly impede cooperation. 18 

To make it clearer, realists do not trust human nature. Nor do they believe in the 

necessity or possibility of fostering cooperation, particularly in the security field. Thus, they 

downplay the importance of pursuing moral objectives and ethical considerations in the 

conduct of international relations. 

Donnelly writes that, "realists suggest that anarchy and egoism so severely constrain 

the space for the pursuit of moral concerns that it is only a small exaggeration to say that 

states in anarchy can not afford to be moral.,,19 He further explains that, "realism is a theory 

17 Kegley, C. World Politics: Trends and Transformation. Belmont, 2009, p. 28. 
18 Donnelly, J., "Realism", in Burchill, S et-al. Theories of International Relations. Hampshire & New York. 
Palgrave Macmillan, 1996, p.37. 
19 Ibid, p. 48. 
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[tuned] to explaining constancy. Realists are more impressed by the repeated occurrence of 

certain patterns across time than by the undeniable historical and cultural diversity of actors 

and interactions in international relations. ,,20 The same scholar also states that, 

"Statesmanship thus involves mitigating and managing, not eliminating, conflicts; seeking a 

less dangerous world, rather than a safe, just, or peaceful one. Ethical considerations must 

give way to "reason of state:,21 In line with this, Hans Morgenthau confinns that, ''The 

actions of states are determined not by moral principles and legal commitments but by 

considerations of interests and power.,,22 Art and Waltz concur that states in anarchy cannot 

afford to be moral. 23 

Having excluded - or at least underplayed - the importance of ethical and moral 

considerations, it is no surprise that the core concept of this theory is "power" and its uses in 

shaping the relationships between states. 

Jackson and Sorensen explain: 

Realists believe that the goal of power, the means of power, and the uses of 

power are the central preoccupation of political activity. International politics 

is thus portrayed as "power politics". The conduct of foreign policy is an 

instrumental activity based on the intelligent calculation of one's power and 

one's interests as against the power and interests of rivals and competitors.24 

It is noteworthy that there are two main groups of scholars of within the theory of realism, 

which are sometimes understood as "offensive" and "defensive" realists. The first group holds 

that states are, by nature, aggressive and seek territorial expansion; the later group is 

preoccupied with the various security calculations that underpin the continuity of states and 

the tools of ensuring their survival. Shiping explains the major difference between these two 

groups, stating that in offensive realism states usually seek security by internationally 

20 Ibid, p. 52. 
21 Ibid. p. 31. 
22 Morgenthau, H. Truth and Power: Essays of a Decade. 1960-70. New York, 1970, p. 382. 
23 Art, R and Waltz, N. Technology. Strategy and the Uses of Force. Lanham, 1983. 
24 Jackson and Sorensen, Op.Cit. p. 103. 
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decreasing the security of others.2S The conflict of interests is imperative; there is no 

possibility of cooperation among states other than forming temporary alliances. On the other 

hand, in defensive realism states don't seek security at the expense of the security of others, 

therefore cooperation should not be ruled out as an option for resolving conflicts. 

Given these dimensions of realist theory, which occupies a prominent position in the 

interpretation of many events of international politics, it could be presumed that NATO, as the 

most powerful military, political and security alliance in the world, has been seeking to 

impose its will and force Middle Eastern countries - Arab ones at leasr6 
- to accept its 

diktat under slogans like "dialogue" or "cooperation". These slogans are, perhaps, paving the 

way towards a more serious and/or interventionist policy in which harsh measures could be 

taken against the parties concerned. Put another way, taking advantage of the leverage of its 

huge power in comparison to the weak and fragmented states of the Middle East region, 

NATO is, perhaps, seeking to bring to the region new rules that could contribute, in the long 

term, positively to its own security, regardless of - and in negligence to - the national 

security calculations of these countries. Against this background, it could be suggested that 

NATO considers and perceives that the post-Cold War world is in a period of anarchy and 

liquidity in which harsh or hard policies have to be applied, at least towards certain countries. 

But a number of factors cast doubt on the utility and usefulness of this theory in 

examining the existing relationship. First, this relationship was, and still is, of a voluntary 

nature. Middle Eastern partners were not obliged to establish such a relationship. Instead, they 

were invited by the Alliance. More precisely, NATO invited those countries that normally 

held positive positions vis-a-vis Western policies in various international forums to join its 

2S Shiping, T. "From offensive realism to defensive realism: A social evolutionary interpretation of China's 
security strategy." http://www.rsis.edu.sg/publications/SSIS/SSIS003.pdf(Accessed 20 May 2009). 
26 Israel is quite a different case because of its strategic alliance with the United States. According to some 
NATO officials, it is perceived as a Western country. Its inclusion in the process is a part of US policy that 
traditionally has sought to integrate Israel into its regional context. 
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new endeavour in Middle East region. This confirms that the relationship has evolved as a 

cooperative and optional one. Also, nothing prevents any Middle Eastern partners 

withdrawing or freezing its cooperative links at any stage, because there is neither coercion 

apparent nor anything legally binding in the current relationship. 

Additionally, it seems unrealistic to suggest that NATO, in launching its new 

endeavour in the Middle East, holds hostile intentions towards its partners. Suffice it to say 

that its key component states, most importantly the United States, often uphold distinctive 

bilateral relations with concerned Middle Eastern partners; one can't conclude or expect that 

these relationships will be sacrificed or threatened for the sake of realising the overall or 

collective objectives of NATO. Further, being an alliance of democratic states - 26 members 

currently - it is difficult to achieve the required concurrence between members if the matter 

is related to hostile or aggressive policy, taking into account the fact that all decisions must be 

taken by consensus, according to the 1949 Washington Treaty. 

At the current stage, the pragmatic27 relationship between NATO and Middle East 

countries has not been compromised seriously by the issue of reform, nor has there been any 

request that Middle Eastern partners should consider this, even in the tense atmosphere that 

has prevailed as a result of the events of 9/11. So no claim can be made that Middle Eastern 

partners were obliged to follow certain types of policies within the context of their 

relationship with NATO. Finally, and most importantly, the nature, mandate and scope of this 

relationship doesn't fit within the context of realism, because this cooperation which focuses 

upon soft security issues, i.e., improving the capabilities of partners with respect to civil 

emergency, environmental security, and combating terrorism ,etc- all is certainly beneficial 

27 As will be shown in chapters to follow, the relationship between NATO and its Middle Eastern partners has 
been pragmatic in the sense that it never tried to achieve idealistic objectives, like spreading the values of human 
rights or good governance, etc. Also, NATO never appeared con,.eerned with establishing security cooperation 
with non-democratic regimes. Evidently, NATO and its Middle Eastern partners are seeking to maximise their 
interests, regardless of other considerations. 
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for the concerned partners. Not only this, but also NATO subsides the participation of most of 

its MD partners in these activities. 

For all these reasons, the relevance of realism to the context of this study can be 

deemed marginal, if not ruled out. The core concepts of the theory are not reflected in the 

unfolding relationship between NATO and the Middle East. 

Another theory that could provide a distinctive explanation of the reasons for NATO's 

endeavours in the Middle East is "constructivism". This theory has gained much credibility in 

the post-Cold War era, "as the sudden end of the Cold War undermined the explanatory 

pretensions of neo-realists and neo-liberals, neither of which had predicted, nor could 

adequately comprehend, the systemic transfonnation reshaping the global order.,,28 In other 

words, the inability of other theories to predict or justify the major and sudden developments 

that took place in the 1990s required a new thinking about international interactions in this 

new undefined era. 

Constructivism can be defined as a theory ''that sees self-interested states as the key 

actors in world politics; their actions are determined not by anarchy but by the ways that 

states socially construct and then accept images of reality and later respond to the meanings 

given to power politics. As consensual defmitions change, it is possible for either conflictual 

or cooperative practices to evolve.,,29 Broadly speaking, the theory underlines the importance 

of ideas, i.e., thoughts, fears, perceptions, goals, threats, etc, and their far-reaching impact on 

the international arena. Its advocates believe that cooperation between states could be realised 

and enhanced by establishing a structure of ideas and concepts among parties concerned. 

Reus-Smit states that: 

Where neo-realists emphasise the material structure of the balance of power, 

and Marxists stress the material structure of the capitalist world economy, 

28 Reus-Smit, C. ''Constructivism'' in Burchill, S & et-al. Theories of International Relations. Hampshire & New 
York. Palgrave Macmillan. 1996, p. 196. 
29 Kegley, C. Op.Cit. p. 39. 
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constructivists argue that systems of shared ideas, beliefs and values also have 

structural characteristics, and that they exert a powerful influence on social 

political action.3o 

It is worth mentioning that some scholars give more emphasis to "democracy" and its role and 

impacts within this context, particularly in the post-Cold War years. For example, Jervis 

writes: 

Constructivism points to the norm of non-violence and the shared identities 

that have led the advanced democracies to assume the role of each other's 

friend through the interaction of behaviour and expectations. In contradiction 

to the liberal and realist expectations, constructivism downplays the 

importance of material factors and elevates ideas, images of oneself and others 

and concepts of appropriate conduct. 31 

The basic principles of this theory could be summarised as follows: a) the importance of 

normative and ideational structure because thoughts shape the social identities of political 

actors; b) understanding how non-material structures condition actors' identities is important 

because identities inform interests and, in turn, actions; c) agents and structures are mutually 

constituted. Normative and ideational structures may well condition the identities and 

interests of actors, but those structures would not exist if it were not for the knowledgeable 

practices of those actors.32 Frederking writes: "constructivism asserts the existence of social 

structure - including norms, beliefs and identities, constituting world politics. ,,33 

On this basis, it could be argued that NATO is establishing such a relationship and/or 

"social structure" with Middle East countries to enhance its influence and promote its own 

basic values, notably democracy and liberalism. As frequently stated in NATO documents, 

establishing such cooperative ties in the Middle East region could support stability that might 

30 Ibid, p.196. 
31 Jervis, R. American Foreign Policy in a New Era. New York and London: Routledge, 2005, p. 16. 
32 Reus-Smit, C. Op. Cit. P 196-7 
33 Frederking, B. "Constructing Post-Cold War Collective Security?" The American Political Science Review, 
Vol. 97, No.3 (August, 2003), p. 364. 
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in turn alleviate or reduce the intensity of longstanding sources of danger. This "social 

structure" would also be conducive to promoting the influence of NATO in Middle Eastern 

affairs. 

On closer scrutiny, however, constructivist theory falls short of providing a convincing 

explanatory framework for the core of this present research. Significantly, NATO, as a 

military alliance, has nothing to present in the context of "ideas" and/or promoting liberal or 

democratic concepts. It is true that some cooperative activities, as will be shown in the pages 

to follow, do include related topics such as defence reform or civilian control over military 

forces. However, NATO has always paid due respect and attention to regional sensitivities 

and complications in this regard. Put another way, NATO has realised its inability to help 

other international efforts exerted to reach such ends.34 In addition, one cannot claim that the 

MD and/or leI processes have successfully created a normative or ideational structure. The 

following chapters will clarify that there is still a noticeable degree of reluctance and 

suspicion between NATO and Middle Eastern partners, and also amongst the Middle Eastern 

partners. The 13-year old MD dialogue, for example, did not contribute in reducing the 

intensity of longstanding conflicts in the region. Nor did it bring about any significant change 

in prevailing perceptions and/or misperceptions between Arabs and Israelis on security 

matters. 

Furthermore, the fact that the ongoing process is between states and an alliance 

weakens, to a great extent, the utility of constructivist theory that gives high importance to 

individuals and NOOs as key actors - contrary to other theories, such as realism, that see 

states as the key actors, and liberalism that underlines the importance of states and 

institutions. 

34 As will be shown in Chapter 4, some Middle Eastern partners, like Egypt, vehemently rejected any attempt 
from NATO to approach the ongoing debate of reform and democracy. As a result, NATO bas decided to refrain 
from seeking a role in this respect. 
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As far as the theory of "hegemonic stability" is concerned, it could be mentioned that 

this theory might help in explaining why the two parties with which this dissertation is 

concerned - NATO and Middle East countries - have agreed to cooperate. According to 

this theory, powerful states normally foster international orders that are stable; that conflict 

only occurs when parties disagree about their relative power.3S In the light of this, it could be 

theorised that Middle East countries were obliged to accept the proposed cooperation as the 

only available option offered by hegemonic power. 

Kenberry explains: 

Snidal adds: 

Hegemonic stability theory holds that order is created and maintained by a 

hegemonic state, which uses power capabilities to organise relations among 

states. The preponderance of power held by a state allows it to offer incentives, 

both positive and negative, to other states to agree to participate within the 

hegemonic order.36 

The theory, to state it baldly, claims that the presence of a single, strongly 

dominant actor in international politics leads to a collectively desirable 

outcome for all states in the international system. Conversely, the absence of a 

hegemon is associated with disorder in the world system and undesirable 

outcomes for individual states.37 

Accordingly, it could be suggested that NATO did present itself as a hegemonic power in the 

Middle East so that it could restore order, or at least help in improving the fragile security 

environment. Consequently, Middle Eastern partners had no choice but to cooperate, in 

varying degrees, with NATO in its new endeavour in the region. 

35 Wohlforth, W. "The stability of a unipolar world", in Little, R and Smith, M. ed. Perspectives on World 
Politics. London and New York: Routledge, 2006, p. 103. 
36 Kenberry, G. "Institutions, Strategic Restraint and the Persistence of American Post-War Order", in Little, R 
and Smith, M. ed. Perspective On World Politics. London and New York: Routledge, 2006, p.l33. 
37 Snidal, D. "The Limits of Hegemonic Stability Theory." International Organisation. Vo1.39, No.4 (Autumn, 
1985) p.579. http://www.JSTOR.org/pss/2706716 (Accessed 1 April 2009). 
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But this theory is simply not applicable, given context. The United States, the world 

hegemonic power, has great influence in NATO and the Middle East, but it was not - as will 

be discussed - enthusiastic about launching the MD process in mid-l 990s. 38 So it could not 

be claimed that the hegemonic power sought to, via NATO by proxy, establish cooperative 

links with Middle Eastern partners. It is also important to indicate that the United States in 

this period, the 1990s, was not in need for such a process as it had maintained distinctive 

strategic alliances with key countries in the region, such as Egypt and Saudi Arabia. The 

situation changed afterwards due to the ramifications of the events of 9/11, but the United 

States, in all cases, was adamant in pursuing its own unilateral policies with or without the 

assistance of NATO. Also, it is unrealistic to suggest that NATO might serve the interests of 

European allies in a way that might contradict US interests. 

From the Middle East perspective, it is not possible to perceive or suggest that partners 

such as Egypt and Jordan were too deeply concerned about the new orientation of NATO, 

particularly taking into account their special relationships with the United States as well as 

other key European allies. Therefore, it is not possible to consider that NATO itself could be 

perceived as a hegemonic power that dictates to others various forms of cooperation. 

ii. Less relevant theories 

Briefly, functionalism argues that the common interests of states can have a great impact on 

international relations; "integration" would create, thereafter, its own momentum. This is 

certainly useful in shedding light on the evolution of the European Union. But it cannot be 

used in the context of this study because NATO in the Middle East never sought in the past -

nor will it seek in the foreseeable future - to achieve any sort of full security or political 

integration between Middle Eastern partners and the allies of the Euro-Atlantic arena. 

38 The MD initiative was proposed by southern European allies. The United States neither welcomed nor rejected 
the proposal at the outset. It only insisted on inclusion of Israel in the process that had been envisaged to foster 
cooperation with Arab Mediterranean countries. 

20 



Contemplating the future, one can rule out such a possibility in the coming decade taking into 

account the disparity of current circumstances between the Middle East region and the Euro-

Atlantic arena as well as the nature of chronic or longstanding conflicts in the Middle East. Of 

course, there are countless interests that might encourage parties to achieve certain levels of 

partnership, but the political and security obstacles present are too high to be overcome at the 

current stage. As will be discussed in the following chapters, the MD and ICI processes were, 

and still are, tied by their limited mandates. 

As for the theory of Marxism, it concentrates on economic factors, positing these as 

decisive. It is well known that Marx and Engels were mainly interested in modes of 

production, class conflict, social and political revolution and the economic and technological 

unification of the human race.39 The theory's worldwide view is mainly concerned with 

capitalism and its impact on relations amongst states as well as with historical materialism 

and its emphasis on production, property relations and class. 

Linklater clarifies that: 

Marxism has long been centrally concerned with capitalist globalisation and 

international inequalities, and that, for Marxism, the global spread of 

capitalism is the backdrop to the development of modem societies and the 

organisation of their international relations.4O 

Marxism, as a theory, was criticised by realists who claim "it is too much concerned with how 

societies have interacted with nature rather than with how they have interacted with each 

other in ways that often led to major war.''''l 

It is evident that the core concepts of Marxist theory are not relevant to the unfolding 

relationship between NATO and the Middle East. As its critics claim, Marxist theory makes 

no significant contribution in explaining or justifying the emergence and/or collapse of 

39 Linklater, A. "Marxism" in Burchill, S & et-al. Theories of International Relations. Hampshire & New York. 
Palgrave Macmillan.l996, p. 120. 
40 Ibid, p. 135. 
41 Ibid, p. 125. 
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cooperative security links among states. Indicatively, the NATO-Middle East relationship has 

its twofold approach: political dialogue and cooperative activities. It never included any 

economic aspects, nor did it relate itself to economic relationships between the two sides. 

Since its inception, the process has been exclusive to the competent authorities of both sides; 

consequently, it has had no impact on the societies concerned or internal relations between 

various societal layers. Thus, it could be confirmed that Marxism as a theory cannot be 

helpful in this context. 

Likewise, feminism seems inadequate in this context. Factually, feminist theories of 

international relations have proliferated since the early 1990s and have contributed in current 

debate about the repercussions of 9/11. Feminist scholars concentrate on non-state actors, 

marginalised peoples and the impacts of gender in the international arena. It is argued that the 

theory's interpretation of security is particularly relevant to the post-9/11 era. For example, 

some feminist theorists consider that beliefs about gender and sexual difference are behind 

contemporary terrorist acts against the West. For example, True maintains: 

Feminist scholars argue that notions of power, sovereignty, autonomy, 

anarchy, security and the level of analysis and typology in international 

relations are inseparable from the gender division of the public and private 

sphere, institutionalised within and across states.42 

Further, he adds that: 

With their focus on non-state actors, marginalised peoples and alternative 

conceptualisations of power, feminist perspectives bring fresh thinking and 

action in the post-9/11, decentred and uncertain world.43 

Yet it is clear that feminist theory has no relevance to NATO's role in the region of the 

Middle East. This is because the dialogue process has never tied itself to gender issues or 

42 True, J. "Feminism" in Burchill, S & et-al. Theories olIntemational Relations. Hampshire & New York. 
Palgrave Macmillan. 1996, p. 222 
43 Ibid, p. 213. 
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alternative conceptualisations of power. The process did emerge in mid-1990s and, as will be 

shown, took on greater momentum due to the events of 9/11. But it could not be claimed that 

this is only a result of the repercussions of that event. Also, taking into account that 

cooperative links are exclusively running between governments and NATO, the core concepts 

of feminist theory - non-state actors and marginalised peoples - cannot be found, in any 

way, within this context. 

With regards to the English School, it is mainly concerned with maintaining order and 

how best to promote the principles of justice. The core concept of this school or theory is that . 

sovereign states form a society, although it is anarchical in nature. In doing so, sovereign 

states do not submit to a higher authority. Theorists of the English School have been 

influenced by, in varying degrees, some postulates of realism and idealism. They consider 

violence as an inevitable result of the nature of existing society (anarchy). The theory "has 

supported the rationalist or Grotian tradition, seeking a middle way, between the 'power 

politics' of realism and the 'Utopianism' of revolutionism. ,,44 

Linklater clarifies: 

The English School is interested in the processes that transform the system of 

states into societies of states and in the norms and institutions that prevent the 

collapse of civility and the re-emergence of unbridled power. It is also 

concerned with the question of whether societies of states can develop means 

of promoting justice for individuals and their immediate association. ,,45 

Thus, the concepts of this school are not overtly connected to the evolving relationship 

between NATO and the Middle East. The NATO dialogue process has nothing to do with 

forming a "society of states". Nor does it contribute towards achieving justice in the region. 

Neither has the process reduced violence in the region, particularly between Arabs and 

44 "International relations theory", Wikipedia, http://en.Wikipedia.org/wikillntemational_Relations_theory 
(Accessed 2 April 2009). 
45 Linklater, A. "The English School" in Burchill, S & et-al. Theories of International Relations. Hampshire & 
New York. Palgrave Macmillan. 1996, p. 93. 
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Israelis. NATO never claimed it could achieve such a big objective in the foreseeable future. 

It is true that the declared aim of the process is to contribute towards the enhancement of 

regional security. As will be illustrated in the chapters to follow, NATO's involvement in the 

Middle East has achieved some "relative" enhancement of regional security. However, the 

overall condition remains explosive. Furthermore, achieving internal and/or external justice 

within and among Middle Eastern partners was not a goal envisaged within the context of 

NATO's endeavour in the region. 

Moving to post-colonial theory, one may, at the first glance, recognise the fact that 

some NATO allies (for example France, Italy and the United Kingdom) were colonial powers 

in the last century or before. Coupled with this, all Middle Eastern partners - with the 

exception of the State of Israel - were under Western colonialism for long decades. Thus, 

some relevance to theories of post-colonialism can be ascertained in this context. 

To begin with, theories of post-colonialism provide broad explanations applicable to 

many related fields - politics, economy, ethics, etc. They also stress the importance of 

certain concepts, like "power", culture and identity. The main argument is that Western 

political theories may not be applicable to the politics of non-Western countries, because the 

experiences of the colonial powers are significantly different from those countries that were 

conquered and occupied. The theory holds to the view that post-colonial states are not 

integrated into the international decision-making process on various fields. Consequently, the 

theory advocates that there is a necessity to develop a new form of universalism; that the 

current pillars of international order were evolved and established according to only one 

perspective, that of European visions. 

Grovogui explains: 

Post-colonialism begins with the truism that European institutions have 

occupied a central place in the development of such concepts as international 

order, international morality, and international law. But post-colonialism [also] 
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asks questions about the international order and international law and morality 

that do not comply with disciplinary verities or received notions of critique and 

judgement.46 

Grovogui also underlines that post-colonial antipathy is emanating from a growing desire to 

resist new forms of hegemony, i.e., setting up the terms and rules of politics, and handling 

international affairs unilaterally, etc.47 

Initially, it could be claimed that NATO is, perhaps, servmg as a new link or 

cooperative vehicle between Western powers and formerly colonised countries in the region 

of the Middle East. This new relationship is a transformation that presents both dangers and 

opportunities. But some flaws undermine this vision. First, the NATO process has nothing to 

do with the heritage of the problematic atmosphere that shaped the relationship between the 

two sets of parties in the last centwy. The criteria that were used for inclusion and/or 

exclusion of Middle Eastern countries cannot fit in this context either. For example, some 

formerly colonised countries, like Syria, Lebanon and Iraq, were not invited to join the 

process. 

Second, nothing in ongoing cooperative links or political dialogue is consistent with 

post-colonial theory and its postulates. The current relationship remains horizontal. And while 

it is well known that NATO runs the relationship, no aspect of the process was forced upon, 

or ran against the interests of, the "weak and fragmented" Middle Eastern countries. 

Moreover, one of the guiding principles of the process is the concept of "co-ownership", 

which implies that Middle Eastern partners can have a "say" in the development of the 

relationship. Also relevant is that Middle Eastern partners never sought to use the process as a 

means of changing the current international structure. Nor did they relate the process, in any 

way, to the heritage of colonialism or their previous oppressors. On the contrary, NATO was 

46 Grovogui, S. "Post Colonialism". In Dunne, T & Kurki, M. International Relations Theories: Discipline and 
Diversity. Oxford & New York. Oxford University Press. 2002, p. 240. 
47 Ibid, p. 244. 
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either perceived in its own, as a military alliance or institution, or a tool of the United States, 

not fonner colonial states. 

Regarding other less relevant theories of international relations, "critical theory" 

underlines the importance of the link between knowledge and power; its worldview seeking to 

shift the focus of security from sovereign states to humanity, in order to realise idealistic 

aims. As Richard Devetak explains, "Critical international theory's aim of achieving an 

alternative theory and practices of international relations rests on the possibility of 

overcoming the exclusionary dynamics associated with the modern system of sovereign states 

and establishing a cosmopolitan set of arrangements that will better promote freedom, justice 

and equality across the globe. ,,48 Thus, it can be easily deduced that critical theory cannot 

enlighten the process because none of these objectives was among the priorities of the NA TO-

Middle East relationship. 

Also, "democratic peace theory" - a derivative of liberalism that argues that the 

advance of democracy would help achieve a durable peace because liberal democracies 

almost never make war on one another - cannot prove useful in this context because its main 

postulate remains outside NATO's jurisdiction in the region. As for "collective security 

theory", it assumes that the parties concerned will achieve and/or enhance their own security 

once they agree on certain rules within an established regime to reach this end. The approach 

holds the view that "any potential aggressor would be deterred by the prospect of joint 

retaliation, but it goes beyond the military realm to include a wider array of security 

problems. It assumes that states will relinquish sovereignty and freedom of action or inaction 

to increasing interdependence and the premise of the indivisibility of peace. ,,49 Certainly, this 

approach cannot fit in the context of the relationship between NATO and the Middle East, as 

48 Devetak, R. ''Critical Theory", Burchill, S & et-al. Theories of International Relations. Hampshire & New 
York. Pal grave Macmillan. 1996, p. 160. 
49 The IR website. http://www.irtheory.comlknow.htm (Accessed 15 June 2009) 

26 



it never imposed nor promised to give any kind of security reassurance or obligation to any 

party. 

Likewise, "green theory" which gives great significance to the ecological crisis as well 

as other environmental issues and their impacts on the international arena cannot be deemed 

as related to the nature of the growing relationship between NATO and the Middle East. 

Finally, post-modernism is unable to contribute positively in this context. It is mainly 

preoccupied with states, sovereignty, violence and the inseparable ties between knowledge, 

power and politics. Postmodernist scholars claim that "a global, decentralised society such as 

ours inevitably creates responses/perceptions that are described as postmodern, such as the 

rejection of what are seen as the false, imposed unities of meta-narrative and hegemony; the 

breaking of traditional frames of genre, structure and stylistic unity; and the overthrowing of 

categories that are the result oflogo-centrism and other forms of artificially imposed order.',so 

Devetak writes: "Post-modernism seeks to address [crucial issues] regarding interpretations 

and explanations of sovereign states.',SI Clearly, NATO's role in the region of Middle East 

has not been connected to, by any means, the practices of sovereign states, nor does it relate 

itself to any of the notions of this theory. 

iii. Liberalism 

Generally speaking, the basic themes of liberalism include trust of human nature and 

conviction that international relations can be cooperative rather than conflicted, because "the 

application of reason and universal ethics to international relations can lead to a more orderly, 

so Post modernism. http://intemationaIrelationstheory.googlepages.com!postmodernism.htm(Accessed IS June 
2009) 
SI Devetak, R. "Post modernism", Burchill, S & et-al. Theories of International Relations. Hampshire & New 
York. Palgrave Macmillan. 1996, p. 161. 
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just and cooperative world. Anarchy and war can be policed by institutional refonns that 

empower international organisation and law. ,,52 

Based on conviction that the factor of state ''preferences'', rather than its "capabilities", 

is the most decisive and instrumental method in detennining the nature of its foreign policy, 

liberal theory holds to the view that cooperation could be realised if enough efforts are exerted 

to improve or change state orientations in a way that is proper to reach this end. Jackson and 

Sorensen contend that: 

Liberals generally take a positive view of human nature. They have great faith 

in human reason and they are convinced that rational principles can be applied 

to international affairs. Liberals recognise that individuals are self interested 

and competitive up to a point. But they also believe that individuals share 

many interests and can thus engage in collaborative and cooperative social 

actions, domestically as well as internationally, which result in greater benefits 

for everybody at home and abroad 53 

This trust in human nature is based on the conviction that human beings are rational and they 

can recognise their vital interests and how best to achieve them, because "people have 

consistent and reasonable (or at least predictable) preferences, which they pursue rationally. 

As a result, well-designed political institutions within which people can rationally pursue their 

preferences in a way that interferes as little as possible with the abilities of others to do so will 

appeal sufficiently to people's reasonableness.,,54 

In the same context, Goodwin argues that: 

The preservation of the individual and the attainment of individual happiness 

are the supreme goals of a liberal political system. The individual person is to 

be regarded as inviolable, and all human life as sacrosanct; violence is 

therefore prohibited except in a way to preserve liberal society itself. The 

52Kegley, C. Op.Cit. p. 32. 
53 Jackson, R and Sorensen, G. Introduction to International Relations: Theories and Approaches. Oxford and 
New York: Oxford University Press, 2003, p.l06. 
54 Barkin, S. "Realist Constructivism", in Little, R and Smith, M. ed. Perspective On World Politics. London and 
New York: Routledge, 2006, p.418. 
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individual is also credited with knowledge of his own best interests and the 

ability to pursue them rationally. 55 

Thus, the theory rests on the assumption that there are numerous, perhaps countless, 

possibilities for cooperation, so that absolute gains could be achieved, and peace could be 

maintained. Kegley argues: 

Because they perceive change in global conditions as progressing over time, 

halting but still in the same trajectory through cooperative efforts, neoliberal 

theorists maintain that the ideas and ideals of the liberal legacy could describe, 

explain, predict and prescribe international conduct in ways that [others] could 

not during the conflict-ridden Cold War.56 

In line with this, it could be argued that NATO has been seeking to cooperate in the spirit of 

goodwill with Middle East region countries to deter common challenges and enhance the 

security and stability of the region for mutual benefit. Similarly, the positive responses of 

Middle East countries so far - specifically the MD partners and ICI Gulf states - are signs 

of appreciation and the desire to bolster NATO's endeavour in the region based on the 

conviction that this relationship will have a positive impact on mutual security. It can be 

argued that the two parties are taking advantage of the nature of the post-Cold War era in 

which the hegemonic doctrine and hostile attitudes are not the most dominant factors in 

determining the course of international interactions between states. 

Bearing in mind that the current relationship is running between Middle Eastern 

partners and NATO, as an institution, it seems that liberal institutionalism is the most 

appropriate theory for explaining, justifying and understanding the type and nature of this 

relationship. To elaborate, liberal institutionalists, contrary to realist line of thought, contend 

that international anarchy can be mitigated by international cooperation that brings regularity 

to the conduct of international relations. The overall view is that cooperation between states 

SS Goodwin, B. Using Political Ideas. Chichester & New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1987, p. 37. 
S6 Kegley, C. Op.Cit. p. 36. 
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can and should be organised and formalised in institutions and/or sets of rules that control, 

organise and govern state behaviour in specific policy areas, because establishing institutions 

or "regimes" would automatically constrain state behaviour by formalising the expectations of 

each party towards specific issues. Also relevant is that this theory, which considers the state 

as the central actor in the international arena, gives great attention to the state's access to 

necessary and accurate information. 

Kolodziej explains: 

States and governing leaders are viewed as rational actors. They don't 

deliberately take decisions or make moves that result in losses or unacceptable 

risks for themselves .. . They pursue their interests under conditions of 

anarchy, marked by great uncertainty about the implications of their behaviour 

. .. they lack the necessary information to act in ways that they can accurately 

and reliably predict the results of their mutually contingent behaviour with 

other actors. 57 

In order to achieve the desired cooperation, it is recommended to use institutions, as 

"institutions also provide infonnation to each of the actors to help coordinate their mutually 

contingent behaviour for shared, if not necessarily equal, benefits. ,,58 

Burchill concurs: 

Institutions then assume the role of encouraging cooperative habits, monitoring 

compliance and sanctioning defectors . . . Regimes also enhance trust, 

continuity and stability in a world of ungoverned anarchy.59 

Jackson and Sorensen also indicate that, "international institutions help promote cooperation 

between states and thereby help alleviate the lack of trust between states and states' fear of 

57 Kolodziej, E. Security and International Relations. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005, p. 151. 
58 Kolodziej, E. Op.Cit p. 159. 
59 Burchill, S. et al. Theories of International Relations. London: Macmillan Press, 1996, p. 65. 
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each other, which are considered to be the traditional problems associated with international 

anarchy.',60 

Importantly, liberal institutionalist theory holds to the view that states can improve 

their security as well as gain positive benefits if they cooperate, no matter how difficult the 

current situation seems to be, based on the conviction that international relations are not a 

zero-sum game. On the contrary, there is great potential to maximise expected benefits. 

Burchill clarifies that: 

Liberal institutionalists believe international relations need not to be a zero

sum game, as many states feel secure enough to maximise their own gains 

regardless of what occurs to others. Mutual benefits arising out of cooperation 

are possible because states are not always preoccupied with relative gains ... 61 

Goodwin explains that "competition should only arise when a shortage of resources prevents 

everyone being satisfied; likewise, cooperation should occur when it is in people's 

interests.'.62 More significantly, this cooperation, liberal institutionalists argue, does not 

require the existence of a hegemonic power that dictates and/or proposes various forms of 

cooperation. Cooperation could be "horizontal" rather than "vertical". 

Burchill indicates that: 

Liberal institutionalists seek to demonstrate that cooperation between states 

can be enhanced without the presence of a hegemonic player that can enforce 

compliance with agreements. For them, anarchy is mitigated by regimes and 

institutional cooperation that brings higher levels of regularity and 

predictability to international relations. Regimes constrain state behaviour [by] 

formalising the expectations of each party to an agreement where there is a 

shared interest. 63 

60 Jackson and Sorensen, Op. Cit, p. 7. 
61 Burchill, S. et at. Theories of International Relations. London: Macmillan Press, 1996, p. 65. 
62 Goodwin, B. Using Political ideas. Chichester & New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1987, p. 38. 
63 Burchill et ai, Op.Cit, p. 65. 
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Consequently, they believe that peace should prevail in world politics; that war and/or violent 

or hostile attitudes among states can be mitigated. 

Burchill concurs that: 

For liberals, peace is the normal state of affairs: in Kant's words, peace can be 

perpetual. The law of nature dictated hannony and cooperation between 

peoples. War is therefore both unnatural and irrational; it is an artificial 

contrivance and not a product of imperfect social relations or some peculiarity 

of human nature. Liberals have a belief in progress and the perfectibility of the 

human condition.64 

The evolving relationship between NATO and its Middle East partners has evolved in 

consistency with several core postulates of this theory. The selection of this approach can be 

justified in the light of the following: 

I. The NATO dialogue process confirms the unity of mankind and enriches the ability 

of the parties concerned to accept to cooperate with each other (i.e., Arabs and Israelis as well 

as Arabs and Western countries), and to develop common understandings of security threats 

and the best ways of combating them. In other words, it helps overturn oft-prevailing attitudes 

of "us against them". Taking into account the longstanding hostility among the parties 

concerned, the establishment of this process in such a negative atmosphere is a big 

achievement and confirms the utility of liberal institutionalist theory in understanding the 

unfolding relationship. 

2. It uses the power of ideas to build the necessary confidence to pursue required 

cooperation in various fields, including the military as well as security domains. This is an 

unprecedented event in the region. While ideas of cooperation were presented and discussed 

in consecutive rounds of consultative meetings without reaching concrete results, especially in 

the first phase of the relationship (from 1994 to 9/11), fruitful results from these deliberations 

64 Burchill, S. et al. Theories of International Relations. London: Macmillan Press, 1996, p. 31. 
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could be noticed in the second phase of NATO's role in the Middle East (from 9/11 to 2006). 

The following chapters will show how these ideas of cooperation have been translated into 

cooperative programmes that are designed to address the most serious and pressing security 

threats in the region, being terrorism and mass destruction weapons alongside other important 

security concerns. 

3. Liberal institutionalist theory underlines the impact of individual perceptions on 

world security, which is why much of the ongoing process has been dedicated to training 

programmes that help address prejudices and misperceptions. The aim of conducting 

numerous training programmes for officials of competent authorities from NATO and its 

Middle Eastern partners is to change perceptions among concerned officials towards NATO 

and their partners, as well as with regard to other views on security matters. These training 

courses, which included cultural visits and social gatherings, were designed to help officials 

from various countries to socialise with one another. Consequently, rapprochement could 

become a positive characteristic in other aspects of the unfolding relationship. The high 

importance given to these activities was recognised, as shall be illustrated in following 

chapters, by the 2006 Riga Summit that launched a new and fully fledged training initiative to 

serve this purpose. 

4. Being an alliance of democratic states, NATO, as an institution, helps in alleviating 

suspicion and fostering cooperative activities between concerned parties. For some countries 

in the region, the alliance became perceived with reassurance, rather than as a threat. As will 

be explained in detail in discussing the second case study (the NATO-Kuwait relationship), 

some vulnerable countries - particularly those located in the Gulf area - who had suffered 

from outside intervention instantly welcomed NATO's endeavour in the region, based on 

view that an alliance of democratic states could not swiftly or unpredictably change its 

friendly posture in the region. Likewise, some North African countries, especially Algeria and 
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Morocco, considered their ongoing cooperation with NATO as a method of reinforcing their 

relationship with the West and as a catalyst to appease prevailing suspicions towards the 

region. 

5. Among the main priorities of the NATO dialogue process is to make information 

available to each participant about NATO's policies and orientations. Equally important is 

that every partner has a chance to inform others about his own intentions, intelligence and 

policies. This two-way street of dissemination of information is indispensable for building 

trust and is in full conformity with the core postulates of liberal institutionalism as explained 

above. 

6. There is always room for advancement and evolution in the ongoing cooperation 

between various entities in the NATO dialogue process. In fact, one of the main principles 

governing the process since its inception in the mid-1990s is "progressiveness", which allows 

the two parties - NATO and any of its Middle Eastern partners - to move faster on bilateral 

tracks, i.e., developing more advanced forms of their security relationship, without relating it 

to other tracks and/or the multilateral track that might witness delays overall given different 

regional or international circumstances. 

7. Most significantly and indicatively, NATO's Middle East role, since its inception in 

1994, has been evolving gradually in a friendly - or at least non-hostile - environment. The 

two-party relationship has never experienced insurmountable or even severe differences. 

Instead, one can notice that the two parties have been keen to maintain and protect this 

relationship away from the repercussions of longstanding regional problems, among which 

the Arab-Israeli conflict is prominent. Also, severe disagreements that erupted between 

NATO allies themselves (i.e., France, Germany and Belgium vis-a-vis the United States, 

which is the dominant and most influential ally) and between some major allies and Middle 
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Eastern partners (Le., the United States, Britain vis-a-vis Egypt, Jordan, etc) over the 2003 

Iraq crisis did not lead to negative repercussions for the unfolding relationship. 

It appears evident that the two parties are confident that their cooperation, in its 

current form, is in line with their mutual benefits. Understanding this helps the researcher 

disaggregate the various aspects of the evolving relationship and also predict opportunities in 

the future. The empirical work conducted within the context of this research has run in 

parallel with the chosen theoretical framework of liberal institutionalism and confinns its 

accuracy and utility, as will be revealed in the following chapters. 

Finally, it is worth mentioning that the picture is not wholly a rosy one. As will be 

discussed, surrounding circumstances have influenced the relationship, with NATO and the 

dialogue process as yet unable to fulfil some declared objectives. 

Literature review 

Before presenting an analytical review of the existing literature on NATO's role in the Middle 

East, one point has to be underlined. Much of the existing literature approaches this topic 

within the context of US or Western foreign policies towards the region. Put otherwise, 

NATO's role in the region is perceived by many scholars and experts as a tool that could be 

used either by the United States alone or by all allies together, to implement its or their vision 

for the region. Few contributions have covered the various aspects of standing ties between 

NATO and the Middle East. 

i. NATO'sJraught role in the Middle East 

The growing relationship between NATO and the Middle East has been controversial and 

problematic for numerous reasons, among which are the nature of the North Atlantic Alliance 

as a Cold War institution and the long legacy of colonialism in the Middle East that still has 
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its direct impact on politics today. Commenting on this, many scholars have recognised that 

NATO's Middle East role is emerging from an unfavourable atmosphere. 

To start with, Calderbank identifies the difficulties that surrounded - and perhaps 

still do - the evolution of this relationship. She explains that launching NATO's role in the 

region was faced by suspicion and fear from the countries concerned, especially Egypt that 

was openly hostile. She ascribes this unwelcoming position to the effects of US policies in the 

region, particularly in Iraq, and the organisation's lack of understanding of the region, with all 

its complexities and sensitivities. She also notices that suspicion against NATO is prevailing 

not only in the Arab street but also among ruling elites.6s 

Neep underlines the same point that the negative perception of the United States 

across the Middle East is casting strong doubt on the possibility of developing NATO's role 

in the region, particularly the Mediterranean Dialogue. He argues that while Arab populations 

are not expected to overthrow those governments that maintain distinct relationships with the 

United States, it is also understandable that those governments are not able to ignore public 

opinion on each and every issue. This argument indicates that Arab governments, perhaps, 

have not yet found strong incentives to defy public opinion on this particular issue.66 

Likewise, Blanford maintains that the situation in the Gulf is not different from the 

Mediterranean area, highlighting that overwhelming anger against the United States is 

spreading even in wealthy Gulf countries and generating suspicion against NATO's 

announced plans, despite the fact that the majority of Gulf countries' leaders approve of 

cooperating with the North Atlantic Alliance.67 

What could be deduced from these insights is that NATO has been perceived to be a 

bulwark of US policies in the region. This belief, in one way or another, reflects and 

6S Calderbank, S. A New Frontier For NATO Lies In The Middle East. Mathaba, 2005 
http://mathaba.netiO index.shtml?x=102130 (Accessed: 1 March 2007). 
66 Neep, D. "Anticipating Istanbul", The Royal United Service Institute, June 2004. Vol 24, No (6). p.6. 
67 Blanford, N. "NATO Floats Mideast Plan", Christian Science Monitor. 29 July 2004. p. 2. 
http://www.csmonitor.coml2004/0729/p07s02-wome.html (Accessed: 1 December 2005). 
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consolidates the assumption that NATO and the United States are two sides of the same coin. 

Adding to this, these insights underline that US foreign policy in the region is making it more 

difficult the enhancement of NATO's regional role. 

Importantly, not only does the problem rest with the United States or the impact of its 

policies. There is also a lack of confidence regarding the Alliance's real intentions in the 

region. In this respect, Shiyyab concurs that what hinders cooperative efforts between NATO 

and countries in the region is a long legacy of mistrust. He draws attention to the fact that 

many observers in the region fear that NATO could intervene forcibly at a regional level, as 

they think that the current cooperative mechanism that combines NATO and some Middle 

Eastern countries might constitute preparation for imposing conditions by force in the future. 

He concludes by arguing that, "Because the MENA (Middle East and North Africa) region 

faces many uncertainties, it is vital that the dialogue succeeds. Serious attempts should be 

made to reconcile a history of mistrust between the region and the West. The goals of the 

dialogue must be clearly defmed to serve the needs of both sides.',68 

Thus, the point that could be drawn from the above reviewed argument is that there is 

a fear, justifiable or not, that NATO's current endeavour might lead in the future to an 

interventionist policy that will certainly collide with the sovereignty and interests of NATO's 

supposed Middle Eastern partners. 

In general, these contributions highlight that the intense political atmosphere in the 

region, including first and foremost the nature and impact of US foreign policy (for example, 

the 2003 invasion of Iraq), is the main cause that might hinder, or at least diminish, the 

possibility of building a positive and substantial relationship between NATO and some 

Middle Eastern countries. 

68 Shiyyab, M. The NATO-Med Dialogue: An Initiative That Must Succeed. Bitterlemons International, Middle 
East Round Table, 17 February 200S, Volume 3, Edition (6), p.2. 
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Others believe that NATO's endeavour is doomed to inevitable failure not only 

because of the current political situation in the Middle East, but also for reason of 

insunnountable obstacles in the broader context, including the controversial relationship 

between Islam and the West. 

For example, Ahrari warns that the potential involvement of NATO in the region 

might trigger conflict in a broader context, as extremism and radicalism in the region will 

inspire many that the West is determined to contain or subjugate Islam, "something that Egypt 

and Saudi Arabia are already arguing, even though at a comparatively smaller scale.,,69 This 

tells us that the problematic and controversial relationship between Islam and the West has an 

impact on interactions between the region and the Western community, and NATO's role in 

region is no exception in this respect. This might help us understand why the parties of the 

existing equation, i.e., NATO and its Middle Eastern partners, have always been keen to not 

subject the growing relationship between the two to public debate. 

In addition, relationship building between NATO and the Middle East has been beset 

with internal or hereditary problems. Tanner notes that not only does NATO's role in the 

Middle East face local challenges, but even within the North Atlantic Alliance itself 

consensus with regard to NATO's role is difficult to achieve. He draws attention to what he 

describes as the "systemic" problem of implicit rivalry between NATO states' national 

programmes with MD partners and NATO's current efforts to achieve a more significant 

cooperative agenda on its multilateral track. The point he seeks to underline is that NATO's 

member states have different perspectives with regards to the region, and sometimes it 

becomes difficult to reconcile all these various policies within NATO. Importantly, he argues 

69 Ahrai, E. "NATO and the Middle East", 2003, Asian Times. http://www.atimes.com!atimeslMiddle 
EastIFFllAk03.htm (Accessed: 13 December 2006). 
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that promotion of democratisation, which has become a global demand, requires a common 

alliance strategy and not just a few measures, as at present. 70 

In similar vein, Soweilam casts doubt on efforts to enhance the role of NATO in the 

Middle East region for two main reasons: US-European differences; and other challenges, 

risks and responsibilities that NATO is currently facing. He writes: "Differences between the 

United States and the European Union are growing on all levels, not just over political 

concerns, trade and the environment, but also over strategic defence. The disputes plaguing 

NATO have a negative impact on the Middle East." Moreover, he adds, NATO is facing huge 

and various strategic challenges in the regions lying between Germany and Russia, northern 

Europe, southward through Turkey, the Caucasus, the Caspian Sea and Central Asia.71 

The above arguments hint that cohesion is somewhat lacking in the allies' policies 

towards the region. Consequently, there is some difficulty in drawing precisely NATO's 

policies in the region, and further difficulties for NATO in implementing them. Further, it is 

clear that there many security burdens bearing down on NATO, and that the Middle East, 

regardless of its global importance, is only one of them. Overloaded by various security 

concerns, it is perhaps open to question whether NATO has the requisite resources to tackle 

the Middle Eastern challenge. 

ii. NATO's role in the Middle East post-9/JJ 

Whereas the above indicates the chronic problems and obstacles that in general surround the 

establishment of a NATO-Middle East relationship, others assert that the post-9/11 political 

environment both allows and necessitates NATO-Middle East engagement and even 

intervention. This notwithstanding, it is noticeable that there is a division of opinion regarding 

70 Tanner, F. NATO's Role In Defence Cooperation And Democratization In The Middle East. Istituto Affari 
Internationali, 2004, p.112. 
71 Soweilam, H. "NATO Differences Regarding The Middle East" Elsaysa Eldowleya. AI-Abram Centre for 
Strategic Studies. October 2002 Vol (3), p.63 (In Arabic). 
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the scope of NATO's role in the region. While some advocate for a more serious role, others 

suggest that NATO is either irrelevant to current problems in the region, or should not exceed 

certain limits for fear that it becomes counter-productive. 

aJ Proponents of greater NATO involvement in Middle Eastern affairs 

To start with, Cohen affirms the necessity of enlarging NATO's role in the Middle East by 

warning that: "Political instability and state failure in the Caucasus and Central Asia, as well 

as in the Muslim states of the Southern and Eastern Mediterranean and the Greater Middle 

East, is another long-term systemic threat, which may endanger Europe and North America." 

Then he recommends that NATO member states should develop workable strategies, based on 

shared threat assessments, to deal with major issues of the region, such as Iran, Iraq, and 

terrorism. He also urges NATO to playa role in backing up the democratisation process in the 

region by spreading the Western notion of the civilian-military relationship, and to act as a 

venue in which Arabs and Israelis can meet in order to promote trust and understanding 

among themselves.72 

Laipson underlines that NATO's new role of the region is and should be consistent 

with other international initiatives that are seeking to induce required changes in the region. 

He writes: 

NATO is picking up the pace of its engagement in the Middle East, putting 

aside any lingering doubts about "out of area" missions. This new activism can 

contribute to regional stability and can add security sector reform to the reform 

agenda in the region. The new interest in the Middle East also represents 

NATO's desire to align its priorities with those of Washington, the G-8, the 

EU and other groupings that collectively represent western power. It is the 

Bush Administration's energy for ''transforming'' the Middle East that has 

72 Cohen, A. NATO's Frontiers: Eurasia, the Mediterranean, and the Greater Middle East, The Heritage 
Foundation, 9 January 2006, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Europelh1919.cfin(Accessed: 1 November 
2007). 
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persuaded NATO to move more actively into the sometimes-stonny waters of 

the Gulf.73 

Heibourg asserts that, "It is absolutely vital to the success of the Greater Middle East 

Initiative that adequate international machinery be established. NATO can play a useful 

supporting role in tenns of peacekeeping or security sector refonn.,,74 In saying this, 

Heibourg, similar to the previous argument, argues that the "Greater Middle East Initiative", 

launched by the United States, following the 2003 invasion of Iraq, to address socio-economic 

problems in the region, needs to be complemented by NATO's contribution in the above-

mentioned fields. 

Meanwhile, Ruhle comments on NATO's increasing role in the region as follows: 

NATO's Mediterranean Dialogue has been given more substance; the Alliance 

has begun to reach out to interested Gulf countries and it is training Iraqi 

security forces. The new training Initiative for the Middle East - an approach 

that could also be applied to Africa at a later stage - underlines the logic of 

adding value in areas where NATO possesses unrivalled expertise. Obviously, 

these outreach efforts must take into account the diversity of the region, as well 

as the widespread perception of NATO as a western, US-dominated body.7s 

In the same vein, Rupp maintains: "The Mediterranean Dialogue yielded modest results 

throughout the 1990s. In the aftennath of9/11, however, many Alliance supporters called on 

NATO to further expand its presence in the region.,,76 

Similarly, Altenburg affirms that the current situation of the Middle East requires a 

more active role for NATO. He writes: "NATO and the Middle East - the very combination 

of these two tenns may still strike some observers as far-fetched, perhaps even frivolous. But 

73 Laipson, E. "NATO's Evolving Role in the Middle East: The Gulf Dimension". 
http://www.stimson.orgiswalpdflNA TOTranscriptlntroEdited.pdf (Accessed: 12 March 2006). 
74 Heibourg, F. "Mideast Democracy Is A Long-Term, Global Project", International Herald Tribune. 24 March 
2004. 
7S Ruhle, M. "Different Speeds, Same Direction: NATO And The New Transatlantic Security Agenda", 
International Politics, Summer 2006, V (7). N3 p. SI. 
76 Rupp, R. "Israel in NATO? A Second look", National Interest, NovlDec 2006. No.S6 p. 50. 
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the time to explore how NATO can make a real contribution to Middle Eastern security has 

clearly come.,,77 Ansari argues: "If NATO is really interested in stability in this part of the 

world, it should without hesitation move in."78 

These arguments also highlight that many advocates of NATO are calling for a more 

substantial role in the Middle East, despite the fact that its previous perfonnance in the 

preceding period, from 1994 to 2001, did not bring about any significant contribution in 

enhancing stability and security in the region. This researcher believes that NATO's current 

role in the region is consolidating and complementing other international efforts, whereas the 

limits of its "envisaged" role remain an area of contention. 

Not all scholars agree. The review that follows might help illustrate that NATO's role 

in the region has been surrounded by uncertainty and/or ambiguity, especially with regard 

enhancing regional security. 

To start with, Cordesman indicates that irrespective of genesis of the 2003 war against 

Iraq, it is not in the interest of Europe to allow the defeat of the US-led coalition. That is why 

it is expected that NATO could playa role, if necessary, to defeat the insurgency there. He 

also argues that the limits of the envisaged NATO role with respect to defeating the Taliban 

and AI-Qaeda, and the Arab-Israeli conflict, as well as Islamic terrorism, should be well 

defined. He concludes by saying that: 

If the West only deals with the Greater Middle East in NATO security tenns, 

the best it can hope for is a mix of containment, continued extremism, and 

occasional war. To eliminate terrorism or achieve energy security, the root 

77 Altenburg, G. ''The Mediterranean Region Between Dreams And Conflict: Cross Cultural Perceptions Of 
Security In The Mediterranean Region." NATO Defense College Seminar report series No.I8. 2005,2. 
78 Ansari, H. "NATO and the Middle East". Qatar newspaper (In Arabic). 
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causes of the region's problems must be addressed in as thorough and as 

practical a manner as any military mission.79 

This argument, while it refers to the broad approach that NATO might follow in dealing with 

regional problems in the Middle East, hints that NATO's preparedness to deal with the region 

should include the possibility of coercion. As referred earlier, this might explain why there is 

some noticeable mistrust between NATO and its Middle Eastern partners. I intend to focus on 

this issue with a view to assessing and predicting the trajectory and nature of the future role of 

the Alliance in the region. 

Philip Gordon is among those who call for more engagement for NATO in the Middle 

East to tackle the challenges as well as seize the opportunities that have emerged post-9fII. 

He lists the measures taken by NATO to vitalise its Middle Eastern policy post-91l1, noting 

that NATO has: 

. .. invoked its Article 5 defence clause for the first time ever, following the 

September 11 attacks in the United States; deployed a peacekeeping force of 

nearly 9,000 troops to Northern Afghanistan and committed to expand that 

mission geographically (to the south) and quantitatively (by another 6,000 

troops); launched a 9 million euro training operation for Iraqi forces involving 

contributions from all 26 NATO members; created the NATO Response Force 

(NRF), a grouping of some 20,000 forces and equipment that can be called 

together at short notice and deployed anywhere around the world; deployed the 

NRF in an earthquake relief operation in Pakistan; established an air-bridge to 

supply soldiers from the African Union (AU) to a peacekeeping mission in 

Sudan; launched the Istanbul Cooperation Initiative (ICI) to develop its 

political and military relations with members of the GCC; expanded its 

Mediterranean Dialogue (MD) to facilitate political dialogue with Middle 

Eastern countries including Egypt; enlarged the scope of political discussions 

in the North Atlantic Council to include briefings on a range of Middle Eastern 

79 Cordesman, A. "Western Security Efforts and the Greater Middle East". 2004. "The US and NATO: An 
Alliance of Purpose" June 2004. pp. 4-5 http://uS Info.state.gove/joumallidpsl0604/cordesman. (Accessed: 12 
December 2006) 
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and global issues; and established a Chemical, Biological, Radiological and 

Nuclear Response (CBRNR) team to help deal with possible weapons of mass 

destruction contingencies.80 

Gordon indicates that many of these operations and measures are limited in scope and that 

political discussions about the Greater Middle East are still in their early stages. Nonetheless, 

he adds, "the trend toward greater Alliance involvement in the region is clear and NATO's 

role in this area is likely to continue to groW.,,81 

Nolan and Hodge believe that regional realities necessitate that NATO intervene to 

reduce the intensity or contain the spill over of ethnic conflict as well as massive and gross 

human rights abuses.82 They call for a further expansion of NATO's duties to include these 

"new tasks", to protect Euro-Atlantic territories from their repercussions and ramifications, 

including massive immigration. As will be shown in Chapter 5 of this dissertation, NATO has 

assumed such a supportive role in Darfur. 

Differently, Vankeirsbilck clarifies that NATO's new approach to the Middle East is 

related to the risks emanating from the region, including, first and foremost, the proliferation 

of weapons of mass destruction, rogue states and the global fundamentalist terrorism.83 

Vankeirsbilck clarifies that one of the most important and fruitful results of building a 

cooperative relationship with the Middle East is conveying NATO's expertise to its Middle 

Eastern partners. He adds that military cooperation that is being conducted within NATO's 

role in the region will not be limited to certain modest goals like increasing interoperability, 

80 Gordon, P. NATO's Growing Role in the Greater Middle East. Abu Dhabi: The Emirates Center for Strategic 
Studies and Research, 2004, p. 2. 
8t Ibid, p. 3. 
82 Nolan, C and Hodge, C. "The North Atlantic Alliance And The Humanitarian Principle", in Hodge, C. NATO 
for the New Century: Atlanticism and European security. London: Praeger, 2002, p.16. 
83 Vankeirsbilck, M. "NATO's Contribution To Stability In The Mediterranean And The Middle East", 2006. 
http://www.camitatoolantica.it/articlelI911nato%92 (Accessed: 13 December 2006). 
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but rather will also serve other long-tenn objectives, such as easing tension, dispelling 

misperceptions, and promoting regional integration. 84 

Koch believes that NATO must have an auxiliary role to play in the region. He hints 

that enlarging the role of NATO to the Gulf area, as part of its new role in the Middle East 

region, means that NATO would shoulder part of the security burden and allow the Europeans 

to have a role in any security arrangements. However, he underlines that NATO cannot 

substitute for the indispensable role of the United States as the security provider in this highly 

important strategic area.8S This argument can increase understanding about the internal 

interactions within the Alliance itself, between the United States and its European allies. 

Ruhle goes beyond the current debate and suggests that NATO should develop a new 

form of "partnership" with the region, tailored to its needs and requirements. However, if 

NATO, he further argues, wants to fonnulate a more visible role in the region in the longer 

tenn, more transatlantic understanding and agreement should be developed about the 

necessity and dimensions of NATO's regional role.86 This argument indicates that even if 

NATO is pursuing, at the current stage, a cautious, gradual approach that is more concerned 

about confidence building and dispelling misperceptions, this will contribute positively in 

enhancing security in the region in the long run. More advanced fonns of relationship, like 

partnership, are not excluded in future. 

Malmvig comments on NATO's hope to tum the Mediterranean Dialogue into a 

multilateral mechanism along the lines of the successful Partnership for Peace model, while 

adding that the possibility of such a outcome in the foreseeable future is slim. She suggests 

that the MD should be, instead, strengthened and developed because MD states do not have 

the same positive perception of NATO as the states of the fonner Eastern bloc, and they are 

84 Ibid, p. 3. 
85 Koch, C. "A role for NATO in the Gulf?" Media Monitors. 2005. 
http://usa.mediamonitors.netlcontentlview/fulVI3368. (Accessed: 13 December 2006). 
86 Ruhle, M. "NATO at the Crossroads ", The Potomac papers. Virginia: The Potomac Foundation. March 2004. 
p.IO 
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not ready for greater integration with the Western security alliance. She also clarifies that "the 

impediments to further cooperation and exchanges are compounded by the fact that NATO 

possesses few carrots with which it can persuade the Mediterranean states to deepen 

cooperation or move forward on the difficult reform process ... 87 

Malmvig's argument highlights some important points, including the factors of 

mistrust and the effects of prevailing misperceptions; and that NATO, so far, has few 

incentives to persuade Mediterranean partners to deepen cooperation. However, two points 

must be borne in mind: first, there is a growing desire among some MD partners to widen the 

scope of cooperation, including high level cooperation on ministerial levels; second, it is not 

true that NATO has few carrots; instead NATO, as will be shown, can give significant 

assistance in this respect. So, turning the MD into a general or specific partnership is not an 

unrealistic possibility. 

Calderbank asserts that the potential of such a cooperative relationship is promising. 

She argues that the countries of the region are in need of NATO's huge expertise with regards 

to modernising their armed forces. Jordan and Algeria, she adds, have shown great interest in 

cooperating with NATO in this field. Moreover, some other countries like Egypt, Morocco 

and Jordan were willing to participate in NATO-led operations in the Balkans.88 

However, Calderbank argues that the role of the Alliance should not exceed certain 

limits; otherwise it risks negative consequences: 

NATO's role in the region is most likely to be successful if it is limited and 

low-key. It is unlikely to be welcomed as a political organisation, trumpeting 

US-driven reform and seeking to impose a Western security agenda on the 

region. Suspicions regarding its intentions and confusion regarding its aims 

87 Malmvig, H. "A new role NATO in the Middle East: Assessing possibilities and Barriers for an enhanced 
Mediterranean dialogue", Danish Institute For International Studies, 2005, p. 27. http://www.diis.dk(Accessed: 
6 March 2006) 
88 Calderbank, Op.Cit, p.4. 
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will not be dispelled simply through the public diplomacy campaigns that 

NATO is putting so much effort and money into. 89 

Dufourq confinns that "NATO's good neighbour policies, based on common security 

interests with its partners on the southern flank, were not devised for dealing with problems 

originating in the adjacent areas of the Middle East and bore little relevance to their possible 

solution.,,90 Indeed, NATO's ability to intervene substantially in this complex security 

environment is weak. 

Winrow warns against exaggerating the expected results of NATO's involvement in 

the region, predicting that it will neither resolve the region's long-standing problems nor settle 

all differences among participants. He adds, however, that the beneficial aspects of the MD 

process - like building confidence between the countries of North and South as well as 

between the countries of South themselves - should not be downplayed.91 

He also mentions that: 

NATO's Mediterranean Initiative will most probably continue to develop 

incrementally. There will be no major dramatic breakthrough in relations 

between states north and south of the Mediterranean solely on account of the 

work of the NATO-Mediterranean dialogue. However, this dialogue is a useful 

CBM (confidence building measures) and an important tool of preventive 

diplomacy in the Euro-Mediterranean area.92 

Altenburg maintains that, "While a NATO role in the Middle East is still a little bit in the 

'dream' category, there are other contributions that the Alliance can bring right now, in 

particular through our Mediterranean Dialogue process.,,93 He clarifies that NATO is trying to 

89 Ibid, p.4. 
90 Dufourq, J. « L'intelIigence de la Mediterranee». Research paper. NATO Defense College. April 2004, p. 1. 
91 Winrow, G. Dialogue with the Mediterranean: The role of NATO's Mediterranean Initiative. New York and 
London: Garland Publishing, 2000, p.196. 
92 Ibid, P 231. 
93 Altenburg, Op.Cit.,pp30-31 
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enrich practical cooperation in certain areas, such as the fight against terrorism, weapons of 

mass destruction, crisis management, defence refonn and military-to-military cooperation. 

Lugar suggests that NATO can help in containing the exploding conflicts of the 

Middle East by concentrating on helping militaries in the region with proper training and 

educations for certain fields, like peace missions, counter terrorism, border security, defence 

refonn, as well as civilian control ofthe military.94 

Importantly, and contrary to the majority of assessments, Behnke argues that NATO 

bears hostile intentions towards the region. He mentions that there is a conviction in the West 

that the South is to be controlled and disciplined in order to prevent the spillage of its crises. 

He suggests: "NATO's Mediterranean Initiative is a cornerstone in this rendition. For while 

we so far can not observe any direct military intervention by the Alliance in the 

Mediterranean region, NATO's discourse on the South in general, and the Initiative in 

particular, render it accessible and available for such action.,,95 

Behnke sees the MD as a part of a pre-planned scenario to control the region. It is 

arguable, however, that this is inconsistent with the fact that Mediterranean Dialogue partners 

have been favourable, in varying degrees, towards positive engagement with NATO in this 

process and its wide-ranging activities. Also, mention could be made that nothing in this 

process, as will be clarified in the following parts of this dissertation, may pave the way 

towards achieving this possibility. Furthennore, there is no complete similarity between the 

policies of the United States and the European allies towards the region that might empower 

or enable NATO to do SO.96 

Finally, it is worth indicating that some analysts exaggerate the potential role of 

NATO in the Middle East region. For example, Fucks proposes that NATO grants 

94 Lugar, R, "A New Partnership for the Greater Middle East: Combating Terrorism, Building Peace", 2004, p.6 
http://www.brook.eduicommJevents/20040329Iugar.htm (Accessed: 8 March 2005). 
95 Behnke, A. "Inscription of imperial order: NATO's Mediterranean Initiative", The International Journal of 
Peace Studies. Vot8, 2003. p 6. 
96 This will be reviewed in the following chapter. 
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membership to Israel to help the Hebrew state in reaching a final settlement with the 

Palestinians. He thinks that this kind of assurance obtained from NATO membership would 

encourage Israel, and some Arab states in a later stage, to move towards peace and 

democracy.97 

This suggestion seems optimistic at least for the time being, bearing in mind it 

requires changing the 1949 Washington Treaty that stipulates in Article 10 that the 

geographic boundaries of the Alliance are limited to the Euro-Atlantic territories. In the 

meantime, it reveals that NATO's role in the region has produced a very wide spectrum of 

conflicting ideas and no consensus. 

The overall view that could be drawn from all these wide ranging and inconsistent 

arguments is that the post-9fll challenges do require more engagement of NATO in a very 

wide spectrum of issues ranging from the Arab -Israeli conflict and Iraq to human rights 

protection and terrorism, etc; whereas the measures taken do so far are very limited in scope 

and effects; and there is a severe contradiction about should/or should not be done in this 

respect. To elaborate, whereas some of these arguments confirm that the development of the 

current relationship should be gradual and cautious, and calls for more specific achievable 

aims, rather than contemplating for too ambitious aims, others arguments urge for a more 

significant role of NATO in addressing all security threats. In all cases, what should 

determine whether or not NATO's role in the region has achieved yet some success is its 

given mandate as well as its relevance to various security issues, as will be reviewed in the 

following parts of this research. 

b) Sceptics of enlarging NATO's role in the Middle East region 

97 Fucks, R "Israel should join NATO: The Alliance could be a custodian for peace in the Middle East", 
International Politics. Fall 2006. p. 80. 
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On the other hand, some experts argue that an expanded NATO role in the Middle East region 

is unnecessary, or at least ought not be other than auxiliary or supportive. Downplaying 

NATO's importance, not only in the Middle East but also in general terms, Rupp maintains 

that the new NATO has defined certain goals which are too difficult to achieve, and there is 

some evidence suggesting that even member states do not believe that NATO can serve as an 

indispensable vehicle to achieve the goals of their foreign policies. He even predicts that 

NATO's decline is becoming evident and will be self-perpetuating in the years ahead.98 

Morgan mentions that, "NATO is being used in a highly creative fashion, along lines 

in keeping with its historical development, to bridge elements of several alternative models 

for regional security systems. This is of great interest on its own, but as of now it has little 

relevance for the Middle East.,,99 

These two arguments suggest that the role of NATO in the Middle East region might 

not be overly effective, or at least not overly significant, taking into consideration undeniable 

differences between NATO's past experience and its current endeavour in the Middle East. 

However, this view disregards the fact that the leaders of the 26 member states have 

authorised NATO, among its other highly important missions, to approach the Middle East. 

This trend has been frequently confirmed and emphasised in every summit since the 1994 

Brussels Summit. 

Spieget believes that no significant contribution towards the establishment of a new 

security regime in the area can be expected. He maintains that: 

Progress towards such a regime is extremely difficult without adequate 

domestic support and credible commitment by regional leaders. For example, 

NATO could not exist without a strong common calculation of interests, a 

98 Rupp, R. NATO After 9/11: An Alliance In Continuing Decline. New York and Hampshire: Palgrave 
Macmillan, 2006, p. 233. 
99 Morgan, P. "NATO and European Security: The Creative Use Of An International Organization", In Maoz, Z 
and Landau, M (ed). Building Regional Security in the Middle East: International. regional and domestic 
influences. Jaffee Center for Strategic Studies. London: Frank Cass, 2005, p. 50. 
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supportive societal infrastructure, and leaders who are ready to cooperate. In 

the Middle East, these factors have never existed simultaneously, and all these 

have been often missing. They will not begin to exist until there is an end to 

Israeli-Palestinian violence and moves towards Arab-Israeli diplomatic 

progress. 100 

Spieget's view is consistent with other arguments indicating that NATO's role ought to be 

limited in order to avoid becoming entangled in a Middle East quagmire. 

100 Spieget. S. "Regional Security And The Levels Of Analysis Problem", in Cohen, A. The North Atlantic 
Alliance/or the 21st century. Berlin: Peter Lang, 2001, p. 83. 
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NATO: An American or transatlantic tool? 

Some believe that NATO is an important tool that could be used by the trans-Atlantic 

alliance, i.e., the United States and its European allies, to tackle Middle Eastern challenges, 

especially in the post-9fII years. 

Gordon indicates that irrespective of any current divergent views between Europe and 

the United States towards the prospective of NATO's role in the region, both will have to 

strive together to achieve their interests in the region, especially through NATO which 

remains one of best reliable mechanisms for formulating policies and operations among 

allies.101 Ruhle adds that it is noticeable that NATO's post-9t11 agenda reveals that a new 

transatlantic security partnership has been established in order to face new circumstances. 102 

Burns confirms that the main task of NATO, which is to defend Europe and North 

America, remains unchanged, but in doing so NATO has to give full attention to the greater 

Middle East because, "We have to deploy our conceptual attention and our military forces 

East and South. NATO's future, we believe, is in East and South. It in the greater Middle 

East."I03 

The International Institute of Strategic Studies comments that: 

NATO is also the right place to develop joint US-European power projection 

for the Middle East, particularly in the Gulf. The European NATO allies may 

not be ready to commit in advance to [the] power-projection initiative for the 

Middle East, but given the region's importance and the limited resources 

available for defence, it would be a mistake not to take advantage of NATO's 

capabilities and common infrastructure inter-operable armed forces and long 

history of military cooperation. 104 

101 Gordon, P. "NATO's Growing Role In The Greater Middle East", The Emirates Center for Strategic Studies 
and Research 2006.p3 http://www.csis.org (Accessed: IS July 2006) 
102 Ruhle, Op.Cit. P.97 
103 Bums, N. "NATO's future". The Acronym Institute for Disarmament and Diplomacy. 
http://www.acronym.org.uk 2003 p. 3 (Accessed: 1 December 2004). 
1%. The Geopolitics of the Middle East", Adelphi Papers. IISS. London: Routledge, 2006, p. 403. 
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Broadly speaking, these arguments conftrm that there is a growing need to use NATO as a 

tool in dealing with the Middle East region. These scholars and experts are certain that the 

current challenges in the Middle East region, as well as transatlantic interests (i.e., shared 

interests between the United States and its European allies), are dictating that allies cooperate 

and harmonise their policies within NATO's mechanism to activate its role in the Middle 

East. 

On the other hand, Shiyyab argues that NATO could not be other than a tool used by 

the United States in approaching the Middle East. He argues that the MD concentrated mainly 

in the last decade on peacekeeping issues, arms control, small arms and light weapons, 

environment protection, civil emergency, crisis management and military cooperation. All 

these ftelds are enriching practical security cooperation that serves, in one way or another, the 

interests of the United States. However, he adds, it is evident that the whole process has yet to 

reach its full potentia1.10s 

Schweitzer holds that the United States has uncontested influence in determining 

NATO's policies; that NATO itself serves as a mechanism of shaping international views on 

the security objectives of the United States, and that "While many member states participate 

in NATO deliberations, the United States has the loudest voice and, in fact, mainly leads 

NATO actions. 106 

Daalder, Gnesotto and Gordon indicate that Washington has started to urge its 

European allies to support its policy in the Middle East region, hinting that: "Starting in the 

late 1990s, the United States pressed its NATO allies to broaden their vision beyond Europe 

to other parts of the world. ,,107 

lOS Shiyyab, Op.Cit p.3 
106 Schweitzer, G. America on Notice: Stemming the tide of Anti- Americanism. New York: Prometheus. 2006, p. 
260. 
107 Daalder, I and Gnesotto, N and Gordon, P. "Crescent of Crisis: US-European Strategy for the Greater Middle 
East", Washington, D.C: Brookings Institution Press. 2006. P. 239 
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As illustrated, the main point of these arguments is that NATO is an American tool, 

and its current role in the region is serving US interests, irrespective of the views of other 

allies. Allegedly, even if NATO's role is supposed to reflect the concurrence of allies' 

opinions, it remains, in reality, subject to US foreign policy, bearing in mind the huge 

influence of the United States on both NATO and the Middle East. What is missing in these 

contributions is the confinnation of whether or not NATO's role in the Middle East region is 

serving other allies' interests. 

To sum up, the majority of arguments reviewed recognise that NATO's role in the 

Middle East region is fraught, given that the region is extremely sensitive to foreign 

intervention and is characterised by chronic and longstanding unresolved conflicts. As a 

result, many scholars underline the fact that NATO is perceived with suspicion, even by its 

Middle East partners. Many argue that NATO must maintain a low profile in order not to 

elicit tension or hostile responses. 

Most realise that the NATO's endeavour in the Middle East region faces challenges on 

many fronts. First of all, there is no consensus, or even finn detennination among the allies 

themselves, on the prospective role of the Alliance in the volatile Middle East region. 

Additionally, NATO, as a military alliance, has no significant contribution to make in solving 

the long-standing political problems of the Middle East. 

On the other hand, some believe that NATO - especially in the post-9/11 era - is 

able to perfonn an important mission in support of other international initiatives that seek to 

incur desired change in the region. They indicate that the post-9/11 period has facilitated -

and already witnessed - a more substantial role for the Alliance with regard to Middle 

Eastern affairs. Some believe, however, that it is premature to confinn such a change, given 

that the measures taken to extend NATO's role in the region have been limited and cautious. 
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Finally, several analysts underline that NATO's role in the Middle East is the result of 

an amalgamation of views between the two pillars of the North Atlantic Alliance in its 

broader context. They consider that European allies and the United States have come to 

understand that they need to coordinate policies with regard the Middle East; that one of the 

proper tools to be used to this end is NATO. Meanwhile, some indicate that NATO's role in 

the region, especially post-9/ll, has become more "American" centred. Put another way, 

NATO has become one of foremost tools of US foreign policy in the region. 

I will argue that NATO has incre~sed its role significantly in the post-9/11 years, by 

transforming its low-key relationship with its Middle Eastern partners to a more proactive 

- formula that might help in enhancing regional security. This formula is different in nature and 

scope than what opponents and advocates for NATO's role in the region propose, as 

illustrated in the previously reviewed literature. To make it clearer, NATO's role is still 

confmed to enhancing the abilities of its Middle East partners to work together by conveying 

some of its expertise in various fields, while it is still unable to make any significant 

contribution to the main contentious issues in the region. This role has come to back up and 

complement international initiatives, in spite of the continuity of negative circumstances that 

have surrounded the relationship since its inception. 

I also wish to suggest that NATO's role in the region has become, to a certain extent, a 

vehicle for US policy in the region. More precisely, the United States can use NATO as a tool 

of its foreign policy in the region, but only as long as its interests and/or calculations run in 

parallel with other allies' interests. Otherwise, NATO's role could be crippled or 

marginalised. I do not agree with the views that perceive NATO's role in the region as either 

American or transatlantic "oriented". Factually, the matter is far more complicated and should 

not be categorised that way, given the fact that the United States has always enjoyed 

overwhelming influence in both the Middle East and NATO. 

55 



Dissertation outline 

The first substantive chapter will cover the relevant issues of the Middle East. It will start by 

giving a definition of the concept of the Middle East, showing that the term "Middle East" is 

more a political concept than a geographical entity. It will then focus on the strategic 

importance of the region - from a Western perspective in general and an American 

perspective in particular. The chapter will try to answer the question of why the Middle East 

has become the main area of concern of the Western world, especially in the post-9Ill era. An 

explanation will also be given with regard to the reasons for the emergence of what is 

commonly called "Islamic fundamentalism" or "Islamic terrorism." 

In Chapter 2, an analytical review will clarify the nature and scope of the new global 

role of NATO. To reach this end, the chapter will start with a concise review of the 
. 

transformation process NATO has undergone since the end of the Cold War. This review will 

be limited to aspects of the transformation process that are linked, directly or indirectly, to the 

Middle Eastern dimension of NATO's overall strategy and its search for a new role. 

Chapter 3 will review and evaluate the relationship between NATO and select 

Mediterranean countries within the framework of the NATO-MD initiative, from its inception 

in 1994 until 2001 and the events of9/11. Emphasis will be given, in this chapter, to points of 

mutual concern, and fears and misperceptions between NATO and Middle Eastern countries. 

Chapter 4 will focus upon the development of the relationship between NATO and the 

Middle East region from 9/11 through the 2006 Riga Summit. This will cover the enhanced 

dialogue (MD) initiative and the proposals of cooperation (ICI) between NATO and Gulf 

countries. At this juncture, two case studies will be examined thoroughly: the Egypt-NATO 

relationship in the context of the NATO-Mediterranean initiative (MD); and the Kuwait-

NATO relationship in the context of the NATO-Gulf initiative (lCI). 
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Chapter 5 will examine the correlation between US foreign policy in the Middle East 

region and NATO's role with regard to some Middle Eastern crises, particularly Darfur and 

Iraq. The chapter will start with a review of the nature and determinates of US foreign policy 

towards the region post-9/11. 

The main findings of this study will be presented in the conclusion, which will also 

include my assessment and predictions. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

Western interests and stability in the Middle East 

After identifying the "perceived" boundaries of the "Middle East", according to the context of 

this study, this chapter will highlight the reasons for the strategic importance of the Middle 

East from a Western perspective, before and after 9/11. It will also reveal differences in 

perception between the United States and Europe - the twin pillars of the North Atlantic 

Alliance - with regard to the necessity of internal stability in the Middle East. Thereafter, 

focus will be given to tracing the causes of instability in the Middle East region that has 

produced one of the most violent acts of terrorism in modem history. To reach this end, the 

chapter will review recent international and regional studies that indicate a lack of proper 

development and adequate modernisation in the Middle East region. 

The concept of the Middle East 

Despite the fact that the Middle East region has been the main concern of recent world 

politics in general, and in the post-91l1 years in particular, the label of "the Middle East" has 

not been given clear definition or its boundaries established. This ambiguity has increased, 

perhaps doubled, with the introduction of the concept of "the Greater Middle East" coined 

simultaneously with the launching of the American initiative for the Middle East that will be 

analyzed and discussed in this chapter. What was understood, although not confirmed, by this 

concept is a vast area stretching from Afghanistan to Morocco, although the Middle East 

region is, undoubtedly, full of contradictions and diversity. Certainly, the only tie that can 
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bind these countries is that the majority of their populations belong to Islam. Not surprisingly, 

the issue of defming the boundaries of the Middle East region, whether it is "Greater" or not, 

has been open to debate in recent years. 

To start with, the Encyclopaedia Britannica lO8 defines the Middle East as follows: 

"The lands around the southern and eastern shores of the Mediterranean Sea, extending from 

Morocco to the Arabian Peninsula and Iran and sometimes beyond. The central part of this 

general area was formerly called the Near East." 

Wikipedia 109 outlines that: 

The Middle East is a historical and political region of Africa and Euro-Asia 

with no clear boundaries. The term "Middle East" was popularised around 

1900 in Britain, and has been criticised for its loose defmition. The Middle 

East traditionally includes countries and regions in Southwest Asia and parts of 

North Africa. The history of the Middle East dates back to ancient times, and 

throughout its history the Middle East has been a major centre of world affairs. 

Hansen clarifies that: 

The concept of the Middle East has undergone some changes. The former 

Soviet republics from Azerbaijan in the West to Tajikistan in the East have 

enlarged the sub-system; and Turkey in the northeast is becoming a much more 

active Middle Eastern power rather than in the bipolar period. On the other 

hand, the Maghreb states are strengthening their mutual relations as a group 

which disentangles itself from the Middle East in favour of Europe, especially 

the Mediterranean EU countries, and the Soviet attempt to include the Hom of 

Africa into Middle Eastern politics is history. The size and stretch of the 

political Middle East have changed. I 10 

He further explains that "Uni-polarity is not a static state of affairs, and the continuously 

changing sub-systemic relations of strength as well as the changes in the US agenda and 

108 See http://www.britannica.comleb/article-9052543IMiddle-East 
109 See http://en.wikipedia.org!wikiIMiddle East 
110 Hansen, B. Unipolarity and the Middle East. Surrey: Curzon, 2000, pp. 211-212. 
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priorities may have affects on pattern of conflict and cooperation, and issues in the Middle 

East."'" 

Abi-Aad and Grenon define the Middle East as "Stretching from Egypt to Iran and 

from Turkey to Yemen; specifically, this includes, in addition to these four border countries, 

Bahrain, Iraq, Israel, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Oman, the Palestinian territories (West Bank 

and Gaza Strip), Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Syria, and the United Arab Emirates."ll2 

Kamrava indicates that: 

[The Middle East] extends from Iran in the east to Turkey, Iraq, the Arabian 

peninsula, the Levant (Lebanon and Syria) and North Africa, including the 

Maghreb, in the west. Although, there are vast differences between and within 

the histories, cultures, traditions, and politics of each of these regions within 

the Middle East, equally important and compelling shared characteristics unify 

the region. By far the most important of these are language, ethnicity, and 

religion. 113 

Choueiri explains that: 

Initially, both the Near and Middle East tended to coincide geographically, 

embracing the core countries of Iran, Turkey, Iraq, Greater Syria, Egypt, Sudan 

and Libya. With the passage of time and the emergence of the Arab world as a 

political block of states grouped under the umbrella of the Arab League, the 

designation widened to include North Africa as a whole. "4 

Hoddad indicates that: 

The tenn Middle East was designed by colonial powers. Its geographic reach 

has always been elastic and flexible detennined by Western interests. In earlier 

times, it had included Iran, Turkey, and Cyprus, but the Greater Middle East 

III Ibid, p.112. 
112 Aad, A and Grenon, M. Instability and conflicts in the Middle East: People, Petroleum and Security Threats. 
London: Macmillan Press, 1997, p. 1. 
113 Kamrava, M. The Modern Middle East: A Political History Since The First World War. London: University 
of California Press, 2005, p. 1. 
114 Choueiri, Y. A Companion To The History OIThe Middle East. Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 2005, p. 1. 
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had an even larger reach. To Islamists, its goal appears to be the eradication of 

Arab identity. lIS 

This long-standing debate has become more complicated with the emergence of the concept 

of the "broader" or "greater" Middle East. Kemp and Harkavy define the "Greater Middle 

East" as the region that includes four major conflicts: the Arab-Israeli conflict, conflict in the 

Persian Gulf, conflict in the Caspian Basin, and conflict in South Asia.,,116 

Hubel and Kaim underline that: 

The concept of the "Greater Middle East" might serve to better understand the 

implications of the old and new security externalities affecting states and 

relevant non-state actors in the political security space. This is to include the 

Near-East, encompassing the actors of the Arab-Israeli conflict, the Gulf 

region, defined by the precarious triangular power relationship between Iran, 

Iraq and the Arab states of the Gulf Cooperation Council, the southern 

Caucasus as an emerging new region, characterised by common post-Soviet 

legacies and mutual conflicts and rivalries, central Asia as a potential new 

region with common post-Soviet legacies and mutual rivalries, and south Asia, 

defined by the Indo-Pakistani conflict. In addition, there are now two major 

transnational security factors linking these regional security complexities and 

these are constituting a specific "security-political" space: the proliferation of 

weapons of mass destruction and transnational terrorism inspired by political 

Islam. I 17 

Fouskas and Gokay argue that: 

Broadly speaking, the "greater Middle East" project has been presented as an 

extension of trade benefits to a wider Middle Eastern area, programs of 

technology and know-how transfer, WTO involvement, financial incentives 

and assistance to small businesses and individuals (particularly women), legal 

m Hoddad, Y. "Islamist Perceptions of US policy in the Middle East", in Lesch, D. ed. The Middle East and the 
United States: A Historical And Political Reassessment. Colorodo: West Press, 2007, p. 504. 
116 Kemp, G and Harkavy, R. Strategic Geography And The Changing Middle East. Washington, DC: Brookings 
Institution Press For Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 1997, p. xiii. 
117 Hubel, Hand Kaim, M. Conflicts in the Greater Middle East and the Transatlantic Relationship. Baden: 
Nomos verlagsgesellschoft, 2005, p. 14. 
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aid, encouragement of an independent media initiative, and educational 

exchange programs. It is believed that this sort of activity will lead to the 

modernisation and democratisation of the greater Middle East, which includes 

Turkey, Afghanistan and northeast Africa, but not Iran and Syria, and the 

eradication of terrorism from the region. I 18 

Finally, Russell summaries the current debate mentioning that "The region of the world that 

encompasses the Middle East and South Asia is more easily captured by the concept of the 

greater Middle East region, even if the concept is debatable by geographers.,,119 He further 

explains: "The greater Middle East is arguably the most politically and militarily volatile of 

the world. The region is periodically swept with convulsions of war. The fallout from these 

conflicts affects the security of major states, Russia, China, and the United States that lie 

outside the region. 120 

Within this context, it is noticeable that the terms "broader", ''wider'', or even 

"greater" Middle East have appeared in various statements and declarations issued by the 

successive summits of the North Atlantic Alliance. All these statements have carried a clear 

message confirming the utmost importance of the Middle East for calculations regarding the 

stability and security of Euro-Atlantic territories. Importantly, and perhaps interestingly, the 

North Atlantic Alliance itself doesn't propose a clear definition of what is meant exactly by 

"the Middle East." 

In this regard, Alberto Bin in interview admits that: 

There have been standing differences between the allies about what should or 

should not be included in the Middle East region. That is why it was agreed to 

identify or decide about each case on its own merits and circumstances ... 

118 Fouskas, V and Gokay, B. The New American Imperialism: Bush's War On Terror and Blood For Oil. 
London: Praeger, 2005, P.179. 
119 Russell, R. Weapons Proliferation And War In The Greater Middle East: Strategic Context. London: 
Routledge, 2005, p.l. 
120 Ibid, p.15. 
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whether or not it is "Middle Eastern", according to the common consensus and 

understanding between the allies.121 

Having reviewed all these arguments and definitions about the Middle East, the conclusion 

could be reached that there are various, perhaps contradicting, views about what is meant 

exactly by the tenn "Middle East." These differences about drawing its real or imaginary 

boundaries, with inclusion and/or exclusion of some countries according to political visions, 

confinn that the "tenn" has long been politicised, especially post-9/11. The Middle East is no 

longer a mere geographical identity, but a political concept that encompasses various pressing 

security concerns. These security concerns are being identified or perceived by the great 

powers and they are still an area of contention. Understandably, NATO has preferred to use 

this term in an ambiguous fonnula in its recent documents, for instance the declaration of the 

2004 Istanbul Summit, to overcome or hide existing differences amongst allies. 

This dissertation holds the view that the Middle East region extends from Morocco in 

the West to the Gulf States in East. More clearly, it encompasses the Arab countries and 

Israel. The reasoning is that NATO has shown, in practice, more interest in the Middle East 

region and these boundaries. After analyzing its documents, one could recognise that the 

Middle East, in NATO's literature, includes three main areas: first, the group of south 

Mediterranean countries, or what is commonly known as North Africa countries (Morocco, 

Algeria, Tunisia, Mauritania); second, the group that consists of Jordan, Israel and Egypt; and 

finally, the group that encompasses the Gulf areas. Sometimes Iran is included because of 

tensions regarding its nuclear programme and its possible repercussions for the region. 

However, as will be clarified by this research, NATO has no role regarding this crisis, at least 

for the time being. Likewise, NATO's current role in Afghanistan is sometimes perceived as 

an integral part of NATO's involvement in Middle Eastern affairs, although this mission is 

121 Interview with Alberto Bin, 8 January 2006. 
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not connected, by any means, to NATO's current endeavour in this specific area, which is the 

main theme of this research, as will be explained below. 

What is more, it is noticeable that the majority of literature that has emerged in recent 

years on the Middle East has been focused on Arab countries. For example, Makiya writes: 

"We must keep in mind that those attacks, i.e., the events of 9/11, were conceived and 

executed by Arabs, not by Afghans, Pakistanis, or Muslims in general. Arabs constitute less 

than 20 per cent of the world's Muslim population. Yet some would tar the whole Muslim 

world with the problems of its Arab components.,,122 

The argument of Makiya, who was among the proponents of the 2003 invasion of 

Iraq, showed how influential the hostile perception towards "the Arab component" of the 

Muslim world has had its effects on the post-9III US policy, which will be reviewed in 

Chapter 5 of this dissertation. 

Even if the "new" Middle East means the Arab world, with exception of the State of 

Israel, generalisation and ignoring the specificities of each country could be misleading. 

Factually, each country in the Middle East region has its own peculiarities, circumstances, 

and calculations. Consequently, the national interest of one country may sometimes differ or 

contradict with the other's interests. In this regard, Halliday argues that: 

The Middle East is not unique in the incidence of dictatorship, or of states 

created by colonialism, or of conspiracy theory; but possibly in the content of 

the myths that are propagated about it, from within and without ... The 

political, economic, social, cultural activities of the people of the region have 

their peculiarities and differences as much between each other as in terms of 

one Middle East contrasted with the outside world. 123 

122 Makiya, K. "Is Democracy the Answer?" in Sadoff, Red. War on Terror: The Middle East Dimension. 
Washington: The Washington Institute for Near East Policy,2002, p.71. 
123 Halliday, F. Islam And The Myth O/Confrontation: Religion and Politics in the Middle East. London 
and New York: T. B.Tauris, 2003, pp. 215-6. 
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Previously, the same scholar warned that generalisation about the region is more risky if it is 

linked to hopes, or anticipation, of a new era, advising that "we should long ago have 

abandoned any temptation to see the region as a single political or socio-economic whole, 

etc.,,124 Rabosa also stresses that the Arab world is by no means monolithic; for example: 

"Egyptian sensibilities, rooted in the tradition of one of the world's oldest civilisations, are 

very different from those forged in the austerity of the Arabian desert.,,125 Nonetheless, the 

prevailing trend in Western literature tends to consider the region as one entity. 

The strategic importance of the Middle East 

At the outset, mention should be made that the Middle East region is beset by historical 

rivalries, territorial disputes and difficult living conditions. As a consequence, complexity has 

always been the most distinctive and noticeable feature of Middle Eastern politics and a 

normal reflection of the intensity and severity of the socio-economic as well as cultural 

conditions of the region. 

Traditionally, the West has always had distinctive policies, regardless of consistency, 

in dealing with the Middle East region and its chronic problems. The management of the 

region's security challenges was influenced, and frequently hampered, by intense global 

competition and rivalry between two poles, i.e., the United States and the former Soviet 

Union, during the Cold War. This was evident in the case of the Arab-Israeli conflict as well 

as other less important crises, such as the border tensions between Algeria and Morocco, 

Egypt and Libya, etc. 

After the Cold War, the sole remaining superpower - the United States - faced no 

defiance to its hegemony, while it continued to favour "relative" stability at any price. To 

clarify, this "relative" stability means securing the durability of the status quo in most 

124 Halliday, F. Nation and Religion in the Middle East. London: Saqi Books,2000, p.214. 
12S Rabosa, A. "Overview", in Robosa, et.al.eds. The Muslim World After 9111. Santa Monica: Rand, 
2004, p. 31. 
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important Arab counties, i.e., the continuity of friendly regimes, and preservation of perceived 

"peace" and/or the state of no war between Arab countries and the State of Israel. 

Understandably, the stability of the Middle East region, which contains the largest 

reserves of energy sources worldwide, has long been one of the top priorities of the West, 

which wants to secure the flow of oil and natural gas. Contrary to periodically stated 

assertions, the importance of the region is and will be unchanged and incontestable at least in 

the foreseeable future. 

Cordesman writes: 

After nearly three decades of intense effort to fmd commercially viable proven 

oil reserves outside the Middle East, current estimates indicate that the Middle 

Eastern and North African Arab states have between 68 per cent and 70 per 

cent of the world's reserves, and the Gulf alone has 65 per cent of the world's 

proven reserves. 126 

Another study by the same scholar suggests that, "The region has some 63 per cent of all the 

world's proven oil resources, and some 37 per cent of its gas; and in 2001 the Gulf alone had 

over 28 per cent of all of the world's oil production capacity, and the entire region had 34 per 

cent.,,127 

Furthermore, the International Energy Agency has estimated that the total 

conventional and non-conventional oil production is likely to increase from 77 million barrels 

per day (MMBD) in 2002 to 121.3 MMBD in 2030. 128 Cordesman explains that "This is a 

total increase of 44.3 MMBD; and the Middle East will account for 30.7 MMBD, or 69 per 

cent of this total.,,129 It is understood that estimates differ, depending on sources and also on 

circumstances affecting some countries, such as war and civil unrest. 

126 Cordesman, A. The US, the Gulf, and the Middle East: Energy Dependence, Demographics, and The Forces 
Shaping Internal Stability. 2002, p. 2. http://www.CSIS.Org (Accessed: 1 January 2006). 
127 Cordesman, A. US and Global Dependence on Middle East Energy Exports: 2004-2030. (2004) p.2 
http://www.CSIS.Org (Accessed: 16 June 2006) 
128 "Energy perspective", International Energy Agency. http://www.iea.org! (Accessed: 2 January 2006). 
129 Cordesman, Op.Cit, p. 3. 

66 



As far as the United States is concerned, the US Energy Information Agency (EIA) 

annual energy outlook for 2004 predicted that US dependence on imported oil would increase 

dramatically in the coming years. It stated that, "consumption would rise from 66.1 million 

barrels per day (MMBD) in 1990, and 76.9 MMBD in 2000, to 81.1 MMBD in 2005, 89.7 

MMBD in 2010, 98.8 MMBD in 2015, 108.2 MMBD in 2020, and 118.8 MMBD in 2025. 

This means that there is an average annual increase of 1.8 per cent per year.,,130 

Added to this, it is well known that the US economy is primary among the group of 

international economies that rely, directly and indirectly, on importing Middle Eastern oil. 

This confirms that a certain level of stability of the Middle East region is imperative and 

indispensable for the overall health of the world economy in general, and the American 

economy in particular. 

What has to be recognised is that there has been almost a complete similarity between 

the interests of Europe - meaning specifically the European allies - and the United States 

towards securing stability in the Middle East to meet common ends. This rapprochement of 

the allies' positions has been crystallised or incorporated in the clearest possible way in 

various NATO documents lJ1
, as will be shown in the following parts of this dissertation. 

But it would be wrong to confme the importance of the Middle East region only to 

issues and calculations of oil and stability. While both pillars of NATO, the United States and 

its European allies, have always had respective visions for the region, the United States has 

had more strategic interests than Europe in the Middle East region. This was evident in the 

post-Cold War period and has become more obvious in recent years. To elaborate, the United 

States, which has always enjoyed unquestionable and incontestable influence in the region 

though its distinctive relationships, sometimes described as strategic alliances, with the ruling 

regimes of select key countries, has sought to control the region based on the conviction that 

130 EIA Annual Energy Outlook, 2004, pp.94-S. 
131 See, for example, the new strategic concept 1999, and its subsequent Summit Declarations. 
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it remains the centre of the world. In other words, the United States has always perceived the 

region, with its huge reserve of natural resources, as one of the key tools that could be used to 

maintain its unique status at the top of the international hierarchy. In doing so, it has always 

paid attention to controlling the many risks there, like combating terrorism and proliferation 

of weapons of mass destruction, besides securing its biggest ally, Israel. Most recently, the 

notions of refonn and democratisation have appeared amongst the US's priorities in the 

region. 

Bensahel and Byman identify six vital and enduring interests for the United States in 

the Middle East as follows: "Countering terrorism; countering WMD (weapons of mass 

destruction) proliferation, maintaining stable oil supplies and prices, ensuring the stability of 

friendly regimes, ensuring Israel's security, and promoting democracy and human rights.,,132 

Khouri suggests that the United States is facing four inter-linked challenges in the Middle 

East, which are the situation in Iraq, the Arab-Israeli conflict, the war on terror with its related 

worries about the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, and the broad refonn strategy; 

and that "all these dynamics and factors are in a state of flux. ,,133 

In fact, the Europeans hold a similar viewl34
, as will be illustrated below, but two 

differences can be identified: first, that some European allies might disagree with the US 

vision on how best to achieve common goals; second, that they consider "stability" as the first 

priority in drawing up their strategy towards the region, a priority which should not be 

compromised for the sake of attaining other remaining objectives. 135 To put it in another way, 

there are other influential factors that have always made some European allies more 

132 Bensahel, N and Byman, D. (ed) US Interests In The Middle East. The Future Security Environment In 
The Middle East: Conflicts, Stability, And Political Change. Santa Monica: Rand Corporation, 2004, p.2. 
133 Khouri, R. "The Middle East And A Second Term Bush Administration". Rusi Journal. Dec 2004, Vol. (149) 
No.6 2004 http://www.rusi.org!go.php?structure ID S40757DA 7 (Accessed: 7 March 2006). 
134 See Solana paper on http://ue.eu.intlpressdatalEN/reportsl76255.pdf 
I3S For example, France, Belgium, and Gennany opposed the US-led war on Iraq in 2003: 
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concerned and anxious than the United States about the issue of stability in the Middle East 

region. These factors are diverse and vary in importance. 

First of all, the economic links between Europe and the Middle East are of greater 

significance than US trade and economic relations and ties with the region. Although Europe 

is a heavy consumer of Middle Eastern and Gulf oil, the overall trade balance is always in its 

favour. Without any sort of competition, the EU is the most important trade partner of the 

countries of North Africa and the Gulf. 136 Also, what cannot be ignored is the factor of 

geographical proximity that implies and facilitates inward migration to Europe. Currently, it is 

estimated that there are about 13 million Muslims in Europe, many of them of Middle Eastern 

origin. 137 This fact obliges some European allies to pay attention to the requirements of their 

internal cohesion by drawing up their policies towards the region in such a manner that 

doesn't encourage more migration, or cause unrest among already existing communities in 

their societies. 

Ash writes: 

The domestic imperative also dictates the top foreign policy priority for 

Europe: supporting change for the better in our "near abroad"; unless we 

bring more prosperity and freedom to young Arabs, even more young Arabs 

will come to us. 138 

Lugar also warns: "Instability, poverty and joblessness normally increase the flow of migrants 

to Europe. What happens [in the Middle East] affects the parameters of social stability in the 

West; for example, the Palestinian-Israeli conflict causes unrest and discord among Europe's 

136 See details of trade between EU and these countries on 
http://trade.ec.europa.euldoclib/docs/2006/september/tradoc_122S29.pdf 
137 There are various estimates about number of Muslims in Europe, ranging from 13 to 2S millions. According 
to the EU the number is about 13 million persons. See report about discrimination against Muslims in Europe on 
http://eumc.europa.euleumc/materiallpub/muslimlManifestations _ EN .pdf 
138 Ash, T. Free World Why A Crisis O/The West Reveals The Opportunity O/Our Time. London and 
New York: Allen Lane and Penguin Books, 2004, p. 217. 
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Muslim populations.,,139 This is a reason why Europe has been more cautious than the United 

States with regard to any radical changes in its traditional relations with the region, as will be 

explained below. 

As clarified, the main concern of the West is the Arab world, even taking the term 

"Middle East" as an artificial concept. Therefore, more focus should be given to this specific 

region. The questions increasingly being asked are: What went wrong? Why has the current 

or newly identified Middle East been the main source of international terrorism? The answer 

lies along the following lines. 

The turbulent Middle East 

For many decades the Arab world has been suffering from political stagnation and 

continuously deteriorating socio-economic conditions. It is no exaggeration to say that the 

majority of the peoples of the region have experienced endless crises of occupation, 

international injustice, unbearable poverty, ignorance, repression, illness, illiteracy, the 

severest violations of human rights and democratic norms and principles, as well as being tom 

by ideology and fundamentalism. 

For example, Hanson warns that: "The Arab world has no consensual governments. 

Statism and tribalism hamper market economics and ensure stagnation. Sexual apartheid, 

Islamic fundamentalism, the absence of an independent judiciary and a censored press all do 

their part to ensure endemic poverty, rampant corruption and rising resentment among an 

exploding population.,,14o 

Bodansky confirms that what he called the "ArablMuslim Middle East" has been 

radicalised and militarised at the dawn of the new century because of its indigenous 

dynamics, and "as a consequence, hatred, violence, preparation for war and sponsorship of 

139 Lugar, R. A New Partnership for the Greater Middle East: Combating Terrorism, Building Peace. 2004, p. 4. 
http://www.brook.edulcommleventsl200403291ugar.htm (Accessed: 8 March 2005). 
140 Hanson, Op.Cit. p.61. 
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terrorism have become main features of its today's politics.,,)41 This argument, while drawing 

a very dark picture of the region, fails to explain that violence, perceived by some as acts of 

terrorism and legitimate resistance by others, is a result of continued foreign occupation, in 

Iraq and Palestine, as well as internal and external forms of oppression. 

Prior to this, some predicted the inevitability of intervention in the politics in the 

region. For example, Bill and Leiden indicated in the late 1970s that the region was in a high 

degree of flux because of the growing gap between modernisation and political developments, 

saying that: 

The appearance of new groups and classes, the need to continue and deepen 

economic and technological modernisation, the widening exposure to new and 

different ideas and political orientations, and the growing frustrations and 

sharpening expectations of the masses of Middle Eastern peoples all reveal that 

time is not on the side of the traditional political processes. 142 

Recently, it appears that globalisation, with all its socio-economic dynamics, is adding more 

troubles to Arab societies by igniting tension between various societal layers - i.e., between 

those who benefit and the deprived majority that remains unable to cope with the new rules of 

the game. No surprise, nostalgia for a glorious past has become shelter from an uncertain 

future. 

Dodge indicates that even before 9/11, globalisation, with all its dynamics has had a 

direct impact on countries already facing financial and political crises; consequently, 

unpopular regimes faced the revival of an Islamic opposition movement that gained support 

from deprived and frustrated societal layers. 143 

141 Bodansky, Y. The High Cost O/Peace: How Washington's Middle East Policy Let America 
Vulnerable To Terrorism. California: Prima publishing, 2004, p. 217. 
142 Bill, J and Leiden, C. The Middle East: Politics And Power. London and Sydney: Allyn and Bacon, 
inc, 1974, p. 263. 
143 Dodge, T (2002) "9111, Islam, The Middle East And Globalization", In Dodge,T and Higgott, R (ed) 
Globalization And The Middle East: Islam. Economy. Society And Politics London: Royal Institute of 
International Affairs,2002, pp. 8-9. 
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In general, although the Arab-Israeli conflict, which first erupted because of the 

establishment of the State of Israel in 1948 and has continued until now, is the main cause of 

instability and insecurity in the region, there are other factors impinging upon its security and 

stability that need urgently to be addressed. The following review of the report of the Arab 

Organisation for Human Rights (2005), and the reports of the UNDP for the years 2003 and 

2004, highlight the basic characteristics of the atmosphere in which Arab communities are 

living in the contemporary world. 

To start with, the reportl44 of the Arab Organisation for Human Rights for the year 

2004-2005 shows that: 

a. Around 7.5 million children drop out of or leave schools and other 

educational institutions every year. 

b. Although there has been an increase in governmental expenditure in the field 

of education, the illiteracy rate may reach around 46 per cent in Arab societies, 

especially among women. 

c. The educational system that is offered to the poorer classes is characterised 

by poor quality. 

d. The unemployment rate has soared to at least 20 per cent according to 

official estimates. 

e. And at least 30 per cent of populations in urban areas live in slums or 

unplanned areas without proper services or infrastructure. 

As for various political rights, indicators do not give, by any means, an optimistic outlook. 

The Arab Organisation for Human Rights report, while it acknowledges some positive 

developments, like ratifying some international human rights conventions and conducting 

trials for those suspected of being involved in crimes of torture, indicates that there has been 

144 Report of Arab Organization for Human Rights, 2004-5. pp. 5-55 (In Arabic) 
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an increase in violations of the rights of life and personal security. It highlights that more 

political activists were detained, in addition to the continued suppression of opponents and 

reformists in a number of countries, including Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Syria and Egypt. 

Furthermore, the report draws a very dark picture of the future when underlining the 

failure of efforts to combat poverty (that is still on the increase), coupled with the lack of 

appropriate food, increasing birth rates, and the intolerable increase in the cost of basic goods 

and services and various commodities. What makes the situation worse is that the majority of 

Arab countries fall below acceptable levels in terms of water resource access. 

Most importantly, the report expresses deep concern about severe violations of the 

right of life in Arab societies. For example: 

About 100,000 civilians were killed since the inception of occupation in Iraq, 

4,000 were killed since the beginning of "Intifada", or uprising, in September 

2000, an unknown number of victims in Darfur, and 300,000 victims in the 

Somali civil war since 1991. 145 

It goes without saying that this bloody atmosphere must have a deep impact on those who 

have grown up with it. Inevitably, it increases their hostile attitudes towards those who are 

responsible for their humiliation and suffering. 

Likewise, the 2003 146 and 2004 UNDP "Arab Human Development reports"give a 

comprehensive diagnosis of the harsh conditions of life in the Arab world. The 2004 report
l47 

notes that "the Arab world finds itself at historical crossroads; caught between oppression at 

home and violation from abroad, Arabs are increasingly excluded from determining their own 

145 Ibid., p. 63. 
146 The Arab Human Development Report. 2003. UNDP. Arabic Fund For Social And Economic Development. 
f.R· 10-126. (In Arabic) (Arab League Archive) 

The Arab Human Development Report. 2004. UNDP. Arabic Fund For Social And Economic Development. 
pp. 5-21. (In Arabic) (Arab League Archive) 
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future.,,148 The report also confirms that "the Arab world is at a decisive point that does not 

admit compromise or complacency. ,,149 

Symbolically, and perhaps interestingly, the expression of the "black hole state" was 

coined by this report to give a clear description of the real status of Arab countries. It notes 

that: "The modem Arab state, in the political sense, runs close to this astronomical model, 

whereby the excessive apparatus resembles a black hole which converts its surrounding social 

environment into a setting in which nothing moves and from which nothing escapes."ISO 

Obviously, this is indicative of the maximum concentration of power that has led to 

complete stagnation and repression in almost every field. But this status does not mean the 

inviolability of the present regimes. Instead, it is irrefutable evidence of their weakness and 

inability to cope with the aspirations of their peoples. Ayubi observes that "the Arab state is 

an authoritarian state, and that it is so averse to democracy and resistant to its pressure should 

not, of course, be taken as a measure of the strength of the state - indeed, quite the 

reverse."ISI Bubolo argues that Middle East regimes are stagnant, and that while they are not 

able to face the challenge of various types of reform, they are practiced at and concerned 

about their continuity and survival. 152 

Broadly speaking, the 2004 report indicates that in spite of some embryonic political 

and social mobility, the Arab world is still lagging behind the rest of the world with respect to 

applying the international standards of human rights and democratic rules of governing. 

Explicitly, it states that, "of all the impediments to an Arab renaissance, political restrictions 

on human development are the most stubborn. " IS3The report also highlights the undeniable 

148lbid, p. I(In Arabic) 
149 Ibid, p.l (in Arabic) 
ISO Ibid., p. IS (In Arabic) 
UI Ayubi, N. Over-Stating The Arab State Politics And Society In The Middle East. London and New 
York: I.B Tauris, 1995, p.447. 
152 Bubolo, A. "Democratisation Dilemmas: Iraq, the United States And Political Refonn In The Middle East". 
in by Heazle, M and Islam, I ed. Beyond the Iraq War: The Promises, Pitfalls And Perils Of External 
Interventionism. (ed). Cheltenham: Edward Elgar,2006, P.61. 
153 The Arab Human Development Report 2004. Op.cit. p.s (In Arabic). 
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fact that the rights and freedoms that Arabs enjoy remain poor because of the practices of 

undemocratic regimes along with tradition and tribalism. 154 

Most significantly, the report clarifies that international and internal reform initiatives 

are being undermined by three factors: the continued occupation of the Palestinian territories 

by Israel, the US-led occupation ofIraq, and the escalation of the war on terrorism. ISS 

Over and above this, the two UNDP reports highlight the curtailment of freedoms, the 

weakness of the judicial system, women's suffering from inequality and vulnerability, the 

abuse of minority rights, structural economic and political corruption, and the prevalence of 

emergency law. The following indicators give a more detailed picturelS6
: 

First, the results of a study of 15 Arab countries found that 32 million people suffer 

from malnutrition, nearly 12 per cent of the population of these countries. 

Second, only 14 countries allowed the establishment of political parties; press 

freedoms in 11 Arab countries can be blocked or curtailed by regulations; journalists' rights to 

obtain information is assured in law in only five countries. 

Third, the spread of education is restricted by the prevalence of high rates of illiteracy 

(almost one third of Arab men and half of Arab women are illiterate). Besides the declining 

quality of Arab education, Arabs lack sufficient access to mass media, which is the main 

method of diffusing knowledge. For example, there are fewer than 53 newspapers per 1,000 

Arab citizens compared to 285 papers per 1,000 in developed countries. Also, the 

infrastructure of communication is still below international rates: for example, the number of 

telephone lines in Arab countries is barely one fifth of that in developed countries; Arab 

access to digital media and different sources of culture is amongst the lowest in the world, 

with only 18 computers per 1,000 people in the region compared to the global average of 78.3 

per 1,000 people elsewhere, with only 1.6 per cent of the population having internet access. 

154 The Arab Human Development Report 2004. Op.cit. p.8 (In Arabic). 
us The Arab Human Development Report 2004. Op.cit. p.6 (In Arabic). 
156 These indicators were collected from the two reports of 2003-2004. 
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Further, only 4.4 translated books per million people were published in the first five 

years of the 1980's (less than one book for one million people per year); while the 

corresponding rate in Hungary was 519 books per one million people and in Spain 920 books; 

the number of published books in the Arab world doesn't exceed 1.1 per cent of world 

production, whereas Arabs constitute five per cent of the world population. Added to this, the 

number of scientists and engineers is not more than 371 per million citizens; whereas the 

global rate reaches 979 per million. Moreover, expenditure on research does not exceed 0.2 

per cent of GNP. Brain drain is an undeniable phenomenon and doubtless contributes to 

further socio-economic deterioration in the region (as it was reported that about 25 per cent of 

300,000 first degree graduates from universities in 1995-96 emigrated). 

Fourth, the Arab countries have failed to become attractive for foreign investment, 

(none of them figures among the top ten FDI-attracting countries in the developing world). 

What is more, a vast amount of Arab capital is being invested in the industrial countries, i.e., 

denied to the Arab world. 

Finally, the 2004 report considers the governmental and societal steps exerted to 

improve living conditions as embryonic and fragmentary, falling short of serious efforts to 

dispel the prevailing environment of repression. IS7 Further, the situation is predicted to get 

worse in coming years as a result of unregulated birth rates. Cordesman warns of the effects 

of demographic explosion in the Middle East on world stability, saying: 

The total population of the Middle East and North Africa has grown from 78.6 

million in 1950 to 307.1 million in 2000. Conservative projections put it at 

376.2 million in 2010, 522.3 million in 2030 and 656.3 million in 2050. This 

growth will exhaust natural water supplies, force pennanent dependence on 

foreign imports and raise the size of the young working age population (15 to 

30 year olds) from 20.5 million in 1950 to 145.2 million in 2050. With over 40 

per cent of the region's population now 14 years or younger, there will be an 

U7 2004 UNDP report, p. 8. 
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Immense wave of future strain on the social, educational, political and 

economic systems. 158 

Russell also highlights that: 

The region's population is expected to be more than double by 2050, to reach 

649 million. Saudi Arabia and Yemen are expected to grow almost fourfold by 

2050, from 24 to 91 million, and from 19 to 91 million respectively. Egypt and 

Iran are predicted to have populations of over 100 million in 2050. 159 

Logically, this demographic pressure is worsening already deteriorating living conditions in 

many Arab countries and feeding, either directly or indirectly, the general feeling of despair. 

Furthermore, Richards underlines that: 

The fanaticism of radical Islamists is nourished by the deep despair of huge 

numbers of young Middle Easterners, two-thirds of whom are below the age of 

30, half of whom are younger than 20, and 40 per cent of whom have yet to 

reach their 15th birthday. There are 150 million people from Morocco to Iran 

who are younger than 20. Fifteen years from now, another 100 million are 

likely to be born. Middle Easterners increasingly means younger people. 160 

Simply put, this trend hints that the Middle East region is headed for complications in the 

coming decade unless serious efforts are made urgently to address its chronic problems. 

Given all these alarming facts, it is now opportune to shed light on the causes that lie 

behind this "disastrous" environment that can breed terrorism and extremism. First of all, it 

would be in some way naive to limit the causes of backwardness and extremism to the 

absence of democracy. Simply. this is because some undemocratic countries have developed 

rapidly, for example in Asia or elsewhere. Also, extremism that might result in terrorism has 

proved to be a trans-border phenomenon that is not related or linked to any religion or specific 

1S8 Cordesman, A. Western Security Efforts and the Greater Middle East. 2004, p. 23 
usinfo.state.gov/joumalslitpsl0604/ijpe!cordesman.htm. (Accessed: 2 March 2005). 
1S9 Ibid. p. 6. 
160 Richards, A. "Long Tenn Sources OfInstability In The Middle East" in Russell, J. (ed) Critical Issues Facing 
The Middle East: Security, Politics And Economics. New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006, p. 15. 
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geographical area. Suffice it to refer to deadly incidents that occurred in Japan and India, as 

well as in the United States itself, that were committed by home-based groups. 

Certainly, the neo-conservative administration in Washington tends to oversimplify 

the problem when it pretends that it is the inevitable direct result of the deterioration of socio-

economic conditions, coupled with the nature of religious ideology, as well as the absence of 

democracy and practices of autocratic or despotic regimes. If this were partly right, it is still 

insufficient as an explanation. 

Analyzing the realities on the ground may show that the plight of the Middle East is 

the inevitable result of the complexity of its circumstances, in which many internal and 

external factors have been intertwined. 

Firstly, the effects of the culture of "repeated war" have been reflected in almost every 

aspect of life. Owen underlines the deep impact of the cycle of repeated wars on the people of 

the Middle East, asserting that: 

This was enough to create a situation in which not just wars themselves but 

also the cumulative effects of the memory of past wars and the ever present 

threat of new ones became important factors in their own right, influencing 

policy and the distribution of national resources in ways that had profound 

effects on political institutions, economic and social arrangements, and the 

general exercise of power. 161 

Almost certainly, the deep sense of vulnerability towards other regional and international 

enemies has hampered the normal evolution of Middle East societies. Owen gives further 

explanation, saying "it was perhaps inevitable that the goals of national security, self-defence 

and rapid industrialisation should take precedence over those of political pluralism and 

individual rightS.,,162 

161 Owen, R. State, Power, And Politics In The Making O/The Modern Middle East. London and New 
York: Routledge, 2000, p.325. 
162 Ibid., p.240. 
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Furthennore, US policies towards the region, especially in Palestine and Iraq, should 

be counted as one of the main reasons igniting hatred and extremism in the region and 

hampering developmental efforts in a significant manner. Downing argues that because the 

Islamic fundamentalists want to put an end to the 50 years of US military interventions, 

political interferences in and economic control of the Middle East, they see terrorism as the 

only available option to fight the United States. For them, he adds, 9/11 was a blow against 

their oppressors. 163 He also adds that although terrorism is not confined to the Middle East, 

the most important terrorist groups exist there; that these groups strongly believe in a 

continued Western conspiracy against a region that is unable to live up to its glorious past. 164 

Secondly, while not sufficient as an explanation, the absence or lack of democracy as 

a basis for governing Middle East countries is certainly a factor in their present condition. 

Winstone writes: 

Power in most Middle East countries had by the end of the 20th century been 

largely unaffected by the concept and practice of parliamentary democracy and 

accountability. These countries with huge oil and gas assets, moreover, had 

used the wealth that these assets brought them to maintain a paternalistic fonn 

of government in which the values of liberty and human rights were 

subordinated to different historical, tribal and other traditions. 165 

The American vision on this issue seems to ring true, because lacking democracy contributes, 

normally, to increasing corruption, bad governance and disrespect for the rule of law. It 

should be mentioned that whereas the 2004 UNDP report rules out the allegation that cultural 

factors - meaning the influence and nature of Islam - prevent democracy building. Instead 

it ascribes the absence of democracy to, "The convergence of political, social and economic 

structures that have suppressed or eliminated organised social and political actors capable of 

163 Downing, D. The Making O/The Middle East:Religion. Nationalism. Conflict. Oxford: Raintree, 2005,p. 45 
164 Ibid., p. 47. 
165 Winstone, R. Democracy and the Middle East: Egypt. the Palestinian Territories and Saudi Arabia. House of 
Commons. International Affairs and Defence Section. Research paper 6/ 54 November 2006, p. 9. 
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turning the crisis of authoritarian and totalitarian regimes to their advantage, besides the 

region-specific complexities. ,,166 

These region-specific complexities, which the previous argument underlined, have had 

their impact on almost every aspect of life and are entrenching backwardness which breeds 

extremist thoughts. 

Hudson underlines such complexity, indicating to the following five domains: 

(1) The cultural domain, where communal identities are in flux as never 

before, fuelled by globalisation trends and new information technology; (2) the 

economic domain, in which globalisation - the commercial, financial, and 

technological flows centered on the advanced economies - relegates the 

Middle East region to deepened dependency, while neoclassical development 

strategies deepen inequalities and social tension; (3) the structural domain, in 

which the pre-eminence of states is challenged by societal and transnational 

structures; (4) the power domain, where terrorism and the proliferation of 

certain weapons of mass destruction dramatically alter the traditional 

conceptions of "balance of power"; (5) above all the American domain, 

because America's global hegemony appears to be beyond challenge by any 

states or combination of states. 167 

Thirdly, doubtless the role of the United States in supporting the stability of friendly regimes, 

at any price, is also a decisive factor in adding turbulence to an already tense Middle East 

region. Lesch confirms that the United States protected its interests in the region in the past 50 

years by dealing, very often, with illegitimate regimes and has continued to do so "although 

the fragility of those regimes is a reality over which the United States has very little 

influence.,,168 Hawthore argues that there has been a constant contradiction between US 

principles like freedom and democracy and US interests in the Arab world, including, first 

166 2004 UNDP. Op.Cit. p. II. 
167 Hudson, M. "American Hegemony And The Changing Terrain Of Middle East International Politics", 
In Salloukh, Band Brynen, R. ed Persistent Permeability Regional, Localism, And Globalization In the 
Middle East. Rants and Burlington: Ashgate, 2004, p. 177. 
168 Lesch, D. The Middle East and the United States: A Historical And Political Reassessment. Colorado: 
Westview Press, 2007, p.S 03. 
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and foremost, stability. At the end of the day, US policy towards the region has been 

characterised by cold, realpolitik policies, favouring interests over other considerations. 169 

Fourthly, what should not be forgotten is the perception of some "Islamic factions" 

towards some Western - particularly American - policies in the region. For example, the 

existence of US forces in the Arabian Peninsula is one of the main grievances used by Osama 

Bin Laden to rally support for his call for action. Bennis asserts: 

The suicide hijackers of September 11 were apparently recruited in Pakistan, 

coached in Afghanistan, organised in Hamburg and trained in Florida and the 

American Midwest. But change in the Arab Middle East was their primary 

purpose. For Osama Bin Laden, the key raison d'etre for his AI-Qaeda had 

always been to purify Saudi Arabia of its corrupt and insufficiently Islamic 

monarchy - which meant ftrst ridding the Kingdom of the polluting presence 

of US troops who protected the royal family.170 

Also, Anderson argues that: 

The Osama Bin Laden phenomenon did not originate with the Arab-Israeli 

dispute, although he did attempt to link with it in much of his rhetoric. The 

roots of this dispute go far back. Seeds of discontent were sown by bitter 

memories of the crusaders; by resentment of colonial occupation by Britain 

and France in the 19th and 20th centuries; by relative poverty of many 

compared with Western riches; by perception of authoritarian and corrupt 

regimes linked with the morally decadent West; and by fear of modernity in 

the traditional society in the region. I71 

169 Hawthore, A. "Is Democracy the Answer?". In Statloff, R. ed. War in Terror: The Middle Eastern 
Dimension. Washington: The Washington Institute for Near East Policy, 2002, p. 81 
170 Bennis, P. Before and After: USforeign Policy And The War On Terrorism. Gloucestershire: Arris Books, 
2003, p. 21. 
171 Anderson, I. Biblical Interpretation and Middle East Policy: The Promised Land, America, And Israel 1917-
2002. Gainesville: University Press of Florida, 2005. p.l33. 
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In his famous 1999 press statement, Osama Bin Laden asserts that, "The people of Islam 

awakened and realised that they are the main target for the aggression of the Zionist-

Crusaders alliance. We shall continue our Jihad to liberate the Islamic land.,,172 

Importantly, the terrorist actions committed by Middle Eastern and/or Arab 

individuals - specifically the 9/11 events - have been considered rather different from 

previous acts of terrorism. Specifically, Middle Eastern terrorism is said to be different 

because of its nature, extent and tactics. For example, Perliger maintains that what 

distinguishes the Middle East form of terrorism are the following: it has become a dominant 

tool for attaining political and social objectives; it has not limited its movements and actions 

to the geographic area of the Middle East, contrary to European and Latin America forms of 

terrorism; it has developed new methods and lethal tactiCS. 173 Satloff indicates that, "the 

region is a home to organisations that share both ideology and methodology with the 

perpetrators of September 11, and to state sponsors of such groups of' global reach'. ,,174 

On the other hand, the current wave of "Middle Eastern" terrorism cannot be separated 

from the role of some Middle Eastern and Western countries in fuelling Islamic resistance 

against the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan. Chomsky indicates that: 

"Blowback" from the radical Islamic forces organised, armed and trained by 

the US, Egypt, France, Pakistan, and others, began almost at once, with the 

1981 assassination of President Sadat of Egypt, one of the most enthusiastic of 

the creators of the forces assembled to fight a holy war against the Russians. 

The violence has been continuing since without letup. 175 

172 Pak' , Istam newspaper, 18 December 1999, p.l 
173 Perliger, A. The Roots Of Terrorism: Middle Eastern terrorism. New York: Chelesee House Publications, 
2006, p.4. 
174 Satloff, Red. War on Terror: The Middle East Dimension. Washington: The Washington Institute for Near 
East Policy, 2002, P. vii. 
175 Chomsky, N. 9//1. New York: Seven Stories Press, 2001, p.61. 
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To be sure, there is no specific reason behind the disastrous situation in the Middle East 

region that constantly breads extremism, but rather a number of intertwined factors, varying 

in importance and effect, that can not be separated from each other. 

Zunes believes: 

Those challenging the neo-liberal model of globalisation can observe how the 

growing economic stratification in the Middle East and the declining access by 

the region's poor majority to basic needs resulting from such policies has 

contributed to the rise of extremist groups. Human rights campaigners can note 

the tendency of Islamic terrorists to emerge in countries where open and non

violent political expression is suppressed. Peace activists can emphasise how 

the arms trade has contributed to the militarisation of the region and the 

resulting propensity for violence. 176 

Likewise, Heazle and Islam argue that the complexities of past and current circumstances in 

the Middle East, such as colonial occupation, failure of nationalist aspirations, poverty, and 

current Western interventions, have produced two parallel outcomes: transnational terrorism 

and the perception of Islam as a possible vehicle for achieving the aspirations that current 

secular regimes failed to achieve. 177 

Likewise, Ullman clarifies that the extent of danger that is being fuelled by hatred is 

stretching from the eastern Mediterranean and the Arab-Israeli-Palestinian conflict to the Bay 

of Bengal and South Asia's India-Pakistan rivalry and that "political enmities and grievances 

have been super-charged by the impact of globalisation, the reach of modem technology, and 

the fanatical perversion of religion directed towards violence, terror and destruction.,,178 

Seemingly, the situation is prone to further escalation. Richards raises the most 

alarming point when mentioning the "political Islam" is gaining control in the Middle East 

176 Zunes, S. Tinderbox: U.S. Middle East Policy and the Roots ofTe"orism. London: Zed Books, 2003, p. 235. 
177 Heazle, M and Islam, I. ed. Beyond the Iraq War: The Promises. Pitfalls And Perils Of External 
Interventionism. Chetenham:Edward Elagor, 206, p. 5. 
118 Ullman, H. Unfinished Business: Afghanistan. the Middle East. and Beyond. Defusing The Dangers That 
Threatens America's Security. New York: Citadel Press, 2002, p.176. 
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region as a result of inevitable change or collapse of secular regimes in countries like Egypt 

and Syria, and that, "It remains unclear whether Islamists across the Diaspora will adopt the 

intellectual and ideological radicalism articulated by Osama Bin Laden and Ayman AI-

Zawahiri or some other moderate frames.,,179 

What makes the situation even more dangerous is that the Middle East is thought to be 

one of the most armed regions in the world. From a Western perspective, the region is full of 

various kinds of weaponry, including weapons of mass destruction. 

Cordesman reports: 

In spite of international arms control efforts, and vanous discussions of 

weapons of mass destruction-free zones in the Middle East, the major powers 

in the region clearly see chemical, biological and nuclear (CBRN) weapons as 

key instruments of power. The same is true of long-range delivery systems, 

such as missiles. 180 

He then discloses that some countries have reached certain knowledge about, or already 

possess, some of these deadly weapons. The main points of his study can be summarised as 

follows: 

Algeria: Some development of chemical and biological weapons technology. Has 

considered a nuclear weapons program. Has examined options to obtain long-range 

missile. 

Libya: Has major production facilities for chemical weapons, but only limited actual 

production. Has sought to obtain biological weapons technology with limited 

success. Has attempted a nuclear weapons program, but continuing efforts have had 

little success. Has significant stocks ofFROGSs and Scud B's and has attempted to 

buy or produce longer-range missiles. 

179 Richards, A. "Long tenn sources of Stability in the Middle East". In Russell, M. ed. Critical issues/acing the 
Middle East; Security, Politics. and economics. New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006,p.5 
ISO Cordesman, A. "The Evolving Threat From Weapons Of Mass Destruction in the Middle East". Center for 
Strategic and International Studies. 2002,pl. Http://www.parstimes.com!newslarchive/2002/wmd-me html 
(Accessed: 3 March 2003). 
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Egypt: Has preserved some chemical warfare capability. Seems to have developed 

biological weapons, but has not produced, stockpiled or weaponised them. Its 

nuclear weapons program is a failure and has long been dormant. Has Scud missiles 

and is seeking to create extended range Scud missiles similar to North Korean 

designs. Has sought to develop longer-range missiles in the past. 

Syria: Has mustard gas and several varieties of nerve agents. These are stockpiled in 

bombs and missile warheads and possibly artillery weapons. Has an extensive 

biological research program. Should be on the edge of weaponising biological 

agents and may already have some weapons. Has an extensive stock of Scud B's and 

longer-range North Korean missiles. 

Saudi Arabia: It doesn't have weapons of mass destruction. It did, however, buy 

long-range CSS-2 ballistic missiles from China. 

Israel: Has developed chemical and biological weapons and the ability to weaponise 

them, but doesn't seem to have produced them. Has never publicly announced its 

possession of nuclear weapons and relies on an ''undeclared deterrent." Israel has an 

extensive nuclear stockpile, probably including boosted and fusion weapons, and 

some low-yield "theatre nuclear weapons." Has satellite capability for long-range 

nuclear targeting. Can deliver nuclear weapons with long-range ballistic missiles 

that can hit any target in the Middle East, and with refuelable, long-range, strike 

aircraft. 181 

Cordesman ascribes this prevailing trend in the Middle East to many factors, including: the 

desire of exiting regimes to gain prestige; the need to deter expected hostilities; regional 

competition; fear of the United States as well as other big powers that have interests in the 

region; the inability of states to trust the international system of arms control; and the belief 

181 Ibid, pp. 2-4. 
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that weapons of mass destruction proliferation is a wise alternative to far more expensive 

investments in conventional forces. 182 

Another confirmation comes from the report of the Congressional Research Service to 

Congress in 2000. It starts by indicating that: 

The Middle East has long been one of the most heavily armed regions of the 

world. It now has achieved one of the highest concentrations of countries with 

nuclear, biological, or chemical weapons and missile delivery systems. If the 

current trends continue, in the coming decade additional countries in the region 

will obtain WMD and missiles, they will expand their WMD arsenals, and will 

increase the lethality of their WMD. 183 

It further brought to attention that "Terrorist groups, some of which are allies with countries, 

are also reportedly attempting to acquire chemical, biological, or even radiological 

weapons. ,,184 

Furthermore, the 2005-2006 report of the International Institute for Strategic Studies 

reveals that some Middle East countries have considerably advanced conventional forces. For 

example, it reveals that, "Egypt has a large army consisting of 468,500 troops, including 

340,000 in ground forces, 18,500 in the navy, 30,000 in the army, and 80,000 for air defence. 

It also has reserve forces that reach 479,000 soldiers, plus 330,000 paramilitary forces.,,18S 

The report also shows that Israel has got 168,300 soldiers and 408,000 in reserve forces. 186 

International Middle East initiatives in the post-9ftt era 

Undeniably, the events of 11 September led to a new view of the region and its contradictions, 

complexities and problems. In a nutshell, the 9/11 attacks brought the region into clearer 

182 Ibid, p. 5. 
183 Weapons of Mass Destruction in the Middle East. CRS Report for Congress. Congressional Research Service. 
Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division and Resources, Science, and Industry Division, 2000, pl. 
184 Ibid, p. 1. 
ISS The Military Balance 2005-2006. The International Institute for Strategic Studies. London: Routledge 2006, 
pg184-185 

Ibid, p. 192. 

86 



focus. Indeed, it can be argued, "everything changed,,,)87 including the attitudes of the United 

States, Europe and NATO towards the Middle East. The region has become the main concern 

of the world community; consequently a number of initiatives were launched to address its 

chronic problems. Before reviewing these initiatives, mention must be made that NATO is 

most concerned with these initiatives, expressing its support for them. The secretary general 

himself stated that: 

NATO is in favour of a Greater Middle East initiative - I should say 

initiatives, because there are, of course, more than one ... where NATO would 

have added value ... I look at the Greater Middle East initiatives from a very 

positive angle, underlining the fact and stressing that, of course, there should 

be ownership in the region, in the sense that I would like to know what the 

countries in the region want. 188 

The core of these initiatives is to achieve democracy and reform based on the view it is the 

best way to uproot terrorism, while, at the same time, preserving stability or status quo, as 

perceived in the western world. Therefore, it is highly important to discuss the matter in 

details in order to trace the evolution of American and western thoughts in this respect. This 

will help to understand the limits of current role of NATO with regard to those issues that will 

be discussed in the following parts of this research. 

i. Stability vis-a-vis reform (the cases of Egypt and Saudi Arabia) 

In the post-9fII era, the United States and some of its allies have acknowledged that if they 

wish to defend themselves against terrorism at a time when weapons of mass destruction 

proliferate, and weapons technology is widely available, they have little choice but to 

anticipate threats and move to eliminate them. In other words, there is no point in addressing 

187 This frequent saying was used for the first time by a former UK minister commenting on the impact of9/l1. 
Aljazeera TV. 15 January 2002 
188 Lecture by the NATO secretary general at the International Institute for Strategic Studies, London, 5 
December 2004. 

87 



the phenomenon of terrorism as long as the leaders of extremism find sanctuary in failed or 

failing states, in unresolved regional conflicts, and in the misery of endemic poverty and 

despair. 

Against such a background, it can be realised how big the shock was when the West, 

mainly the United States, began to develop an awareness that its policies towards the Middle 

East region - that favoured stability over any other objective - had led to catastrophic 

consequences. Justifiably, the West, particularly the United States, has begun to understand 

that it urgently needs to revise or reconsider its long-standing policies towards the region. One 

can not underestimate the impact of the cultural or psychological shock of these events, as 

well as the symptoms of Islamophobia which appear to inform, in one way or another, the 

way the West views the region. 189 

For example, in his speech at the National Endowment for Democracy, on 6 October 

2005, President Bush spelled out what he thought to be the three main goals of terrorists as 

follows: to end US and Western influence in the broader Middle East; to use the vacuum 

created by an American retreat from the region to gain control of a country to use as a base 

from which to launch attacks against non-radical Muslim governments; and to control one 

country in order to rally "Muslim masses" to overthrow all moderate governments in the 

region and establish a radical Islamic empire from Spain to Indonesia. l90 Given this belief in 

the threat posed by an "Islamic empire", one can understand why the United States has 

persistently been seeking to block such potential dangers emerging from the region, no matter 

how great the consequences. Consistent with this perception, UK former Prime Minister Tony 

189 See, for example, "Securitization And Religious Divides In Europe, Muslims In Western Europe After 9/11: 
Why the tenn Islamophobia is more a predicament than an explanation". http://www.euro
islam. info/PDFs/ChallengeProjectReport. pdf1!11020-4. pdf. 
190 Speech by US President Bush on 6 October 2005 at the National Endowment for Democracy. Aljazeera TV. 6 
-10- 2005 
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Blair, after the "717" suicide terrorist attacks in London, ascribed the emergence of these 

deadly ideas of terrorism to the practices of despotic regimes in the Middle East region. 191 

Consequently, the issue of reform and stability in the Middle East has emerged as one 

of the main priorities of the Western world. This issue will be reviewed in detail with special 

focus paid to two main Middle East countries: Egypt and Saudi Arabia. 

These two countries in particular were gravely affected by the events of 9/11. The 19 

terrorists who allegedly launched the deadly attacks that wounded the United States were 

Muslims and Arabs, mainly Saudis led by an Egyptian. Indeed, we may recall that the 

defining point in the evolution of Bin Laden's terrorist group, AI-Qaeda, was its 

amalgamation with a faction of the Egyptian Jihad group in the late 1990s. 192 One of the most 

prominent contemporary extremist thinkers, Ayman EI Zawahari, through his alliance with 

Bin Laden was afforded opportunity to spread his thoughts and tum them into action. Thus 

9111 was a direct challenge also to Egypt and Saudi Arabia. 

Anderson writes: "The Bin Laden challenge really appears to have been aimed at the 

Saudi and Egyptian governments, and at the United States for its support of those 

governments. ,,193 

Not surprisingly, the two countries, Egypt and Saudi Arabia, which are, on most 

counts, the biggest and most influential countries in the Arab world and the Middle East, in 

terms of wealth, population, manpower, capabilities, historical influence and moral weight, 

have become the main focus of US criticism post-9/11 after having been for many years the 

most favoured and important regional allies besides Israel to the United States. 

The regimes of the two countries were - and still are - the cornerstone of American 

policy towards the region, always seeking to secure the flow of oil and achieve stability and 

peace in the region. Egypt which receives a huge amount of US aid annually - the second 

191 Ibid. 

192 Interview with Nader Osaman, November 2007. 
193 Anderson, I. Op. Cit., P. 130. 
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largest amount of aid after Israel, about $2-3 billion - has been, and still is, seen as a 

moderate country able to secure peace and stability in the Middle East. 194 Its regime, which is 

described by some19S as autocratic and undemocratic, stands as a steadfast barrier against the 

coming to power of Islamists that can rally opposition to, and resistance against, Western 

policies and interests in the region. 

Similarly, a number of factors have contributed to the unique status of the Kingdom of 

Saudi Arabia; first and foremost, the fact that it possesses the largest reserves of oil 

worldwide. 196 Arguably, the performance of its regime, as well as orientation and religious 

doctrine, is indistinguishable from fundamentalism. Not only this, but also frequent doubts 

have been raised about the hidden connections between some figures of the Saudi regime and 

certain terrorist groups. 

Chomsky writes that "In the Islamic world, the most extreme fundamentalist state, 

apart from the Taliban, is Saudi Arabia, a US client state since its origins; the Taliban are in 

fact an offshoot of the Saudi version of Islam." 197 

Landau concurs, noting: 

Although the terrorists appeared to have their headquarters, funding and 

religious roots in Saudi Arabia, the US government destroyed their 

infrastructure by bombing Afghanistan, the place where their key banker, Bin 

Laden, temporarily resided and had some temporary training camps. Indeed, 

reliable public sources show that Saudi Arabia even financed the Taliban 

regime in Afghanistan and provided it with military support as well. 198 

However, the importance of Saudi oil and money and its regional and spiritual roles in the 

Gulf and Islamic world had always surpassed any criticism in decision-making circles in 

194 Report of Egyptian annual Budget for years 2000, 200 I, 2002. Archive of MFA. p. 15 (In Arabic) 
195 See reports about freedoms and human rights in Egypt issued by Amnesty International at 
http://www.amnesty.orglar, as well as the UNDP reports that were reviewed before. 
196 See report at Saudi oil at energy security at http://www.iags.orgln0331043.htm.This shows that Saudi Arabia 
~ossesses a quarter of world's total known oil. 
97 Chomsky, N. Op.Cit., p.2l. 

198 Landau, S. The Pre-Emptive Empire: A Guide To Bush's Kingdom. London: Pluto Press, 2003, p. 24. 
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Washington. To put it bluntly, American keenness to achieve the "tranquilisation strategy" 

towards the Middle East region dictated that successive US administrations should turn a 

blind eye towards the undemocratic or theocraticl fundamentalist orientations of Egypt and 

Saudi Arabia for the sake of keeping its strategic alliance with these two key countries. 

But the events of9/11 necessitated a rethinking. All of a sudden, the United States was 

awoken by the alarming fact that the socio-economic and political conditions of these two 

countries had resulted in the kind of extremist ideas that might explode world peace and 

security, either with or without the continuation of the existence of these regimes. More 

clearly, the Americans have recognised that in spite of the distinctiveness of their relations 

with the two countries, both have contributed significantly, more than any other countries, to 

the breeding of terrorism and increasing the severity and frequency of its atrocities. 

In addition, the post-9/11 United States sees the world in conformity with Bush's rule, 

"Either you are with us or against US.,,)99 In contrast to their policies in the first Iraq war in 

1991, Egypt and Saudi Arabia did not present the "expected" support or assistance for the US 

invasion of Iraq in 2003. Instead, the two regimes responded positively, to some extent, to 

popular anger and chose to declare their opposition to the war, and co-ordinated the Arab 

position, through the Arab League, to back up the German-French axis, by declaring Arab 

condemnation of the invasion of Iraq. Again, the US administration, or at least some of its 

influential figures, like Condoleezza Rice, national security advisor at that time, realised that 

it could not rely on the two regimes, as it had before, in its giant project for change in the 

Middle East without putting more pressure on them. 

What makes the task of US policy drafters more difficult is the traditional "Western" 

fear of the possibility of a sudden collapse of long-standing regimes in these two countries by 

unexpected popular turmoil, triggered by either the continued deterioration of the socio-

199 Statement by President Bush on commenting on the war on terrorism. Aljazeera TV. Documentary on 9/11 
events. on 11-9-2003. (In Arabic). 
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economic conditions, or organised Islamic revolution. It is feared that if extremist groups 

succeed in seizing power in these two countries, this will lead to an unavoidable dynamic 

change, similar to an unexpected avalanche, in the whole region and Islamic world. This in 

tum would galvanise popular movements to stand against Western interests as a whole. 

Esposito suggests that: 

Egypt has often been regarded as the Arab and Muslim vanguard of 

development in political, social, intellectual and religious fields; so, too 

contemporary revivalism (Islamic fundamentalism) in its origins and 

manifestation has strong, indeed formative, roots in the Egyptian experience.2OO 

Rubin states that "while fundamentalism has become an important factor in Egypt, it is a 

distinctly minority force; still one should not underestimate its potential appeal.,,20) 

Furthermore, Seneh maintains that ''when the region is at a crossroads; with one road leading 

to military conflict and the other to economic growth and cooperation, the question arises -

what is Egypt's place in the picture?" and then warns, as many have, that "a change in the 

Egyptian regime, should it take place, would be a disaster for the region and a catastrophe for 

the world. ,,202 

Contrary to this, some believe that this "fear" was exaggerated in order to alleviate 

any pressure on these two regimes and like-minded regimes in the region. For instance, 

Gerecht suggests that, "rapid change in Egypt is certainly possible.,,203 Noteworthy is that the 

2004 UNDP report condemns some regimes - including, if implicitly, the Egyptian regime 

- as currently pursuing what might be called "the legitimacy of blackmail" in order to justify 

their continuation in power. 

200 Esposito. J. "Islamic Factor", in Marr, P (ed) Egypt At The Crossroads: Domestic Stability And 
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London: Routledge Curzon, 2005, pp.29-30 
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The report states: 

Some regimes now bolster their legitimacy adopting a simplified and efficient 

formula to justify their continuation in power; they style themselves as the 

lesser of two evils, or the last line of defence against fundamentalist tyranny 

or, even more dramatically, against chaos and the collapse of the state.204 

Apart from this, it could be imagined that should the first assumption - which predicts the 

"domino collapse"of the Islamic countries - be realised, then at least some of the lethal 

weapons that certain of these countries possess, which could be categorised as non-

conventional weapons, or weapons of mass destruction, will fall in the hands of extremists or 

"Islamists." In this case, it is not a handful of criminals or terrorists that possess these deadly 

weapons, but a country or countries, which means that world security would be dramatically 

disturbed and may even collapse. 

This might constitute enough of an explanation of the reasons behind previous 

Western coordination, between Europe and the United States, in supporting so-called 

moderate regimes, especially Egypt and Saudi Arabia. 

Despite all these considerations, and as an embodiment of the radical change of US 

policy towards the region, US Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice admitted, frankly and 

without any kind of prompting, on her official visit to Egypt20S, June 2005, that the United 

States was pursuing wrong policies that aimed to achieve stability even if the price was to 

disregard or sacrifice democracy; evident in that neither democracy nor stability have been 

achieved. Previously, she declared that the United States would support democratic evolution 

in Egypt, "even if this brings, eventually, Islamists to power.,,206 

204 UNDP 2004. Op. Cit., p.16 (In Arabic). 
20S Report ofthe visit of Rice. 29 June 2005. National Archive. MFA. p. 3 (In Arabic) 
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In her statement, Rice was representing the prevailing trend in the US administration, 

mainly among the neo-cons who took a hawkish position in their seeking to rebuild the region 

according to an interests-based vision. At this time, the expression "creative chaos" appeared 

in US discourse addressed to the region to confirm, mainly to these two regimes, the readiness 

and preparedness of the United States to drive change forward in the Middle East, regardless 

of the magnitude of the immediate consequences or any other political considerations. 

Seemingly, the burden of this "chaos" could be justified taking into account the envisaged 

benefits of the US endeavour. 

Schweller argues: "The hegemon's interests are best served by forgoing short run 

gains in favour of locking in beneficial arrangements and future returns that will continue well 

beyond the Zenith of its power,,207. Based on this assumption, it could be suggested that 

Washington was, perhaps, seeking to build its own and distinctive bridge with new 

"moderate" Islamic movements that might help in defeating or subsuming hostile extremist 

groups. Likewise, following the 717 London explosions, former Prime Minister Blair called 

for the promotion of moderate Islamists to overcome extremist and terrorist movements. 208 

On the other hand, some Islamic movements might hold or share the same vision and 

welcome rapprochement with the United States and the West. Baker notes that, "at the start of 

the 21st century, the new Islamists have struggled to keep their interpretative intellectual and 

. I . ..209 socIa project open to the world and to the future. 

Against this background, one can identify certain differences between the Europeans 

and Americans in this regard. Given the fact that they are more aware of prevailing internal 

situations, and concerned about stability in the Middle East, the Europeans have been more 

207 Randall L. Schweller." The Problem ofintemational Order Revisited: A Review Essay", International 

Security, Vol. 26, No. I (Summer, 2001), pp. 166-7 
208 Blair's statement. Aljazeera news bulletin, 20-8-2005. 
209 Baker, R.Islam Without Fear: Egypt And The New lslamists. Cambridge and London: Harvard 
University Press, 2003, p.26 I. 
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cautious in playing the card of "moderate Islamists" on account of their traditional relations 

with long-existing regimes in the region. Indeed, the experience of recent years has shown 

that the Europeans are more reserved when it comes to making major changes in their policies 

towards the region. 

Another point of view suggests that the difference between the US and European 

approaches to reform and democracy promotion have been exaggerated. 

Youngs argues: 

Europeans have regularly issued warnings aimed at the US that democracy can 

not be imposed "through the barrel of gun"; but much of US policy takes the 

same kind of gradualist, bottom-up and extremely cautious approach to 

encouraging political reform in the Middle East.210 

He also describes the shortfalls of the policies of both pillars to that end, indicating that both 

European and US strategies in this respect are poor in terms of lacking enough resources to 

reward reformist moves; their inability to coordinate decision-making in the area of 

democracy policy; and eschewing systematic engagement with what he called "political 

Islam". He then confrrms that "[T]ighter trans-Atlantic cooperation would make it more 

difficult for Middle Eastern regimes to play the EU and US off against each other.,,211 

Importantly, despite the fact that Rice's chaos idea was prevailing in US policy 

towards the region in the first years of Bush's tenure, there was another trend, although less 

influential, within the American administration itself which deemed that the immediate 

imposition of democracy in the region could be catastrophic for Western interests. To clarify, 

the Israeli lobby in Washington, as along with the traditional wing in American decision-

210 Youngs, R. Trans-Atlantic Cooperation on Middle East refonn. 2004. 
http://www.isn.ethz.chlpublishinghouse/details.cfm?v21 =72269andv33=60 194andid=23283.p.l. 
211 Ibid. ,p.14. 
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making circles, strongly - and perhaps rightly - believes that no Islamic movement will be 

supportive of Western interests and of peaceful relations with Israel,212 

Overall, the Middle East as a whole, exhausted by and tied to its liabilities, cannot 

become fully democratic simply by applying an imposed or recommended foreign 

prescription all at once. Illogically, democracy is frequently described as a panacea that would 

absorb and eliminate the problems of the region. Tibi takes this view, affinning that, 

"democracy and democratisation remains the only alternative to Islamic fundamentalism in 

that part of the world.,,213 Mailer maintains that "democracy is built upon a notion that is 

exquisite and dangerous; it virtually states that if the will of the populace is freely expressed, 

more good than bad will result.,,214 

In reality, democracy is based on and related to its enduring values and pre-requisites 

- for instance, education and proper living conditions - and without enough preparation it 

could be nothing more than a myth or illusion that might lead nowhere. Reasonably, the 

necessary steps in the right direction will take at least between 10 to 20 years; otherwise, the 

region could be entangled in a very chaotic situation. More bluntly, applying democracy in a 

negative environment, i.e., surrounded by illiteracy, poverty, and illness, etc., could and 

might, and most probably would, lead to the coming of extremist movements to power in key 

Middle East countries. If this happened, the Middle East would be changed dramatically in 

such a way that it might destroy regional and international peace and security. Fukyama 

warns that the results of the recent elections in Palestine and Egypt led to a conclusion that 

liberal democracy, as it is being applied in the West, is not a suitable fonnula for the Middle 

East because it will certainly bring radical Islamist groups to power.
2lS 

212 Elsenawy, A. AI-Arabi newspaper. editorial. IS June 200S.p.l (In Arabic). 
213 Tibi, B. The Challenge Of Fundamentalism: Political Islam And The New World Disorder London: 
University of California Press, 1998, p.,198. 
214 Mailer, N. Why Are We At War? New York: Random House, 2003, p.l6 
21S Fukuyama, F. "After the Neocons: America at the Crossroads". Lecture and book launch attended by 
the author. London, IISS, March 2006. 
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Schnobel and others agree: 

In order to push forward democratisation processes while advancing internal 

and regional security, reforms must be gradual and monitored and controlled 

from the top; and they must be supplemented by a similarly gradual process 

towards the establishment of a broad based and broadly supported civil 

society.216 

Noticeably, hawkish policy aimed at imposing an American vision of democracy in the region 

has waned in the last two years, as proven by US reactions towards recent elections in Egypt 

and Palestine.217 This could be seen as a success for the neo-liberals - as opposed to the neo-

cons - in Washington. Asmus and Pollack underline that both neo-cons and neo-liberals 

realised that the status quo in the Middle East region was intolerable because it was producing 

anti-Americanism and terrorism, but they disagreed on how to handle the matter. Asmus and 

Pollack clarify that the neo-liberals believe, contrary to the neo-cons, that democratisation 

must be developed and implemented from within, and over the long run; that any kind of 

imposition is bound to fai1.218 

In the same vein, Gordon holds that due to the results of recent elections in the Middle 

East, particularly in Egypt and Palestine, the United States has lost much of its keenness to 

support spreading democracy in the region, no matter what the consequences might be.219 

Given all these dimensions of the current picture, reference should be made that the 

first US attempt to apply its new approach in the region was crystallised in its new initiative 

for the new "Greater" Middle East. 

ii. The short-lived US 'Initiative of the Greater Middle East' 

216 Schnobel, A. Democratization And Peace-Building In Saikal, A and Schnabel, A (ed) Democratization in the 
Middle East Experience, Struggle, Challenges. Tokyo and Paris: United Nations University Press, p.20. 
217 The results of elections in Palestine and Egypt in 2005-2006 showed the rise ofIslamic movements. For 
example, Hamas seized the power for the ftrst time; and Muslim Brotherhood obtained 80 seats in the Egyptian 
~arliament. 

18 Asmus, R and Pollack, K. The Neo-Liberal Take On The Middle East. 2003. p.1 .Retrieved: 12 June 2006 
http://www.brookings.edulviewslon-edlpollackl20030722 
219 Gordon, F. Lecture attended by the author in June 2006. London, IISS. 
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Having engaged in the 2003 invasion of Iraq, in which hundreds of thousands were killed, the 

US administration sought to appease tensions and improve its besmirched image in the region 

by launching a new initiative to back up the refonn efforts and to affinn its commitment to 

working seriously to ending the catastrophic situation in the Middle East. The first step in this 

direction was made on 28 January 2004, when President Bush, declared in his State of the 

Union address what was called "the Initiative of the Greater Middle East. ,,220 The logic of this 

initiative, as mentioned in the same speech, was "America's self-interest in promoting 

democracy and well-being", because "As long as the Middle East remains a place of tyranny 

and despair and anger, it will continue to produce men and movements that threaten the safety 

of America and our friends.,,221 

In the same speech, Bush expressed his strong belief that all religious currents would 

side with freedom in the attempt to appease the hostility of Muslims. 

Inspired by the 1975 Helsinki Accords222, the initiative offered US readiness to 

support economic and human development, democracy, and the promotion of the role of civil 

society organisations. Coming at the same time as the 2003 United Nations Arab Human 

Development Report, it could not be considered coincidence that the content of the American 

initiative matched the three parameters of this report, which were freedom, knowledge and 

female empowennent. 

The US view in this regard was illustrated as follows: 

The US Middle East partnership initiative will provide a framework and 

funding for the US to work together with governments and people in the Arab 

world to expand economic, political and educational opportunities for all. The 

initiative will encompass more than $1 billion in assistance that the US 

220 President Bush's statement. Aljezeera, news bulletin .28 January 2004. (In Arabic). 
22\ Speech by President Bush. Aljazeera. www.Aljzeera.net. (In Arabic). (Accessed: 29 January 2004) 
222 International agreement signed in 1975, designed to reduce tension between the Soviet and Western blocs, 
and laid down foundation for future cooperation in certain fields (for respect for human rights and cooperation in 
economic, scientific, and other humanitarian areas). More details could be found AT 
http://www.hri.org/docslHelsinki75.html 
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government provides to Arab countries annually. The initiative is a partnership 

and we will work closely with governments in the Arab world, other donors, 

academic institutions, the private sector and non-governmental organisation.223 

The Arab reaction was not positive. The International Institute for Strategic Studies comments 

that: 

In a region rife with speculation about conspiracies and neuralgic about the 

resonance of colonialism, the sudden revelation of the American plan 

conftrmed suspicions of an impending assertion of foreign control of the 

region; inside and outside the region, the proposal has been assailed as an 

encroachment on state sovereignty, dismissive of historical injustices, and 

redundant in the context of earlier initiatives.224 

Overall, the initiative was characterised by ambiguity. It failed to outline how its objectives 

would be fulftlled. Nor did it give a clear defmition of the geographical area it designated, 

although it was well known that it was designed to focus on Arab countries. Furthermore, it 

did not explain how it would manage to reconcile the regimes' policies and people's 

aspirations towards political reform and social justice. 

What increased, signiftcantly, doubts about the real intentions or sincerity of the 

initiative, both on official and popular levels, were the ramiftcations and repercussions of the 

Iraq war. In this regard, it was noticeable that there was a high level of rapprochement of the 

positions of regimes and peoples of the Middle East towards opposing US policies in general. 

Robert and Pauly observe that other autocratic countries of the region - either religious like 

Saudi Arabia and Iran, or secular, like Egypt and Syria - fear that they could be the next 

223 The American initiative. http://usinfo.state.gov/menaimiddle_east_north_africalme_vision.html(Accessed: 
15 March 2005) 
224 American Initiative on the Middle East. Comments. International Institute for Strategic Studies. March 2004, 
http://www.iiss.org!pubIicationsistrategic-comments. (Accessed: I December 2004). 
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candidate for regime change and subsequent economic and political transformation, as Iraq 

has set up a model that could be repeated.225 

Doubtless this is why observers witnessed identical official and popular refusal of the 

US initiative. Indeed, once it was leaked to an Arab newspaper, AI-Hayat, it was promptly 

met by strong criticism from Arab countries, especially Egypt and Saudi Arabia, as they felt, 

for the first time, threatened and marginalised, given that there had been no prior consultation 

with them. The two regimes, rightly or wrongly, perceived that the United States was ready to 

sacrifice the traditional balance of power for the sake of applying its new vision of the Middle 

East.226 

Likewise, some European allies - especially France - looked with scepticism at this 

initiative, believing that the United States aimed to monopolise, if not impose on them, a way 

of dealing with the region, despite its importance to their own security and stability. European 

fears and criticism of US policy focused on the charge that Washington concentrated too 

much on symptoms rather than causes. What is more, it appeared there had been no 

consultation between the transatlantic allies prior to the launch of this initiative. 

Fouskas and Gokay believe that "Bush's GME (Greater Middle East) initiative aims at 

bringing NATO deeper into the Islamic world of former Ottoman and Soviet territories, thus 

dragging the Europeans into a dangerous voyage with no return tickets available. ,,227 

In summary, the Greater Middle East Initiative was destined to failure because it 

could gain support neither from key countries in the region nor other great powers that have 

their own interests and distinctive relationships with many countries in the Middle East 

region. Most importantly, the increasing wave of anti- Americanism, because of massive 

22S Robert,J and Pauly, R. Strategic Preemption US Foreign Policy And The Second Iraq War. Hants and 
Burlington: Ashgate, 2005, p 157. 
226 Press statements were issued by high officials criticising the initiatives. Aljazeera TV. January and February 
2004. 
227 F k ous as, V and Gokay, B. Op.Cit.p 186 
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bloodshed in Iraq, emboldened popular refusal of initiative and led many observers to 

consider it as another US attempt at intervention in order to monopolise or control the region. 

Since, Washington has come to recognise that there is no option but to secure 

international support for its endeavour; indeed, that it is too difficult to handle other Middle 

Eastern issues without European and international support. This realisation was illustrated in 

the launching of the 08 global initiative. Moreover, the US has arguably also realised that it 

cannot, practically speaking, achieve change in the region without securing a certain level of 

consent from its component countries. This realisation was reinforced, as mentioned 

previously, by the resurgent influence of the traditional neo-liberal wing in decision-making 

circles in Washington, which has held onto the vision of "gradual change." Meanwhile, key 

European countries have acknowledged the need to pursue Middle East reform more seriously 

based on the conviction that the situation there could no longer be tolerated. Hence also the 

need to coordinate policies with the United States as well as other great powers. 

iii. The G8 initiative for the 'Broader' Middle East and North Africa 

Gathering in June 2004, on Sea Island, Georgia, the leaders of G8 countries launched what is 

known as the "Partnership for Progress and a Common Future with the Region of the Broader 

Middle East and North Africa." 

The new initiative represented, to some extent, the fruit of the convergence of US and 

European visions, though not necessarily on an equal footing. In short, whereas the 08 

initiative reflected, in its essence, the precedence or superiority of the European way of 

supporting gradual and well-calculated change, it did not leave out the more forceful approach 

of the US. 

In scrutinising its content, certain observations can be drawn as follows
228

: 

228 Partnership for progress and a common future with the region of the Broader Middle East and North Africa. 
G8 Summit at Sea Island, Georgia, 9 June, 2004. ppl-4. Obtained from MFA-Egypt. 
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1. From this time, the region became a place of a great concern to the world's 

most powerful countries, led by the United States. This new reality appeared to oblige 

Middle Eastern and North African regimes to respond positively, and to some extent 

blocked some of them from engaging in political manoeuvring between Europe and 

America. Paragraph 1 indicated that: "'the Broader Middle East and North Africa' 

represents a challenge to us and the international community as a whole. ,,229 Also, 

Paragraph 9 stated that: ''the magnitude of the challenge facing the region requires a 

renewed commitment to reform and cooperation. ,,230 

2. The declaration confirmed, in its introductory sections, the imperative of 

building democracy as a global demand. The G8 countries declared their support for 

the democratic and reform process, but with a new emphasis that reform should be 

"emanating from that region.,,231 This appears to have been a clear outcome of 

European influence and, also perhaps, late American recognition of the importance of 

traditional strategic calculations in terms of the necessities and requirements for 

regional peace and stability. 

3. The declaration also emphasised the commitment of G8 countries to the 

establishment of a "Partnership for Progress and a Common Future." This partnership 

would be based on cooperative relations between G8 countries, Middle Eastern 

country governments and other key players, such as business and civil society 

representatives. This orientation, perhaps unprecedented in its nature and context, 

gave warning to Middle East governments that they would no longer be the only party 

deciding the depth and pace of such cooperation. Likewise, it aimed to entice civil 

society into promoting itself in such a manner as to influence the direction of state 

policies, backed by the support of the most powerful and richest countries in the 

229 Ibid, Para 1. 
230 Ibid, Para 9. 
231 Ibid, Introduction. 
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world.232 Moreover, Paragraph 4 underlined that ''the values embodied in this 

partnership we propose are universal," such as "human dignity, freedom, democracy, 

rule of law, social justice. ,,233 This seems to have been, again, an explicit message to 

the region's regimes that the time had come to change the status quo; that no excuse 

of cultural relativism would be accepted. 

4. The sponsors of the new partnership adhered to some guiding principles, 

including, first and foremost, to work towards strengthening commitments to peace 

and stability of the broader Middle East and North Africa. This represented an attempt 

to appease the worries of some countries in the region by assuring them that the Iraq 

scenario would not be repeated. 

5. As a positive response to the demands of key states in the region, backed by 

the declared position of key European states, it is stated that: ''the resolution of long 

lasting disputes, especially the Israeli-Palestinian, is an important element of progress 

in the region.,,234 However, the following point (Paragraph 5.3) appeared to confirm 

that regional conflicts must not be an obstacle to reform, and that "reforms may make 

a significant contribution towards resolving regional conflicts. ,.2)5 This was perhaps a 

nod to differences in orientation between the EU and US, although some may consider 

this "formula"an incarnation of the US vision that sees no link between the reform 

issue and resolution of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict, and opposes the Arab and 

European view in this regard. The latter tends to lend more importance to stability in 

the Arab street; taking into account an issue that always ignites hostile attitudes 

towards the West and the United States. 

232 Ibid, Para 3. 
233 Ibid, Para 4. 
234 Ibid, Para 5-2. 
235 Ibid, Para 5-3. 
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6. The initiative confinned that the restoration of peace and stability in Iraq is 

critical to the security of the region.236 The rather vague manner in which this idea 

was phrased seems to have been the only way to overcome serious differences with 

regard to Iraq between European allies like France, on the one hand, and the United 

States and the UK. on the other. What was not mentioned - or was perhaps omitted 

- were US government slogans that Iraq was a beacon of democratisation for the 

region. 

7. In another attempt to appease concerns, Paragraph 5.5 underlined that 

"successful reform depends on the region, and change cannot be imposed from 

outside.,,237 This doubtless reflected similarities between the European and Arab 

positions in this regard. American pressure, however, still made its mark, the 

applicable paragraph phrased: "each society will reach its own conclusions about the 

pace and scope of change; yet distinctiveness, important as it is, must not be exploited 

to prevent reform. ,,238 This appears to have been signal to whoever concerned that 

global patience - and primarily US patience - is not inexhaustible. 

8. Repeatedly, the declaration conftrmed that "support"would involve 

governments and people, and that "supporting reform is a long term effort that 

requires generational commitments.,,239 The launching of the partnership was 

described as a process that: "Builds on years of support for reform and ongoing 

engagement in the region, which includes the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership, the US 

Middle East Partnership initiative, and the Japan-Arab Dialogue initiative.,,
24o

This 

appeared to affirm the complementarities between all initiatives; nothing could be 

gained if targeted countries ignored this newly emerged initiative. 

236 Ibid, Para 5-4. 
237 Ibid, Para 5-5. 
238 Ibid, Para 5-6. 
239 Ibid, Para 5-8. 
240 Ibid, Para 8. 
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The declaration established that the newly designed partnership would focus on three areas of 

interesr41 : a) "the political sphere" would concentrate on progress towards democracy and the 

rule of law; b) ''the social and cultural sphere" would deal with issues of education, freedom 

of expression, equality between men and women, and access to global information 

technology; c) "the economic sphere" would focus on creating jobs, supporting the private 

sector, increasing access to capital, expanding trade and investment, securing property rights, 

and promoting intra-regional trade. 

Additionally, in a decisive action emphasising their determination to pursue reform 

seriously, G8 leaders attached the "G8 Plan of Support for Reform,,242 to their declaration. 

This plan was produced through consultation and dialogue with "leaders and peoples in the 

region, including the Arab League,,243. It presented certain initiatives that offer "a broad range 

of opportunities from which governments, business, and civil society in the region can draw 

support as they chose. ,,244 

The main points of the plan can be summarised as follows24s: 

I. The establishment of a "forum for the future "to provide a ministerial 

framework for ongoing dialogue between G8 foreign, economic, and other relevant 

ministers and their counterparts on regular basis. This forum would be paralleled by 

business-to-business and civil society dialogue. The aim of this forum was to serve as 

a collaborative vehicle for the exchange of information and enhancement of 

cooperation. As such, the forum embodies the seriousness of G8 engagement in the 

affairs of the region from this time on. 

2. Launching a package of measures to help the region economically. This 

included a micro-finance initiative to provide the region with sustainable capital 

241 Ibid, Para 11. 
242 G8-Plan of support for refonn. pp 1 -11. Obtained from MFA-Egypt. 
243 Ibid, Introduction. 
244 Ibid, Introduction. 
24S Ibid, pp 1-11. 
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access, with a focus on small entrepreneurs, especially women; enhancing and 

exerting efforts to extend literacy to an additional 20 million people by 2015; 

enhancing support for business, entrepreneurship, and vocational programmes to 

increase the capacities of young people, especially women, and to expand their 

employment opportunities; the establishment of a "Broader Middle East and North 

Africa Private Enterprise Development Facility" at the International Finance 

Corporation (IFC), with the aim of assisting countries of the region to improve 

business and investment climates and increase financing options for the region's small 

and medium-sized businesses; the establishment of a regional "network of funds" to 

facilitate coordination between representatives of development agencies based in the 

region and their counterparts from international fmancial institutions, in order to 

improve existing programmes and resource access; the establishment with partners of 

a "Task Force on Investment" to help address impediments to investment and propose 

concrete change. 

3. In the same context, the plan's sponsors pledged to work towards 

accelerating economic development, creating jobs, empowering the private sector and 

expanding economic opportunities by supporting vocational training; supporting the 

development of small and medium-sized enterprises; facilitating remittance flows 

from communities overseas; supporting the region's efforts to create fair, secure and 

well-functioning property rights systems; promoting financial excellence and 

supporting efforts in the region to integrate its financial sector into the global financial 

system; assisting regional efforts to remove barriers to investment and supporting the 

region's efforts to achieve economic integration, promote intra-regional trade and 

expand trade opportunities in global markets. 
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4. The establishment ''with willing partners" of a "Democracy Assistance 

Dialogue" that could pave the way towards an effective exchange of information, 

ideas, lessons learned on democracy, etc; and supporting efforts to ensure free and 

transparent elections by cooperating with willing countries; supporting and 

encouraging parliamentary exchanges and training. Again, the use of term "willing" 

was some sort of reassurance to existing regimes that there shall be no forcible 

intervention in the issue of democratisation, so they could respond positively to what 

was offered to them by this multi-faceted initiative. 

S. Supporting regional efforts to expand and increase women's participation in 

political, economic, social, cultural and educational fields, and enhancing their rights 

and status in society. 

6. Assisting the region in pursuing judicial reforms aimed to ensure the 

independence of the judiciary. 

7. Supporting the region's efforts to reinforce freedoms of expression, thought 

and belief, and to encourage an independent media. 

8. Encouraging the region's efforts to foster the democratic process and 

promote good governance, transparency and anti-corruption efforts. This included 

encouragement for the adoption and implementation of the UN Convention Against 

Corruption, and providing technical assistance for reform and modernisation in related 

fields; supporting efforts to strengthen the role of all components of civil society, 

including NGOs, in the region'S reform processes. 

9. Combating illiteracy and advancing education by assisting countries 

interested in improving and reforming their educational systems; increasing 

availability of and access to textbooks and regional and world literature; and assisting 

in enhancing digital literacy and understanding. 

107 



What was ignored in this initiative was the issue of direct aid, though alleviating economic 

burdens that breed popular dissatisfaction might logically have seemed a priority. A lack of 

trust in some governments' abilities to wisely use foreign aid arguably led G8 countries to 

propose programmes of "cooperation" as opposed to furnishing funds directly. 

In this regard, Lieven writes "US rhetoric of democratising the Middle East risks 

becoming a cheap way of avoiding looking at the crucial issues facing the region, because to 

deal with them would be very costly, both for the United States and the European Union as a 

whole, and for individual members of the US political classes." He adds that supporting 

democracy in the Middle East region would require, in reality, a considerable increase of 

American aid and assistance and a reduction of agricultural barriers and subsidies by both the 

United States and the EU, and that this would be resisted internally by powerful agriCUltural 

lobbies.246 

Wittes and Yerkes identify three troubling flaws in the G8 initiative which are: "A 

scatter-shot approach to promoting reform; an overemphasis on government directed 

assistance that repeats instead of repairs the errors of our past assistance in the region; and, 

most worrying, a lack of support at higher policy levels for its goals and projects. ,,247 

Nonetheless, the conclusion could be reached that, in contrast to the previous US 

initiative that appeared somewhat over-ambitious and vague, the G8 initiative was more 

realistic and feasible in adopting a holistic and gradual strategy in dealing with the chronic 

problems of the Middle East region. The declaration dealt with all elements of the change 

process, which together could achieve the required modernisation, at least in the long run. The 

drafting seems to have been tempered by realism, taking into consideration contemporary 

246 Lieven, A. America Right Or Wrong An Anatomy Of American Nationalism. Oxford and New York: 
Oxford University Press, 2004, p. 213. 
247 Wittes, T and Yerkes, S. The Middle East Partnership Initiative: Progress, Problems And Prospects, 2004.p.3 
http://www.brookings.edulviewslon-edlfellowslwittes20041129 htm (Accessed: 12 June 2006) 
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indicators in the region, which dictate that change must be gradual if chaos or catastrophe is 

to be avoided. 

This notwithstanding, the summit conveyed a clear message that reform would be 

compulsory and inevitably forthcoming. This message mirrored realities in the region, 

spelling out the need for change that takes into account the aspirations of Middle Eastern 

peoples with regard to real reform and development. Gerner and Schwedler argue that despite 

internal and international obstacles that hinder meaningful political reform, there is almost an 

overwhelming consensus in the region that reform is going to happen at the end of the day, 

particularly when taking into account that present ageing leaders will be replaced soon by 

younger leaders presiding over younger citizens.248 

Presumably, most of the existing regimes do not object to receiving help on the path to 

reform. But contention surrounds how rapid and how inclusive this reform can be. Basically, 

existing regimes ask what sort of sacrifices they will have to make to achieve this end. Tripp 

asserts that the histories of imperialism and capitalist penetration have created imaginative 

and material legacies with which the present generation engages, and "in doing so, they are 

not simply victims or captives of these legacies, but will be seeking to cope with or profit 

from the outside world which makes demands upon them. ,,249 In other words, existing 

regimes may seek to accommodate, at least to some extent, the demands of the great powers. 

At the 2005 G8 summit in Scotland, leaders reconfirmed their commitment to the 

"Partnership for Progress and a Common Future with the Region of the Broader Middle East 

and North Africa." They also welcomed steps taken in the region to accelerate political, 

economic, social and educational reform, and stressed their support for the emerging 

momentum of change in the region. 

248 D. Gerner, 0 and Schwedler, J. Understanding The Contemporary Middle East. Boulder and London: 
Lr,!ne Rienner, 2004, pp.434-5 
24 Tripp, C. "States, Elites, And The Management Of Change" in Hakimian, H and Moshaver, Z (ed) The 
State And Global Change .. The Political Economy Transition In The Middle East and North Africa. 
Surrey: Curzon, 2001, p. 215. 
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In sum, the Greater Middle East is emerging, through the GS mechanism, as an area of 

international coordination, at the strategic level, towards the fmal goals of reform and 

democracy. If the two parties - i.e., the G8 and Middle Eastern and North African countries 

- cooperate together in good faith, considerable improvement could be achieved. 

However, achievements attained through the GS mechanism should not obscure the 

fact that there are other existing differences between some European allies and the United 

States with regards to major issues in the Middle East region. (These differences will be 

discussed in following chapters). 

Conclusion 

The Middle East has long been a primary concern in world politics. Its strategic importance, 

before 9/11, was related mainly to traditional Western needs to secure the flow of oil and 

natural gas, given that the region contains the largest known energy reserves worldwide. The 

9111 attacks shook the Western world and proved that Middle East terrorism could challenge 

the world's sole superpower - the United States - on home ground. After 9111, the Middle 

East region came in the minds of many - principally in the US - to constitute a threat to 

world peace and security. Bearing in mind indicators of its socio-economic condition, the 

region was seen as a powder keg set to explode. 

Nonetheless, Middle East terrorism is not solely a result of deteriorating conditions in 

the Middle East but also a mixture of intertwined factors, including a culture of perpetual war, 

frequent foreign intervention, and perceived hostility between Islam and the West. 

What makes the situation dangerous, at least from a Western perspective, is that the 

region is thought to be flooded with weapons of mass destruction, as well as advanced 

conventional weapons. This means that terrorist groups could acquire lethal weapons by 

toppling key long standing regimes. 
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Chomsky believes that the unfolding crisis in the Middle East will have momentous 

effects on the world stage, deciding whether the US will succeed in establishing a global 

security system for its own benefit, or whether resistance against this project will defeat US 

plans.2so 

In light of this alarming situation, huge international efforts have been launched, 

principally by the United States, to handle, contain and treat this danger. Among the tools 

chosen to back up other international efforts is NATO. Rynning comments on transatlantic 

cooperation in this regard, saying: "It has committed the United States and Europe to a 

partnership for reform in this broad region, and it will happen multilaterally, making use of 

existing institutions such as NATO, the EU, the 08, and the UN.,,2S1 

The following chapter will concentrate on the evolution of NATO with a view to 

drawing the main features of its new global role and its relevance to the Middle East. 

250 Chomsky, N. Op.Cit p.28. 
251 Rynning. S. NATO Renewed The Power And Purpose O/Transatlantic Cooperation. New York and 
Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan. 2006, p. 165. 

111 



CHAPTER TWO 

NATO's new global role and its relevance to the Middle East 

This chapter will focus on the new role of the North Atlantic Alliance and its relevance to the 

Middle East region. By the term "new" is understood the wholesale transformation of the 

Alliance and expansion of its area of interest, laid down by the 1949 Washington Treaty, in 

the post-Cold War world. To be sure, member states began the transformation process even 

before the demise of the former Soviet Union. It is work that continues until now, profoundly 

changing NATO from a Cold War collective security mechanism into a new organisation that 

takes a holistic approach to dealing with pressing security issues, attaching key importance to 

the political dimension. The whole transformation process has run, to a great extent, in 

parallel with the core postulates of liberal institutionalism. The aim of what follows is to 

evaluate the major trends of the transformation process and their bearing upon on the Middle 

East, as well as to show how the chosen theortical framework has informed this process. In 

particular, this will be made clear with respect to the impact of the two main strategic 

concepts as well as the two major vehicles of the transformation process - "enlargement" 

and "Partnership for Peace". 

Developments in the 19905 

i. The 1991 Strategic Concept 

As the North Atlantic Alliance started its transformation process, it was necessary and 

unavoidable to change its long-standing guiding principles. Consequently, at a meeting of the 
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North Atlantic Council in Rome 1991, heads of state and government, while reaffIrming the 

basic principles and concepts of the Alliance, approved and adopted the fIrst ever published 

NATO Strategic Concept. 252 Its content can be summarised as follows: 

1. The North Atlantic Alliance is purely defensive in purpose; NATO's policy is based 

on the collective defence and indivisible security of member allies. Previously the 

allies reassured the former Soviet Union, at the London Summit in 1990253
, that: "We 

will remain a defensive Alliance and will continue to defend all the territory of all our 

members ... we have no aggressive intention ... we will never in any circumstances be 

the first to use force ... 254 

2. For the fIrst time, the Alliance started to defIne and recognise security 

calculations not specifIcally in terms of the traditional massive confrontation, but 

rather from a multi-faceted perspective. Paragraphs 5,8 and 9 stated that: 

The monolithic, massive and potentially immediate threat which was the 

principal concern of the Alliance in its fIrst 40 years has disappeared ... 

[Now], unlike the predominant threat of the past, the risks to allied security are 

multi-faceted in nature and multi-directional as well as hard to predict and 

assess . . . [T]hese risks are the result of the adverse consequences of 

instabilities that may arise from serious economic, social and political 

difficulties, including ethnic rivalries and territorial despites, which are faced 

by many countries in Central and Eastern Europe.255 

Furthermore, Paragraph 12 underlined the need to take into account that, "the Alliance 

security interest can be affected by other risks of a wider nature, including 

proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, disruption of the flow of vital resources 

252 Strategic Concept of 1991. http://www.nato.intldocu/basics.hbn. (Accessed: 11 October 2004). 
253 London Summit Declaration. http://www.nato.intldoculcomml49-9S/c900706a.hbn (Accessed: 11 October 
2004). 
254 Strategic Concept of 1991, Op.Cit. Para S. 
2SS Ibid, Para 5, 8, 9. 
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and actions of terrorism and sabotage. ,,256 This new set of challenges appears as a 

radical change in the Alliance's doctrine. 

3. The fundamental tasks of the Alliance were clearly identified. These 

included: 

The maintenance of a military capability sufficient to prevent war and to 

provide for effective defence, an overall capability to manage successfully 

crises affecting the security of its members, and the pursuit of political efforts 

favouring dialogue with other nations; as well as the active search for a 

cooperative approach to European security, including the field of arms control 

and disarmament. 257 

Noticeably, more emphasis was increasingly given to the political dimension with 

regard to achieving the goals of security policy in general. In the same context, heads 

of state and government participating in London Summit in 1990 stated: "We reaffirm 

that security and stability do not lie solely in the military dimension, and we intend to 

enhance the political component of our Alliance as provided for by Article 2 of our 

treaty. ,,258 

4. The importance of the Middle Eastern and South Mediterranean regions 

started to emerge in the strategic calculations of the Alliance. Seemingly, the 

alleviation of NATO's concern over the arsenal of the Soviet Union, "both 

conventional and nuclear," enabled the Alliance to speed up its steps in the 

transformation process and turn its eyes towards security matters on its southern 

periphery. The Strategic Concept assured that the stability and peace of countries on 

the southern periphery of Europe was important for the security of the Alliance, as 

was made clear during the 1991 Gulf War. 

2S6 Ibid, Para 12. 
2S7 Ibid Para 19-20 
2S8 London Summit Declaration, Op.Cit. Para 2. 
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This concern could be observed in certain paragraphs, especially Paragraph 11, 

which stated, "The allies also wish to maintain peaceful and non-adversarial relations 

with the countries of the southern Mediterranean and Middle East.,,259 This was 

accompanied by reference to the build-up of military power and the proliferation of 

weapons technologies in the area, including weapons of mass destruction and ballistic 

missiles capable of reaching the territory of some member states.26O 

It could be understood that the experience gained from the first Gulf War 

overshadowed the Alliance's assessment at that time. In fact, the priority currently 

given to the Middle East can be traced to that moment, bearing in mind that it was 

strongly believed that all global threats against the interests of the Alliance, as 

identified by Paragraph 12, existed - and still do - in the turbulent Middle Eastern 

region. At that time, there was no significant focus on the dangers of fundamentalism 

or terrorism. As will be shown later, terrorism has become one of the main concerns of 

the Alliance and almost synonymous with Middle Eastern issues for it. 

5. It was also confinned that the new order of the post-Cold War world did not 

change the purpose or security functions of the Alliance. While emphasising NATO's 

enduring vitality, the document underlined certain themes: the need to adopt a broader 

approach to securiti61; the scope of the Alliance, as well as member states' rights and 

obligations as provided for in the Washington Treaty, remained unchanged
262

; there 

was a unique opportunity to change the structure, size and readiness of forces 

accordingly and maintain for the foreseeable future an appropriate mix of nuclear and 

conventional forces; the Alliance would thereby keep the necessary flexibility for 

259 Strategic Concept of 1991. Op. Cit. Para II 
260 Ibid, Para 11. 
261 Ibid, Para 14. 
262 Ibid, Para 22. 
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further developments in the politico-military arena, especially with regard to new 

emerging risks.263 

6. The strategic concept also underlined the Alliance's determination to pursue 

vigorously further progress in arms control and confidence-building measures. It 

should be noted that Paragraph 50 highlighted: "The Alliance ... remains committed 

to the earliest possible achievement of a global, comprehensive and effectively 

verifiable ban of all chemical weapons. ,,264 Again, this may explain why the Middle 

East became, at that time, one of the top priorities for the Alliance. 

7. The preferred and chosen working strategy was based on three factors, also 

declared in the 1991 Rome Declaration and its subsequent documents. This formula 

was expressed as follows: 

Our security policy can now be based on three mutually reinforcing elements: 

dialogue, cooperation, and the maintenance of a collective defence capability 

... and use, as appropriate, of these elements will be particularly important to 

prevent or manage [emerging crises]. 265 

8. The document displayed prudence by, from the very beginning of the 

transformation process, excluding any possible clash between the NATO's role or 

purpose and the success of a common European defence and security policy.266 None 

of NATO's subsequent major documents ignored this issue. Instead, many statements 

confirm and assure that there should and will be no overlap of work between the two 

different entities, underlining the importance of ensuring transparency and 

complementarity between them.267 Frequent confmnation was also been given that a 

stronger unified European policy, would add to the Alliance's abilities and enable 

263 Ibid, Para IV. 
264 Ibid, Para 50. 
265 Rome declaration of 1990. Para 4. http://www.nato.intldocu/comml49-95/c911108a.htm(Accessed: 14 March 
2004). 
266 Strategic Concept. Op.Cit Para 29. 
267 See the declarations of the Prague, Istanbul and Riga summits. 
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European allies to narrow the capabilities gap between NATO's two pillars, Europe 

and the United States. 

The 1991 Strategic Concept gave birth to - or confinned - a new direction for NATO. This 

included: complete and radical change, by which the Alliance has become not only a military 

hut also political organisation; change in the definition of security through which various 

sources of threats are identified; agreement on preserving basic concepts, purposes and tasks 

while fulfilling the requirements of the adaptation process; and recognition of the need to 

address dangers emanating from the global South, including repercussions from the first Gulf 

War. These concepts guided the transfonnation process throughout subsequent years, 

repeatedly and frequently underlined in documents issued by different summits and 

ministerial meetings of the Alliance during the 1990s.268 

ii. The 1999 Strategic Concept 

On the eve of the opening of the 21st century, the United States realised that the time had 

come to instigate a turning point in the history of the Alliance in order to accelerate and boost 

its transfonnation process. Therefore, on NATO's 50th anniversary in April 1999, member 

states gathered in Washington to review and assess the transfonnation process of the Alliance. 

One result of this historic summit was an updated Strategic Concepr69
, fonnulated to guide 

the Alliance in detailed policy and strategy in the 21st century. The new Strategic Concept, 

similar to the 1991 concept, addressed public opinion in an attempt to demonstrate good will 

and a desire for cooperation with others away from confrontational attitudes and ideological 

conflicts. 

Briefly, it reaffinned the importance of the transatlantic link between North America 

and Europe, and the indivisibility of their security and common interests. It then reviewed, 

268 See the declarations of the 1994 Brussels and 1997 Paris summits. 
269 The 1999 Strategic Concept. http://www.nato.intldoculpr/1999/p99-065e.htm (Accessed: 14 March 2004) 
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contributed to, and highlighted new patterns of cooperation, such as the "partnership for 

peace" concept, and dialogue, as well as some guiding policies, such as conflict prevention, 

crisis management and arms control. In addition, it underlined cooperative links with 

European security and defence policy organs. The document also offered guidance for the 

process of restructuring Alliance forces, and defined new characteristics of conventional and 

nuclear forces. This broad-based approach reflected, in essence, the willingness of member 

states - mainly the United States - to push the Alliance forward in such a way as to give 

"added value", and according to the slogan, "We, the allies, [will] enter the 21st century 

together, armed by our transformed Alliance." 

The basic points of the 1999 Strategic Concept can be summarised as follows: 

1. With respect to security challenges, the 1999 Strategic Concept indicated 

that although the danger of general war in Europe, or against the Alliance, had 

virtually disappeared, other threats to the interests of member states remained. These 

dangers were deemed to include: ethnic conflict; the abuse or violation of human 

rights; political instability; economic fragility that may lead to unstable social 

conditions; the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their means of 

delivery; and the dangers of terrorism.270 At this point, observation could also be made 

that the sources of danger, as identified in this updated document, as well as the 1991 

document, were so diverse and vast that it became imperative to change or develop the 

scope, jurisdiction and the area of interest of the Alliance, transforming it from a 

collective defence and security organisation strictly limited to the Euro-Atlantic area 

to a global security organisation prepared to deter enemies and deal with a variety of 

security threats. 

270 Ibid, Para 3. 
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2. The document reaffirmed the need to preserve a dynamic partnership 

between Europe and North America. As far as European policy is concerned, the 

updated concept affirmed that European security and defence identity would continue 

to be developed within the Alliance on the basis of directives formulated by Alliance 

foreign ministers in Berlin in 1996 and thereafter. The document stated that this 

process would require close cooperation between the two sides, and then affirmed that 

this process would enable European allies to contribute in a more effective manner to 

the Alliance's activities and missions.271 

3. In spite of the absence of the probability of any major attack, the Strategic 

Concept confirmed the need to maintain effective and efficient military capabilities 

adequate to existing security circumstances.272 These range from collective defence-

the central theme of the Alliance's strategy - to crisis response. Experience gained in 

Bosnia and Kosovo led Alliance strategic planners to recognise that future military 

missions are likely to take place outside member states' territories. They also realised 

that - most probably - these operations would involve troops from both allied and 

non-allied partner countries, requiring the coordination of different skill and training 

regimes. To achieve this objective, the Washington summit launched the NATO 

Defence Capabilities Initiative (DCI), in order to prepare the Alliance's forces to deter 

hostilities in the 21st century, in particular by enhancing mobility, deployability, 

sustainability, effective engagement, survivability and interoperable communications 

and surveillance. 

NATO's handbook explains: 

271 Ibid, Para 18. 
272 Ibid, Paras 10,19. 

Mobility and deployability means ability to deploy forces quickly where 

they are needed, even outside the area of the Alliance; sustainability 
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means ability to maintain and supply forces far from their home bases; 

effective engagement means the ability to successfully engage and fight 

an enemy or adversary in different types of operations; survivability 

means the ability to protect forces and infrastructure against any possible 

threats; interoperable communications means compatible and successful 

command and control and information exchange mechanisms.273 

In addition, the need for improvement in surveillance and reconnaissance, in order to 

better protect forces in out-of-area missions, was also recognised.274 

The conclusive impact of changes to Alliance forces, effected through the 

transformation process as a whole and DCI in particular, was a significant reduction in 

the size of forces and a tangible increase in mobility and readiness. From 1991 to 

1997, defence budgets decreased by averages of 30 per cent; armed forces decreased 

in size by 28-40 per cent for most member countries; land forces were drawn down 25 

per cent, major warships by 20 per cent, and combat aircraft by 30 per cent; US forces 

in Europe were drawn down 66 per cent, from 300,000 to 100,000 military personnel; 

air squadrons reduced from four to two; and brigades from 17 to four since 1989; all 

chemical weapons were withdrawn; and eighty per cent of nuclear weapons were 

withdrawn.275 Recently, it has been disclosed that this trend has continued: for 

instance, ground forces have been cut by 25 per cent, major naval vessels by 40 per 

cent, and air force combat squadrons by 40 per cent. 276 

This nature of the change in the Alliance's forces appears to be irrefutable 

evidence of its seriousness in anticipating movement out of the Euro-Atlantic area, to 

defend the interests of member states whenever and wherever necessary, without 

273 NATO Handbook, p.52. 
274 The 1999 Strategic Concept. Op.Cit Para 55. 
275 Bureau of European and Canadian Affairs, State Department. The United States Infonnation Service. Fact 
Sheet: How NATO Has Changed In The Post Cold War Era. 
1997. pp3-4 http://www.mtholyoke.eduiacadiintreVnatousis.htm(Accessed: 4 December 2004). 
276 NATO Transfonned. pp 13-14. http://www.nato.intidocuinato-trans/nato-trans-eng.pdf(Accessed: 1 
December 2006) 
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ignoring the need to keep the minimum of military readiness capable of facing major 

developments in NATO's traditional area of interest. This could be considered almost 

a complete shift in the Alliance's doctrine, transforming it from a "defensive" organ to 

a "defensive and offensive" one in nature, preparedness and orientation. 

Importantly, the adherence shown to international legitimacy and the role of 

the United Nations, underlined by the 1999 Strategic Concept, set a legal limit for the 

future manoeuvring of the Alliance, and seemed designed to alleviate the worries of 

others worldwide. In other words, mentioning the United Nations277 as a point of 

reference simply meant that NATO still, at that time, fully abided by international law, 

and was not seeking to obtain the right to identify when to strike, other than by the 

will of the international community. 

4. The document also afforded great importance to the Alliance's prospective 

role with regard to conflict prevention and crisis management. Again, the concept of 

conflict prevention highlighted the political dimension of the Alliance.278 This 

political role, which may include the role of diplomacy and consultation, etc, has been 

widening in recent years to the extent that has led NATO officials to frequently 

emphasise that NATO is a "politico-security/military" organisation, obscuring that 

NATO, by nature and structure, is a military organisation.279 

5. The document pointed out the principal instruments that the Alliance has 

been using in dealing with non-member states, especially those on its periphery. These 

instruments include the "Partnership for Peace" programme, the Euro-Atlantic 

Partnership Council, special or distinctive relationships with both Russia and Ukraine, 

and the Mediterranean Dialogue.28o The declared notion that accompanied the 

277 Strategic Concept Op.Cit, Para 10. 
278 Ibid Para 10, 12,16,29,31,34,41 
279 Interview with Alberto Bin. 8 January 2006 .. Interview with Martin Erdmann, 23 January 2008. 
280 Strategic Concept. Op.Cit Para 12. 
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launching of the whole transformation process was that "it would not exclude 

anybody" from participating in efforts aimed at enhancing security and overcoming 

the roots of misperception, lack of trust, and division that may cause conflicts.28I 

Apparently, the importance given to the Middle East was confined to South 

Mediterranean countries and did not amount to a top priority of NATO policy, as 

happened later in the post-9fll period. 

6. Finally, the Strategic Concept showed unlimited support for pursuing - and 

exerting all efforts to realise - the aims set out in Alliance policy with regard to arms 

control, disarmament and non-proliferation. It also assured that this aspect of the 

Alliance policy would be dealt with in harmony with its approach to defence.282 

Thus, it might be argued that the Strategic Concept, while not stating detailed 

measures with regard to the above-mentioned aims, left a lot of room for interpretation 

- i.e., whether these aims will be achieved by forcible and coercive policies, or 

through persuasive means. It seems that, at the Washington Summit, concern about 

certain conventional weapons - like ballistic missiles - did not appear to be 

considered particularly important, which was not the case at subsequent Alliance 

summits.283 

Broadly speaking, one can conclude that the new Strategic Concept, as agreed upon at the 

1999 Washington Summit, was a classic compromise document that successfully sought to 

hide or shroud existing differences in attitudes and policies between the allies in an 

ambiguous formula that could be interpreted in different ways, according to political 

expediency, afterwards. Clearly, the document bridged the gap between the need to develop 

the role of the Alliance and a keenness to respect the principles of international law. This 

28( Ibid, Para 33. 
282 See, for example, Para 40. 
283 See, for example, the declaration of Prague Summit. 
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balance was achieved through what could be described as a language of "constructive 

ambiguity. " 

The two strategic concepts appear obviously influenced by liberal institutionalism as 

reviewed in the introductory chapter. To begin with, turning a pure military alliance into a 

military-security-politico alliance - i.e increasingly enlarging and reinforcing the political 

and security dimensions while preserving the military one - was seen as a vehicle to 

encourage other countries, particularly those of strategic importance, to consider cooperating 

with NATO in some of its activities. In the same context, developing a broad definition of 

security, away from traditional fears of massive attack, encompassing many sources of threat, 

including social and economic aspects while reflecting understandings about post-Cold War 

realities, confirmed the Alliance's need and readiness to foster cooperation with others. 

This tremendous shift in NATO doctrine was based on liberal institutionalist concepts. 

First, whereas military might is still of high importance, as it is ''the final determiner of [the] 

outcomes of interstate relations once it is invoked,,,284 its importance has eroded in recent 

years amid the necessity of handling many different international problems. Accordingly, 

there was no althernative but to cooperate with others in security and political fields based on 

the belief that politics is not a zero-sum game; that cooperation will improve the security of 

everyone. Kolodziej mentions: "The depreciation of material power and force opens the way 

to explain and decide interstate relations in terms of other interests and different forms of 

power.,,28S 

Second, showing adherence to international legitimacy represented by the United 

Nations and the principles of international law was implicit reassurance to appease the 

worries of others. As for the former Soviet Union, as well as its successor, Russia, explicit 

messages were clearly announced to assure all that NATO would never be the first to use 

284 Kolodziej, E. Security and International relations. Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press., 
2005, p.l51. 
2., Ibid, P 156 
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force. This was proof of a non-hostile posture. In this respect, NATO was exerting efforts to 

change Russia's perceptions as well as preferences towards the West. This attitude was in 

confonnity with liberal institutionalist assumptions that state preferences and perceptions, 

rather than capabilities, are instrumental in shaping foreign interactions. Underlining the role 

of the United Nations as a venue for managing the security issues and achieving "collective 

security" are also integral parts of the theory. 

Third, promoting new concepts like "conflict prevention" and "crisis management", as 

well as supporting international efforts with regards to non-proliferation, disarmament and 

arms control, were serious attempts to allow NATO to contribute positively to maintaining 

world peace and stability based on conviction that international anarchy can be controlled -

or its effects at least mitigated - and that war or violence are exceptional, not the norm. In 

doing so, NATO aimed to enlarge its contribution via fostering patterns of cooperation 

between its allies and non-allies in these areas. Being an institution, this could be considered, 

in line with liberal institutionalism theory, as an advantage, because institutions can act as a 

facilitator of international cooperation without the existence of any hegemonic power. 

Fourth, these new endeavours did not contradict efforts to increase and improve 

NATO's capabilities to intervene whenever and wherever necessary, for instance in Bosnia, 

which remains one of NATO's main priorites since the inception of the transformation 

process. Importantly, liberal institutionalism theory does not require excluding the possibility 

of resorting to power whenever necessary to protect primary interests. But this only comes as 

a last resort after having exhausted all other options. Kegley states that, "Liberals recommend 

replacing cutthroat, balance of power politics with organization based on the principle that a 

threat to peace anywhere is a common threat to everyone.,,286 He adds: "the use of persuasion 

286 Kegley, C. World politics. Trend and Trans/oramtion. Wadsworth Cengage Learning. 2009, p.34 
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rather than coercion, and a reliance on judicial methods to settle rival claims, are the primary 

means of dealing with conflict.,,287 

Fifth, there was frequent mention that NATO and its key member countries upheld and 

endorsed the basic values of liberalism that include democracy and human rights. To a 

significant extent, this was an attempt to grant NATO, as an institution, the required moral 

power that might enable it to influence the course of events in the international arena. Kegely 

mentions: "Neoliberalism focuses on the ways in which influences such as democratic 

governance, public opinion, internationallaw ... and ethically inspired statecraft can improve 

life on our planet. ,,288 

In fact, the two strategic concepts lay down - and paved the way for launching -

certain mechanisms that constitute the backbone of the Alliance's transformation process. 

Following sections will focus on some of those mechanisms with a view to identifying the 

basic dynamics and factors of NATO's transformation from a regional to global organisation. 

iii. Enlargement 

Fundamentally, the most important feature of the transformation process has been the 

enlargement mechanism by which every democratic European country has the right to seek 

membership of the Alliance by following the appropriate preparatory procedures. This has 

come about in conformity with Article 10 of the 1949 North Atlantic Treaty. in which the 

allies clearly stated and undertook that: "The parties may, by unanimous agreement, invite 

any other European state in a position to further the principles of this treaty and to contribute 

to th . fth . d tho .. 289 e secunty 0 e North AtlantiC area to acce e to IS treaty. 

287 Ibid , p 33. 
288 Ibid, P.36 
289 The North Atlantic Treaty Washington D.C. 4 April 1949. Article 10-
bttp:llwww.nato.intldoculbasictxtltreaty.htm (Accessed: 13 March 2004) 
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The essence of this enlargement process is to use NATO, as an institution, to foster the 

habits and patterns of military, security and political cooperation, consequently eliminating 

hostility and/or alleviating suspicions between concerned countries. NATO, as will be 

illustrated, has acheived the most successful political and security integration in history, by 

which yesterday's foes have become today's allies. In conformity with liberal 

institutionalism, this integration was gradual and cumulative over time. New members were 

of the view that enhancing the possibilities of cooperation, via NATO as a mechanism or 

institution, would create shared interests and consequently improve their security altogether. 

To achieve this objective, they had to accept - individually and collectively - sets of rules 

and regimes that govern their regional and international behaviours. 

This process started even before the end of the Cold War for different political and 

strategic reasons, so that the number of signatories to the treaty increased from 12 to 16 

states.
290 

With the end ofthe Cold War and the onset of the transformation process proper, the 

Alliance repeated that enlargement would not exclude any country that is able to fulfil the 

requirements of membership. On the other hand, it has been frequently underlined that 

enlargement constitutes a threat to nobody; that the Alliance would remain a defensive 

alliance. 

The Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland were the first to join the Alliance in 1999. 

Arguably, these countries rushed to seek membership for the fear of falling again into the 

sphere of influence of Russia in the future. Symbolically, the joining of former Warsaw Pact 

countries confirmed and crystallised the depth of the transformation process and the 

importance given to it by member states of the Alliance.291 

The second major round of enlargement took place a few years later. At the Prague 

Summit in 2002, Alliance leaders issued invitations to seven countries to begin accession 

290 Greece and Turkey joined NATO 1952 and then Gennany 1955, Spain 1982 
29IN ATO Handbook, pp. 61-66 
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talks. These were Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia.292 

On 29 March 2004, these seven countries formally joined NATO. This was the fifth and 

biggest round of enlargement in the Alliance's history. The successful and peaceful way in 

which these countries, especially Latvia, joined the Alliance constitutes proof of the success 

of the Alliance's policy with regard to achieving two main goals: first, admitting countries of 

strategic importance; second, achieving enlargement without igniting Russian concern. 

Currently, three candidate countries - Albania, Croatia and the former Yugoslav 

Republic of Macedonia - are preparing to join the Alliance through their participation in 

NATO's "Membership Action Plan" (MAP). This plan was designed to assist and prepare 

partner countries to meet NATO's membership requirements. It is noteworthy that applicant 

countries must not be involved in ethnic disputes or external territorial disputes, including 

irredentist claims or internal jurisdictional disputes - if so, they must settle their disputes by 

peaceful means in accordance with OSCE (Organisation for Security and Cooperation in 

Europe) principles before they are afforded membership.293 

It might be asked why the Alliance has been so adamant in pursuing such a policy 

despite its huge cost; meanwhile there is no major power seeking to challenge the Alliance at 

present and perhaps in the near future; and - over and above this - no significant military 

benefits to be gained from admitting these small countries. Basks wonders: "What 

conceivable reason is there for maintaining, and expanding, the quintessential anti-Soviet 

alliance when the Soviet Union no longer exists?,,294 Black considers "expansion a 

threatening phenomenon", saying that "a new world order characterised by a United Nations 

292 Prague Summit Declaration. Para 2. http://www.nato.intidoculpr/2002/p02-127e.htm (Accessed: 13 March 
20(4) 
293 Membership Action Plan. http://www.nato.intidoculhandbookl2001Ihb030103.htm(Accessed: 13 March 
20(4) 
294 Bendow, D "Europe's Unhealthy Security Dependence", In NATO Enlargement Illusions And Reality 
Carpenter, G and Conry, B. Washington D.C: CATO Institute, 1998, p.212. 
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diminishing in influence and NATO behaving as the world's policeman forces Russian policy 

planners to rethink their place in the world. ,,295 

The official position is found in the 1995 ''NATO Study on Enlargement", which 

reached the conclusion that enlargement "is of great importance to the Alliance and is a 

crucial and fundamental step towards achieving a more stable and secure Euro-Atlantic 

region.,,296 The study confirmed that enlargement would lead to: 

Encouraging and supporting democratic reforms, including the establishment 

of civilian and democratic control over military forces; fostering patterns and 

habits of cooperation, consultation and consensus-building characteristic of 

relations among members of the Alliance; and promoting good-neighbourly 

relations.297 

The study further indicated that, ''the process would increase transparency in defence 

planning and military budgets, thereby reinforcing confidence among states, and would 

intensifY the overall tendency toward closer integration and cooperation in Europe. ,,298 It also 

concluded that enlargement would increase the Alliance's ability to contribute to European 

and international security, and strengthen and broaden the transatlantic partnership. Auton 

underlines that "enlargement has been seen as indication of NATO's continued vitality and 

relevance. ,,299 

In assessing this process, first and foremost is the achievement of the Alliance's 

undeclared target of containing and encircling Russia. It is important to bear in mind that 

Russia remains one of world's great powers, still possessing the second largest nuclear arsenal 

m Black,J. Russia faces NATO expansion Bearing gifts or bearing Arms. Lanbamand New York and 
Oxford: Rowman and Littlefield publishers co, 2000, p. 237. 
296 NATO study on enlargement. Retrieved 14 March 2004. Para 3. http://www.nato.intldoculbasictxtlenl-
9S0S.htm 
297 Ibid, Para 3. 
291 Ibid, Para 3, 4. 
299 Auton, G. "The United States and an expanded NATO", in Dutkrewicz, P and Jackson, R.ed NATO 
looks East. Westport and Connecticut and London: Praeger, 1998, p. 187 
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in the world as well as all the natural resources that will enable it to retain weight in the 

international arena in the future.3°O 

From an American perspective, enlargement might also serve, in the long run, as a 

catalyst weakening the weight and role of major European powers - specifically the 

Gennan-French axis - by allowing "new" and largely pro-US European countries to 

influence decision making. Nonetheless, nothing can guarantee that these counties will not 

change their orientation in the future, once they get absorbed or completely integrated into a 

unified Europe. Brenner suggests that, "in the long run, a progressive Europeanisation of 

NATO is inevitable.,,301 

The enlargement process has achieved its desired aims of successfully embracing new 

members, alleviating the suspicions of sceptics, and dispelling the bad memories of historic 

hostilities. In addition, containing Russia and giving more "added value" in the way of new 

supporting members will almost certainly enable NATO to deter, or even prevent, more 

efficiently any uncalculated move from another great power, such as China, in the future. 

New confirmation of the success of this process of enlargement was gained during the 

2006 Riga Summit. Paragraph 29 indicates that: 

NATO's ongoing enlargement process has been an historic success in 

advancing stability, peace and cooperation in Europe and the vision of a 

Europe whole, free and at peace. In keeping with our pledge to maintain an 

open door to the admission of additional Alliance members in the future, we 

reaffirm that NATO remains open to new European members under Article 10 

of the North Atlantic Treaty.302 

300 See Russia Fact book at CIA website https:llwww.cia.govnibrary/publicationslthe-world
factbook/geos/rs.html (Accessed: 13 December 2005). 
301 Brenner, M. Terms Of Engagement The United States And The European Security Identity. Westport 
and Connecticut and London: Praeger, 1998, p.98. 
J02 Riga Summit Declaration. Para 29. http://www.nato.intldoculcomml2006/0611-rigalindex.htm (Accessed: 1 
January 2007). 
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Also, Paragraph 30 states; "At our next summit in 2008, the Alliance intends to extend further 

invitations to those countries that meet NATO's performance-based standards and are able to 

contribute to Euro-Atlantic security and stability.,,303 

iv. Partnership for Peace 

The second major mechanism introduced by the transformation process was the Partnership 

for Peace programme launched at the 1994 Brussels Summit. Its declared aim was similar to 

that of the enlargement process - i.e., enhancing stability and security throughout Europe _ 

although it has been different in influence, impact and scope. Since its inception, the 

programme has been addressed to all states that were members of the North Atlantic 

Cooperation Council, currently called the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council, as well as all 

member states participating in the OSCE, that were ready and able to contribute in a positive 

manner to the programme's activities.304 

Although membership of this programme can qualify or enable partners to join the 

Alliance in the future, there is no guarantee that partners will get membership automatically. 

In practice, 30 countries have joined PFP since its creation in 1994; 10 of which have since 

become members of the Alliance. In addition, although the programme focuses on defence 

issues, it gives no security guarantee for partners. However, the Alliance undertakes to consult 

with any active partner if there is a serious threat against its safety, its territorial integrity or 

political independence. In return, partners must pledge to cooperate in fulfilling the aims and 

objectives of the programme, which are; to facilitate transparency in national defence 

planning and budgeting processes; to ensure the democratic control of defence forces; to 

maintain the capability and readiness to contribute to operations under the authority of the 

United Nations and / or the responsibility of OSCE; to develop cooperative military relations 

3OJ/bid, para 30. 
304 Partnership for peace. http://www.nato.intlissueslpfp/index.htmt (Accessed: 14 March 2004). 
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with NATO for the purpose of joint planning, training and exercises with the aim of 

strengthening their ability to undertake missions in the field of peacekeeping and 

humanitarian operations, and to develop, over the longer term, forces that are able to work 

with the Alliance's forces. 

The scope for cooperation is wide and covers a spectrum of possibilities; this enables 

each partner to choose the activities that suit its needs and abilities. These activities include 

air defence related matters; airspace management and control; consultation, command and 

control, interoperability aspects, procedures and terminology; civil emergency planning; crisis 

management; democratic control of forces and defence structures; defence planning, 

budgeting and resource management; planning, organisation and management of national 

defence procurement programmes and international cooperation in the armament field; 

defence policy and strategy; planning, organisation and management of national defence 

research and technology; military geography; global humanitarian mine action; language 

training; consumer logistics; medical services; meteorological support for NATO-partner 

forces; military infrastructure; NBCV (narrow-band coherent video) defence and protection; 

conceptual planning and operational aspects of peacekeeping; small arms and light weapons; 

operational, material and administrative aspects of standardisation; military exercise and 

related training activities; military education, training and doctrine. 

Additionally, NATO has introduced a cooperative science programme that supports 

collaboration between scientists from allied and partnership countries.305 

Within the same framework, and to meet the required end, the Alliance created 

another institutionalised forum - the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC)306 in order 

to facilitate regular consultations on political and security issues between NATO members 

and their partners (all together 46 countries), and allow them collectively and individually to 

305 
NATO Handbook, pp 67-79 

:lO6 Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council. http;llwww.nato.intlissuesleapclindex.htmI. (Accessed: 15 March 2004) 
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consider possibilities of cooperation. The main objective of this mechanism is to convince or 

entice governments to reform their policies to be in conformity with the most successful 

growing military organisation worldwide, by taking into account that refusing to cooperate 

with the Alliance's policies or proposals will lead to marginalisation. 

Similar to the enlargement process, the PFP mechanism has been running in full 

consistency with liberal institutionalism with all its basic assumptions and principles, 

especially those related to the impact of ideas and individual perceptions as well as the 

countless opportunities of cooperation through institutions. Indicatively, the logic lying 

behind this process was to engage East European countries in constant consultations, 

deliberations, and talks about mutual security concerns with an aim to facilitating the smooth 

and efficient dissemination of information, ideas and concepts. This could, on the one hand, 

enrich trust and confidence and, on the other hand, diminish threats or hostile attitudes. 

In time, the process might - as it was envisaged - build a satisfactory level of 

confidence necessary to conduct certain cooperative security activities. This factor of 

disseminating necessary and accurate information, through institutions, should be given due 

attention and significance because ill informed regimes might have a catastrophic impact on 

world security via miscalucation. Kolodziej indicates that: "knowledge based on the patterned 

behaviour of a state over time allegedly pierces the shroud of secrecy and misperception 

surrounding state exchanges. Greater transparency bolsters the confidence of decision-makers 

that cooperation will not be exploited ... 307 

Also, being an alliance - or an institution - of democratic states might encourage 

reluctant countries to join the process in preparation for an advanced form of cooperation in 

the future. In all events, there is always the possibility of achieving more progress by the way 

of deepening and widening existing cooperation among states concerned. In this respect, the 

307Kolodziej, E. Security and International relations. Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press., 
2005, p.l59 
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liberal institutionalist theory holds that states will enter into cooperative relations even if 

some states gain more from the interaction than others. This implies that absolute gains are 

more important than relative gains in guiding state behaviour and collaboration. This was 

evident in the process, as some partners have taken up membership of NATO while others 

have not. 

As will be illustrated in the following parts in this research, some tools and guidelines 

of the "Partnership For Peace" have been recently used to enhance the NATO-Middle East 

cooperative relationship. 

v. The Mediterranean / Middle Eastern dimension 

In recent years, the Alliance has increasingly recognised the importance of its southern 

periphery. This growing recognition can be traced in declarations issued, by the two strategic 

concepts, as well in as successive summits. The 1994 Brussels Summit, underlined, after 

noting positive developments in the Middle East, the need for "opening the way to consider 

measures to promote dialogue, understanding and confidence-building between the countries 

in the region" and encouraged "all efforts conducive to strengthening regional stability.,,308 

Following this, NATO foreign ministers declared, in a meeting the same year, the readiness of 

the Alliance "to establish contacts, on a case-by-case basis, between the alliance and 

Mediterranean non-member countries with a view to contributing to the strengthening of 

regional stability.,,309 In short, the Alliance has conducted the 13-year dialogue in order to 

achieve certain aims, such as enhancing cooperation and addressing misperceptions. These 

efforts will be discussed fully in Chapter 3. 

308 The 1994 Brussels Summit Declaration, Para 22. http://www.nato.intldocu!comml49-9Slc94011Ia.htm. 
(Accessed: 16 March 2004) 
309 The 1994 Ministerial Summit Declaration, Para 19. http://www.nato.intldocu/comml49-9S/(Accessed: 16 
March 2004) 

133 



Post-9/11 developments in NATO 

Efforts to rejuvenate NATO have acquired new urgency in the post-9/11 world. In short, the 

Alliance has an opportunity to prove its validity and ability to perform an indispensable role 

in securing the Euro-Atlantic region. Arguably, 9/11 was a turning point in NATO's history. 

Nakic argues that the first phase of NATO's history ended with the end of the Cold War; the 

second phase started with its involvement in the Balkans. The era of "new" NATO, he argues, 

has started with the events of 9/11 and it is expected to last a similar period of the decades 

long Cold War.310 

In the post-9/11 summits - Prague 2002, Istanbul 2004 and Riga 2006 - the allies 

displayed a determination to accelerate NATO's transformation process to maximise the 

Alliance's ability to deal with new threats in a changed world, including terrorism first and 

foremost. Before reviewing the outcome of the three summits, it is worth clarifying that the 

last two summits demonstrated the resolve of allies to continue moving forwards together and 

sunnount differences that had erupted between them over the 2003 Iraq crisis. As will be 

illustrated in the analysis to follow, liberal institutionalism has had a direct impact on post-

9/11 developments as well. 

i. The Prague Summit 

Although reference was frequently made to terrorism in most of the documents published 

from the beginning of NATO's transformation process, it was listed amongst NATO's top 

priorities at the Prague Summit of 21-22 November 2002 - the first ordinary summit 

convened after the 9/11 attacks. To some it appeared as if the Alliance was looking for 

justification for its continuation. Previously, Cornish expresses the conviction that without 

holding a well defined and shared assessment with regards to an external threat to the security 

310 Nakic, M. "The United States and NATO: How to go on together." In Cehulic, L. ed. NATO and the New 
International Relations. Zagreb: Atlantic Council of Croatia and Political Culture, 2004, p.76. 
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of the Euro-Atlantic community, NATO could not be more than an "alliance of choice" rather 

than an "alliance of necessity. ,,311 

To illustrate, the heads of state and government reconftrmed at this summit their 

determination to combat terrorism, stating in Paragraph 4 (sections d, e and f) of the 

declaration that: "terrorism poses a grave and growing threat to Alliance populations, forces 

and territory as well as to international security; we are determined to combat this scourge for 

as long as necessary."JI2 Allied states stressed that their response must be multi-faceted and 

comprehensive, including: 

Commitment, in cooperation with partners, to fully implement the Civil 

Emergency Planning (CEP) Action Plan for the improvement of civil 

preparedness against possible attacks against the civilian population with 

chemical, biological or radiological (CBR) agents; enhancing ability to provide 

support, when requested, to help national authorities to deal with the 

consequences of terrorist attacks with CBRN against critical infrastructure, as 

foreseen in the CEP Action Plan; endorsing the implementation of five nuclear, 

biological and chemical weapons defence initiatives and improving 

expeditiously the NBC (nuclear, biological and chemical) defence capabilities; 

strengthening the available capabilities to defend against cyber attacks.313 

These selected activities should not lead to the conclusion that the Alliance is to concentrate 

only on defensive or precautionary measures. In fact, the Alliance has developed, for the ftrst 

time, what could be described as a radical change in the structure of its forces. In response to 

a US request, Paragraph 4a indicated that: 

NATO allies have decided to create a NATO Response Force (NRF) 

consisting of a technologically advanced, flexible, deployable, interoperable 

and sustainable force including land, sea and air elements ready to move 

quickly to wherever needed, as decided by the council '" First, it will provide 

311 C . h I orms ,P. Partnership in Crisis The US. Europe and the fall and Rise of NATO London: Roya 
Institute of International Affairs 1997 p 117 312 ' ,. • 

The 2002 Prague Summit Declaration. (Para 4,0, E, F). http://www.nato.intldoculpr/2002/p02-127e.htm 
(Accessed: on 1 October 2003). 
llJ Ibid, Para 4. (D) 
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a high-readiness force able to move quickly to wherever it may be required to 

carry out the full range of Alliance missions; second, it will be the catalyst for 

focusing and promoting improvements in the alliance's military capabilities 

and, more generally, for their continuing transformation to meet evolving 

security challenges.314 

In October 2006, the force reached its full operational capability with about 25,000 troops.3lS 

The use of this force, which practically speaking cannot be separated from the 

Alliance's preparedness to deal with terrorism or any states sponsoring or harbouring terrorist 

groups, will not be linked to - or necessarily abide by - considerations of international 

legitimacy and law. Rather it will be used "as decided by the council.,,316 Added to this, 

operations of the force will not be limited to the Euro-Atlantic area, but outside it as well, 

which is a major development in this regard. This force is also conftrming the precedence of 

NATO's capabilities over any other military entity worldwide. 

Commenting on this, Cehulic explains that by launching this proposal, i.e 

establishment of NRF, the United States was seeking to reduce the significance of the 

growing European Security and Defence identity within NATO; and provide the Alliance 

with an effective tool that could be used, whenever and wherever necessary, on the 

international scale.317 

At the Riga Summit, it was declared, in Paragraph 23 that: "[The NATO Response 

Force] also serves as a catalyst for transformation and interoperability and will enhance the 

overall quality of our armed forces, not only for NATO, but also for EU, UN or national 

purposes. ,,318 

314 Ibid, Para 4-A 
31SN • 
3 ATO Response Force. www.NATO.intl.NRF. (Accessed: 1 December 2006). 
3:: The 2~02 Prague Declaration. Op.Cit,4.A. 

Cehultc,L. ed.' NATO -the new model of relations', in NATO and new international relations 
Zagrab: Atlantic Council of Croatia, publishing and research Institute), 2004, p.71. 
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This was an attempt to internationalise the purpose, aims, and tasks of this force. 

Furthermore, allies approved a twofold long-term approach for achieving the required 

transformation of Alliance troops. In Paragraph 4b, allies approved an outline plan for a 

leaner, more efficient and effective command structure, based on the agreed "Minimum 

Military Requirements" documene l9
, while in Paragraph 4c allies approved the Prague 

Capabilities Commitments (PCC): "As part of the continuing Alliance effort to improve and 

develop new military capabilities for modem warfare in a high threat environment [while] 

highlighting the need for implementation as quickly as possible. ,,320 

According to the Prague Capability Commitments, individual allies made strong 

commitments to improve their capabilities in more than 400 specific areas, including defence 

against mass destruction and radiological weapons, intelligence and surveillance. The 

assigned tasks would include: 

Defending common values; respect for democracy and human rights; 

combating international terrorism and the threat posed by the proliferation of 

weapons of mass destruction; building security bridges with Russia and 

Ukraine; further developing the basis for close cooperation with other 

countries ... and, when other avenues have been exhausted, acting as an 

effective instrument for managing crises and ensuring that the effects of 

conflict do not spill over borders or threaten wider stability.321 

This ongoing military readiness fits with liberal institutionalism insofar as it reflects the 

preparedness to use force to protect the interests of liberal society. However, mention must be 

made that liberal institutionalism itself doesn't permit or grant a self-given mandate to use 

force when the Alliance decides, without resorting to international institutions or legitimacy. 

Therefore, some traces of realist thinking could be found in this respect. Seemingly, strategic 

319Th P S . I . 
320 e rague wrurut Dec aratlon. Op.Cil, Para 4-a. 
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planners of the Alliance realised that chaotic, violent fonns of terrorism, particularly in the 

post-9fll years, necessitates the resort to force whenever and wherever necessary. 

What is more, the allies decided in Paragraph 7 to upgrade cooperation with the Euro

Atlantic Partnership Council and the Partnership for Peace initiative, introducing new 

practical mechanisms, such as "Individual Partnership Action Plans", which: "Ensure a 

comprehensive, tailored and differentiated approach to the partnership, and encourage 

partners, including the countries of the strategically important region of Caucasus and central 

Asia to take advantage of these mechanisms. ,,322 

In addition, they also invited seven countries to become members of the Alliance. 

Then, in Paragraph 10, allies outlined their decision to upgrade substantially the political and 

practical dimensions of the Mediterranean dialogue.323 In doing so, the Alliance was trying to 

maxmise its ongoing cooperation with others to achieve two interwined goals: fIrst, continued 

intemationaIisation of its role; second, better preparation to face common threats. Again, this 

runs parallel to the core concepts of liberal institutionalism that underline the importance of 

fostering cooperation among international actors to achieve mutual interests. 

Finally, in response to the growing threat from the Middle East region, it was 

mentioned in Paragraph 4g that the allies agreed to the following: "To examine options for 

addressing the increasing missile threat to Alliance territory, forces and population centers in 

an effective and efficient way through an appropriate mix of political and defence efforts, 

along with deterrence.,,324 

ii. The Istanbul Summit 

The Istanbul summit, held 28-29 June 2004, was the first summit convened after the 2003 

Iraq war. It crystallised the enduring commitment of allies to maintaining the Alliance and 

:~ The Prague Summit Declaration. Op.Cit. Para7. 
Ibid, Para to. 
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underlined their determination to face and deter standing threats with the most appropriate 

and concerted policies. This summit was a watershed in the evolution of the Alliance, given 

its brOad-based approach to NATO's policies and transformation mechanisms. 

Terrorism was given special emphasis at this summit. The European allies needed to 

show more determination and commitment to combating terrorism, particularly after 

explosions in Madrid and Istanbul in the preceding months. At this time, there was no reason 

not to show as much understanding and tolerance as possible of robust American policy in 

this regard. Therefore, it could be argued that the terrorists attacks of Madrid and Istanbul, in 

a similar way to the 9/11 attacks, rendered the Alliance more coherent and helped to repair, to 

a great extent, the rift which had occurred as a result of the causes and consequences of the 

2003 Iraq war. 

Broadly speaking, in Istanbul, the allies agreed to expand their area of interest, as well 

as the scope of NATO operations, boost the transformation of the Alliance's capabilities and 

upgrade existing relationships with relevant countries on their peripheries. The most 

important outcomes of this summit could be summarised as follows: 

1. Terrorism and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their means of 

delivery were identified as posing key threats and challenges to the interests of the 

Alliance, as well as to international security (paragraph 12).325 This was the clearest 

indication to date that the Alliance had re-identified its main tasks in such a manner as 

to ensure its effectiveness in facing either threat, or a deadly combination of the two. 

Paragraph 13 also showed this, stating that, "the alliance provides an essential 

transatlantic dimension to the response against terrorism." In the same context, it was 

also stated that, "we are committed to continue our struggle against terrorism in all its 

325 The 2004 Istanbul Summit Communique, Para 12. http://www.nato.intldoculpr/2004/p04-096e.htm. 
(Accessed: 10 October 2005) 
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forms, in accordance with international law provisions and UN principles. ,,326 

Reference was also made to United Nations Resolution 1373 in the fight against 

terrorism. Notwithstanding, an ambiguous formulation was included in the same 

paragraph. It stated that: 

Defence against terrorism may include activities by NATO's military forces, 

based on decisions by the North Atlantic Council, to deter, disrupt, defend and 

protect against terrorist attacks, or threat of attacks, directed from abroad, 

against populations, territory, infrastructure and forces of any member state, 

including by acting against these terrorists and those who harbour them.327 

This formula almost overlapped or abrogated the preceding reference to international 

law and UN principles by stating that the "defence decisions will be taken by the 

North Atlantic Council", not by the authorisation of the Security Council. What should 

be borne in mind here is that "defence" sometimes requires, according to the 2002 

American strategy for national securi~28, "anticipation" and launching pre-emptive 

strikes to abort what are perceived to be sources of threats. Increasingly, NATO has 

abandoned the necessity of coping with or adhering by the rules of international 

legitimacy in the case of imminent threats. 

Dombrowski and Rayne assert that there is an emerging consensus for pre-

emptive actions. They indicate that NATO has adopted a two-fold concept of the use 

of military forces in dealing with the danger of terrorism that includes: "defensive 

~ti-terrorism" that is supposed to reduce vulnerabilities and increase the ability to 

manage the consequences of any terrorist attack; and "offensive counter-terrorism" 

326 Ibid, Para 13. 
327 Ibid, Para 13. 
328 See, for example., The 2002 National Security Strategy of the United States of America. 
http://www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/nss.html 
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that entails direct military intervention to weaken terrorist network by targeting their 

capabilities.329 

2. At the Istanbul Summit, the Alliance also added new dimensions to its 

strategy on combating terrorism, using different diplomatic, political and military 

means. The declared measures included: improved intelligence sharing between 

nations; enhanced abilities to respond rapidly to national requests for assistance in 

protecting against and dealing with the consequences of terrorist attacks; providing 

assistance in protecting selected major events; enhancing contribution to the fight 

against terrorism by Operation Active Endeavour; exerting robust effort in the Balkans 

and Afghanistan to help create conditions in which terrorism cannot flourish; 

enhancing capabilities to defend against terrorist attacks; increasing cooperation with 

partners, through the implementation of the Civil Emergency Action Plan, the 

Partnership Action Plan on Terrorism, and contact with other international and 

regional organisations, such as the active pursuit of consultations and exchange of 

information with the European Union.33o 

3. Coupled with this, there was more emphasis placed on the issue of weapons 

of mass destruction. which were not to be tolerated. The final document set out in 

detail certain measures that would be taken in this regard, including: 

Supporting NPT (the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty) and ensuring the full 

compliance with it by all states party to the treaty; underlining the importance 

of related other international accords; supporting UNSC 1540 which called on 

all states to establish national export control etc; strengthening reduction and 

safeguarding nuclear and radiological materials; preventing and containing 

329 !?ombrowski, P and Payne, R. The Emerging Consensus For Preventive War. Survival, 2006, ppllS·6 
~trieved I June 2006 http://www.iiss.org 
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proliferation of WMD (weapons of mass destruction) and their means of 

delivery.33\ 

4. The correlation and connectedness between the danger of terrorism and the region 

of Middle East could be found in Paragraph 10. It stated that, "NATO's maritime 

surveillance and escort operation, Operation Active Endeavour, demonstrates the 

Alliance's resolve and ability to respond to terrorism,,332, with an indication that the 

year 2004 had witnessed the extension of the operation to the whole the 

Mediterranean. What is worth highlighting here is that although this operation, to all 

intents and purposes, is going on with the cooperation of some of Mediterranean 

Dialogue partners, there is no international authorisation for such monitoring or 

intervention. 

5. As far as the Middle East region itself is concerned, the document 

emphasised that it was an opportune time to address the problem of certain 

conventional weapons, especially missiles able to reach Alliance territory.333 Added to 

this, it was also declared that a new stage of the relationship between the Alliance and 

the Middle East in general had begun. More importantly, and fundamentally, the allies 

had decided to enhance the Mediterranean Dialogue and to propose cooperation in the 

broader Middle East region. 

6. The Istanbul Summit appeared to affirm that a complex strategic 

environment requires the continuity of the Alliance, which symbolises and embodies 

the transatlantic link between North America and Europe. The view was that the 

Alliance should continue to serve as both an indispensable forum for consultations 

between member states and an effective instrument to defend peace and security. The 

document implied, consequently, that there should be no reason for, or logic in, any 

331 Ibid, Para 14. 
332 Ibid, Para 10. 
333 Ibid, Para 19. 
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future rift or differences between European countries and the United States that could 

threaten the continuity of the Alliance. 

With respect to the relationship between the Alliance and the European Union, 

Paragraph 26 stated that, ''we are pleased with the progress made in developing the 

NATO-EU strategic partnership on the basis of and since the conclusion of the 

Berlin+ arrangement. ,,334 The allies also gave assurances that the two entities were 

cooperating on a wide range of topics, including security matters, and would continue 

to do so. According to the "Berlin plus formula", precedence should always be given 

to NATO; the Europeans can only assume duties, using their own "European security 

and defence identity", in those crises that NATO doesn't wish to handle. This has been 

tested recently in the Darfur's crisis. 

7. The view also prevailed that the Alliance was pursuing, and would continue 

to pursue, its global and holistic approach in dealing with security issues through 

different mechanisms, including first and foremost the partnership initiative, which 

had a wide geographical scope extending from the Caucasus and Central Asia to the 

"broader" Middle East. 335 In its global role, NATO was, still is, seeking to antagonise 

nobody, according to this document. On the contrary, the Alliance would welcome 

more cooperative and productive relationships with Russia and others. As a 

demonstration of good faith, the allies agreed to allow "partners" to increase their 

contribution to NATO-led operations and participate, to some extent, in the decision 

making process. 

The Alliance would also provide them with additional help to reform their 

militaries, in accordance with NATO's criteria. The newly established Partnership 

Action Plan on Defence Institution Building aimed to assist partners to build 

334 Ibid, Para 26. 
335 Ibid P 3 37 , ara, . 
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democratic defence institutions.336 Again, the implications of the document seemed to 

be that "cooperation" was the preferred, if not the "only available", basis on which 

others could deal with the Alliance, bearing in mind the Alliance's non-hostile stance. 

The message was reinforced that the allies were making the utmost effort to ensure 

that their alliance was the most influential and important security organisation in the 

world. In doing this, the alliance seemed keen to provide itself with more "magnetic 

power" to attract partners while pushing them to increase their efforts to develop their 

policies in such a way that they served the interests of the alliance. 

8. At the Istanbul Summit allies seemed keen to underline that the 

transformation process was progressing positively, with the Alliance attempting to 

adapt as fast as it could. For example, NATO's door was to remain open to new 

members, especially Albania, Croatia and the former Yugoslav Republic of 

Macedonia337
• Also, it is noticeable that emphasis was given to the words ''wherever'' 

and ''whenever'', to underline the new extent of the global role of the Alliance.338 

Broadly speaking, the summit underlined the importance of deepening and 

widening areas of cooperation on various levels: allies, European partners, Middle 

Eastern partners, and others, consistent with the core concepts of liberal 

institutionalism. It did, at the same time, reinforce the trend that authorises NATO to 

use force upon its own decision and assessment. Apart from this, the advanced forms 

of cooperation presented by the summit confIrmed the "progressive" nature of 

ongoing cooperation as identifIed by liberal institutionalism that argues that 

cooperation would lead to more cooperation; that institutions by nature can help in this 

regard by fostering the habits of cooperation, helping actors to familarise themselves 

336 Ibid, Para 28- 39 
337 • 
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with the governing rules, etc, and facilitating the exchange of infonnation that allows 

partners to cope with the expectations and/or requirements of others. 

iii. The Riga Summit 

The Riga Summit in Latvia, 28-29 November 2006, reconftnned the message of previous 

summits about the indivisibility of the security of the 26 NATO member states and their 

determination to pursue common goals together. It gave special emphasis to increasing and 

developing the scope of existing relationships with non-member states with a view to 

enhancing the global role of the Alliance. In Paragraph 11, the summit declaration stated that: 

NATO's policy of partnerships, dialogue, and cooperation is essential to the 

alliance's purpose and its tasks. It has fostered strong relationships with 

countries of the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC), the Mediterranean 

Dialogue (MD), and the Istanbul Cooperation Initiative (ICI), as well as with 

Contact Countries. NATO's partnerships have an enduring value, contributing 

to stability and security across the Euro-Atlantic area and beyond. NATO's 

missions and operations have also demonstrated the political and operational 

value of these relationships: 18 nations outside the alliance contribute forces 

and provide support to our operations and missions, and others have expressed 

interest in working more closely with NATO. 339 

The heads of state and government requested the Council in Pennanent Session to further 

develop this policy of reinforcing all fonns of exiting partnerships by committing to: 

a) Fully develop the political and practical potential of NATO's existing 

cooperation programmes: EAPClPartnership for Peace, MD and ICI, and its 

relations with Contact Countries, in accordance with the decisions of our 

Istanbul Summit; 

b) Increase the operational relevance of relations with non-NATO countries, 

including interested Contact Countries; and in particular to strengthen NATO's 

339 The 2006 Riga Summit Declaration. Para 11. Retrieved on 1 January 2007 from 
http://www.nato.intldoculpr/2006/p06-150e.htm 
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ability to work with those current and potential contributors to NATO 

operations and mission who share our interests and values. 

c) Increase NATO's ability to provide practical advice on, and assistance in, 

the defence and security-related aspects of reform in countries and regions 

where NATO is engaged. 340 

Moreover, the 2006 Riga Summit called for the continuation of defence policy and operations 

transformation in order to increase the efficiency of the Alliance's forces in deterring 21st 

century contingencies. Member states endorsed a set of initiatives to this effect. 341 

Again, reference was made to the point that "our operations in Afghanistan and the 

Balkans confirm that NATO needs modem, highly capable forces that can move quickly to 

wherever they are needed upon decision by the NAC (North Atlantic Council).,,342 It seemed 

clearer than ever that "decision by the NAC" is the most important - ifnot the only factor

in determining the Alliance's moves on the world stage. Obviously, the summit granted more 

weight and credibility to the outcome of the previous two summits. More advanced and 

continued forms of cooperation confirm the utility of liberal institutionalism as a theoretical 

framework of understanding, as explained earlier. 

In sum, the transformation of the North Atlantic Alliance following the end of the 

Cold War has been significant and fundamental. During the 1990s, starting from the July 

1990 London Summit, which heralded a Europe ''whole and free", and culminating in the 

decisions of the Washington Summit in April 1999, the Alliance made major changes to its 

composition as well as a tremendous shift in its policies. Another stage of the accelerated 

transformation process can be seen as beginning after the events of 9/11. The whole process 

has attempted to ensure that the Alliance remains indispensable for the safety and security of 

the Euro-Atlantic region. In short, the result has been the maximisation of NATO's strength, 

J40 Ibid. Para 12. 
341 Ibid, Para 22, 23, 24. 
342 Ibid, Para 22. 
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enlargement of its scope and globalisation of its role.343
• Yet, there are several arenas that 

need to be kept in harmony, and a number of issues to be resolved, to ensure the continuing 

success of the Alliance, among which is the extent to which NATO will adhere to the letter of 

intemationallaw in performing its new global role. 

The preceding analytical review can be encapsulated in the following points: 

1. The Alliance should no longer be perceived as a purely defensive 

organisation confined to a limited geographical area - it has recently given itself a 

dual mandate, i.e., defensive and offensive tasks. This can be understood in the light 

of NATO's new military concept for defence against terrorism, which underlines the 

Alliance's readiness: 

To act against terrorist attacks, or the threat of such attacks, directed from 

abroad against our populations, territory, infrastructure and forces; to provide 

assistance to national authorities in dealing with the consequences of terrorist 

attacks; to support operations by the European Union or other international 

organisations or coalitions involving allies; and to deploy forces as and where 

required to carry out such missions. 344 

It is worth indicating that the Alliance has declared that "Military transformation is a 

long-term endeavour that must continue if NATO is to be able to carry out the full 

range of its missions, including combating the threats posed by terrorism, failed states, 

d th l 'ti . f f d . ,,345 an e pro 1 eratlon 0 weapons 0 mass estructlon. 

Noting the word "combating" and the sources of dangers mentioned, this may 

amount to a clear statement that the allies, at least the majority of them, intend to make 

343 NATO now is functioning operationally in three continents and about 50,000 soldiers are deployed under its 
command. Its diverse activities are being conducted in a large area, stretching from Kosovo westward to 
Afghanistan eastward, and from the Mediterranean and Iraq upwards to Darfur downwards. 
344 Military concept for defence against terrorism. bttp:llwww.nato.intlimsldoculterrorism.btrn. (Accessed: 1 
January 2004). 
345 Examining NATO's military transformation. bttp:/lwww.nato.intidoculupdate/2002/1O-october/elO16a.htm 
(Accessed: 1 January 2004) 
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their alliance, perhaps in the long run, the policeman of the world, even if they don't 

wish to declare that pUblicly. 

2. The Alliance has identified terrorism and the threat of weapons of mass 

destruction, beside "failed states" as the second priority, as its new raison d'etre for 

the 21st century, after almost a decade of confused vision. The inability to deter a 

potential attacker, the immediacy of today's threats and the magnitude of potential 

hann that could be caused by the adversaries' choice of weapons, are reason enough 

for the parties concerned not to sever existing ties, which provide them with the best 

available means of protection. 

The events of II September 2001 were massive and unforgettable 

"psychological shock" that awoke every Western country to the reality that no country 

is untouchable. It goes without saying that such fears were intensified by the Madrid, 

Istanbul and London bombings. The effect of these waves of psychological shock may 

last for decades and generations. Coupled with this, the existing trend of maximising 

NATO's role in combating terrorism, which forms part of its comprehensive new 

strategy, may rule out or at least weaken the arguments of those who cast doubt on the 

necessity of the Alliance.346 Irrefutably, NATO's existence serves certain 

psychological functions, and this matter has been reflected and mirrored in its new 

roles in securing public events, such as the Olympics in Athens and the Pope's funeral 

in Rome. 

3. The Alliance has assumed a diplomatic role or duties after transforming 

itself from a military body concerned with defence-related issues to a military-political 

and security organisation of comprehensive competence and jurisdiction, if self-

346 For example, Calleo (1987:215) indicates that .. the Alliance grows less and less viable in its present fonn, but 
~ viable alternative seems possible". Also, Haseler (2003:12-20) suggests that the death of the "current" NATO 
Is.a r~sult of the ramifications of the 2003 Iraq war, arguing that a new independent European security system 
Wlt~ Its own doctrine will, obviously, mean that the current structure and purpose of NATO will need to be 
revIsed from a military and political alliance into a primarily political alliance. 
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ordained. This wide-ranging approach will enable NATO to deal, in different ways, 

with any source of danger or instability that might occur in its area of interest. 

4. The importance given to international law and the role of the United Nations 

has been decreased. The Alliance has come to recognise that it cannot afford to wait 

for prolonged political consultations and agreements. Although this realisation has a 

certain logic, it appears that NATO is prepared to set aside due respect for 

international law and legitimacy, as KOSOV0
347 set a precedent. 

ConclUSion 

Having reviewed the most important aspects of the NATO transformation process since the 

end of the Cold War, it can be emphasised that the whole process confIrms the utility of (and 

conforms to) the chosen theoretical framework - liberal institutionalism - underpinned by 

certain positive convictions, such as trust in human nature; that international relations can be 

cooperative rather than conflictual; that security can be improved by creating shared interests; 

and that institutions can have a role in fostering cooperative habits among states. In general, 

the two strategic concepts were the basis of a signifIcant shift in NATO doctrine, 

implemented and developed since the end of the Cold War. This signifIcant change rendered 

NATO not only a military alliance entitled to defend the Buro-Atlantic territories, but also a 

new venue or mechanism for conducting cooperative security activities between allies and 

partners, though not necessarily on an equal footing. 

Evidently, the enlargement process and Partnership for Peace mechanism were, and 

still are, clear reflections of liberal institutionalism in practice, or where theory inspired 

NATO in creating its new global role. 

347 NATO launched a military operation to handle the crisis in Kosovo 1999 without any international 
authorization. 
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Furthermore, the conclusive impact of the post-9fll summits has gone in parallel with 

the core of the two strategic concepts. The only exception that contradicts the chosen 

theoretical framework is the noticeable degree of deviation away from the necessary 

adherence to international law. Also relevant is the growing "offensive" - not only defensive 

- posture taken by NATO towards terrorism, especially in the post-9/11 years. In essence, 

this growing trend has been inspired or encouraged by post-9/11 US policies, most of which 

have run in parallel with realism and its core concepts, which argues that the anarchical nature 

of the international arena makes necessary the embrace of unilateral policies, including on the 

use of force, as explained earlier. 

It can now be surmised that NATO's relevance to the Middle East is based on and 

determined by the following factors: 

I. The holistic approach of the transformation process has been flexible enough to 

increase tremendously the importance and weight given to the Middle East region, 

especially in the aftermath of the attacks of 9111. Without doubt, the region has 

become the top priority of the Alliance for many reasons, among which are that the 

Middle East is one of the nearest peripheries to Euro-Atlantic territories and is beset 

by problems that constitute key concerns for the West - i.e., terrorism, weapons of 

mass destruction, and the prospect of a proliferation of failed states. The North 

Atlantic Alliance has come to recognise the necessity of addressing the region in order 

to take a role in resolving its security problems. 

2. The new "transformed" NATO has become a political, military and security 

alliance. Currently, it possesses various tools that could be used in the security 

environment in the Middle East. It could establish security and military ties with some 

Middle Eastern countries that take into consideration the main concerns of the United 

States and its European allies. Furthermore, NATO, as an agent of political change -

150 



as has been evident in the enlargement and Partnership for Peace processes with East 

and Central European countries - is an appropriate tool to be used by allies to assert 

influence and to help in changing the politico-security environment of the region. 

Chubin, Green and Larrabee take note that, "NATO [is] increasingly focused on crisis 

management and so-called non-article V threats; that is, threats that did not involve a 

direct attack on NATO territory. ,,348 

Istrada in an interview mentions that the concept of positive engagement that 

NATO has used with East and Central European countries in the post-Cold War era 

has been remarkable in the sense that it has inspired and encouraged competent 

authorities in these countries to take hard measures in the way of reform and 

democratisation. As for the Middle East, he comments that: "The main concept is 

being applied, which is 'positive engagement', but with bearing in mind the 

differences between the two regions. I do think that NATO can play a very positive 

role in modernising the region by conveying some of its expertise to its Middle East 

partners. In my assessment, NATO has adopted a balanced approach and this could 

help in achieving very good results. ,,349 

3. As illustrated earlier, NATO's approach towards the region could include 

one or more of its three main methods: dialogue, cooperation and deterrence. As will 

be explained in the following chapters, the three methods are being applied, in varying 

degrees, in handling the Middle East issues. 

In sum, the vast transformation process NATO has undergone has made NATO, in its new 

form, a consummate tool that could be used by allies to accelerate and/or impose Western-

desired changes in the Middle East sphere. This would, certainly, back up other international 

148 Chubin, S and Green, J and Larrabee, S. NATO's New Strategic Concept and Peripheral Contingencies: The 
~ddle E~st. 1999, p.2 http://www.rand.org/pubs/conf.J>roceedings/ (Accessed: 8 March 2004) 

Interview between the author with Cristian Istrate, January 2007. 
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initiatives reviewed in the previous chapter. Arguably, the watershed, or turning point of the 

NATO-Middle East relationship was the events of 9/11. This can be verified by comparing 

NATO's role in the region before and after 9/11, as will be done in the following two chapters 

respectively. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

NATO's role in the Middle East before 9/11 

As clarified earlier, the current role of the North Atlantic Alliance in the Middle East region 

consists of three main aspects: NATO-Mediterranean Dialogue (with its various practical 

cooperative activities, including operation "Active Endeavour" that is mandated to inspect 

ships and combat terrorist activities in the Mediterranean Sea); the newly launched ICI 

initiative to foster cooperation between NATO and Arab Gulf countries; and finally NATO's 

supportive role towards select regional issues (mainly Darfur and Iraq). 

This chapter will review and analyze the role of the Alliance in the Middle East region 

before 9/11. From the 1994 Brussels Summit to 9/11, the role of NATO, in this respect, was 

limited to ongoing security dialogue with some Mediterranean countries. This dialogue is 

known as Mediterranean Dialogue (MO) process. The following will show that the process 

under investigation was informed and evolved based on the principles of liberal 

institutionalism reviewed earlier. This can be verified by identifying the core objectives of the 

process, its evolution, and its governing principles, bearing in mind that the MD was taking 

advantage of the new - as well as somewhat positive - international atmosphere that 

prevailed in the immediate post-Cold War years. 

NATO-MD dialogue: Background and objectives 

i. Inception and reasons 

To be sure, NATO had always paid attention to the Mediterranean Sea and its various 

security calculations. More precisely, it had perceived the area of Mediterranean as a venue 
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for the possible confrontation between the East and the West during the long decades of the 

Cold War. Musu explains that, "the area constituted the "southern flank" of the Alliance and 

the essential West-East corridor through which to project power across the Middle East and 

central Asia, and had to be protected from Soviet penetration. ,,350 

Mention should also be made that importance given to this area varied from one 

period to another because of the changing nature of existing threats and various security and 

strategic calculations. According to Masala, the NATO-Mediterranean relationship can be 

divided into three main stages: the first started with the ratification of the founding 

Washington Treaty, in 1949, that included a reference to Algeria as a part of France; the 

second extended from the period of decolonisation to the end of the Cold War. The third 

stage, he argues, is the post-Cold War era that witnesses a growing importance for the region, 

foremost because of the rise of what he calls "Islamic extremism", the proliferation of 

weapons of mass destruction, and various demographic pressures.351 

The collapse of the former Soviet Union and the subsequent disappearance of the 

Eastern bloc has enabled a post-Cold War NATO to give more attention to its interests in the 

south, bearing in mind the ramifications of the Gulf War in 1991 and the start of what was 

called by President Bush Sr, the "new world order", which meant, precisely, the era of the 

uni-polar system. Coping with this, the peripheries of the Euro-Atlantic territories were 

identified by NATO as areas of importance. Santis observes that post-Cold War NATO has 

enlarged its area of strategic interest to include the southern and eastern Mediterranean, as 

well as South-Eastern Europe up to the Caucasus.352 

350 Musu, C. NATO's Mediterranean Dialogue: More than Just an empty shell? Mediterranean Politics. Vol (11), 
No 3, 2006, p. 240. 
3$1 Masala, C. Rising Expectations. NATO review, 2005 (4). p.I Retrieved on I January 2007 from 
http://www.nato.intidocuireview/200S/issue4/english 
m Santis, N. NATO's Agenda and the Mediterranean Dialogue, 2002,p 2: http://www.nato.intlmed
dia1l2003/0304-art.pdf(Accessed: 14 March 2005) 

154 



More recently, a post-9fll NATO has given more attention to developments in 

territories close at hand, if out of area, which are likely to affect its security. This new 

''reaching out" approach has had a direct impact on the Mediterranean region, which is an 

integral part of the wider Middle East, according to NATO's security calculations. Therefore, 

it could be claimed, contrary to what some might think, that the attention given by the 

Alliance to the broader Middle East region was not a direct result of the events of 9/11, but 

rather goes back to the early 1990s. More specifically, NATO's engagement in Middle 

Eastern affairs has been one aspect of its huge transformation process. 

This idea of engagement was first developed in consultation between the Alliance's 

North Mediterranean member states, Spain, Italy and Portugal, in early 1990s. Cassinello in 

interview discloses that Solana, the ex-foreign minister of Spain and ex-secretary general of 

NATO, activated and pushed the proposal of launching a security cooperation between the 

North Atlantic Alliance and some southern Mediterranean countries in order to complement 

or add the "security dimension" to the other dimensions of the Barcelona Process, which was 

previously launched when he was foreign minister of Spain, to foster political and economic 

C t· b . ' 353 oopera Ion etween European and South Mediterranean countries. 

Consequently, it was decided at the 1994 Brussels Summit to formalise NATO's new 

orientation towards the South Mediterranean region. The first practical step was launching 

NATO's dialogue initiative with some countries on the southern flank of the Mediterranean, 

namely Egypt, Israel, Mauritania, Morocco, Tunisia and Jordan in 1995, and Algeria in 2000. 

The selection of these countries and exclusion of others could be understood in light of the 

level of interaction between the countries with NATO allies, bilaterally and multilaterally in 

other international forums. In effect, NATO allies invited those countries that normally 

demonstrated moderate policies vis-a-vis Western interests and held a favourable attitude 

m Interview with Augustin Cassinello, 15 May 2007. 
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towards - and understanding of - the necessities of security cooperation with the West. 

The inclusion of Israel in this process was decided as a result of certain pressure from the 

United States. 

Winrow clarifies that only three countries were supposed to be involved in the early 

stage of the process, namely Egypt, Morocco and Tunisia, but "as the United States gradually 

wanned to the idea of the dialogue, the Clinton administration strongly advocated that Israel 

also be invited.354 

Giving attention to the Mediterranean dimension stemmed from recognition that there 

are huge security challenges, areas of concern and areas of interest that should be cautiously 

handled through cooperative relationships. Lord Robertson in interview states that the two 

parties to the process, NATO and southern Mediterranean countries, were aware of and 

convinced by the potential benefits of the process; besides "the Alliance thought that this 

process would enable it to 'produce influence' in the region in such a manner that could serve 

its interests. ,,355 Noting the words "produce influence", this could hint that the alliance was of 

the view that its own security could be improved by creating common interests with MD 

countries in such a way that would enable it to get involved in this terrain. This vision is 

located at the core of liberal institutionalism that assumes that mutual cooperation could 

enhance security for everyone - i.e., it is not a zero-sum game. 

From the perspective of NATO, there were, and still are, many security factors that 

had made the establishment of such cooperative mechanism imperative or at least of great 

importance. These include the perceived threats of terrorism, weapons of mass destruction, 

and many potential factors of internal instability as well as outbreak of regional and 

international conflicts. Also, it was realised that there was a need to build confidence between 

the two parties, based on the conviction that mistrust might exacerbate the security 

3~ Winrow, G. Dialogue with the Mediterranean: The role o/NATO's Mediterranean Initiative. New York and 
London: Garland Publishing, 2000. p.196. 
35S It' 'th n ervlew WI Lord Robertson, March 2006. 
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environment in the region. Kydd highlights: "The possibility that conflict may result from 

exaggerated perception of hostility makes the issue of reassurance important. ,,356 At this point, 

it is worth noting that liberal institutionalism vehemently underlines the importance of 

providing the various parties with necessary and accurate information in order to build trust 

and avoid misjudgements and miscalculations that might threaten regional security. 

For more elaboration, Robertson (2002) identifies six main reasons that make the 

Mediterranean an area of concern to NATO: 

The first reason is, of course, its potential of instability, bearing in mind that 

many crises that affected NATO have in one way or the other originated in and 

around the Mediterranean; the second reason is terrorism, especially with 

taking into account that the region, because of its many unresolved political, 

social and religious questions, is particularly prone to this menace; the third 

reason because it is the region that encompasses the Middle East; and without 

a breakthrough in the Middle East Peace Process, a major obstacle to 

normalising Western relations with the Arab world will remain; the fourth 

reason is that several countries in the Mediterranean region are widely believed 

to be acquiring weapons of mass destruction; the fifth reason is energy 

security; as 65 per cent of Europe's oil and natural gas imports pass through 

the Mediterranean sea which some 3000 ships cross every day; the sixth reason 

is economic disparities and their close connection to migration, underlining 

that since 1986 per capita income in the Middle East and North African 

countries has fallen by two per cent annually, whereas population growth in 

the region is 2.5 per cent per year. 357 

Robertson concluded by underscoring the fact that, irrespective of the various definitions of 

this diverse and complicated region, the northern and southern shores of the Mediterranean 

could not be artificially separated. Noting the phrase that Robertson mentioned, "without a 

breakthrough in the Middle East Peace Process, a major obstacle to normalising Western 

356 Andrew Kydd. ''Trust, Reassurance, and Cooperation", International Organization, Vol. 54, No.2 (Spring, 
2(00), p 325. 
357 Speech by NATO Secretary General, Lord Robertson. at the Royal United Services Institute, London. 29 
April, 2002. http://www.nato.intldocu!speechl2002/s020429a.htm. (Accessed: 10 April 2003). 
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relations with the Arab world will remain", this reveals that NATO perceived, in spite of the 

various cooperative channels that combine the West and the Arab world, that there is still a 

huge difficulty that constantly causes friction between the two sides, which is the Arab-Israeli 

conflict. Also referring to "the Arab world" confIrms that what is meant by the 

"Mediterranean" at that time was the group of Arab countries, not Israel that is sometimes 

perceived as a Western country. 

In addition to the reasons of concern clarifIed by Robertson, one should not 

underestimate other factors, such as "demography, and population whose rate of growth 

outpaces the ability of economics to provide jobs and populations; environmental challenges, 

which bring into question the sustainability of their economic growth, seen most urgently in 

the competition for water resources; etc.358 Deputy Secretary General Rizzo points out that, 

"Many experts predict that the struggle for water could become one of the main sources for 

conflict in the 21 st century; and the Mediterranean region is very much affected by this 

challenge. ,,359 

The acceptance of the above mentioned countries to join the MD process was an 

expression of their acknowledgement that, in the post-Cold War era, the growing prominence 

of Mediterranean security was - and still is - dictating that they should cooperate in good 

faith for the sake of their individual and mutual interests. Certainly, these mutual interests 

include guaranteeing the free and secure flow of oil, taking into account that a large 

proportion of crude oil comes from the wider region that includes the Middle East and Gulf 

States, and is regularly transported across the Mediterranean, which also contains the major 

pipeline that links North Africa with Southern Europe. Over and above this, there are 

countless and inseparable political and economic ties amongst countries on both sides of the 

358 Bradshaw, 8. "The Increasing Importance of the NATO Mediterranean Dialogue". RUSI Journal, June 2002. 
E· 58. 

59 Presentation by the Deputy Secretary General, Minuto Rizzo on the occasion of the Mediterranean Dialogue 
International research Seminar at the NATO Defense College - Rome 24 Nov, 2001. http://www.nato.intldocu 
/speechl2001lso1 I 124a.htm. (Accessed: lO April 2003). 
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Mediterranean. This belief in the fruitful results of security cooperation between NATO and 

MD countries is good evidence of the applicability of liberal institutionalism in this context, 

as the two parties were convinced that achieving each one's security would not be at the 

expense of the other; that this cooperation would, presumably, reduce the anarchy and 

intensity of the regional security environment. 

At the same time, it seems that the two parties (NATO and the Mediterranean 

partners) have also recognised that there are other areas in which their interests and values 

might be significantly different, as will be clarified below. 

Before moving on, observation could be made that the inclusion of Mauritania, at the 

outset, and Jordan, in the second stage, into the process of NATO-Mediterranean dialogue 

(MD), while they are not coastal countries, confirms that the concept of the Mediterranean in 

NATO's perspective is political. Indeed, the process, since its inception, sought to include 

those countries that could contribute positively into enhancing the existing relationship 

between the Euro-Atlantic territories and the South Mediterranean flank, regardless of 

confmed geographical definitions. Also, this indicates that the process itself was the 

preliminary stage towards building the Middle Eastern policy of the North Atlantic Alliance, 

in its broader context, in the later stage. 

In this respect, Winrow mentions that, "according to NATO officials, there is in 

practice an overlap between the Mediterranean and the Middle East. ,.360 He also hints that 

from NATO's perspective the Mediterranean is "an area where developments may have an 

impact on the security of Europe, though the boundaries of this Mediterranean area are not 

defmed. ,,361 

360 Winrow, G. Op.Cit, p.4. 
361 Ibid, p. 9. 
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ii. MD objectives and relevance to the theoretical framework 

The declared objectives of the NATO-South Mediterranean dialogue included 

contributing positively towards achieving certain general objectives, such as enhancing 

regional security and stability, improving mutual understanding, and dispelling any 

misconceptions between the Alliance and Mediterranean dialogue partners. 362 

At this point, it is important to underline the fact that the proposal of Solana 

(launching the MD process), as well as the abovementioned objectives could be best 

understood in the light of chosen theoretical framework underpinning this research. To be 

clear, launching an unprecenteded security dialogue between the Euro-Atlanitc zone and the 

Meditereanean region, in spite of the huge diversity - if not contradiction - of 

circumstances was firmly based on the conviction that cooperation always remains a 

possibility, even in security issues, no matter how diffcult and complicated the surrounding 

setting is. In the same context, identifYing certain goals, such as improving mutual 

understanding and dispelling misperceptions as priorities, should not be downplayed, as they 

could constitute serious attempts to change states' preferences and attitudes in such a way that 

would enhance the possibility of cooperation in the future. 

At the core of the process, the systematic exchange of information was recognised as a 

necessity or prerequisite mechanism for reducing the level of mistrust between the parties 

concerned. In addition, fostering a certain form of cooperation between MD partners and the 

Alliance as an institution worked as an incentive to generates momentum because institutions, 

by nature, can organise and conduct cooperative activities better than loose relations or 

individual states. In other words, conducting a security dialogue with NATO, no matter how 

limited the mandate was, could be considered an advantage afforded to those countries. 

Reciprocally, holding such a dialogue with the MD countries would, certainly, enable NATO 

362 As indicated in Chapter I. the MD partners are Egypt. Jordan. Israel. Algeria, Morocco, Tunisia, Maurtina. 
NATO handbook. 
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to serve its interests in the region, as shall be shown below. Evidently, this level and nature of 

Cooperation between the two parties is consistent with the basic principles of the theory of 

liberal institutionalim that state that cooperation can be realised without the existence of a 

hegemonic power; that states are the main agents in the international system; that individuals 

are rational actors knowing how best to serve their interests; and that institutions can facilitate 

cooperative interaction between concerned states. 

Although it began with a very fluid agenda, the MD initiative has steadily widened its 

scope. 

The evolution of the MD process 

Certain episodes should be highlighted in the evolution of this dialogue. The first stage of this 

"low key" dialogue was characterised by brainstorming about the prospective relationship 

between NATO and its dialogue partners, and/or a socialising process amongst officials of the 

two parties, on different levels, in an attempt to enhance mutual understanding. The meetings, 

bilaterally and multilaterally, focused mainly on exchanging views and conveying the visions 

of each side on regional developments, i.e., the Arab-Israeli conflict, Iraq, etc. Also, NATO 

was keen to inform participants about its internal developments, particularly the 

transformation process, and orientations towards various security concerns.363 This process of 

familiarising terms, perceptions and attitudes continued in the first two years without 

achieving any significant breakthrough. 

After this initial beginning, the leaders of the allied countries decided, at the 1997 

Madrid Summit, to establish the Mediterranean Cooperation Group (MCG) to operate under 

the authority of the North Atlantic Council. But again, no significant result was achieved. 

Then, the 1999 Washington Summit acknowledged the increasing importance of 

363 Follow up reports about the MD process from 1995-1997. MFA-Egypt. (Classified) 
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Mediterranean security, indicating that, ''the security of the alliance as a whole, specifically 

Europe, is closely linked to the security and stability in the region.,,364 In doing so, it decided 

to give more attention to the ongoing dialogue. Accordingly, the scope of MD was 

subsequently extended to develop more opportunities for certain cooperative activities in the 

areas of military, civil emergency and scientific cooperation. Simultaneously, MD countries 

displayed more readiness to develop relations with NATO in awareness of its policies and 

mechanisms.365 

This relative rapprochement between the two parties was evident from the frequent 

meetings held between different levels of officials, bilaterally or multilaterally, in the format 

19+1 and/or 19+7 successively. Besides the frequent visits of opinion formers, such as 

journalists, academics and parliamentarians, to various NATO institutions and its 

headquarters, in 1999 it was also agreed to establish NATO Contact Point embassies in MD 

countries, as happened before with Central and Eastern European partners. 

Winrow divides the evolution of the MD, at this stage, into three periods as follows: 

the exploratory phase was between February and November 1995, in which preliminary talks 

between the two parties took place; the second phase between November 1995 and Spring 

1997, in which the dialogue was broadened and deepened, with the inclusion of Jordan and 

presenting practical programmes of cooperation; and a third phase, from 1997 to early 1999, 

wherein the dialogue has been elevated to a higher level and given a more visible political 

profile with discussions largely conducted by the newly established body (MCG).366 

i. The cooperative levels between NATO and MD countries 

364 The 1999 Washington Summit, Strategic Concept. Para 38, 11, http://www.nato.intidoculpr/1999/p99-
065e.htm (Accessed: March 2004) 
:: In~erview with Alberto Bin, 8 January 2006. 

Wmrow, G. Op.Cit, p.l68. 
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The positive participation of all MD partners confirmed that they were ready, although in 

varying degrees, to cooperate with the new "transformed" NATO. This means that there was a 

mutual conviction about the possibility of holding such a process, and subsequently achieving 

mutual- but not necessarily equal- benefits for every participant. As was the case in the 

Partnership for Peace initiative, the different levels of participation shown by MD parties 

confinns the adequacy and correctdeness of liberal institutionalism's assumption that states 

will enter into cooperative relationships even if another state will gain more from the 

interaction. 

In reality, levels of participation of MD countries have differed from one to another. 

The outcome of the interviews conducted with NATO's officials within the context of this 

study indicates that Israel was the most active participant, followed by Algeria and Morocco, 

whereas Egypt's participation improved gradually. Meanwhile, the participation of Jordan, 

Tunisia, and Mauritania were proper and comparable to their limited capabilities. 

Robertson in interview states: 

In my assessment, the effectiveness of the participation of the south 

Mediterranean countries varied; Egypt was not very active in the early stages, 

but its participation improved afterward; Morocco and Jordan were more 

effective - the King of Morocco supported intelligence cooperation with the 

alliance, especially after the terrorist attacks in Casablanca; and King Abdullah 

of Jordan showed more interest and attention than others in following alliance 

activities and policies; Algeria was active - the president of Algeria visited 

me twice and showed interest in cooperation with NATO in combating 

terrorism. As for Tunisia and Mauritania, both of them are small countries; 

therefore, their participation was limited or weak. Israel has always shown a 

high readiness in cooperating with the alliance in combating terrorism, and it 

h h .. tho d 367 as uge expertise In IS regar . 

Alberto Bin in interview makes a similar assessment, saying: 

367 It· ·th 6 n ervlew WI Lord Robertson. Op.Cit. January 200 . 
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The participation of the MD countries was different; Egypt was very cautious 

in the beginning of the process; it took time to reach a satisfactory level of 

cooperation. Jordan has always been an active player who is ready to do more, 

despite the difficulties of its regional position. Algeria has been very active and 

positive and ready to develop the dialogue in a structural way. Israel, contrary 

to what some might think, was not active in the early stages. However, it has 

developed its participation afterwards and presented a number of proposals 

regarding WMD and defence investment. Morocco was very cautious. like 

Egypt, at the beginning, but it has changed its attitudes significantly in the last 

two years, after realising that it is in its interest to cooperate faithfully with 

NATO. not only with the United States. Tunisia was following the others in 

trying to understand what was going on. but now it is relatively active. Finally, 

the participation of Mauritania was reasonable. bearing in mind the lack of 

financial and human resources.368 

Borgmano in interview indicates that Algeria and Israel were more active than others in this 

process. She explains that the government of Algeria was keen to get out from international 

isolation and to engage the international community. It has participated very efficiently in 

anti-terrorism efforts. As for Israel, she adds, it has for long considered itself as a part of the 

Western community ... "and based on its unique relationship with the United States, which 

had insisted on its admission in the process from the early beginning. it has always been 

active in launching proposals for cooperation in terrorism and combating the MDW, bearing 

in mind it has got huge expertise on those fields ... 369 

Fialkova in interview mentions that the Israel was the most active partner, as the 

Israeli delegations were frequently offering new ideas and proposals for enhancing the 

relationship. She also indicates that, ''the participation of each of Med Dialogue partner was 

368 Interview with Dr Alberto Bin, January 2006. 
369 Interview with Laura Borgomano, July 2007. 
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different than each other. Not only this, but also the process was subject to the personal 

capacities of both NATO's officials and representatives of the Mediterranean countries.370 

ii. The usefulness and progressive nature of practical cooperation 

As far as practical cooperation is concerned, mention must be made that this parallel track has 

granted NATO's ongoing political and security dialogue the necessary flexibility to develop 

gradually. Progress was noticeable, if slow, in the first years. This confirms that cooperation 

encourages and leads to more productive cooperation; and NATO can help in fulfilling many 

of the training needs of its MD partners. Additionally, using the political dialogue as a venue 

to build common understandings paved the way for more successful practical cooperation. 

Vice versa, more advanced forms of practical cooperation led positively to the sharpening and 

enhancing of ongoing political dialogue. 

In detail, practical cooperation has been organised and conducted through an annual 

Work Programme, that usually includes more than 140 activities, in order to convey NATO's 

experience to MD partners in some areas, such as military exercises, medical services, 

forestalling the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, border security, counter-

terrorism, airspace control, defence reform, armaments management, and protective security, 

etc. In this respect, a number of forums and courses were held to enrich knowledge about 

crisis management and civil emergency planning, etc. More importantly, there were some 

cooperative scientific activities through the NATO Science Programme. NATO documents
371 

indicated in 2000, for instance, that 108 scientists from MD countries participated in NA TO-

sponsored advanced research workshops, advanced study institutes, collaborative research 

grants, and science fellowships. 

370 Interview with Katerina Fialkova, August 2007. 
371 NATO Handbook. 
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Added to this, there has been military-to-military cooperation that has developed 

significantly since 1997, as invitations were extended to a number of military personnel from 

MD countries to observe or participate in Alliance military exercises. Also, frequent visits 

were made to NATO military bodies; and in the other direction, NATO's Standing Naval 

Forces paid visits to certain ports in MD countries. At this stage, it is important to underline 

that it was up to each MD partner to select the activities it wanted to participate in, according 

to its own needs and requirements. 

Winrow argues that despite lacking a proper agenda, practical cooperative activities 

helped the dialogue to evolve as, "These activities lend to the dialogue a sense of movement 

and direction.,,372 

Similarly, all those who were interviewed from MD countries within the context of 

this research, along with other academic experts, confirm that practical cooperation is the 

most tangible and fruitful result of the whole dialogue process. 

Dufourq in interview comments that practical cooperation has been very useful 

because it has achieved and enhanced inter-operability between the forces of both parties 

(NATO and MD partners), "Consequently, there are more chances for future mutual tasks in 

peace support operations. It is very significant progress to increase the possibility of working 

together." He also adds that the various forms of practical cooperation could act as a catalyst 

for achieving - or at least increasing and strengthening - the potentiality of modernisation 

on the MD partners.373 

Borgmano in interview agrees that the practical cooperation was useful and did help in 

conveying NATO's expertise, as "it has increased interaction between the two parties in 

372W' G Inrow, . Op.Cit, p.33. 
373 I te"th I n rvlew WI Jean Dufourcq, Ju y 2007. 
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different fields. It has increased, for sure, inter-operability ... facilitated communications, 

etc.,,374 

Daguzan in interview says: "I can only see that NATO will continue to grant its 

partners some of its expertise through [its] various educational programmes. The practical 

cooperation that is being implemented is quite good and fruitful.,,375 Likewise, Elmakwad in 

interview mentions that, "the practical cooperation has been more than useful in all its related 

aspects. ,,376 

Certainly, all these activities of practical cooperation have resulted in a harmonising 

of terminology and procedures, and the enhancement of inter-operability and the ability to 

work together in future operations that might include various tasks like combating terrorism, 

rescue operations, as well as peacekeeping. 

NATO frequently states that the guiding principles governing the MD process are: 

joint ownership between the two parties; non-discrimination as well as self-differentiation, 

which means that although the same levels of discussion and activities was afforded to all 

countries, levels of participation may vary from one country to another; complementarities 

with other international initiatives; and finally progressiveness, which implies that there is 

always a room for regular enhancement of the dialogue.377 These overriding principles 

confonn to liberal institutionalism, which assumes that there is always a possibility of 

realising "progress" in the international interactions; that the spirit of joint ownership - e.g., 

creating common objectives - will facilitate successful cooperative activities. Additionally, 

the principle of non-discrimination was essential in the sense that the process underpinned the 

concept of the unity of humankind (e.g., no discrimination between Arabs and Isrealis in 

374 It' ·th 
37S n ervlew WI Laura Borgomano. Op.Cit. 

Interview with Jean-Fran~ois Daguzan, August 2007. 
376 Interview with Khlaid Elmakwad, October 2007. 
377 NATO Mediterranean Dialogue .http://www.nato.intlmed-diallsummary.htm. (Accessed: 1 March 2004) .. 
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facing common security threats); and where "self-differentiation" is consistent with the 

concept of "absolute gains" mentioned above. 

These governing principles have granted the dialogue enough flexibility to develop 

itself and respond positively to international events in recent years. However, the horizons of 

the dialogue were, at that time, too limited to allow it to serve efficiently the Alliance's full 

endeavour in this regard. 

Stage one: success or failure? 

In assessing the MD initiative from 1995 to 2001, it ought to be mentioned that the nature of 

the dialogue's aims as well as the scope of its activities make evaluating its effectiveness and 

efficiency difficult, as they imply that the dialogue itself was envisaged to be merely a path to 

another stage. Thus, the success or failure of this process should be determined by 

considering whether or not the required or expected smooth transition to another stage has 

occurred. 

i. Critics of process 

The MD process was criticised for several reasons, but first and foremost for its inability to 

achieve any significant improvement in the fragile security environment of the Middle East. 

In the following views, some scholars as well as interviewees hold the view that the process 

suffered from many internal and external difficulties. Noticeably, the majority of these 

arguments did not challenge the benefits of fostering cooperation, as well as other postulates 

of liberal institutionalism, in the security field. Many ignore, to varying degrees, the fact that 

surrounding difficulties dictated on NATO to proceed cautiously - and gradually - in order 

to avoid provoking anger and worry on the side of its Southern Mediterranean partners. 
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Some have criticised the entire process. For instance, Wedcaef observes that the MD, 

contrary to what was being applied with East and Central European countries, was low profile 

and did not develop to a satisfactory level until after 9/11 because of many internal and 

external factors, including first and foremost the divergent perceptions of the partners 

regarding the whole process. 

Donnelly maintains that the MD did not contribute significantly in stabilising the 

region. This is because of a lack of proper investment in time, people and money on one 

hand, and the impact of the negative image of NATO that prevailed in the region on the other 

hand. 378 

Related, Said notes that the setbacks that occurred in the Middle East peace process 

led Arab countries to participate half-heartedly in the MD process; added to that, the 

objectives of the whole process were not clearly defined.379 

Bradshaw believes the process has been modest in its overall performance because of 

the effect of the Israeli-Palestinian dispute on the dialogue, but it has achieved some level of 

confidence building and stability. 380 

Daugzan in interview refers to the problem of expecting "more" than necessary from 

this process. He argued that the process suffered from the lack of a proper and well-defined 

agenda: "I mean identifying aims like 'understanding and dispelling misperception' is for sure 

not enough." He also identified other surrounding and built-in difficulties that include: 

holding dialogue with people from different backgrounds, besides the vast divergence of 

perceptions and interests of each country towards the process. That is why, he argued, it 

should not have been expected that the MD process could lead to any sort of breakthrough in 

the region. 

378 Donnelly, C. Building A NATO Partnership For The Greater Middle East. NATO review, Issue 1.2004. p. 2 
379 Said, M. A Southern Perspective And Assessment of NATO's Mediterranean Security Dialogue. 2003. pp. 1-
2. http://www.nato.intlmed-diaIl2003/0304-art.pdf(Accessed: 14 March 2005). 
380 Bradshaw, B. Op.Cit. P.59. 
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Daugzan also said: ''The whole process is only adequate and good enough for 

exchanging information, enhancing understanding between various participants, etc. It will 

never overpass a certain level. It is tied by both its mandate and existing factors in this 

complex political atmosphere.,,381 

NATO's current secretary general acknowledges that, "the Dialogue has only 

achieved the continuation of the Dialogue itself. ,,382 

In general, these reviewed arguments don't downplay the importance of building 

confidence and/or increasing understanding, via information exchange, as envisaged by the 

process since its inception. Moreover, critics recognise that the process, in spite of all of its 

shortcomings, did not lead to unfavourable results. 

ii. Advocates of the process 

Taken altogether, many of the following opinions acknowledge that the systematic exchange 

of information, as referred to earlier in discussion of the theoretical framework adopted in this 

research, is of utmost importance to avoid misinterpretations of intentions that might lead, in 

some cases, to catastrophic consequences. For some, as shall be reviewed below, this is a big 

achievement, bearing in mind regional complexities as well as the long legacy of mistrust and 

antagonism between the parties concerned. Also important is to underline that some of 

interviewees consider this process a preliminary stage of a "progressive~' longterm endeavour 

that would contribute positively in improving the fragile security environment in the Middle 

East. This, on the one hand, reflects a deep understanding about the region and underlines, on 

the other hand, the utility and applicability of the chosen theoretical framework of liberal 

institutionalism. 

381 It' . h . . n ervlew WIt Jean-Fran~ols Daguzan. Op.Clt. 
382 Lecture by the Secretary General at Conference about the new global role of NATO attended by the author at 
IISS, February 2004. 
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Contrary to the negative views, some suggest that the dialogue has fulfilled at least 

some of its main objectives. For instance, the Alliance's assessment of the dialogue indicated 

that "it has evolved at a steadily pace in accordance with its progressive character; and the 

Dialogue's political and practical dimensions have been regularly enhanced.,,383 Similarly, 

another study conducted by the Alliance in 2003 takes the view that the initiative has served, 

so far, some useful purposes such as: serving as an indispensable vehicle for infonnation

sharing and dialogue with MD partners; providing a framework for confidence-building 

measures between the two parties; increasing the possibility of moving from deliberations and 

talks to practical cooperation; and finally increasing the awareness of both parties of the 

interdependence and indivisibility of Mediterranean security.384 

Some views indicate that the process has its own success and failure: that while the 

MD process achieved some of its objectives, it failed in achieving any significant 

breakthroughs that could be reflected in an improving regional security environment. In this 

regard, while fonner Secretary General Robertson commended the evolution of the dialogue, 

saying: 

Our Mediterranean Dialogue has proved to be very successful. Over the past 

eight years, the scope of the Dialogue has widened significantly; the number of 

Dialogue countries has grown from five to seven; political discussions have 

become more frequent and more intense; the number of cooperative activities 

has grown from just a few to several hundred. As a result, many 

misconceptions have been dispelled, and mutual understanding has grown. 385 

383 A More Ambitious and Expanded Framework for the Mediterranean Dialogue. Policy Document. NATO 
Ps:fense College's Archive. 28 June 2004, p.l. 

The Mediterranean Dialogue. Overview. Research paper. NATO Defence College. 2003. pp 2-5 
38S Speech by NATO Secretary General, Lord Robertson at the International Seminar "From Dialogue to 
Partnership. Mediterranean security and NATO: Future Prospects." Rome. 10 September 2002. 
http://www.nato.intldoculspeechl2002/s020930a.htm. (Accessed: 10 April 2003). 
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Yet Robertson himself in interview admits that, ''the idea itself was good, but its results were 

limited, because of the complications of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict.,,386 

Furthennore, Alberto Bin in interview concurs that there was no significant attention 

from the both parties towards the process at this stage, however the MD succeeded in 

conducting consultations, building some confidence, and enriching knowledge about each 

other. He said: "Now, we have moved from the ambassadorial level to ministerial level. 

Certainly, this is evidence of seriousness and the change in attitudes and increase in 

confidence. ,,387 

In the same vein, Hardouin in interview confirms the usefulness of MD in enriching 

knowledge about the other, and also allowing MD partners to know about themselves. He 

mentions: "it was a good vehicle to dispel some misperceptions about NATO's role and 

intentions. I don't agree with those who had exaggerated about the potential of the whole 

process. Certainly, it was not supposed to achieve the long missing stability in this troubled 

region. ,,388 

Dufourq in interview asserts that the process has achieved certain success with regard 

to achieving its simple objectives such as building confidence and dispelling misperception, 

saying that "the process was taking gradual steps in enhancing cooperation between the two 

parties, NATO and South Mediterranean countries, bearing in mind the inherent difficulties 

and surrounding circumstances, mainly the complexities of the region itself." He also 

mentions that the process was suffering from the lack of proper tools that were given to other 

initiatives, like PFP, and an adequate political structure.389 

Similarly, Borgomano in interview comments that only partial success was achieved, 

and the process itself was very fragmented and lacking a proper political agenda. She also 

386 Interview with Lord Robertson. Op. Cit. January 2006. 
387 Interview with Dr Alberto Bin. Op. Cit. January 2006 
l38 Interview with Dr Patrick Hardouin, July 2007. 
389 Interview with Jean Dufourcq. Op. Cit. 
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adds that "NATO is perceived to be equal to the United States, and this is a big problem for 

its perfonnance in the region.,,390 

Aliboni in interview asserts that the NATO-Med Dialogue as a collective endeavour 

has proven to be very modest and defmitely fell short of expectations. However, he also adds 

that it proved more successful from a bilateral point of view, as "A number of governments 

(e.g., the Algerian government) have taken advantage of the dialogue to improve the training 

and annament of their armed forces as well as to upgrade their relations with Western 

governments and thus have access to arms and facilities." As far as practical cooperation is 

concerned, he mentions: "It was also progressing but at a slow pace, bearing in mind the 

complexities of the security environment in the region.,,391 

Hovorka in interview maintains that MD partners themselves were not homogenous, 

not only Arabs against Israelis, but also Arabs against Arabs; each country had its own vision, 

aims and perceptions towards the process. Though "establishing such a process, despite all 

these regional complexities, is a success. At least, it has encouraged the exchange of various 

points of view. It has also laid the foundation for future security cooperation between NATO 

and the regions of the Mediterranean and the Middle East. ,,392 

Likewise, Fialkova in interview asserts that, "the process has its own success and 

failure." She explains that while it did not achieve any considerable results, it did, doubtless, 

encourage different parties to work and listen to each other and avoid "misunderstanding and 

mistrust that could lead to catastrophic results. ,,393 

Ammor in interview clarifies that: "Dialogue is a good initiative as such. But the MD 

partners did not take the expected benefits from it because the dialogue remains a NATO 

offer, i.e., it was an unbalanced relationship between the giver (NATO as one entity) vis-a-vis 

390 It' ·th n ervlew WI Laura Borgomano. Op. Cit. 
391 Interview with Dr Roberto Aliboni. August 2007. 
392 Interview with Captian Vwe Hovorka, May 2007. 
393 It' 'th Ka' . lk Q n ervlew WI tenna Fla ova. 'P.Cit. 
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the taker (individual MD partners); and the southern partners could not reach an agreement 

between them in order to specify needs and concerns. ,,394 

Dokos mentions that the Mediterranean Dialogue is a useful starting point because "its 

central contribution in its current and somewhat minimalist format is probably that of 

providing a "light" and yet formal - i.e., institutionalised - channel for an exchange of 

ideas and proposals.,,39s 

Finally, it is worth underlining that a classified assessment made by NATO Defence 

College admits that only limited success has been achieved within the context of the MD 

process due to the following factors: 

1. The MD partners are not a homogenous block economically, politically, or 

militarily. The unresolved "hard"(rather than "soft") security challenges they face 

today are therefore kaleidoscopic and multi-dimensional by nature. (The 

past/current MD programmes - because it is by definition a limited cooperative 

mechanism - could not hope to encompass such diversity adequately). 

2. Participation in the Mediterranean Dialogue is geographically fragmented, 

since potential members must first secure Alliance-wide consensus/approval. NATO 

has yet to invite several states - Libya, Lebanon, Syria - to join the MD. 

3. The Mediterranean Dialogue remains a NATO programme that promotes a 

NATO agenda, despite measured attempts by the Alliance to transfer ownership to 

its partners. 

4. The implementation of this agenda also remains bilateral - i.e., 

comprehensive and holistic regional level security cooperation does not exist yet in 

the dialogue, or in the Maghreb/Mashrek in general. 

5. The MD process is too often "a dialogue without money." 

394 It' 'th n ervlew WI Fouad M. Ammor, August 2007. 
~9S Dokos, T. "NATO's Mediterranean Dialogue: Prospects and policy recommendation". 2003, p 41. 
Isn.ethz.chlpubslphl ... andlng=enandv33= 1 06350andv21 = 1 07368andclick53= 107368 ( 
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6. There are principled differences of opinion among allies over how to 

implement the current MD programme and how deepen and widen it in the future. 

7. Mediterranean partners remain ambivalent about what they ultimately want 

or expect from the programme. They seek NATO's support and yet also appear to 

be suspicious of its motives. Their commitments to the MD have therefore waxed 

and waned.396 

The outcome of the interviews in this respect could be illustrated as follows: 
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failure 

Key: 

20 per cent believe that the MD 
ha achieved success . 

70 per cent believe that the MD 
has achieved partial success. 

10 per cent believe that the MD 
has failed and/or brought mode t 
results . 

The major obstacles that negatively affect the MD process could be illustrated as follows: 
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A. The effects of regional 
complexities, mainly the Arab
lsraeli conflict. 

B. Diversity and/or contradictions 
between MD partners. 

C. Built-in difficulties: lack of 
political agenda and insufficient 
finance, etc. 

D. NATO's negative image in the 
region. 

Obviously, this empirical outcome proves the utility as well as applicabi lity of liberal 

institutionalism in this context; as the majority of interviewees agreed that the process has 

achieved some success, whether significant or not, despite the surrounding obstacle. As 

clarified before, the theory holds the view that cooperation, no matter how limited it is, might 

396 Assessment report, senior course, June 2004. NATO Defence College, pp. 2-4 
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soften the rigid environment, and this cooperation remains a possibility that should not be 

ruled out in all circumstances. In other words, dialogue and cooperation, particularly if 

conducted through institutions, are very useful tools that could be used to reduce the regional 

intensity. Importantly, there was a clear recognition of the importance of building confidence 

through changing the prevailing attitudes and the systematic exchange of information; as the 

theory argues. 

Having reviewed these views, it could be said that despite its relative success, particularly in 

the field of practical cooperation, the MD process has been beset with internal and external 

difficulties. First, the aims or objectives of the whole process were too vague or not well 

defined. For example, "dispelling misperception" or "building confidence" are very elastic 

expressions and it not easy to ascertained, at the end of the day, whether they have been 

achieved or not. 

Second, huge disparities between the two partners of the process, because of 

differences in culture, background and perception, has limited MO's success. Winrow 

indicates that, "security appears to be perceived differently by governments and peoples north 

and south of the Mediterranean. The Arab public, in general, appears to regard with much 

suspicion the United States and Western EurOpe.,,397 In this regard, Kolodziej explains that 

agreeing on an acceptable defmition for security is a difficult task, and "unless we can find 

common ground, we will be talking about different things designated as 'security'. We will be 

unwittingly relying on conceptual filters that project widely contrasting and refracted images 

of what security is and how to address it. ,,398 

Third, the severe contradictions that exist not only between the Arabs and Israelis, 

because of the complications of the long-standing Arab-Israeli conflict, but also between Arab 

397 W' G 
lnroW, • Op. Cit, p.4. 

398 Kolodziej, E. Security and International relations. Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press., 
2005, p.2. 
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partners themselves, leaves the MD structurally crippled. Harmony is lacking across the Arab 

world on matters of security and national interests. 

Winrow believes: 

In practice, though, for the foreseeable future, it seems that Arab states are more 

likely to deploy their missiles and aircrafts against other Arab states or Israel than 

against NATO. However, NATO forces may have to confront WMD in the field if 

they are ever to become involved in crisis management operations in the southern 

or eastern Mediterranean.399 

Fourth, the long legacy of mistrust between MD partners, with the exception of Israel, and the 

West has been hard to overcome. Rightly or wrongly, NATO has been perceived to be either 

a tool of US policy and/or a post-Cold War institution that was ~eeking to maintain itself be 

enlarging its scope and activities as well as addressing real or imaginative adversaries. More 

precisely, it was thought that NATO did hold confrontational ideology towards the Arab 

and/or "Islamic" Middle East.4OO 

Views on this point differ. Robertson in interview has another opinion on the 

relationship between NATO and the "Islamic" Middle East. He confirms that negative 

perceptions in the Islamic world in general and the Middle East in particular about the North 

Atlantic Alliance have been changed or vanished in recent years, because of the positive role 

the Alliance played in protecting and safeguarding Muslims in Bosnia, Macedonia, Kosovo 

and Afghanistan. "Without any doubt, we have succeeded in breaking up the psychological 

and historic barriers. That is why I don't think the phenomenon of Islamophobia would have 

its negative impact on fruitful cooperation between the two parties. ,,401 

399 W' 
400 IOrow, G. Op.Cit, p.131. 

For example, the ex-Secretary General W Claes, selected Islam or the Islamic world, numbering almost 54 
countries, as the most dangerous and conclusive source of threat to the interests of the West following the 
~isappearance of the Soviet threat. Although this claim or vision did not exceed the limits of discussions between 
IOtellectuals in media circles or think tanks, it may give an indication of the way of thinking of one of the most 
important and influential figures to participate in drawing up the strategy lines of the Western world in the post
Cold War era. 
401 It' ·th n ervlew WI Lord Robertson, Op. Cit. 

177 



However, Rizzo in interview observes that there is a still a problem of mistrust 

between the two parties. For the Middle East, there are the legacy of colonialism and the 

perception that NATO is a Cold War institution, and for the NATO, "a number of NATO 

allies were not enthusiastic about having a partnership with Arab countries. ,,402 

Winrow mentions that, "It is worth noting here that Arab governments and even more 

so Arab peoples in the southern and eastern Mediterranean tend to regard NATO and the 

United States as one and the same. ,,403 He also highlights that the Arab countries were 

inwardly satisfied about the incremental nature of the MD process, because they would not 

dare to explain to their populations how could they participate in such military or security 

cooperation with Israel and NATO. 404 

Aliboni in interview mentions: "The image of NATO with the Arab masses is very 

negative. The elite would have no or few problems in enhancing their relationship with 

NATO, but are prevented from doing so because of the negative perception in the masses.'.40S 

Arguably, Arabs' lack of trust could be understood not only in light of the long legacy 

of hostility between the West and the region, but also because of certain events of a military 

nature that had preceded the launching of the MD process. In this respect, Benantar indicates 

that in the post-Gulf war (1991) era the Western powers conducted military redeployment in 

the Mediterranean, including military exercises near Maghribi coasts. The following period, 

he adds, witnessed the creation (1992) of the Stanavformed (Standing Naval Force 

Mediterranean) by NATO, and creation (1996) of Eurofor and Euromarfor by the southern 

European countries, and all these activities raised concerns and fears on the Arab side.406 

Noticeably, a certain degree of uncertainty and suspicion can still be recognised on 

both sides, which to some extent undermines the view that the dialogue had successfully 

402 Interview with ambassador Rizzo, January 2006. 
403W· mrow, G. Op.Cit, p.9. 
404 Ibid, pp.l88-89. 
40' Interview with Dr Roberto Aliboni. Op.Cit. 
406 Benantar, A. NATO, Maghreb and Europe. Mediterranean Politics. Vol II, No 2. July,p 167 

178 



dispelled principal misperceptions. Realistically speaking, it should not have been expected 

that this process alone, no matter how successful it might be, would lower the level of 

antagonism and suspicion that has long existed in the region, bearing in mind the impact of 

some US policies in Palestine and Iraq. 

Fifth, there were some divergent views within NATO itself towards the MD dialogue 

since its inception. Factually, a certain lack of enthusiasm by some allies towards the process 

itself was also noticeable. This was reflected in some allies allocating insufficient funds 

supporting MD activities. Others even changed positions during the development of the 

process. Consequently, a certain degree of improper management of the whole process could 

be observed. Winrow clarifies that some NATO allies, like Canada, the Scandinavian 

countries and Germany were less enthusiastic about the Mediterranean initiative; meanwhile 

United Kingdom expressed some concern about the fmancial costs of the whole process. ,,407 

Cassinello in interview discloses that Spain and some southern European countries 

had preferred to have distinctive security cooperative ties with southern Mediterranean 

countries within the European framework, but they could not achieve this objective at that 

time. That is why they engaged with what has been developed through NATO's 

mechanism.408 

Cassinello underlines the difficulties that surrounded the process within NATO itself 

because of the divergence of views between allies on many policies, saying: "Practically 

speaking, NATO is an extremely complicated organisation. Sometimes, it becomes too 

difficult to manage the differences between the allies themselves ... For example, anything 

proposed by Greece is automatically refused by Turkey ... and vice versa." He also 

407W' mrow, G. Op.Cit, p.l86. 
408 Interview with Augustin Cassinello (Spain). Op.Cit. 
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complained that some allies like Canada and Poland are indifferent about the whole process 

and have nothing to add.409 

Meanwhile, some allies, like the United Kingdom and Italy, have shown more support 

for the whole process. Rooke in interview states that the UK. holds the view that the whole 

process is positive and useful and encourages every partner to respond positively to new 

proposals that are seeking to upgrade the relationship.4lo 

Cattaneo in interview mentions that, "Italy is in favour of enriching the political 

dialogue between NATO and MD partners. We are in favour of enhancing different forms of 

cooperation, but we don't see that NATO can playa role with regard to the major issues in 

the region, like the Palestinian crisiS.',411 

Georgopoulou in interview asserts that Greece supported, and shall continue to 

support, these policies and any other policy taken in future with regard to NATO-Middle East 

relationship because it is keen on stability and peace in the neighbouring region.412 

Irrespective of these factors, it could be argued that the MD, in its first stage, was a 

"social learning process" offered by the North Atlantic Alliance to South Mediterranean 

countries in order to pave the way towards more substantial security cooperation in the future. 

Adler and Barnett indicate that social learning is an essential basis for the establishment of 

security community. They explain the dynamics of interactions saying: 

First, during their transactions and social exchanges, people communicate to 

each other their self-understanding, perceptions of reality, and their 

expectations. As a result, there can occur changes in individual and collective 

understandings and values. Second, learning often occurs within 

institutionalised settings. Institutions promote the diffusion of meanings from 

country to country, may play an active role in the cultural and political 

selection of similar normative and epistemic understandings in different 

409 Ibid, (Spain). 
410 It' 'th ' n efVlew WI KevlO Rooke, March 2007. 
411 It' . h n ervlew Wit Alessandro Cattaneo, November 2007. 
412 Interview with Eleni Georgopoulou, August 2007 
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countries, and may help to transmit shared understanding from generation to 

generation. Third, social leaning may not be sufficient for the development of a . 

security community unless this learning is connected to functional processes 

that are traceable to a general improvement in the state's overall conditions.413 

Evidently, some of the above-mentioned aspects occurred in the first phase of the MD. 

Conclusion 

In sum, NATO's role in its pre-91l1 phase can be seen within the premises of liberal 

institutionalism. Indeed, no other theory can better explain the evolution of the MD process. 

First, the process was built on a conviction that human nature prefers cooperation to 

conflict. Second, the whole process in its two main tracks, i.e., political dialogue and practical 

cooperation, aimed at changing prevailing negative perceptions of NATO, and subsequently 

the West, in an attempt to explore the possibilities of cooperation. Third, the impact of 

individual perceptions and the power of ideas on the process were noticeable as it progressed. 

Fourth, the process was initiated and evolved in a positive setting not imposed or dictated by 

hegemonic power. Fifth, the core of the process was to provide MD partners with the 

necessary information about NATO, as well as allowing them to convey to NATO and others 

their points of view and concerns. 

The aim lying behind these intertwined efforts was to create common understandings 

and shared interests that might serve as catalysts to improve regional security. All these 

factors and efforts fit well within the theory of liberal institutionalism. 

Broadly speaking, the overriding principle that underpins all of the Alliance's new 

forms of relationship in its transformation process, as illustrated, is building stability through 

establishing cooperative channels with some key or "moderate" countries in strategically 

important regions - i.e., "containment through cooperation." Consistent with this, the 

413 Adler, E and Barnett, M. "A framework for the study of security community". In Little, R and Smith, M.ed. 
Perspectives On World Politics. London and New York: Routledge, 2006, p. 209. 
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NATO-South Mediterranean Dialogue has clearly demonstrated that the Alliance can offer 

valuable assistance and expertise in areas of common interest, including, first and foremost, 

the various activities of practical cooperation mentioned above. Additionally, the dialogue 

has successfully increased understanding, at least to some extent, and laid down the 

foundation for a goal-attaining approach in the future. 

Irrespective of all its difficulties, this dialogue could be considered a useful tool of 

preventive diplomacy and an important vehicle for confidence-building measures between the 

two parties. It was a useful venue to pursue desired rapprochement between NATO and some 

Middle Eastern countries. 

To conclude, the MD dialogue itself, from 1995 to 2001, has been successful in 

paving the way towards the second phase of the relationship between the two parties that has 

started in the aftermath of 9/11. This will be discussed in detail in the following chapter. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

NATO's role in the Middle East post-9fll 

In this chapter focus will be given to the expanded role of NATO in the Middle East post-

9/11. This will cover ''the Enhanced Dialogue" with key Mediterranean countries and the ICI 

(Istanbul Cooperation Initiative) mechanism with Arab Gulf countries. The following section 

will show that NATO's post-9/H Middle East role does not deviate or challenge the 

theoretical framework adopted (liberal institutionalism), from which concepts in the pre-9fl1 

stage were drawn. Instead, it gives more emphasis and credibility to this framework, as the 

process has dedicated much more time, money and effort to enriching common 

understandings between NATO and its Middle East partners by sharpening and upgrading 

political consultations as well as holding training courses for the officials of concerned states. 

Additionally, NATO, so far, has not shown any intent to impose on its partners any requests 

with regards to post-9fl1 security requirements. 

To start with, NATO's interest in and worries over the region of the "Broader Middle 

East" have increased with the emergence of the new global paradigm in the 9/11 aftermath. 

Former Secretary General Lord Robertson stated in 2002 that not only NATO but also the 

entire world have given their attention to the "Greater Middle East" after these deadly attacks 

which reminded everyone of the continuing volatility of the region, and how badly Europe 

and America could be affected by this volatility.414 

414 Speech by NATO Secretary General, Lord Robertson at the International Seminar "From Dialogue to 
Partnership. Mediterranean security and NATO: Future Prospects." Rome. 10 September 2002. 
http://www.nato.intJdocuispeechl2002/s020930a.htm. (Accessed: 10 April 2003). 
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Noticeably, NATO's reaction towards the events of 9/11 was rapid. The Alliance 

responded swiftly. in a manner that embodied the solidarity of the allies and, at the same time, 

its vitality and necessity in this new and undefined era. This was crystallised in the 

declaration, made on the day following the attacks, 12 September, the first in the Alliance's 

history, about the readiness of NATO to invoke Article 5, which states that: 

The Parties agree that an armed attack against one or more of them in Europe 

or North America shall be considered an attack against them all and 

consequently they agree that, if such an armed attack occurs, each of them, in 

exercise of the right of individual or collective self-defence recognised by 

Article 51 of the Charter of the United Nations, will assist the Party or Parties 

so attacked by taking forthwith, individually and in concert with the other 

Parties, such action as it deems necessary, including the use of armed force, to 

restore and maintain the security of the North Atlantic area.41S 

This appeared to be a somehow symbolic move in an atmosphere of high tension. but it also 

presented irrefutable evidence of mutual and unconditional commitment between NATO 

allies. 

To expand on this. the emergence of a new global era of countering international 

terrorism, following the 11 September attacks, has fundamentally changed the primary threats 

to international security assessment and redefined the concept of security for all states, 

although in different ways. Consequently, successive post-9/11 NATO summits have 

underlined the imperative of enhancing the role of the Alliance in the Middle East region. 

Translating this will into action, the Alliance embarked on a series of actions with regard to 

its Middle Eastern policy. Given the fact that more than 20 countries border the 

Mediterranean Sea, and perhaps around eight more have close connections with it, and have 

contributed in one way or another to its complexity, diversity, sensitivities and circumstances, 

415 The North Atlantic Treaty Washington D.C. - 4 April 1949. Article 5 
http://www.nato.intldoculbasictxtltreaty.htm (Accessed: I October 2007). 
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the need was therefore vital to develop a new fonnula for wider and in-depth cooperation, 

especially to cope with the requirements of Western policies in the post-9/11 era. 

It is now opportune to review, in detail, major developments in post-9/1I NATO 

policies towards the Middle East region. 

The evolution of NATO's Middle Eastern policy post-9/11 

The basic features of NATO's policy towards the region in the post-9/11 years were drawn in 

the Successive summits - i.e., the 2002 Prague Summit, the 2004 Istanbul Summit, and the 

2006 Riga Summit. Overall, the message of the three consecutive summits is consistent with 

liberal institutionalism. Broadly speaking, the three summits, particularly the 2004 Istanbul 

Summit which marked a turning point in the development of NATO's role in the region, have 

granted more momentum to the process of changing perceptions, by presenting new tools for 

cooperation and launching public diplomacy campaigns, all aimed to pave the way towards 

fruitful cooperation in more serious fields, like combating terrorism and the proliferation of 

weapons of mass destruction. Despite the prevailing tense atmosphere post-9/11, the three 

summits did not carry any negative intent towards NATO's MD partners. In short, the 

summits deepened and widened the scope of cooperation between NATO and the Middle East 

in an unprecetended manner, while maintaining the essence of the pre-9ftl process consistent 

with the chosen theoretical framework adopted in this research and explained in the previous 

chapter. 

i. The 2002 Prague Summit 

To underpin the enhancement of the Middle Eastern dimension of NATO's strategy, the 

North Atlantic Council identified, in 2002, strengthening and deepening relations with 

Mediterranean Dialogue partners as one of the highest priorities of the Alliance. It then 
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approved certain measures to enhance consultations between the two parties with regards to 

terrorism. 

At the Prague Summit, the allies declared in Paragraph 10 that: 

We encourage intensified practical cooperation and effective interaction on 

security matters of common concern, including terrorism-related issues, as 

appropriate, where NATO can provide added value ... We reiterate that the 

Mediterranean Dialogue and other international efforts, including the EU 

Barcelona process, are complementary and mutually reinforcing.416 

Doubtless, the vital need to trace and uproot terrorism was the reason for "upgrading and 

intensifYing practical cooperation." The reference made to the interrelations and connections 

between NATO's Dialogue and the Barcelona Process carried a hidden message that the 

cooperative dialogue was a pre-condition for gaining the benefits of other regional initiatives. 

Phrased another way, it was made clear enough to parties concerned that no economic 

benefits could be gained from other Western initiatives if they did not show enough 

preparedness to support NATO in its endeavour in the region. 

The allies, in this summit, were concerned to show their determination to pursue this 

matter, i.e., enhancing NATO's role in the region, particularly in the field of combating 

terrorism, seriously. This was also achieved more clearly and rapidly in the following 

summit. 

ii. The 2004 Istanbul Summit 

The milestone of the evolution of the NATO-Middle East relationship was the 2004 Istanbul 

Summit, in which the allies showed resolute determination to address, in an unified manner, 

the dangers stemming from the south. In this summit, the allies invited, in Paragraph 36, the 

Mediterranean partners "to establish a more ambitious and expanded partnership guided by 

416 Prague Summit Declaration. ParaIO. http://www.nato.intldoculpr/2002/p02-127e.htm (Accessed: 13 March 
2004), 
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the principle of joint ownership and taking into consideration their particular interests and 

needs.'.417 The overall aim of this new ''upgraded'' relationship, as stated in the document, 

was, "To contribute towards regional security and stability through stronger practical 

cooperation, including by enhancing the existing political dialogue, achieving inter

operability, developing defence reform and contributing to fight against terrorism.'.418 

Furthermore, the allies offered, in Paragraph 38, the opportunity of cooperation to 

other countries in the broader Middle East region by launching the "Istanbul Cooperation 

Initiative"(ICI). Thus, the summit decided to move in two parallel and intertwined directions: 

first, to upgrade the Mediterranean Dialogue to a genuine partnership; second, to launch the 

ICI with the aim of reaching out to, and fostering cooperation with, select countries in the 

region of "the broader Middle East.'.419 

Subsequently, what was noted as an historic meeting between the foreign ministers of 

the two parties - i.e., NATO allies and MD partners - was held in December 2004 at 

NATO's headquarters. The aim of the meeting was to conduct deliberations and consultations 

on the proposals of the Istanbul Summit with regard to defining or upgrading the scope of the 

then current relationship. At the end of their meeting, the ministers decided to upgrade the 

existing dialogue to the level of a real and practical partnership. Alberto Bin in interview 

says: 

Undeniably, there are some differences about certain issues, like terrorism and 

weapons of mass destruction; this is why we attach high importance to the 

ministerial meetings to exchange views and reach a formula that would enable 

th . h' th . 420 e two parties to ac leve e common alms. 

417 The 2004 Istanbul Summit Communique, Para 36. http://www.nato.intidoculpr/2004/p04-096e.htm. 
~Accessed: 10 October 2005) 

18 Ibid, Para 36. 
419 Ibid, Para 38. 
420 Interview with Dr Alberto Bin, January 2006. 
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The new relationship named the "Expanded and Broader Mediterranean Dialogue", has been 

set up to focus upon promoting the political dimension of the dialogue as well as enhancing 

practical cooperation in certain areas of concern, such as combating terrorism through 

intelligence-sharing and participating in Operation Active Endeavour; supporting and 

cooperating with NATO's efforts to face the threats posed by weapons of mass destruction 

and the availability of their means of delivery; achieving inter-operability with the Alliance's 

forces; and finally cooperating in the fields or areas in which the Alliance can provide or add 

value, like assisting in defence reform and border security, etc.421 

These objectives could be achieved through enhancing cooperation in certain priority 

areas, such as: putting into action a joint effort aimed at better explaining NATO's 

transformation and cooperative efforts; promoting military-to-military cooperation through 

active participation in selected military exercises to achieve more inter-operability and 

preparedness to contribute to NATO-led operations that could include non-Article 5 crisis 

response operations, such as disaster relief, humanitarian relief, search and rescue, peace 

support operations, etc; promoting democratic control of armed forces and facilitating 

transparency in national defence planning and defence budgeting in support of defence 

reform; combating terrorism including effective intelligence sharing and maritime 

cooperation including in the framework of Operation Active Endeavour; contributing to the 

work of the Alliance on threats posed by weapons of mass destruction and their means of 

delivery; promoting cooperation as appropriate and where NATO can add value in the field of 

border security, particularly in connection with terrorism, small arms, etc; and enhancing 

cooperation in the area of civil emergency, etc.422 

With respect to the newly developed ICI, this seeks to promote practical "bilateral" 

cooperation with the interested countries in the region as a whole - i.e., the broader region 

421 NATO Enhanced Dialogue. http://www.nato.intldoculupdate/2004/06-junele0629d.htm. (Accessed: I January 
2005) 
422 Work Program for Year 2005. National Archive of MFA-Egypt. 
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of the Middle East, especially the Gulf countries - as a first priority. Doubtless, these 

countries have always been of the utmost importance for both the United States and Europe. 

Secretary General Scheffer justifies the growing importance of the Gulf from the Alliance's 

perspective by indicating that the nature of global threats mean that they exclude nobody. He 

observes that: "the region faces formidable security challenges. Several countries in the 

region have been targets of terrorist attacks, and the immediate neighbourhood remains a 

flashpoint of unresolved regional issues, of proliferation risks, and of political and religious 

extremism. ,.423 In this context, Scheffer was hinting at the Iranian nuclear crisis and its 

possible repercussions on Gulf security. 

Additionally, trade between Gulf countries and EU countries reached $81 billion and 

trade with the United States was $34 billion, in 2002424
, not to mention the importance of oil 

reserves referred to earlier. 

NATO documents indicate that: 

The initiative aims at enhancing security and stability through a new 

transatlantic engagement, offering tailored advice on defence reform, defence 

budgeting, defence planning and civil military relations, promoting military to 

military cooperation to contribute to inter-operability, fighting terrorism 

through information sharing and maritime cooperation, combating the 

proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their delivery means and 

fighting illegal trafficking.425 

In scrutinising the framework of this initiative it could be noted that, contrary to the 

"Enhanced Mediterranean Dialogue", which has contained, even since its inception in 1995, 

bilateral and multilateral components, leI is exclusively confined to bilateral cooperation 

with interested countries in the region, including the Palestinian Authority, subject to the 

423 Speech by NATO Secretary General Jaap Scheffer at Qatar !NATO/Rand Conference. Doha Qatar-l 
December 2005. http://www.nato.intldocu/speechl2005/s020930a.htm. (Accessed: 3 December 2005). 
424 Gulf and the west. Report published at AI-Gomhuira. Retrieved 15 October 2005 from the Internet: 
www.algomhuria.net.eg/algomhuriaitoday/fpage (In Arabic). 
425 Istanbul Cooperation Initiative (ICI). http://www.nato.intlissues/icilindex.html (Accessed: 1 January 2005) 
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North Atlantic Council's approval, as stated by the Alliance. The "interested countries" in the 

region mean those countries that share the aims and essence of this initiative, with particular 

emphasis on the fight against terrorism and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, 

the raison d'etre of the Alliance in its new doctrine. The Alliance indicated that ICI 

candidates would be considered by the North Atlantic Council on a case-by-case basis, each 

on its own merit. 

Following the breakthrough that was achieved at the Istanbul Summit, NATO's 

secretary general conducted a series of visits to countries concerned (MD/ICI) in 2004 and 

2005 to speed up the pace of the evolving relationships.426. The message of these visits was 

clear that the Alliance was determined to pursue its plans in the region. 

The Alliance has also launched a public diplomacy campaign to rectify or improve its 

image in the eyes of the intelligentsia in Middle Eastern countries, in order to pave the way 

towards achieving tangible results in the coming years. For example, the various dimensions 

of NATO's role have been introduced to elites, officials and academics, in the countries 

concerned, by means of various workshops, seminars and dialogues between the Alliance and 

civil society organisations covering issues such as good governance, civilian control of 

military establishments, and the necessity of defence reform as well as the concepts of 

transparency and openness. Discussion on these topics took the form of brainstorming to 

examine the intentions and reactions of existing regimes in the region. Alberto Bin in 

interview notes: "During the previous stages of the dialogue, we only sought to change the 

image of the Alliance in the ruling elites. Currently, we are targeting the general public 

opinion - i.e., academics, journalists - and we must admit we have a lot of work to do to 

achieve this aim. ,.427 

426 Interview with Dr Alberto Bin, January 2006. 
427 Interview with Dr Alberto Bin, January 2006. 
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In face of the new proposed set of cooperative activities, which include important 

issues like "defence reform" (more specifically introducing concepts of democratic or civilian 

control over military forces), transparency in budgeting and military preparedness, 

governmental reactions varied from country to country, as a nonnal reflection of the diversity 

of circumstances and differences in aspirations, perceptions and national goals. Whereas 

some countries have shown more readiness to embrace these new mechanisms, such as 

Kuwait and Qatar, others, like Egypt, have preferred to follow the traditional policy of "wait 

and see", avoiding expressing their immediate concerns, or even becoming the first to take an 

unwelcoming stance.428 

Notwithstanding, the secretary general has frequently emphasised that following the 

launch of the Enhanced Dialogue and ICI the Alliance received a lot of positive responses, 

especially from Gulf States. Rizzo in interview confirms that "There has been a considerable 

progress after the Istanbul Summit; we have received positive responses to the summit's 

proposals (MD and ICI). After about seven years of no significant progress, it was highly 

important to take one step forward and upgrade the existing mechanism.429 

428 

Alberto Bin in interview comments in this regard, saying that: 

As for the Istanbul proposals, ICI and the Enhanced Dialogue, I want to 

confirm two things. First, it is not true that these proposals were launched 

without prior consultations, as we had consulted the interested countries, 

especially the Gulf States, and the overriding trend was that we should deal 

with issues of the Gulf region separately from issues of the Middle East and 

North Africa. In fact, ICI is only presented to the Gulf States, and I can 

confirm that four of them have joined the process. Still, Saudi Arabia and 

Oman have not decided yet. Of course, there are different levels of interest and 

responses towards these proposals, but I can confinn that all of them could be 

categorised as "positive mode" reactions. Adding to this, there is another 

Assessment report, MFA-Egypt, June 2004. 
429 Interview with Ambassador Rizzo, January 2006 
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forum for cooperation, which is NATO+. For example, there is the 

NATO+Kuwait formula. The second point is that nothing was imposed on 

anybody as we did not ask anyone to sign anything. These mechanisms were 

just proposals for future cooperation.430 

This swift response crystallises and confirms the Gulf States' willingness, with the exception 

of Oman and Saudi Arabia for the time being, to support, safeguard and back up any potential 

role of the Alliance in the region. Understandably, these countries have always been keen to 

make their ties with the West in general, and the United States in particular, as strong as 

possible because they have always thought that such a relationship is the surest or only viable 

way to protect themselves from regional hostilities, taking into account their lack of human 

resources and military capabilities in comparison with other regional powers, like Iraq and 

Iran. 

The echo of this strong and inherent desire for cooperation as well as the impacts of 

US influence could be noticed in the views of officials of the four Gulf countries that have 

joined the leI intiative. Again, all the following views conform to the theoretical context 

identified earlier, particulary its postulates regarding the benefits of cooperation, based on 

mutual interest, on improving the security environment, and the positive role of institutions in 

facilitating such cooperation. 

Ali (Emirates) in interview mentions that his country is seeking to obtain more 

experience and training for her personnel from the ongoing dialogue with the North Atlantic 

Alliance. He says: "It is the main aim of our membership of lei initiative. We recognise the 

high importance of NATO's role in the region post-9/11; that is why, we are trying to 

maximise our benefits from this relationship. The American role in the Gulf is indispensable, 

and we are aware of this and pay due attention to its demands.431 

430 Interview with Dr Alberto Bin, January 2006. 
431 Interview with Ambassador Mohammed EI Ali, May 2008 
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Khlaifa (Bahrain) clarifies that his country welcomed the increasing role of the North 

Atlantic Alliance and "At the current stage, we are gaining experience in issues of mutual 

concern, like civil emergencies and rescue operations, etc. Of course, we do value the role of 

the United States in securing the Gulf area. All these efforts are complementing each 

other. ,,432 

Abdullah (Qatar) indicates that his country is open to different forms of cooperation, 

"because NATO is one of the most important organisations that has a very important role in 

the international arena and it is the alliance that combines the big Western countries, first and 

foremost the United States. Therefore, we are cooperating for our mutual benefit." He 

concluded by saying: "We understand the concerns about energy security. It is also our vital 

interest to cooperate with NATO for the sake of securing our interests. ,,433 

EI-Hassan (Kuwait) says: "Certainly, we have an inseparable strategic alliance with 

the United States. Due to the fragility of the security environment in the Gulf, we have always 

given the maximum importance to the United States as the sole power. In this context, we are 

welcoming the new NATO's role.'t434 

Significantly, it was made as clear as possible that priority would always be given to 

the US role in the region. El-Attiya, secretary general of the Gulf Cooperation Council 

(GCe), states that it would be useful to relate international partners, including first and 

foremost NATO, with the security environment in the Gulf for the mutual benefit of the two 

parties, but this would only occur after full recognition and acknowledgment that the role of 

the United States would remain fundamental and indispensable as the main guarantor of Gulf 

security. He says that "any security arrangements with the Gulf should be complementary to 

the American role, and any future cooperation with the Alliance will be affected or 

432 Interview with Mohammed El Khalifa, May 2008 
433 Interview with Abdullah Mohammed, May 2008 
434 Interview with Fadl EI Hassan, July 2007. 
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determined by the role that Europe envisages for itself on the international landscape, and 

whether this role would be acceptable to the United States.,t43S 

Currently, the Alliance is developing programmes of activities for cooperation with 

Arab Gulf countries. On the other hand, it was announced in October 2006 that NATO and 

Israel have finalised an "Individual Cooperation Programme" under the enhanced 

Mediterranean Dialogue and the modalities of Israel's contribution to NATO's Operation 

Active Endeavour. Rizzo commends the enthusiastic Israeli participation, saying that Israel 

would be the first MD country to join NATO's Active Endeavour in the Mediterranean, and 

"with very strong Israeli engagement, we are definitively moving from Dialogue to true 

partnership." Earlier, Israel participated in NATO military exercises in Romania and Ukraine 

in 2006.436 

In another statement, Rizzo declared that already Algeria, Egypt, Jordan and Tunisia 

have expressed interest in an individualised process similar to the NATO-Israel individual 

cooperation programme.437 

In parallel, two NATOI MD defence ministers' meetings in February 2006 and 2007 

were held in Taormina and Seville respectively. The two meetings led to further enhancement 

of cooperative military activities.438 Consequently, practical cooperation has been increased. 

"There has been a noticeable increase in MD countries' participation in NATO activities, 

particularly in 2005 (an overall increase of 85 per cent as compared to 2004). A period of 

consolidation in 2006 [was] characterised by an overall eight per cent increase in military 

activities. Since Istanbul, the annual Mediterranean Dialogue Work Programme (MDWP) has 

435 Interview with Secretary General of Gulf Council El-Attiya (2005). "America is the guarantor of our 
security." AI-Gomhuria newspaper, Cairo hhtp:llwww.algomhuria.net.eg!algomhurialtoday/fpage (Accessed: IS 
October 2005) (In Arabic). 
436 Speech by NATO Deputy Secretary General, Alessandro Minuto Rizzo at Conference on "NATO's 
Transformation, the Mediterranean dialogue, and NATO-Israel relations." Retrieved on 24 October 2006 from 
http://www.nato.intidocuispeechl2006/s061023a.htm 
437 Ibid, Rizzo's visit to Israel. 
438 Report about military cooperation between NATO and MD partners. MFA-Egypt, November 2007. 
(Classified) 
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been gradually expanded from more than 100 activities in 2004 to 200 in 2005; 400 in 2006 

and more than 600 activities and events for the 2007.,,439 

Continuously, the political dimension has also been given new momentum as well. On 

6-7 April 2006, a high-level meeting, based on the 26+7 fonnula, was convened between the 

two parties - NATO and Med partners - in Rabat, Morocco, within the framework of the 

ongoing process. At this meeting, Rizzo pledged to increase practical cooperation and deepen 

POlitical dialogue.44O As evidence of the seriousness of the current dialogue process, the 

Alliance invited all MD countries to sign an agreement for the protection of classified 

information with NATO (some of these countries have already done SO).441 This 

precautionary step could be understood in light of the possible expansion of the dialogue in 

the future, with the inclusion of some sensitive issues such as combating terrorism and 

defence measures taken to face attacks using weapons of mass destruction. 

The second meeting between NATO member's foreign ministers and their MD 

partners was held 7 December 2007 in Brussels. At this meeting, the two parties declared 

their commitment to boosting the whole process with more determination to achieve its 

desired objectives.442 The meeting itself was an opportunity to increase the political 

dimension of the whole process as it covered various Middle Eastern issues, like the peace 

process, Iraq, as well as the scope of cooperation between the MD two parties. 

Finally, it is worth noting that the Alliance assures that the two parallel initiatives -

MD and lei - are complementary, progressive and individualised; that the MD remains 

open to Mediterranean countries or those countries that are directly involved in 

Mediterranean-related affairs, and that dialogue and non-dialogue countries can still join the 

439 Assessment report made by the NATO send to Egypt dated 17 November 2007 (Classified). 
440 Report of Egyptian embassy in Morocco about Rizzo visit dated 10 April. (Classified). 
441 National Archive. MFA-Egypt. Various correspondence between NATO and Egypt during the period from 
2006-2007. This was also discussed in various rounds of consultations during this period. (classified) 
442 National Archive. MFA-Egypt. Report about the ministerial meeting of 7 December 2007 by the NATO desk 
officer. (ClaSSified) 
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ICI if they want to intensify and increase their bilateral cooperation with the Alliance. 

Robertson in interview advises that "For the sake of their mutual interests, both parties, 

NATO and the Middle Eastern countries, should keep up and develop their cooperative 

mechanisms; certainly, the ICI and Enhanced Dialogue would pour in more energy in this 

respect. ,.443 

iii. The 2006 Riga Summit 

At the Riga Summit, 28-29 November 2006, the allies expressed their determination to 

develop further the scope of their existing relationships. In Paragraph 13 of the summit 

declaration, they showed more readiness to consult with concerned parties, and even to 

consider the possibility of using certain of tools of existing partnerships. They called for: 

1. Enabling the alliance to call ad-hoc meetings as events arise with those 

countries that contribute to or support our operations and missions politically, 

militarily, and in other ways and those who are potential contributors, 

considering their interest in specific regions where NATO is engaged. This 

will be done using flexible fonnats for consultation meetings of Allies with 

one or more interested partners (members the EAPC, MD or the ICI) and/or 

interested Contact Countries, based on the principles of inclusiveness, 

transparency and self-differentiation. 

2. Strengthening NATO's ability to work effectively with individual countries 

by opening up for consideration those partnership tools currently available to 

EAPC countries to our partners in the MD and the ICI, as well as interested 

Contact Countries, on a case-by-case basis.444 

Moreover, in Paragraphs 15 and 16, they also declared that: 

We welcome the progress achieved in implementing the more ambitious and 

expanded framework for the Mediterranean Dialogue (MD) agreed at our 

Istanbul Summit, and we remain committed to it, including through the 

443It' 'h n ervlew Wit Lord Robertson, March 2006. 
444 The 2006 Riga Summit Declaration. Para 13. http://www.nato.intldoculpr/2006/p06-1S0e.htm (Accessed: 1 
January 2007) 
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decisions we have taken today '" We also look forward to using the new 

pragmatic approach we have adopted today to enhance our relationship with 

MD and ICI countries as well as interested Contact Countries.44S 

To reach this end, some new initiatives were launched during this summit. For example, new 

tools were presented to MD countries to achieve more constructive relationships, such as the 

Individual Cooperation Programme (ICP), the Operational Capabilities Concept (OCC), the 

Partnership Cooperation Cell (PCC), the e-Prime database, the Trust Fund mechanism.446 

Also, inter-operability, i.e., enhancement of the ability of the two parties' forces to participate 

in joint missions, has also been an area of high importance. For instance, in 2006, 781 officers 

took part in courses, seminars and exercises in various educational venues of the North 

Atlantic Alliance.447 

Although these initiatives are, certainly, limited in scope and extent in comparison 

with the remarkable results of the 2004 Istanbul Summit, they do reflect a certain degree of 

seriousness in pursuing the process. In general, these initiatives focus mainly on enhancing 

practical cooperation and transferring relevant expertise. Paragraph 17 stated that: 

We have today launched the NATO Training Cooperation Initiative in the 

modernisation of defence structures and the training of security forces. The 

Alliance stands ready, in the spirit of joint ownership, and taking into account 

available resources, to share its training expertise with our MD and leI 

partners from the broader region of the Middle East. Through an evolutionary 

and phased approach building on existing structures and programmes, we will 

set up to the benefit of our partners and NATO nations an expanding network 

fNATO .. . .. 448 
o trammg activities; etc. 

445 Ibid, Para 15, 16. 
446 National Archive. MFA-Egypt. Letter from NATO Secretary General to Minister of Foreign Affairs of Egypt 
dated 17-11-2007 (Classified). These tools are fonns for more advanced and specific cooperation and training. 
As for the trust fund mechanism, it is usually to help other countries to tackle certain matters, like rehabilitation 
of retired military personnel. 
447 Report dated 15-12 -2007 from NATO headquarter to MFA-Egypt. (Classified) 
448 The 2006 Riga Summit Declaration. Para 17. Op.Cit. 
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In commenting on the results of this summit, NATO's secretary general, on 12 December 

2006, in Kuwait, explained that the new phase of cooperation has new elements as follows: 

more substantial opportunities for political dialogue and consultation between the NATO 

allies and one or more MD or ICI partners; MD and ICI partners will be able to benefit from 

the menu of the partnership tools activities that were previously restricted to PFP countries; 

launching the NATO Training Cooperation Initiative and "By sharing experience with our 

partners from the Mediterranean and the Gulf region, we will make another step towards the 

'human inter-operability' that is so crucially important for the success of future joint missions, 

as well as for our day-to-day cooperation.'.449 

Again, the secretary general confirms: "We believe that joint ownership among equal 

partners remains a key principle of our cooperation. We also believe that cooperation is a two-

way street; that we should not duplicate the efforts of others; and that nothing should be 

imposed on anyone. ,,450 It would appear that the secretary general was clarifying that NATO 

intends to confine its role in these cooperative mechanisms and doesn't seek to replace or 

challenge any long-standing security relationship; that cooperation remains a voluntary option 

for countries concerned. 

Before presenting an analysis of the feasibility of a growing role for NATO in the 

Middle East, it is important to identify how the parties concerned have perceived the reasons 

for - as well as orientations of- NATO's new endeavour in the region. 

Survey of NATO's "developed" Middle Eastern policy 

The following empirical work will clarify that the structure of the process, in its pre-9f11 

phase, was maintained but reinforced and enhanced significantly. The increasing number of 

practical cooperative activities and the intensified political dialogue, conducted in a series of 

449 Speech by NATO Secretary General Jaap Scheffer at NATO-Kuwait public diplomacy conference, Kuwait. 
12 December 2006. http://www.nato.intJdocuispeechl2006/s020930a.htm (Accessed: I January 2007). 
450 Ibid. 

198 



meetings on various levels, besides numerous workshops and seminars, are accelerating the 

pace of the ongoing cooperation begun in 1994. Again, liberal instutionalism is the most 

appropriate theoretical framework to illuminate and explain the various dimensions of this 

process. Indeed, the process, in its post-9/11 phase, still focuses upon building confidence by 

changing individual perceptions and using the power of ideas to improve a negative 

environment. NATO, as a well-established institution, has increased its ability to offer 

services that satisfy everyone's needs. 

NATO, as an institution, can create, sustain and then enhance security cooperation 

with partners, some of which are still holding to negative attitudes about the West and/or the 

United States. Not only this, but the process has increased the exchange ofinfonnation, and at 

a higher level, to achieve more progress on the parallel MD and leI mechanisms. In addition, 

the two parties, NATO and Middle East partners, have successfully maintained their positive 

cooperative relationship regardless of major crises that took place in the region, such as the 

2003 Iraq war and continued complications of the Arab-Israeli conflict. In essence, this 

confIrms that the two parties are confident of the validity of one of the basic assumptions of 

liberal institutionalim: that international anarchy does not preclude cooperation. On the 

contrary, cooperation could mitigate its ramifications. This has been proven in the case of 

combating the scourge of terrorism, as will be clarified below. 

To begin, the majority of officials and experts interviewed within the context of this 

research agreed that 9/11 has spurred key actors towards enhancing the role of NATO in the 

Middle East region, particularly in the field of practical cooperation. Also, some have argued 

that this has happened as a result of US influence on both parties - NATO and the Middle 

East. What follows is divided into two sections: first, a summary of the views of some NATO 

officials; second, a summary of the views of Middle Eastern partners with respect to various 

aspects of the ongoing relationship. 
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i. NATO's officials, allies' officials, and experts 

Robertson in interview notes that in the aftermath of9/11, NATO found that it was necessary 

to develop the MD process in the field of combating terrorism, instituting a new set of 

practical cooperative activities including various military exercises. Spain and Italy, he 

clarifies, were pushing hard in this direction, in being nearer to the sources of danger - in 

the Middle East - than other allies.451 

Alberto Bin clarifies that the MD process has gotten momentum because of recent 

developments, becoming more active and vital for the two parties. He also notes that the MD 

partners have shown more interest in engaging the various aspects of the process.452 

Hovorka remarks that the improvement of NATO's role has occurred because of the 

results of the 2002 Prague and the 2004 Istanbul summits. He adds that it is sufficient to 

indicate that three MD partners, Morocco, Algeria and Israel, have sought to participate in 

"Active Endeavour", the main NATO mission for monitoring and inspecting ships in the 

Mediterranean in the framework of the Alliance's policy of combating terrorism after the 

terrorist attacks of9/11.453 

Daugzan argues that growing worries about terrorism and weapons of mass 

destruction have been reflected positively in deepening and widening the MD process, so ''the 

process has continued in the post-9/11 years with more strength.'.454 

ii. Officials of the Middle Eastern (MD & leI) partners 

Likewise, the majority of Middle Eastern partner officials share the view that the overall role 

of NATO has been enhanced in an unprecedented manner; and they believe that NATO is 

451 Interview with Lord Robertson, March 2006. 
452 Interview with Dr Alberto Bin, January 2006. 
453 Interview with Captian Vwe Hovorka, May 2007. 
454 Interview with Jean-Fran90is Daguzan, August 2007. 
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seeking to achieve certain objectives, but first and foremost combating terrorism and helping 

in fostering a certain level of stability that serves better Western interests. 

Boas Rodkin (Israel) in interview mentions that there is an increase of NATO's 

activities post-9/11. It is sufficient to point to the Active Endeavour operation in the 

Mediterranean Sea that is an integral part of NATO's policy in combating terrorism. 

Moreover, admitting Gulf States in security dialogue is a very important aspect of NATO's 

evolving role in the Middle East. He also confirms that this sort of partnership with "moderate 

states" is of great importance for regional stability and combating terrorism.455 

Elbasr (Kuwait) in interview confirms that the scourge of terrorism has led allies to 

develop the role of NATO in the whole region of the Middle East. "Certainly, the allies have 

shown more readiness to rely more on NATO in implementing their policies in the post-9/11 

years.,,4S6 

EI Saher (Kuwait) in interview underlines, however, that the new aspects of NATO's 

role in the Middle East, particularly in the Gulf region, have not developed directly because of 

the terrorist attacks of 9/11, saying that, "this trend, in fact, had begun before. Nonetheless, 

the orientation has got a momentum or urgency because of these events ... especially the need 

to address certain problems like terrorism and the proliferation of weapons of mass 

destruction. ,,457 

Ould Cheikh (Mauritania) in interview states that it is noticeable that the highly tense 

atmosphere that followed the terrorist attacks of9/11 has been reflected positively in NATO's 

role in the Middle East region. For many, dialogue has turned into a form ofpartnership.458 

Gobreal (Tunisia) in interview mentions that according to his study of NATO's role in 

the region from 1997 to 2005, there is no comparison between the role of NATO before and 

455 It"th . 8 n ervlew WI Boas Rodkm, May 200 
456 Interview with AbdelAzizi Elbasr, October 2007. 
m Interview with Dr Abelaah EI Saher, October 2007. 
4'8 Interview with Mohammed Ould Cheikh, 22 January 2008. 
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after 9/11, and this could be verified by comparing the quality and number of activities that 

are being implemented within the framework of annual working programmes between NATO 

and Middle Eastern partners.4S9 

Also, Aldwairi (Jordan) in interview mentions that from the Jordon's perspective, the 

second period, i.e., post-9/11, is characterised by the determination of NATO heads of state 

and government to upgrade the MD into a genuine partnership. He underlines that "it was 

only after the Prague Summit that MD countries started to receive the full list of activities in a 

fonn of a MD military programme." He also adds that, "NATO offers more than MD 

countries can swallow, so I can say the supply is more than the demand. I can confirm that the 

practical dimension of the MD process has surpassed the political dimension. Political 

consultations have fallen short and are still lagging behind .• .460 

Jihad Eldin (Algeria) in interview says that although Algeria joined the MD process in 

2002, it could be confirmed that NATO's role in the post-9/11 years is more significant and 

substantial than its modest role before 9111.461 

Contrary to the above, Fritz in interview offered a different point of view. He says: "I 

would not agree with those who claim that the NATO's role was less successful between 

1994 and 2001. In my view, there have been many positive developments in the relationship 

between NATO and MD countries during those years." He also argues that it was and remains 

an incremental process that progressed at a pace everybody felt comfortable with. 9/11 had an 

impact on the dialogue in that it gave more prominence to certain issues, most obvious those 

related to the fight against terrorism. He concludes that: "At the NATO Istanbul Summit in 

2004, we have then seen a further deepening or enhancement of the relationship, with a focus 

O t · . I .. tho d th • .462 n promo mg practlca cooperatton m IS an 0 er areas. 

4S9 It' . 8 n ervlew With Mohamed Gobreal, 24 January 200 . 
460 Interview with General Omar Al-Dwairi, November 2007. 
461 Interview with Blekas Jihad Eldin, 23 January 2008. 
462 Interview with Fritz Rademacher, August 2007 
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Also, Aliboni in interview mentions that the United States did not succeed to use 

NATO properly in combating terrorism, except in its military task in Afghanistan. As for the 

Middle East, NATO, which serves as a cooperative instrument with MD and ICf countries, 

could not offer any significant contribution so far. 463 

What follows show how interviewees assess the reasons of the new NATO's 

endeavour in the region. 
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These previously reviewed opinions are vivid evidence that adopting the chosen theoretical 

framework - liberal institutionalism - can offer insights applicable, in varying degrees, in 

other regions. As stated, a preliminary stage of dialogue was developed and then modified to 

deal with post-9/ll security requirements, such as combating terrorism and maintaining 

stability, despite huge differences between the parites concerned on serveral major issues. It 

is noticeable that the two parties have come to recognise the necessity of enhancing their 

cooperation for the sake of serving their mutual security interests. fn part, this confirms their 

common understanding of post-9/ ll realities that have changed the concept of security 

worldwide. 

Meanwhile, this outcome also clarifies that they have maintained, in their interaction 

in the post-9/ 11 years, the core of liberal institutionalism, which is "cooperation". Seemingly, 

the friendly posture adopted by NATO has yielded some positive results that could not be 

463 Lnterview with Dr Roberto Aliboni, August 2007. 
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obtained otherwise. Furthermore, nothing has indicated that this ongoing cooperation has, 

implicitly or explicitly, included any action of a coercive or forcible nature. 

Evaluation of NATO's Middle East policy post-9/11 

The experience of the enlargement process eastward has shown that a post-Cold War NATO 

is, and will be, an agent of political change worldwide. Also, when violence broke out in the 

Balkans, the North Atlantic Alliance proved that it could handle it comprehensively. 

These vivid proofs of the usefulness of the Alliance in tackling large-scale challenges 

may lead to optimistic expectations about its future role in the Middle East region. But it 

would be wrong to generalise about, assess, or even suggest the complete success of the 

Alliance's role in the Middle East on the basis of past experience. The previous success of the 

alliance in this or that region does not itself guarantee its success in the Middle East region 

with all its complexities and complications, especially taking into account the antagonistic 

attitudes of the peoples of the region towards Western policies, particularly US policies, on 

various issues in the region.464 In this context, Acharya underlines: "Localisation dynamics 

should also serve as a note of caution to those expecting ideas and institutions building 

models successful in one part of the world to be replicated elsewhere. ,,465 

Clearly, the most pressing security challenges and reasons for instability in the region 

are emanating from a volatile melting pot, which contains various interacting elements 

including the ramifications of US policy towards the region, weakness, poverty and 

fragmentation, worsening socio-economic indicators, and erosion of the scope and extent of 

464 Arab rancour at the United States has significantly increased in recent years. The Pew Global Attitudes 
surveys of 20 nations in 2002 and 2003 found that the United States was less popular in the Middle East than in 
any other part of the world. To add to this, Zogby's 2004 survey revealed that about 98 per cent of Egyptians; 88 
per cent of Moroccans; 94 per cent of Saudis and 73 per cent of Emirates' citizens had a negative attitude 
towards the United States, compared with 76 per cent, 61 per cent, 87 per cent, 87 per cent, consecutively, in the 
2002 survey. See more details at Pew Global Attitude project (2005). How the United States is perceived in the 
Arab and Muslim worlds http://pewglobal.org!commentary/display.php?AnalysisID=lOOl (Accessed: 4 March 
2(06). 
465 Amitav Acharya, "How Ideas Spread: Whose Norms Matter? Norm Localization and Institutional Change in 
Asian Regionalism?", International Organization, Vol. 58, No.2 (Spring, 2004), pp.271. 
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the powers of governmental authorities. Clearly, NATO has nothing to do in solving most of 

these complicated and accumulated conditions. 

It appears that NATO's relevance to the Middle East region comes from a mixture of 

deterrence, if necessary, and its contribution towards enhancing stability and security in their 

varied meanings. In analyzing the Alliance's post-9/ll documents466
, conclusion could be 

reached that terrorism and weapons of mass destruction are two of the main reasons behind 

the steps being taken to build more advanced forms of relationship between the Alliance and 

the Middle Eastern countries. 

As for the danger of terrorism, mention could be made that there is almost consensus 

among the allies about the need to address and eliminate the sources of international 

terrorism, although one can't, currently, identify a fully-fledged security policy in relation to 

this matter through which the North Atlantic Alliance can achieve tangible results. 

NATO has increased its consultations with MD and ICI partners with regard to the 

reasons for terrorism in the post-91l1 years. Some Arab MD countries were not in favour of 

accepting the request of NATO, at the outset, to enhance consultations about this matter, 

taking into consideration the difficulties of identifying terrorism and the best ways of 

eliminating its dangers.467 Contrary to this, Israel has been at the forefront of pushing towards 

a more constructive role for the Alliance in this respect, taking into consideration its need to 

enhance regional cooperation on combating ''terrorism'', according to its defmitions and 

perceptions.468 

However, MD countries and ICI countries, afterwards, have come to recognise the 

high importance that NATO has attached to its role in this regard. Bearing in mind the factor 

of political expediency in the post-9/11 years, and the need to show more flexibility towards 

466 See, for example, the declaration issued by Prague 2002, and Istanbul 2004, and Riga 2006 summits and the 
subsequent ministerial meetings. 
467 Report of MFA-Egypt. 10 August 2002, Consultation between Arab partner ambassadors in Brussels 
468 Interview with Laura Borgomano, July 2007. 
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American requests in this respect, they agreed to increase the frequency and pace of 

consultations within the framework of existing mechanisms.469 

In order to increase the ability of NATO to cope with this huge challenge, NATO 

proposed concluding a convention of protection of secrecy of information with its partners. 

The objective is to facilitate the exchange of intelligence information with regard to the 

threats posed by terrorism as well as other sensitive cooperative activities. All MD countries, 

except Egypt, have accepted to sign and ratify the convention.470 The matter is still under 

consideration by the Egyptian authorities, bearing in mind the conditions and requirements of 

the proposed convention which require the acceptance of inspections of the way the national 

authorities are handling the secret information.471 

Furthermore, some seminars and meetings for the chiefs of security agencies and 

institutions were organised.472 Also relevant are the major tangible efforts made by the 

Alliance via Operation Active Endeavour to monitor and inspect ships in the Mediterranean 

Sea. Currently, the operation is being conducted in cooperation with Israel; meanwhile 

Morocco and Algeria are about to join soon. Others, like Tunisia and Jordan, do not have 

significant contributions to make in this respect, bearing in mind their lack of sufficient 

resources. As for Egypt, it only accepts to cooperate with the ongoing operation on a case-by-

case basis.473 

In Paragraph 20, the 2006 Riga summit declaration welcomed the contribution of 

some partners in this operation. It stated that: 

We strongly condemn terrorism, whatever its motivations or manifestations, 

and will fight it together as long as necessary, in accordance with international 

law and UN principles. The Alliance continues to provide an essential 

469 Report of MFA-Egypt about Dialogue. "From Mission in Brussels to MFA" dated 12-11-2002. 
470 Report dated 17-3-2007 of the negotiations held between Egypt and NATO in Cairo 
471 Interview with Khalid Elmakwad, October 2007. 
472 Report about the meetings of chiefs of security agencies. 
473 Report The meeting between the SG of NATO and Minister of Foreign Affairs. 29 March 2007. 
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transatlantic dimension to the response against terrorism. Operation Active 

Endeavour, our maritime operation in the Mediterranean, continues to make an 

important contribution to the fight against terrorism and we welcome the 

support of partner countries that has further enhanced its effectiveness.474 

Robertson clarifies that Operation Active Endeavour has led to very positive results for all 

concerned, mentioning that "With more than 30,000 vessels hailed, nine boarded, more than 

240 escorted, it is a big success; it has also led to a decrease by 20 per cent in maritime 

insurance premiums in the region and an estimated reduction in illegal immigration of 50 per 

cent.'.47S 

Other than this, it is doubtful whether NATO's efforts, in this respect, will yield any 

remarkable results in the near future for many reasons, including first and foremost that 

terrorism is not a specifically Mediterranean or Middle Eastern phenomenon, but a global one 

(terrorism generally exists in interlinked networks); second, it is difficult to imagine that the 

Alliance would be the sole or main organisation that is entitled, or supposed, to fight 

terrorism. 

Since it is a global challenge, terrorism necessitates concerted global policies aimed at 

combating corruption and money laundering, and applying new methods. Realistically 

speaking, there seems little that can be done to prevent the recruitment of young people to 

extremist or resistance groups as long as they believe that they are victimised by the current 

American policies in Palestine and Iraq, etc. 

This is not to ignore or minimise the importance of the "auxiliary or supportive" role 

the Alliance can and is able to shoulder in this regard. More precisely, NATO can help in 

certain areas where others cannot, such as escorting ships in the Mediterranean, providing 

logistical and training exercises or enhancing infonnation sharing. 

474 The 2006 Riga Summit declaration. Para 20. Retrieved on I January 2007 
http://www.nato.intldoculcomml2006/06II-rigalindex.htm 
475 Speech by the former Secretary General Lord Robertson at the Royal United Services Institute (RUSI) 
Conference on "NATO and Mediterranean Security: Practical Steps towards Partnership. London, 30 June 2003. 
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Alberto Bin in interview states: "I agree that NATO is not in position to take the 

leading role in combating terrorism and WMD. However, we can support international efforts 

in this respect - i.e., intelligence sharing, providing exercises and combating smuggling, 

etc.,,476 

Generally speaking, it seems that NATO, in regard to terrorism, can only facilitate the 

efforts being exerted by others. It can supplement and back up other international efforts and 

initiatives that are seeking to secure stability and eliminate the factors that breed violence, 

hatred and crime, such as the Arab-Israeli conflict or Darfur. What should be remembered is 

that NATO can only do so after effective international intervention to solve these problems, 

and securing a certain level of consent of the parties concerned. 

Likewise, the issue of weapons of mass destruction has become more important in the 

recent years. NATO and Israel conducted the first ever round of consultation in 2005 to 

exchange views on the topic of proliferation of such weapons. Israel asked for a second round 

of consultations for the end of 2007.477 

According to Elmakwad, other MD partners, including, Egypt, refused NATO's 

request to start a dialogue in this respect as a matter of principle. This means that the majority 

of Middle East partners don't see any role for the Alliance in this regard, at least for the time 

being.478 So far, NATO did not take any serious action. It satisfies itself by confirming its 

unconditional support for efforts aimed at achieving arms control and non-proliferation of 

weapons of mass destruction. 

Realistically speaking, it would seem impossible to convince the key Arab countries 

to lower the level of their military arsenals while it is widely believed that Israel possesses a 

huge nuclear arsenal. Robertson in interview observes that: 

476 Interview with Dr Alberto Bin, January 2006. 
477 Interview between Egyptian ambassador to Brussels and Assistant Secretary of NATO. Report dated 12 
December 2007. 
478 Interview with Khalid Elmakwad, October 2007. 
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Certainly, the existence of weapons of mass destruction in the Middle East 

poses an intolerable risk for the safety and security of the Euro-Atlantic area. 

However, bearing in mind that Israel never acknowledged that it possesses a 

nuclear weapon, and the fact that the nuclear weapon was never used in the 

history except only one time, attention should be focused upon eliminating 

chemical and biological weapons, which were used frequently against 

countries and peoples. Things will go drastically worse if terrorist groups 

succeed in obtaining such deadly weapons.479 

From the perspective of key Arab countries, this view is unbalanced and cannot be 

accepted.
480 

However, the Alliance is fully aware of this sensitive issue. Rizzo in interview 

states that: 

As for weapons of mass destruction, we are not seeking to tackle all the 

existing problems comprehensively, once and for all. We prefer to go slowly, 

to build trust and confidence, to show the fruitful results of cooperation. We 

are moving in non-disputable areas, as we are not willing to create problems. If 

we intended to do so, it would be certainly a recipe for disaster.481 

Also, Alberto Bin in interview underlines that "We are building on those grounds that are 

"suitable" for this purpose; it is a very long process that will take years. We have made it 

clear for everyone that we don't want to impose anything on any country. We only offer our 

expertise to whoever is interested in it. ,,482 

There is a noticeable concurrence between experts and officials interviewed in the 

context of this research that NATO can only maintain a supportive role with regard to these 

two dangers - terrorism and weapons of mass destruction. This assessment is based on the 

nature of the organisation itself and the scope of its existing cooperative mechanisms, the MD 

and ICI. 

479 1 t' . h n ervlew Wit Lord Robertson, March 2006 
480 1t · "h n ervlew wit Fatama Elzarah, 18 October 2007. 
481 Int""th " ervlew WI Ambassador Rizzo, January 2006. 
482 Interview with Dr Alberto Bin, January 2006. 

209 



Brogomano in interview indicates that NATO, so far, is not able to enhance its role 

with regard to these two dangers, i.e., terrorism and weapons of mass destruction, because 

there is neither a framework for achieving goals nor a clear-cut perspective towards these two 

issues. Adding to this, MD partners did not agree to relate the whole process to the problem of 

terrorism.483 

Dufourq in interview states that political consultations have been long regular on these 

two dangers; however, ''there is still no well defined agenda, no common vision, no 

framework, etc. The only positive thing that occurred, so far, is increasing understanding 

about the concerns and worries of each party.'.484 

Rooke in interview argues that NATO, as a military alliance, has not the resources and 

capabilities necessary and suitable to tackling these two dangers. The current task in 

Afghanistan, i.e., fighting the Taliban, he believes, is suitable for its structure and 

preparedness. He also confirms that the United Nations remains the right forum for handling 

those issues.485 

Hardouin in interview refuses to assess progress negatively: 

Of course, terrorism and weapons of mass destruction are two major issues of 

great concern for the allies. Both issues have been issues of "cooperation and 

consultation" between NATO and its Middle East partners (the MD and leI 

countries). I'm not able tell to what extent progress has been reached in this or 

that issue. It is sufficient to indicate that both issues are under constant 

discussion and consultation, and this is a good achievement. 486 

The outcome of these interviews could be illustrated as follows: 

483 Interview with Laura Borgomano, 5 July 2007. 
484 Interview with Jean Dufourcq, 5 July 2007. 
485 Interview with Kevin Rooke, 17 March 2007. 
486 Interview with Dr Patrick Hardouin, 28 July 2007. 
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role 

Key: 

90 per cent believe that 
A TO can playa 

supportive role . 

10 per cent believe that 
NA TO can playa 
significant role. 

Similar to the previous empirical results, this entire outcome is consistent with the chosen 

theoretical framework; as all interviewees agreed that NATO, through MD and leI 

mechanisms, could offer help in addressing these security challenges, although they disagree 

about how significant this assistance might be. 

At this stage, the question which hould be raised is whether or not the current international 

atmosphere - the Arab-Israeli conflict, Iraq, etc - will prevent, or at least negatively affect, 

the successful implementation of NATO's plan in the volatile and sensitive Middle East 

region. It could be argued that what might undermine, or at least cast certain doubts on the 

probability of successful implementation of the Alliance's "full" strategy in the region, is the 

widely-held perception, in some cases also the view in official circles, that NATO equals the 

United States. To make it clearer, perceived US alignment with Israel would not lead Arabs 

to trust NATO as an honest and neutral actor. 

The counter-argument here is that NATO is an international organisation run by 

consensus; that the United States is only one member of the 26-country Alliance. Therefore, 

the interested countries in the region can lobby on their own account in different capitals, 

such as London, Rome, Paris, etc. This argument does not appear to convince the majority 

that still believes that the US monopolises the leading position in the Alliance. They also 

believe that when the US fails to get its way, as happened over the Iraq war, it usually pursues 

its policies alone. 
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Commenting on this, Alberto Bin in interview observes that: 

The negative image of the alliance that prevailed in Arab countries could be 

ascribed to a number of factors, among which are colonial history, the Suez 

crisis, the heritage of the Cold War, etc. What cannot be ignored is the 

perception that prevails in the region that "NATO equals the United States", 

taking into account American policies toward Israel. despite the fact that the 

NATO-Med Dialogue is less influenced by current events. I totally agree with 

the assumption that the role of the alliance is closely related to developments 

in current events and crises in the region. either positively or negatively. I 

mean that the environment could make the process more conducive or less 

conducive. The region is unpredictable; if anything major happens, this could 

change the course of the process. As for American policies. I believe that the 

Americans are trying to improve the situation and this must continue in the 

coming years.487 

Likewise. Rizzo in interview admits that "There is a high possibility that the current 

atmosphere in the Middle East will affect negatively the prospective role of the Alliance in 

the region; actually, American policies and prolonged conflicts don't help in supporting the 

role of the alliance in the region .• ,488 

Likewise, Ghiles underlines that in the absence of any solution to the Israeli-

Palestinian conflict, there is little that can be resolved regionally. He also argues that the 

prevailing assumption that NATO and the United States is one entity is adding more 

complexity to NATO's role in the region, and this imposes that "goals must perforce remain 

modest. In such a context, vast propaganda exercises would be counter-productive,',489 

487 Interview with Dr Alberto Bin, January 2006. 
488 Interview with Ambassador Rizzo, 5 January 2006. 
489 Ghiles, F. "Bridging cultural division". NATO Review. 2005. Issue 4.p4 
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Alani recommends that NATO, in order to improve its bad image in the Arab world, 

present itself as a security actor on its own, i.e., differentiated from its most important 

constituent allies.49O 

Paradoxically, it could be argued that while the American influence was the main 

reason of developing the role of Alliance post-9III, it is the nature of US policies towards the 

region that will remain the main - perhaps most formidable and insurmountable - obstacle 

to achieving the final aims that lie behind all these efforts (Le., the MD and ICI mechanisms) 

aimed at combating or eliminating weapons of mass destruction, as well as other conventional 

weapons that could reach the periphery of the Euro-Atlantic area, and achieving stability 

through encircling, suppressing and eliminating the sources of religious terrorism in the 

region. This does not mean that stalemate or conflict is inevitable in the dialogue process. As 

shown previously, some Middle Eastern partners have shown, for various reasons, an 

increasing readiness and preparedness to get more involved in the current process. Aliboni, in 

interview, believes that regional complexities will not have a negative impact on the ICI and 

MD, saying: "Some governments are still interested in pursuing their relationships with 

NATO, but this cannot be done too openly.'.491 

Realistically, in a world of interdependence and dangerous global threats, NATO and 

Middle Eastern countries cannot do anything but cooperate with each other as much, and for 

as long, as possible, at least to exclude any other forms of undesirable relationship. The North 

Atlantic Alliance is and will be offering "voluntary" assistance that could be tailored to fit the 

specific needs of individual countries in the region; and the international balance of power 

dictates that key regional countries should respond positively to what is offered to them. It is 

understandable that whereas there is no obligation to accept the assistance of the Alliance, it 

490 Alani, M. Arab Perspective On NATO. NATO Review. 2005, issue 4. PI. 
491 Interview with Dr Roberto Aliboni, 6 July 2007. 
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is, in reality, too large and powerful to be ignored. Accepting its role is imperative, whereas 

selecting areas of cooperation is optional, at least up until now. 

Keohane mentions that: 

Cooperation occurs when actors adjust their behaviour to the actual or 

anticipated preferences of others, through a process of policy coordination. To 

summarise more formally, intergovernmental cooperation takes place when the 

policies actually followed by one government are regarded by its partners as 

facilitating realisation of their own objectives, as the result of a process of 

policy coordination.492 

He adds: "cooperation therefore doesn't imply an absence of conflict. On the contrary, it is 

typically mixed with conflict and reflects partially successful efforts to overcome conflict, 

real or potential. ,,493 

The gradually evolving strategy, which is taking into account the complexity of the 

region, conflicts of interest and security calculations, reflects the high degree of 

understanding of the Alliance's policy drafters towards the circumstances of the region. In the 

same context, the NATO's secretary general confirms that the Alliance is paying respect to 

national and regional specificities, as existing challenges may be perceived differently from 

country to country. That is why, he says, ''while the alliance will maintain a degree of 

coherence in its relations with its Mediterranean Dialogue partners, we are keen to work with 

our partners on an individual basis. ,,494 

Also, what must be taken into account is that Middle Eastern countries should not be 

perceived as one category vis-A-vis the Alliance. As for Israel, its case is very different and 

should not be compared to others. It has always maintained a very special relationship with 

the United States. It also has contradictory visions and concerns to other neighbouring 

492 Keohane, R. "Cooperation and International Regimes" In Little, R and Smith,M. ed Perspectives on world 
politics. Routledge: London, 2006, P.8l 
493 Ibid 83 ,po . 
494 Speech by NATO Secretary General Jaap de Hoop Scheffer at the World Affairs Council. Amman, Jordan. 13 
January 2004. http;//www.nato.intldoculspeech.2005/s0501l3a.htm. (Accessed: 3 March 20005). 
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countries. Also, given their own special relationship with the United States, Gulf countries are 

more willing to cooperate. 

On the other hand, it is noticeable that there are some differences between North 

African countries in their readiness and preparedness to develop this relationship. Whereas 

some, like Egypt, are only ready to proceed cautiously in building the required relationship, 

others, like Morocco, have shown more readiness to cooperate in certain fields. However, it 

could be argued that some Arab counties are still suspicious, or uncertain as to whether or not 

the Alliance would resort to its main traditional function, which is deterrence, should there be 

conflicting interests at stake, especially with regard the possession of some categories of 

weaponry. 

At present, it is far from clear whether or not the Alliance, at a certain point in time, 

will have to address existing problems with greater seriousness, perhaps in an interventionist 

manner. This could occur in the case of unpredictable scenarios, such as the collapse or 

weakening of the Egyptian or Algerian regimes. Rizzo confirms that: "We have adopted a 

differentiated approach to Mediterranean security, an approach that is first and foremost 

political, yet does not neglect the potential for safeguarding our security against unwelcome 

developments. ,,495 

This may suggest that, in the coming phase of the NATO-Middle East relationship, 

we might see the flip side of the coin - coercive measures, if events reach the point of severe 

conflicts of interest. This is not to hint that this will inevitably happen, but only to underline 

that the Alliance seems to have certain suspicions towards the region - as do some countries 

in the region against it. Nothing can rule out this unfavourable possibility. 

It goes without saying that the ultimate outcome will depend on the respective wills of 

the two parties. The secretary general said that "the alliance can only help the countries of the 

495 Presentation by the Deputy Secretary General, Minuto Rizzo on the occasion of the Mediterranean Dialogue 
International research Seminar at the NATO Defense College - Rome 24 Nov, 2001. http://www.nato.intldocu 
/speechl200l/so1 1 1 24a.htm (Accessed: 10 April 2003). 
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region to help themselves, and they must be prepared to use NATO to the fullest possible 

extent. ".496 This implied that there is a clear opportunity for interested countries to take 

advantage of the huge resources of the Alliance; that whoever does not take advantage will be 

the loser. In fact, the two parties can cooperate, bilaterally or multilaterally, in a very positive 

manner, especially in fields such as military exercises, civil emergency preparedness, crisis 

management and scientist programmes, etc. Moreover, some countries could participate in 

some Alliance missions for mutual benefit, like Operation Active Endeavour. 

Other areas of cooperation, like defence reform and civilian control over military 

forces, that were proposed in order to back up other international initiatives seeking to foster 

the democratisation process in the region are still to be considered by the MD/ICI countries. 

So far, there is no sign of readiness on the part of these countries to cooperate in these fields. 

Seemingly, the current regional atmosphere as well as the interaction of internal politics 

between different entities within these states, i.e., the influence of military institutions, does 

not help in achieving these "ambitious" aims. 

Aliboni in interview expresses his conviction that "the best Western contribution 

would be in the field of security governance as a means to attain more democratic and 

transparent governance. But this is the only field in which the Arab regimes are not interested 

at all. On the contrary, they reject any cooperation and consider it interference.'.497 Also, 

Tanner argues that "NATO's chances to advance a liberal agenda in the context of defence 

cooperation will not be very good as long as the Israeli-Palestinian and Iraqi conflicts are not 

addressed in a coherent and credible way.'.498 

496 Speech by NATO Secretary General, Jaap de Hoop Scheffer, at the Munich security conference. Munich, 
Germany. IS February 200S. http://www.nato.intidocuispeechl200S/sOS0212a.htm. (Accessed: I December 
2oos) 
497 Interview with Dr Roberto Aliboni, 6 July 2007. 
498 Tanner, F. "NATO's role in Defense Cooperation and Democratization in the Middle East". The International 
Spectator. 2004. Vol (4). pp. 114. 
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Consequently, it seems that NATO has adopted a realistic vision that is based on 

conviction that enhancing stability by any means, through the cooperative MD and ICI 

mechanisms, is a priority that should not be compromised for the sake of achieving other 

objectives. 

Defoureq in interview confirms that NATO is, currently, more concerned about the 

issue of stability rather than any other objective, like democratisation, bearing in mind the 

chronic crises mentioned earlier. He underlines that despite their differences, all allies agree, 

at the current stage, that NATO must seek to preserve a certain level of stability in the region. 

He also adds that "NATO, which is mainly a military alliance, has little to present in the 

efforts exerted to support the democratisation of the region, and we know that any 

unfavourable engagement would be costly and dangerous. We are well aware that everything 

is connected in the region. ,.499 

Before moving on, notice must made that the MD and ICI have not tackled so far the 

issue of energy security, which has always been of utmost importance for both parties. 

The Egypt-NATO relationship: An MD case study 

Traditionally, Egypt has maintained a unique status in the region of moral or undeclared 

leadership among other Arab countries. Once Egypt takes a few steps forwards, others follow 

her direction. It is extremely important, therefore, to analyze the perfonnance of Egypt in the 

two stages of NATO-Med dialogue - before and after 9/11 - as this will indicate whether 

or not NATO's endeavour has or will meet its objectives in due course. 

The relationship between Egypt and NATO first developed in the early stages of the 

NATO-Med dialogue. Like others MD partners, Egypt participated in all related activities. 

This included frequent briefings given by NATO representatives with regard to the various 

499 Interview with Jean Dufourcq, July 2007. 
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aspects of NATO's transfonnation process. With the passing of the first months of the 

process, the exchange of information was also extended to include expressing views with 

regard to security issues in the wider Middle East. 500 However, no significant progress was 

achieved during this period. 

Alberto Bin assesses in interview: 

We know that Egypt prefers to take small and gradual steps in developing its 

relationship with the alliance. It doesn't accept moving faster. We understand, 

of course, the complications of the Arab-Israeli conflict, and other 

complexities in Egypt. We understand the sensitivity of Egypt's position in the 

region. We respect its desire of developing such relationships in a proportional 

manner according to regional circumstances.SOI 

In another interview, Alberto Bin mentions that, "Egypt was very cautious at the beginning of 

the process, but its participation has improved recently, meaning after the Istanbul 

Summit. ,,502 

Lord Robertson in interview reveals that, ''the whole process (MD) was crippled by 

the complications of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. The Egyptian ambassador to Brussels, at 

this time, was in direct confrontation with the Israeli ambassador about related issues - i.e., 

terrorism, aspects of conflicts in the region, etc. That is why no tangible results were achieved 

in the first years of this process."S03 

As far as the military cooperation is concerned, Hovorka in interview discloses that 

Egypt was the most reserved partner for extending maritime military cooperation. He ascribed 

this position to the sensitivity of the Suez Canal and various calculations regarding the 

~ Annual follow up report-NA TO-Egypt relationship, MFA, for years 1995,1996,1997. (Classified). 
501 Interview with Dr Alberto Bin, 17 November 2003. 
S02 Interview with Dr Alberto Bin,S January 2006. 
503 Interview with Lord Robertson, March 2006. 
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Egyptian-Israeli relationship, taking into account that Israel was the first to participate in this 

form of cooperation.504 

Winrow suggests that the reserved position of Egypt was because "Egypt regards 

itself as one of the leading states in the Arab world. Perhaps partly because of a perceived 

need to demonstrate their credentials, Egyptian authorities have been especially critical of 

various aspects of the NATO-Mediterranean Dialogue.,,50s 

The only positive sign in the Egypt-NATO relationship was the participation of 

Egyptian forces in NATO-led missions in Bosnia in the late 1990s. Nonetheless, after 

scrutinising official documents from 1995-2000506 in the Egyptian National Archive, it can be 

confinned that Egypt's participation was not connected to the NATO-Egypt relationship; 

instead it was only related to the international role that Egypt has always envisaged for itself. 

Elmakwad confmned this in interview: 

In general, Egypt's participation in peacekeeping missions is based on a certain 

criteria: its consistency with international legitimacy, i.e., relevant Security 

Council resolutions and the principles of international law. It has to fit with its 

vision for the nature of the task, for example humanitarian aspects, and 

calculations of its various relationships with other influential international 

partners.507 

Notwithstanding, Santis mentions that Egypt's role in this crisis is evidence of the success of 

the MD process because it illustrated that, ''we can work together voluntarily.,,508 

Irrespective of the contradictions - or at least inconsistency - of these assessments, 

this sort of rapprochement has not led, in reality, to building complete confidence or 

dispelling all existing misconceptions, which were, and still are, the main aims of the whole 

:: In~rview with Captian Vwe Hovorka, 15 May 2007. 
Wmrow, G. Op.Cit, p.189. 

506 Assessment reports prepared by the Strategic Department-MFA, about the evolution of NATO-Egypt 
relationship during the period 1995-2000. 
507 Interview with Khalid Elmakwad, 17 October 2007. 
50S Statement made by Nicola de Santis. Head of Public Diplomacy-NATO Headquarter at Rusi conference 
about the NATO and the Middle East, London, November 2004, attended by the author. 
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process. Egypt refused, in 2004, to receive the deputy secretary general of the Alliance, 

saying that, "It sees no role for the alliance in refonn efforts in the region. ,,509 At this time, no 

convincing explanation about the reasons of this position was given, but it could be ascribed 

to the uncertainty that shadowed the reason of the proposed visit; and whether or not it would 

tackle the issues of democratisation as well as other issues mentioned earlier, in order to 

reinforce and strengthen international pressure that had reached its peak by the launching of 

the 08 initiative that was analysed above. 

Following the Istanbul Summit, fonner Egyptian Foreign Minister Ahmed Maher 

expressed Egypt's surprise at the launching of NATO proposals without prior consultation 

with the parties concerned. He then reiterated Egypt's principled position of opposing the 

policies of alliances, and its refusal of any sort of membership.slO It seems that Egypt's snub 

of the visit of NATO's deputy secretary general led to NATO marginalising - if not 

excluding - Egypt from advanced consultations that had preceded the proposals launched at 

the 2004 Istanbul Summit. 

This caution prevailed even after the participation of the new Egyptian foreign 

minister in the first working dinner that was held, in December 2004, between the foreign 

ministers of the allies and MD partners. 5 11 

Indicatively, Egypt's foreign minister said in March 2006: 

There are still some topics that need to be clarified and explained through the 

NATO-Med dialogue, such as worries and questions about adopting or 

integrating the principle of pre-emptive actions into NATO doctrine; 

ambiguity that has characterised the alliance's criteria for its intervention 

internationally, and the limits of its role in facing the dangers of what are 

509 Statement made by Ahmed Maher, fonner foreign minister on 14 February 2004. Aljazeera TV. 
510 Statement made by Ahmed Maher, fonner foreign minister on I July 2004. AI-Ahram newspaper (in Arabic). 
511 Report of the first meetings between NATO foreign ministers and MD partners. MFA. dated 10 December 
2004. At this meeting, Egypt supported the Istanbul initiative's proposals. 
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called "failing states" and terrorism; and whether or not this orientation would 

put more pressure on the people's inherent right in resisting occupation.sl2 

Shaban in interview mentions that Egypt is still concerned about the adherence of the 

Alliance to the principles of international law, and the limits of its new role after the 

transfonnation process. He says that, "In fact, what happened in Kosovo raised concerns in 

various countries. Also, we are not ready to accept any form of international intervention in 

our national affairs, under the slogan of reform and democratisation.,,513 

Moreover, amidst the uproar of the Israeli-Hizbullah war in summer 2006, Egypt 

declared its opposition to proposals to call in NATO forces to preserve security in the border 

area between Israel and Lebanon.514 International and regional powers agreed to put in place 

an international peacekeeping force instead of inviting NATO to play this role. 

However, things have improved by way of the frequent consultations that followed 

afterwards, and the visit of Secretary General Scheffer in 2005. 

Fatma in interview clarifies that, "Egypt is in constant dialogue with the alliance. We 

are developing the relationship to the extent and on the pace that we deem serves our national 

interests. ,,5 I 5 

Relevant classified documents in the Egyptian National ArchivesI6 revealed that 

significant developments only occurred after the events of 9/11. These developments can be 

Summarised as follows: 

1. The two parties accomplished an individual cooperative programme (ICP)517 on 9 

October 2007. It is the second individual programme, after Israel, to be concluded 

between the Alliance and a MD partner. In the preamble, it is mentioned that "Egypt 

5J2 Interview with Egyptian Foreign minister Abou Elget (2006). NATO dialogue with six Arab countries 
~~pects the concept of dialogue. www.AI-Ahram.org.eg (accessed on 15 March 2006) in Arabic 

Interview with Mohammed Shaban, November 2004. 
514 Press statement made by the Egyptian Foreign minister Abou Elget 15-9-2007. Egyptian TV and Aljazeera. 
SIS Interview with Fatama Elzahraa, October 2007. 
516 The author was allowed to examine classified documents on the evolution of Egypt -NATO relationship, as 
indicated in the introduction. These reports were prepared by MFA and Ministry of Defense from 1995-2007 
517 Individual cooperation program. Obtained from MFA -Egypt 
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is willing to achieve the following objectives: a) promotion of political and military 

ties between the Euro-Atlantic and the Mediterranean regions along with security 

cooperation with NATO and MD partners in order to enhance Mediterranean regional 

security and stability; b) contribution to international and regional stability and peace 

utilising NATO multi-dimensional experiences to facilitate peaceful solutions to 

regional conflicts, c) coordination of NATO and Egyptian efforts to achieve a certain 

degree of inter-operability, notably in the following aspects: the fight against 

terrorism; peacekeeping operations; humanitarian relief operations; search and rescue; 

border security; the fight against illegal trafficking.sl8 

The first two items (a and b) reflect the mutual desire of the two parties to 

reinforce the regional role of each other. To elaborate, while NATO can take 

advantage of the heritage of Egypt's traditional role in the region, Egypt can secure 

for herself a distinctive level of cooperation with NATO, bearing in mind the evolving 

role of NATO in addressing regional problems of the Middle East. 

In the third item (c), the two parties, reciprocally, are achieving their aims. 

Egypt, on the one hand, is supposed to benefit from NATO's experience in these 

fields - e.g., terrorism, weapons of mass destruction, etc. Meanwhile, NATO, on the 

other hand, is achieving its aims of preparing the technical staff of Egypt in such a 

way that could facilitate joint operations between the two parties in the foreseeable 

future. 

In Paragraph 2, on the scope of the Iep, Egypt reiterates its long-standing 

policies that any cooperation with NATO in the field of peacekeeping must come 

under the umbrella of the United Nations with the agreement of regional 

SI8 Ibid, Preamble. 
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organisations.519 This formula reflects the desire of Egypt to keep some distance from 

NATO-led operation in the future. Egypt also stipulates, on this item, indirect 

conditionality that any cooperation will be decided on a case-by-case basis. 

In the same paragraph, the two parties pledge to exchange intelligence in the 

fight against terrorism (Paragraph 2b). 520 This is most important as it embodies the 

first serious mutual cooperation between the two parties in the field of combating 

terrorism. This also signals the enlarging role that NATO is trying to play in this 

respect. 

Some positive signs of the constructive relationship were shown in various 

parts of this programme. For example, Egypt undertakes to provide lecturers to NATO 

schools and college521 and pledges to support NATO's public diplomacy efforts by 

hosting its seminars for political dialogue with Egyptian governmental and non-

governmental actors522 and accepting exchange visits between high officials of the 

two parties. 523 

In Paragraph 3, Egypt was granted the right to participate as an observer in 

research and technology activities in areas of concern to the armed forces.
524 

More importantly, it was agreed in section 4 that NATO would assist Egypt in 

preparing and equipping a field hospital to provide medical assistance in WMD 

incidents, along with equipping a battalion to participate in peacekeeping 

operations.525 

The ICP programme, although not legally binding, could be considered a 

groundbreaking document in the evolving relationship between NATO and the entire 

519 Ibid, Para 2. 
520 Ibid, Para 2-B 
S21 Ibid, Para 2-D 
522 Ibid, Para 2-H 
S23 Ibid, Para 2-1 
S24 Ibid, Para 3 
S2S Ibid, Section 4. 
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region of the Middle East, bearing in mind the influential role Egypt has always 

played in the region. Indicatively, other Arab MD partners have started negotiating 

their respective individual programmes following the Egyptian lead. 

2. The two parties have been in constant negotiations with regard to drafting a 

convention for the protection of classified information.526 This will pave the way for 

more advanced forms of cooperation between the parties with regard to the most 

serious and dangerous issues like terrorism. 

3. It is also worth mentioning that Egyptian participation has increased 

considerably in recent years. The Egyptian documents reveal that Egypt did participate 

from 1995 to 2001 in a number of activities, ranging from 20 to 30.527 In the second 

period, from 200 1 to 2006, Egypt has become eager to participate more efficiently and 

increasingly. This participation has reached, currently, about 70 activities, among 

them 56 of military nature.528 This clearly shows that Egypt is keen to gain advantage 

from NATO's endeavour in the region. 

Logically, the special relationship between Egypt and the United States has pushed Egypt to 

respond more positively to NATO's role in the region in the post-9/ll context. In other 

words, Egypt seems to have realised that the calculations of its national interests required 

changing - or at least reducing the intensity of- its traditional reserved position. 

Baraka in interview mention that there is recognition that NATO is serving many 

objectives of US policy. Firstly, NATO's concerted activities are aiming at achieving military 

nonnalisation between Arabs and Israel, which has been among the priorities of US foreign 

policy. Secondly, its operation in the Mediterranean aims at inspecting the ships that might 

transfer or carry weapons to some countries, like Syria and Iran. Over and above, the 

526 Interview with Mohammed Madkoor, 30 November 2007. 
527 Interview with Mohammed Madkoor, 30 November 2007. 
528 A ssessment report dated 2 December 2007 - MFA-Egypt. 
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interlinked relationship between leI and MD comes in conformity with visions that have 

appeared recently about what is said to be the wider or broader Middle East. She concluded 

by saying "These aims have been more obvious and understandable in the second stage of 

NATO's role in the region that started after the events of9/11."s29 

Another factor that has encouraged Egypt to soften its reserved position and take 

further steps in widening and deepening its existing relationship with NATO is its growing 

role, particularly in the post-9fll era, with respect to coordinating international and regional 

efforts in combating terrorism. Since the assassination of Egyptian President Sadat in October 

1981 by AI-Jihad group, Egypt has been suffering from terrorist threats that shook seriously 

the country's stability in 1990s by targeting tourist sites, bearing in mind that tourism is the 

main source of hard currency for the country that has long been suffering from chronic 

economic problems. The same group, AI-Jihad, tried several times to assassinate President 

Hosni Mubarak in 1990's. No surprise the Egyptian regime has always shown readiness to 

cooperate with international players in exchanging information and coordinating efforts on 

terrorism. This notwithstanding, NATO and Egypt have achieved limited success in their joint 

efforts on combating terrorism together, because of the inherent complexity in such a 

cooperation. 

To clarify, Nader in interview discloses that Egypt maintains worldwide cooperative 

links with many countries, including the main allies of the North Atlantic Alliance - i.e., the 

United States and United Kingdom, Italy, etc, and it prefers to cooperate with each country 

individually because of the sensitivity of information and secrecy of its policies. He mentions 

that: 

We are ready to cooperate with NATO to the extent that we deem it is proper 

and suitable to our national interest. For example, Egypt responded positively 

to NATO's request to inspect a ship that had succeeded to escape from its 

529 Interview with Dr Magda Braka, November 2007. 
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Operation Active Endeavour in the Mediterranean, and resorted to the 

Egyptian port, Damietta. This kind of cooperation we are ready for, I mean on 

a case-by-case basis, but we are, like everyone else, unready to disclose our 

secret information to 26 countries.530 

Commenting on the same issue, Elmakwad in interview expresses his conviction that NATO 

should and is able to playa very constructive role in this respect. He mentions that: 

To start with, NATO should clarify its position and policy regarding the wrong 

mix between Islam and terrorism. Using some terms like "Islamic terrorism" or 

"Islamic fascism" is destabilising our security, giving the terrorist groups in 

our country the incentive and convincing argument to recruit more youth to 

face what is perceived to be Western hostility against Islam. Certainly, NATO 

can direct its member states to pay due importance to this issue.531 

Arguably, the noticeable degree of Egyptian openness towards NATO's new role in the 

region is the result of striking a balance between the factor of its strategic alliance with the 

United States and calculations of national security. For example, Egypt prefers to conduct 

military exercises and manoeuvres with some NATO allies, among them, of course, the 

United States, but does not want to do the same with NATO forces. s32 Indeed, it appears that 

Egypt does not want to directly support NATO's endeavour of gaining experience and 

accessibility in the territories of the Middle East. Implicitly, this reflects Egyptian unease 

towards enlarging NATO's existence in the region. 

In the meeting between the Egyptian minister of foreign affairs and NATO's secretary 

general in September 2007, in New York, the two parties expressed their satisfaction at the 

evolution of the NATO-Egypt relationship and agreed to boost cooperation in the coming 

'30 Interview with Nader Osman. November 2007. 
531 Interview with Khalid Elmakwad, October 2007. 
532 Report about military cooperation, dated 2-11-2004. MFA. 
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years. They also reviewed developments across several regional problem areas, including 

Darfur and the Palestinian-Israel conflict.533 

In the 7 December 2007 working luncheon between NATO foreign ministers and their 

MD counterparts, Egypt commended the relationship and requested more activities, within the 

framework of MD working programmes, to be added, especially in the fields of civil 

emergency preparedness and handling natural crises, and scientific cooperation. Nevertheless, 

Egypt blocked, at the same meeting, efforts seeking the adoption of a political declaration.534 

Finally, Karem in interview confirms that since the Istanbul Summit the Mediterranean 

dialogue has been elevated to a genuine partnership with the overall objective to contribute to 

regional security and stability, and he has reasons to believe that Egypt's partnership with 

NATO has reached a state of maturity that might not be the case with others, because "Egypt 

and NATO moved closer in the past few years. We welcome this trend and look forward to 

reinforcing it. The road might not be narrow after all.,,535 

In sum, in the first stage of the relationship, from 1995 to 2001, the relationship 

between Egypt and NATO was confined to the ordinary exchange of views regarding 

regional issues of mutual concern. After developing an awareness of the beneficial aspects of 

enhancing cooperation with the Alliance, and taking into account the post-9/ll atmosphere 

that requires and necessitates cooperation with international initiatives, a cautious Egypt has 

decided to enlarge and strengthen its cooperative links with NATO, despite its concerns about 

NATO's intentions towards the region and the limits of its international role. 

This case study emphasises that cooperation, even at a slow or limited pace, could 

lead eventually to more fruitful cooperation. In the same context, changing state preferences 

is not, as proven, a remote possibility. Instead, it is very possible, with time and once the 

m Report of the Meeting between the Egyptian Foreign Minister and NATO Secretary General. Dated 30-9-
2007. 
534 Report of the working lunch meeting between NATO foreign ministers and their MD counterparts. Dated 10-
12-2007. 
535 Interview with Mahmoud Karem, 30 November 2007. 
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presented ideas and/or proposals have been absorbed. Also important is that continued 

consultations - i.e., a systematic exchange of information - have improved the relationship 

between the two parties. In addition, creating shared interests, as was clarified in the 

Individual Cooperation Programme (ICP), will surely facilitate achieving more progress in 

the future. All these factors match with the basic assumptions of liberal institutionalism. 

The NATO-Kuwait relationship: An leI case study 

The reasons of choosing Kuwait as a case study, and a sample of ICI partners, is that it is the 

first Gulf country that welcomed the new NATO's endeavour to enlarge its role in the wider 

Middle East. 

Kuwait, which contains one of the largest reserves of crude oil in the region, has 

always enjoyed a unique relationship with the West in general, and the United States in 

particular. After being invaded by Iraq in 1990, an international coalition, led by the United 

States, liberated Kuwait in 1991 and deployed forces there. Since then, Kuwait has always 

kept advanced relationships with the great powers in order the secure itself from further threat 

from the now ousted regime of Saddam Hussein. This was crystallised by signing various 

security cooperation treaties with the big five, the permanent members of the Security 

Council, providing what is called "mutual protection." 

Consistent with this long-standing policy, Kuwait was the first member of the Gulf 

Cooperation Council to declare its acceptance of the ICI initiative, once it was launched at the 

2004 Istanbul Summit. Even before this, the two parties - NATO and Kuwait - were 

exploring the horizon of their prospective relationship through consultations conducted within 

the formula 1+26.536 Instantly after launching the ICI initiative, the two parties exchanged 

visits to formalise aspects of possible cooperation. The high level of visits, on the level of 

'36 KUNA symposium on Kuwait-NATO relations. 
http://www.kuwaittimes.netiread _news.php?newsid=MTASOTgwNjI3MQ (Accessed: 10 November 2007) 
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Kuwait's National Security Bureau and the deputy secretary general of NATO, reflected the 

seriousness and detennination of the two parties to pursue cooperation seriously as well as 

urgently.S37 

Understandably, Kuwait, by doing this, was trying to enhance its connections with the 

largest and strongest alliance in today's world, bearing in mind the enduringly dangerous 

situation in the Gulf, especially in light of the nuclear programme of Iran. 

EI Mula in interview mentions that the growing relationship between NATO and 

Kuwait goes back to the early 1990s when the United States, and most of the allies at that 

time, sent troops to liberate Kuwait from Iraqi occupation. Since then, she adds, Kuwait was 

very cautious and keen not to allow the repetition of the Iraqi invasion. That is why, "We 

were the first to join ICI. It is the initiative that is supposed to complement the MD within the 

framework of NATO's strategy in addressing the Broader Middle East. Adding to this, we do 

have another formula for the bilateral cooperation with NATO (26+ 1), in the context of 

which we can maintain our private and distinctive relationship with the Alliance. ,,538 

Elbaser in interview mentions that, "Our immediate response came as a part of the 

continuous effort to achieve the goals of our national interest in terms of development and 

modernisation. ,,539 He further reveals that this policy was not coordinated with other Gulf 

countries, saying that: 

m Ibid, 

There is no unified policy for the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) with regard 

to NATO's policies and initiatives towards the Gulf area. Every country 

decides what it deems it is the best for its interests. Moreover, the Istanbul 

initiative was only targeting individual countries. NATO did not want to 

address the Gulf countries as one entity in order to avoid the delay that might 
• 540 

have occurred because of the late response of one or two countries. 

S38 Interview with Nabeela EI Mula, 23 January 2008. 
S39 Interview with AbdelAzizi Elbasr, October 2007. 
S40 Ibid 
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As far as the pattern of cooperation between NATO and Kuwait is concerned, it focuses 

mainly upon training the Kuwait's personnel and enhancing the ability to cooperate with each 

other. Documents of the Ministry of Defence of Kuwait indicate that the pace of cooperation 

has been fruitful in this short period. Sufficiently, Kuwait participated in more than 20 

activities proposed by the AllianceS41 . The overall aim of these activities was to increase the 

pace and depth of mutual interaction between the two parties - NATO and Kuwait - in 

order to achieve the required level of inter-operability. 

So far, the ongoing relationship has not included any military task that might 

constitute a change or a significant contribution to Gulf security. 

Elbaser in interview mentions that cooperation with NATO is to complement, not to 

substitute, the security agreements that Kuwait previously signed with the United States and 

other big powers. It is different in the sense that its focus is upon modernisation. This is to be 

achieved by drawing experience through the educational and training programmes that NATO 

is offering in various fields, like combating illegal activities and civil emergency planning. He 

also adds that "the number of activities has increased significantly and this reflects the 

successful implementation of NATO's policy in the region.,,542 

Elbaser in interview also adds: 

Our keenness to develop our relationship with NATO, despite the fact that it 

doesn't include any military aspects, could be ascribed to our desire to get the 

maximum benefits from the biggest alliance that combines democratic 

countries. This element of democratic governance gives us great assurance and 

appeases worries ... I mean that those democratically governed allies would 

not change their policies in such a swift or unexpected manner, unlike despotic 

regimes. 543 

541 Report ofNA TO-Kuwait relationship, dated 2-2-2006. 
542 Interview with AbdelAzizi Elbasr, October 2007. 
543 Ibid. 
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As for areas of future cooperation, Osman in interview says, "Recently, we have established 

in cooperation with NATO and Bahrain a regional crisis management centre. We need to 

enhance cooperation in the fields of combating terrorism, weapons of mass destruction, and 

border security. In return, we shall facilitate maritime passage of NATO's vessels in the 

Gulf.,,544 

In addition to this, the two parties signed a convention for the protection of classified 

information two years ago. This would, certainly, facilitate the exchange of intelligence 

information about long standing terrorist security threats in the region.545 

Although NATO has not proposed any form of hard security cooperation, its role in 

the region as such would, certainly, contribute positively in backing up American policies in 

the region, particularly in Iraq. For example, the two parties signed a special agreement with 

regard to transportation of forces and logistics through Kuwaiti ports to support its ongoing 

military mission in Iraq. 546 

The creation and then enhancement of the NATO-Kuwait relationship was encouraged 

by the United States, bearing in mind the special relationship between Washington and 

Kuwait. This ongoing process will not, as Kuwait's officials confirm, enable other European 

allies to intervene more than necessary in Gulf security. 

Elbaser in interview discloses that: 

The Americans were persuading us to develop our relationship with the 

alliance. I can confirm that Ambassador Burns, the US representative to 

NATO, urged us to respond positively with what was proposed by NATO. In 

general, I want confirm that our cooperative ties with NATO did not mean any 

reduction of the huge American role in securing the Gulf area ... Let me put it 

more clearly, NATO is serving the policies of its allies, and it will never 

collide with those policies. It would be wrong to expect that the growing role 

544 Interview with Ali Osman, 24 January 2008. 
S4~ KUNA symposium on Kuwait-NATO relations. Op.Cit. 
S46 Interview with AbdelAzizi Elbasr, October 2007. 
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of the alliance in the region could enable European allies to have a different 

"say" in the region.547 

To conclude, the Kuwait-NATO relationship, that took its preliminary steps in early 1990s, 

though in different form, has developed significantly since 2002. This means that NATO has 

assumed a wider role in the broader Middle East post-9fl!. This policy is supportive of, and 

cannot separated from, American policies in region. 

Perhaps more clearly than in the first case study (the Egypt-NATO relationship). this 

relationship confirms the applicability of the basic principles of liberal institutionalism for 

various reasons. First, the two parties have had a strong determination to boost their security 

through creating cooperative links, which means they believe in the beneficial results of this 

cooperation. Second, NATO, as an institution, is being used to back up the basic role of the 

United States in guaranteeing Gulf security. In other words, there is "burden sharing" between 

NATO and the US in this respect, and this underlines the role of institutions in achieving the 

interests of allies and outside partners, though not necessarily on an equal footing. 

Kuwait has resoundly welcomed this contribution from NATO to serve its security 

interests. Equally important is NATO's ability to fulfill Kuwait's training needs, which shows 

that institutions, by nature, can realise many objectives. Third, NATO's role was presented in 

this context as an auxiliary factor. This hints that the NATO-Kuwait relationship was 

optional, not imposed by either the United States or NATO itself. More bluntly, this 

cooperation, as liberal institutionalism indicates, was not dictated by hegemonic power. 

Conclusion 

In analyzing NATO's post-9fll policy in the Middle East, it can be concluded that it has 

unfolded in full consistency with the basic principles of liberal institutionalism, as was the 

5047 Interview with AbdelAzizi Elbasr, October 2007. 
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case in the first phase of NATO's emerging role in the region. The only significant difference 

between the phases was enlarging the scope of that role, in extending cooperation to the Gulf, 

and then enhancing, reinforcing and diversifying ongoing activities with all states concerned. 

Nothing else has changed in the nature of this cooperative relationship, and it has never 

included any form of coercion or oppression. 

Hence, the second phase of NATO's role could be considered the "progress" that 

confmns the utility and accuracy of the basic assumptions of liberal institutionalist theory, 

which underlines the importance of international cooperation based on deep conviction and 

trust in human nature; and that state actions can be rational as they reflect the attitudes of 

rational individuals. 

The process also illustrates the importance of individual perceptions as well as the 

impact of ideas and information on world affairs, including first and foremost changing state 

preferences and perceptions in such a manner that could serve wider peace and stability. 

Indeed, fostering cooperation with NATO has proven more feasible, and even easier, for 

Middle East partners than pursuing cooperation amongst themselves. 

The main themes of this policy include the following: 

1. Enhancing the efforts and abilities of NATO and its Middle Eastern partners 

m combating international terrorism. This includes launching new channels for 

information sharing, joint operations and training, etc. 

2. Combating the dangers of weapons of mass destruction. This was reflected 

in encouraging Middle Eastern partners (via leI and MD) to join NATO in certain 

rounds of consultations, to increase understanding of the visions and requirements of 

each other. Still, very limited results have been achieved. 

3. Supporting efforts to spread democratic values in the region. Wisely 

perhaps, NATO did not get involved directly in this matter, its role confined to its 
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readiness to give tailored advice about new topics like civilian control of military 

institutions, and defence refonn, etc. These newly proposed topics are supposed to 

soften the rigid autocratic atmosphere and encourage internal debate about its possible 

usefulness. 

4. Increasing the number of proposed fields of practical cooperation. The main 

objective, as illustrated, is to enhance the possibility of working together in future 

missions, like peace making and peacekeeping as well as in areas of mutual concern. 

5. It is American influence that gave birth to the new NATO's initiatives 

addressing the Middle East region. Nothing significant happened in the t990s. 

However, a new momentum was instantly given to NATO in the post-91tt years, 

enabling it to assume its new role in the Middle East. 

6. It is also the influence of the United States that pushed some Middle Eastern 

partners to accept or respond positively to the new NATO's proposals. Even before 

this, it should not be ignored that one of the reasons that had convinced MD partners 

- six Arab countries and Israel - to respond positively to NATO's initiative was 

their conviction that the United States was behind the process, and/or the United 

States and NATO are two sides of one coin. 

7. It is true that the new NATO's initiatives support, complement and serve the 

aims of US foreign policy, but they are also, at the same time, serving the interests of 

other European allies. 

It could be claimed that the above-mentioned aspects are consistent with international and 

Western orientations towards the region that have emerged as a result of the terrorist attacks 

of 9/11. Even if these initiatives were launched to cope with - and respond to - the 

aftennath of those terrorist events, the fact that should not be ignored or underestimated is 

that these activities are beneficial for European interests and were launched after having 
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achieved internal consensus between European allies and the United States, either on equal 

footing or in varying degrees of influence. 

The prioritising of issues of terrorism and weapons of mass destruction should not be 

perceived as only American concerns. On the contrary, they also meet European security 

needs. The Solana paper of 2003 shows that the main security concerns of the EU included 

terrorism, weapons of mass destruction, failed states and organised crime.S48 Consequently, 

there is no big difference between Europe and United States. 

Fritz in interview mentions: 

NATO's outreach programmes vis-a.-vis the region and Allies' respective 

national positions and policies have to be compatible. How could you 

otherwise reach a consensus within NATO on what to do? And NATO works 

by consensus. If an Ally felt that what NATO was planning to do would ran 

counter to her interests, it would not agree to it. Moreover, there are 

differences in the extent to which the respective MD partners wish to cooperate 

with NATO. Some are ready to go further than others. In other words, I don't 

think that this is just black and white. 549 

Also, Oguzlu indicates that European security strategy and EU's neighbourhood policies 

reflect the understanding of the vulnerability of the Europeans to the growing risk of radical 

religious terrorism and weapons of mass destruction. This argument underlines that the 

European have the same priorities of the United States in the post-9fII era. 550 

Furthermore, implementing the policy of "positive engagement" in the Middle East 

region, regardless of its narrow or wide definition, is increasing the ability of the North 

Atlantic Alliance, in its broader defmition, to influence or at least follow closely regional 

affairs. Therefore, claim could be made that NATO's role in the Middle East, via MD and 

ICI, is not an exclusive tool of US foreign policy. Instead, it is one of the available tools that 

S48 
Solana paper 2003. www.Europa.Solanapaper. (Accessed: 1 June 2006) 

549 Interview with Fritz Rademacher, August 2007 
5SO Oguzlu, T. "The European Union and the broader Middle East". in Bernhard, Mand Stumbaum, M.ed. NATO 
versus EU: Security Strategy for Europe. Berlin: Gennan Council on Foreign Relations, 2005, p.l04 
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are being used to achieve the interests of all NATO members - but first and foremost the 

United States - in the region. Nonetheless, confirmation could be made that influential 

American pressure on both parties of the exiting equation, NATO and the Middle East, was 

the primary - if not the only reason - that has transformed a previously limited and low 

profile security dialogue into an effective mechanism that is backing up other efforts aiming 

to incur required change and modernisation in the region. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

The United States and NATO's role in the Middle East 

This chapter is divided into two main parts. The first will give a brief description of the vision 

of the US "new conservatives", or neo-cons of the President Bush's administration, on the 

role of the United States in the world. This will help build understanding as to why and how 

this vision has impacted on the Middle Eastern politics, bearing in mind that the Middle East 

has long been the focal point of international concern, particularly post-9/11. Also, reference 

will be made to the importance of NATO in the US foreign policy agenda. 

The second part will, concisely, review developments in US policy towards NATO's 

cooperative mechanisms, particularly the MD and leI, before and after 9/11. Thereafter more 

focus will be given to reviewing and analyzing the extent and limits of NATO's role with 

regard to regional issues in the Middle East. The aim is to ascertain whether or not this role 

has developed in full consistency with the objectives of US foreign policy. This will be aided 

by examining two contemporary crises: Iraq and Darfur. 

Post-9/11 America and the Middle East 

As history shows, it is always tempting for any superpower to use its might in pursuit of its 

national goals, regardless of ethical, legal and moral considerations. This has been evident in 

the practices of all great powers throughout history. Suffice it to refer to the brutal practices of 

the 19th century colonial campaigns launched by European powers, like France, Italy, and 
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England in Middle Eastern territories. The United States is no exception, particularly after its 

pride was wounded by the unprecedented 9/11 attacks. 

Evidently, post-9/11 US policy towards the Middle East region has been different than 

policies pursued in previous eras. Understandably, the equation is no longer just "oil and 

stability at any price." Instead, the pride and security of the lone superpower have been added 

to the mix. Put another way, the United States has started to perceive its role in the world-

Particularly in the Middle East - differently. (Chapter 2 reviewed the US vision about 

democracy in the Middle East, which is why more focus will be given here to other aspects of 

US policy). 

To elaborate, just as the fall of the Berlin Wall symbolised the end of the Cold War, 

the 9/11 attacks gave birth to a new era, branded by one former US secretary of state as the 

"post-post-Cold War era."SS1 As the new decade has unfolded the neo-cons in the new 

RepUblican administration, challenged by the dangers of terrorism, threats to oil and other 

risks, forged a new vision of American role's in this new epoch. They appear to be 

detennined to use the full strength of American power not only to defend the United States 

from any possible contingencies, but also to rebuild the international system in such a way as 

to preserve and prolong the durability of its unique and unequalled status. SS2 Clearly they 

believe in, and fully adhere to, what is described by McCrisken as "the missionary strand of 

American exceptionalism. "SS3 

What is meant by this is that they hold the belief that the United States, driven by its 

enduring values as well as its vital interests, should shoulder the burden of creating the world 

m Interview with fonner Secretary of State. Aljazeera TV. 17- 2 -2002. 
m The author conducted an interview with Professor Philip Sands, March 2006, in which he expressed his 
strong conviction that the post-9fll policies were pre-planned and the current administration seized the 
~Rportun~ty to control the Middle East. ., .. 

McCnsken,T. American Exceptionalism and the Legacy o/Vletnam US/orelgn PolICY since 1974. 
New York and Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003, P.IS3. 
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of peace, freedom and democracy, no matter how big the consequences and sacrifices might 

be. 

In his introduction to the 2006 National Security StrategySS4, which is the most recent 

and comprehensive US document stating the basic guidelines of its foreign policy, President 

Bush said: "America has to choose between the path of fear, isolationism and protectionism, 

retreat and retrenchment, and the path of confidence."sss He continued: "We choose 

leadership over isolationism, and the pursuit of free and fair trade and open markets over 

protectionism; we choose to deal with challenges now rather than leaving them to future 

generations. "S56 

The president explained that this national security strategy is founded on two pillars. 

The first is promoting freedom, justice and human dignity, working to end tyranny, and to 

promote effective democracies. The second is: "Confronting the challenges of our time -

such as pandemic disease, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, terrorism, and human 

traffi kin b I d· . . fd . "SS7 IC g etc, y ea tng a grOWtng commumty 0 emocraCles. 

The 2006 Strategy identified the following tasks as priorities: 

Champion aspirations for human dignity; strengthen alliances to defeat global 

terrorism and work to prevent attacks against us and our friends; work with 

others to defuse regional conflicts; prevent our enemies from threatening us, 

our allies, our friends, with weapons of mass destruction; ignite a new era of 

global economic growth through free markets and free trade; expand the circle 

of development by opening societies and building the infrastructure of 

democracy; develop agendas for cooperative action with other main centers of 

global power; transform America's national security institutions to meet the 

554 The 2006 National Security Strategy of the United States of America. 
http://www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/nss.html(Accessed: 6 June 2006). 
m Ibid, p. 2 (preamble) 
556 Ibid, p. 2 (preamble) 
m Ibid, p. 2 (preamble) 
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challenges and opportunities of the 21 st century; and engage the opportunities 

and confront the challenges of globalisation. SS8 

However, the vision of the Bush administration seemed to be defmitely based on a different 

set of priorities, as has been evident from its perfonnance in the recent years. According to 

Ness, these priorities focus upon maximisation of military power, conventional as well as 

nuclear capabilities, because "Their worldview was a combination of a Manichean ideology 

about pitting good against evil, and a Realist commitment to the construction of such 

overwhelming capabilities (military, economic and technological) that no other state or 

coalition of states would dare to confront the United States. ,,559 To make it clearer, the United 

States, in Bush' s era, appeared to have been more adamant than in any other period in its 

efforts to secure its pre-eminent position in the international arena. 

The group of neo-cons seemed to take the view that this vision can only be achieved 

by applying tougher policies, even resorting to imperial expansion if necessary. 

Feller remarks: 

There are a few hardliners who were, and still are, adamant in their persistence 

of transfonning US foreign policy along the lines of Reaganism. In such a 

scenario, a newly-confident United States, intoxicated with its own military, 

economic and political pre-eminence would set out to r~make the world in its 

own image, targeting adversaries, ignoring allies, and acting with all the 

arrogance of a country that believes itself above criticism, a country in short 

that is on a power trip. 560 

Furthermore, Rogers expresses the view that the neo-cons hold a belief that ''the United States 

had an historic mission to promote a "New American Century" in which the world 

SS8 Ibid, pp 1-50 (text). 
559 Ness, P. "Conclusion", in Gurtov, M and Ness, P ed. Confronting the Bush Doctrine Critical views 
from the ASia-Pacific. London and New York: Routledge, 2005, pp. 260-261 
560 Feller, J.ed "Introduction", in Power Trip: U.S Unilateralism And Global Strategy After September 11. 
New York and London: Seven Stairs Press, 2003. p. IS. 
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community follows a path towards free market democracies, led and controlled by the United 

States.,,561 Gaffney proposes that: 

When the Nazis, Fascists, Imperial Japanese and Soviet Communists sought to 

destroy and enslave the free world, we must do now what we did then: wage 

war creatively and effectively, using non-military as well as military means, on 

a global scale. Now as then, we must understand the necessity of fully 

mobilising the energy, courage, and imagination of freedom-loving people, 

starting with putting the country on a war footing, as if our lives, and way of 

life, depend on it. 562 

On the same theme, Chomsky states: 

After 9/11, the fundamental assumption that lies behind the "imperial grand 

strategy" is the guiding principle of Wilsonian idealism that we, at least the 

circle who provide the leadership and advise them, are good, even noble; hence 

our interventions are necessarily righteous in intent, if occasionally clumsy in 

execution. 563 

On the contrary, other arguments warn from exaggerating the influence of this group in 

determining US foreign policy, which has always been based on a calculation of interests. For 

example, Forster comments: "It is unfortunately all too easy to slide into the crude notion that 

imperialist expansion is simply a product of a powerful group of individuals who have 

hijacked a nation's foreign policy to serve their own narrow ends. ,,564 

Irrespective of these views, it is important, at this point, to underline that this vision 

for the American project gained considerable popular support in US society, regardless of its 

huge cost in terms of spilling the blood of hundreds of thousands of victims and the fiscal 

:~ Rogers, P. A war on te"or ... Afghanistan and After. London and Virginia: Pluto Press,2004, p.l97. 
Gaffitey,F and et.al. War footing 10 steps America must take to prevail in the war for thejree world 

Annapolis, Maryland: Naval Institute Press,2006, p.263 
563 Chomsky, N. Hegemony or Survival America's Quest For Global Dominance. New York and London: 
Penguin Books, 2003, p.27. 
S64 Foster, J. "The New Age OfImperialism" in Foster, J and Mcchesney, R. Pax Americana: Exposing the 
American Empire. London: Pluto Press. 2004, p. 161. 
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burden on the American economy.S6S The success of Bush's campaign for the second 

presidential tenn seems to point to a dramatic change in attitudes. This can be ascribed to the 

Psychological effects of the unforgettable and unforgivable terrorist attacks, and/or the 

influence of the media and interest groups that believe in or get benefits from the programme 

of the neo-conservatives. The first sentence President Bush wrote in the introduction of the 

2006 NSS was: "America is at war."S66 This could be an attempt to justifY anything 

mentioned in the document. Bamford observes that, "the Bush administration's massive 

disinfonnation campaign, abetted by a lazy and timid press, succeeded spectacularly in 

driving the public to support its long-planned war."S67 

In a similar vein, Herrmann and Reese note: "In the highly charged atmosphere 

fOllowing 9/11, popular mobilisation for war and for imperial moral missions to change the 

nature of politics in far off lands was at least conceivable in ways that it had not been prior to 

the terrorist attacks in New York and Washington."s68 

This new wave of US assertive policy, which is being implemented in what could be 

described as a power vacuum because of the absence of any international balance to the 

uncontested American strength, had its direct impact in the Middle East region via the 

launching of the 2003 Iraq war. lentleson states that, "George W Bush's belief system is 

closer to that of his father, but more unilateralist and assertive of American military 

565 On 12 October 2006, the British newspaper, The Independent, revealed that the catastrophe in Iraq could be 
far more serious than previously estimated. It disclosed the results of a new survey, conducted by Dr Les Roberts 
and a team from Johns Hopkins University, showing that about 650,000 Iraqis have lost their lives as a 
consequence of the invasion, with an estimated 200,000 violent deaths directly attributable to allied forces. 
Furthermore, two American think tanks, the Institute for Policy Studies (IPS) and Foreign Policy in Focus 
(FPIF), issued a report suggesting that the cost of current military operations in Iraq reaches $5.6 billion every 
month; whereas the eight-year campaign in Vietnam cost on average $5.1 billion a month. Also, the Institute of 
National Priorities Project, estimated that the total cost of this war had reached $204.6 billion at the end of 
~eptember 2005. (www.Aljazzeranet. (Accessed: 12 -12-2006).(in Arabic) 
66 Ibid, p.l 

567 Bamford, J. A Pretext For War: 9/IUraq, and the Abuse Of America's Intelligence Agencies. New 
;orkand London and Sydney: Doubleday, 2005, p.337. 
68 Herrmann, R and Reese. M. "George W. Bush's Foreign Policy" in Campbell, C and Rockman, Bed 

The George W. Bush Presidency: Appraisal and Prospects. Washington D.C, CQ Press, 2004, p 219. 
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power."S69 This harsh policy is not easily differentiated from what some describe as American 

imperialism. 

For more elaboration, Fouskas and Cokay maintain that: "American imperialism is 

distinguished from all other imperialisms because of its global extension." They mentions that 

neo-imperial expansionist strategy relies on military power to reach its end because of the 

decline of the US economy and note that its ideological origins can be traced back to the 

guiding principles of the Truman Doctrine. They add: 

US foreign policy has a hypocritical character, as US policy makers use moral 

principles to deceive peoples. So many covert US military and intelligence 

operations and campaigns, so many business deals, so much oil and natural 

gas, and all these giant multinational corporations have powerful connections 

to the Bush administration, as a convergence of political and economic 

interests travelling under the rubrics of war on terror, operation Enduring 

Freedom, axis of evil, and bringing democracy to former communist states, all 

the interventions in Yugoslavia, various political and economic crises, the 

recent US wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, all have collectively been the response 

to the problems created by the collapse of the Soviet Union, and all have 

connections to the larger contests between the United States and its European 

allies over the division of resources and the political and military control of 

Eurasia, undertaken by the United States to stem its economic decline.s70 

In the 2006 NSS, the US president reviewed what he counted as the achievements of the past 

few years, saying: 

We have kept on the offensive against terrorist networks, leaving our enemy 

weakened, but not yet defeated; we have joined the Afghan people to bring 

down the Taliban regime; we have focused the attention of the world on the 

proliferation of dangerous weapons; we have stood for the spread of 

569 Jentlson, B. American Foreign Policy: The Dynamics O/Choice In The 21st Century. London and 
New York: W.W. Norton and Company, 2004, p.325. 
S70 Fouskas,V and Cokay, B. The New American Imperialism Bush's War On Terror And Blood For Oi/. 
Westport and Connecticut and London: Praeger International, 2005, p.229-23I 
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democracy in the broader Middle East; we led an international coalition to 

topple the dictator of Iraq. S71 

The US president concluded: "The path we have chosen is consistent with the great tradition 

of American foreign policy; like the policies of Harry Truman and Ronald Reagan", thus 

underlining that US aims are 'idealistic' but the means to achieve them are 'realistic'. ,,572 

Seemingly, the document illuminated what has been pointed out by some scholars that 

America was, and still is, seeking to profit from a unique set of historical circumstances -

i.e., the uni-polar system - to apply and impose its vision worldwide.573 The first step in this 

endeavour is to change the Middle East, as explained in Chapter 1.574 

Folk indicates that the major concern of the neo-conservative agenda is the Middle 

East, not Europe, because the neo-cons believe that the region will be the major history-

making area in the coming decade. The main objective of the invasion of Iraq, he argues, is to 

secure a base that could help to dominate the region in the future. S7S 

But the task of changing the Middle East is too complicated, by all means, to be 

achieved in the foreseeable future. Quandt suggests that the United States will face a strong 

Middle Eastern opposition and resistance against its attempt to impose its own design in the 

region, and this suggest that the region will remain a troubled area, and that the United States 

will have to face huge obstacles in pursuing its multiple objectives there.S76 

:71 The 2006 National Security Strategy. Op.Cit, p. 1. 
72 Ibid, p. 2 

573 See for example Sands, P (2005). Lawless World: America and the Making and breaking of global 
rules.(London and New York: Penguin group} and Chomsky, N (2003). Middle East Illusions. Including 
Peace In The Middle East: Reflections On Justice And Nationhood. (Lanhamand New York and Oxford: 
Rowman and Littlefield, Inc}.and Chomsky, N (2003) Hegemony Or Survival America's Quest For 
[Nobal Dominance. (New York and London: Penguin Books). 
74 Chapter 1 reviews the reasons of strategic importance of the Middle East from the US and European 

perspectives. As for the United States, these reasons include: heavy dependence of the Middle Eastern oil, 
protection of its biggest ally Ismel, combating terrorism and mass destruction weapons. The view that prevailed 
pgst-9/11 is that the current status quo cannot be tolerated. 

75 Folk, R. "The global setting: US foreign policy and the future of the Middle East." In Danchev, A and Millon. 
ed. The Iraq War And Democratic Politics, 2005, p.27. 
"6 Quandt,W. "New US policies for a New Middle East" in Lesch, D. ed. The Middle East and the United 
States: A historical and political reassessment, 2007, p. 503. 
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Based on this conviction, the United States, as indicted before, has opted to use NATO 

to the maximum possible extent to help in achieving its vision in the Middle East. 

NATO in US foreign policy 

Briefly, the North Atlantic Alliance has always been a top priority of US foreign policy. Since 

its establishment by the 1949 Washington Treaty, NATO served as an indispensable forum 

for coordinating defence and security policies with European allies during the long decades of 

the Cold War. During the Cold War, many factors strongly tied the United States and its 

European allies together, among which, the desire of Europe for protection under the US 

nuclear umbrella by way of advanced US conventional capabilities, which were - and still 

are - beyond comparison relative to European capabilities. A mixture of fear and need was 

reflected positively in NATO as a defensive alliance empowered and authorised to defend the 

Euro-Atlantic territories against possible Soviet attack. 

After the collapse of the former Soviet Union in 1991, doubts emerged about NATO's 

vitality in the post-Cold War era. It appeared as if the Alliance felt a need to justify its 

existence in this new era. The United States has pushed the transformation process forward, 

changing and developing the role of the Alliance, as explained earlier. NATO's continuity, 

regardless of its efficiency or efficacy, was - and still is - a lynchpin serving many 

objectives of US foreign policy: 

1. It is the only forum in which the United States can prove and project its leadership 

over European allies, bearing in mind that the United States has always borne the 

largest costs of maintaining and developing the North Atlantic Alliance. 

2. It reflects and projects the eminence and superiority of the Untied States 

and/or the Western community vis-A-vis other great powers, like Russia and China, as 

well as other civilisations. As it stands, it is a very effective military tool that can be 

used by Western powers collectively to defend their "cornmon interests", i.e., the 
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interests of the Western community or North Atlantic Alliance. Meanwhile, other 

great powers do not enjoy such protection, as no present military alliance and/or 

arrangements could be comparable to NATO. 

3. It is one of the tools of promoting the American visions and policies with 

regard to world security. Reference has been made before to the impact of the 

enlargement process as well as "Partnership for Peace" programmes on enhancing the 

stability of Europe and encircling Russia, etc. 

4. It is a vehicle for promoting American values and norms. For example, 

certain values and standards, like democracy and human rights, are among the 

requirements of admitting new members as well as PFP partners, etc. The notions of 

democracy and human rights have been long placed at the top of the US foreign policy 

agenda, regardless of harsh US policies and practices, before and after 9/11, that might 

cast doubt on the extent to which the United States adheres to these values. S77 

5. Moreover, the evolving relationship between NATO and its peripheries, 

including South Asia, the Caucasus and the Middle East, is serving the aims of US 

global strategy in one way or another. To elaborate, the United States can easily get 

benefits from constant consultations conducted within the existing framework of 

relations between NATO and those areas, to promote US visions about regional crises, 

as well as other global security concerns, like terrorism and weapons of mass 

destruction, etc. Being the uncontested leader of NATO, the United States is able to 

set, or at least influence more than any other ally, NATO's policies towards these 

regions. 

Clement argues that the United States regards NATO as an embodiment of collective 

transatlantic interests that provides military protection as well as the necessary political 

S77 As explained in chapter one, the United States supported for long autocratic regimes to protect her interests in 
the Middle East. 
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cohesion and solidarity among all its members. It also "helps to sustain, reinforce, and 

legitimise US foreign policy."s78 

Sadakata maintains that the United States, in general, is keen to use international 

organisations to spread burdens among their members, manage or control the existing risks, 

and promote its values; and all these support its universal interests and help it maintain its 

predominant position in the global system. S79 

In the post-9/11 years, NATO's centrality for the US foreign policy has been 

questioned, although the Alliance did show determination, from the tirst moment, to assume 

its basic duty in providing the United States with help and assistance.s8o The swift response of 

the United States to 9/11 by invading Afghanistan, and later Iraq, proved that the post-9/tl 

United States does not need NATO, strictly speaking, in implementing its policies. In reality, 

the United States, like any other leading state, could never be bound by institutions in 

implementing its polices. S81 As underlined earlier, one challenge to the United States in this 

regard is NATO's decision-making mechanism, which is based on consensus and requires 

that all decisions must be unanimous. 

Michta states that NA TO has recently lost much of its importance as a military 

alliance because of its ongoing transformation process that has changed its nature from a 

collective defence organisation into a collective security organisation. So, "NATO today 

seems to be turning into what the EU's security dimension once was - i.e., a forum where 

571 Clement. S. "The United States and NATO: A selective Approach to Multilateralism" in Malone, 0 and 
Khong, Y. US Foreign Policy: International Perspective. London: Lynne Rienner.p.408 
m Sadakata, M. Nation-Building and the Role of International Organizations. 2003. pp. 3-4 
http://wwwsoc.nii.ac.jp/jsil/annual_documentsl2oo3/autumnlhoukoku
abstr/Panel%20F2%20Sadakata%20paper.pdf (Accessed: 16 March 200S). 
580 The Alliance invoked for the first time Article S of the Washington Treaty, which states: "The Parties aarce 
that an anned attack against one or more of them in Europe or North America shall be considered an attack 
against themal1 and consequently they agree that. if such an armed attack occurs. each of them, in exercise of the 
right of individual or coltective self-defense recognized by Article S I of the Charter of the United Nations, will 
assist the Party or Parties so attacked by taking forthwith, individually and in concert with the other Parties, such 
action as it deems necessary. including the use of armed force. to restore and maintain the security of the North 
Atlantic area." 
'81 Randall L. Schweller, "The Problem of International Order Revisited: A Review Essay". International 
Security. Vol. 26. No.1 (Summer. 2001). p 182. 
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policies and standards were discussed and harmonised but where little action could be 

taken.,·S82 

Bennis says that despite the fact that NATO invoked Article 5 for the first time in its 

history, the United States acted unilaterally in Afghanistan and this immediate response 

"demonstrated unequivocally not only American power in its own right, but the vast gap 

between US military capacity and that of any other country or any other group of 

countries."S83 He adds, however, that NATO accepted, shortly afterwards, all US requests to 

support the mission, including unlimited access to ports, airfields, other military venues and 

airspaces; use of early warning aircraft; replacement of US troops rotated out of Balkan 

peacekeeping assignments, and more. 584 

Importantly, this unilateral trend, that reached its peak in the 2003 invasion of Iraq, 

has waned. Seemingly, the United States found that it was not well prepared to deal rapidly, 

and alone, with the various repercussions of9/11, including the requirements of new trends of 

its foreign policy, particularly in the Middle East. Consequently, an increasing recognition in 

the US of a need for NATO's support has developed gradually. Likewise, NATO has come to 

realise that it needs to develop new policies to handle the Middle Eastern challenges. 

Nakic argues that as a result of 9/11, the United States and NATO have identified 

international terrorism and all its supportive factors, like failed states, as their first priority, 

although "Presently, neither the US nor NA TO is adequately ready for optimal defence 

against asymmetric threats. "S85 

512 Michta, A. The Limits of Alliances: The United States. NATO. and the EU in North and Central Europe. New 
York and Oxford: Rowmanand Littlefield publishers.inc. pp 134-5 
m Bennis. P. Before And After: US Foreign Policy And The War On Terrorism. Gloucestersbire: Ams books, 
2003.p .82. 
584 Ibid. p.ll3. 
585 Nakic. N. "The United States And NATO: How To Go Together" in Cchulic. L. ed. NATO and New 
International Relations. Zagreb: Atlantic Council of Croatia and Political Culture and Publishing and Research 
Institution, 2004, pp. 83-4 
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Clement mentions that the United States embraced unilateral military actions in the 

post-9/11 years, "yet it continued to rely on a variety of multilateral frameworks including 

standing alliances like NATO, which embodied a pennanent framework of shared interests, as 

well as an extensive web of flexible, adaptable, ad hoc coalitions, tailored to particular 

missions."s86 

Having reviewed these varying assessments, an assessment could be made that the 

United States has tried to utilise NATO, as much as possible, in serving its new vision for the 

Middle East. 

US policy and the NATO-Middle East reladonshlp 

Current available literature on US policy and NATO's role in the Middle East doesn't lead to 

any solid conclusions. On the contrary, it leaves intact a level of uncertainty about various 

aspects of NATO's role in the Middle East and US intentions. 

On the one hand, some believe that NATO's every move necessarily supports the 

US's strategic vision for the future of the Middle East region. For instance, Fouskas explains 

that "Given NATO's unstoppable eastward expansion, a US presence in Afghanistan and 

central Asia - which follows that in the Gulf, Yernen and Saudi Arabia - provides strategic 

depth to the management and control of the region's energy resources for the US and its 

closest allies. "S87 

On the other hand, some argue that NATO's role is not always a reflection of 

American desires. For example, Winrow affirms that NATO is not a monolithic organisation, 

proofbeing that the United States has not always succeeded in convincing its NATO partners 

516 Clement, S. Op.Cit. p.379 
517 Fouskas, V. Zones o/Conflict: US Foreign Policy in The Ba/Icons and the Greater Middle East. London: 
Pluto Press, 2003, p.31. 
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to pursue a certain policy. Instead it has sometimes been obliged to accommodate the 

interests of its allies.588 

Furthermore, some argue that the two pillars of the North Atlantic Alliance are being 

forced to coordinate their visions and policies in order to deal with Middle Eastern regional 

challenges. Geipel comments on the differences between the United States and Europe saying 

that: 

It matters that the US and Europe are divided about the future of their 

engagement in the Middle East for two very important reasons. First, it matters 

because the success of the US vision will be proportional to the engagement or 

at least acquiescence of allies. Second, it matters because the North Atlantic 

Alliance itself cannot survive in a meaningful way if it is internally at odds 

over the most significant international challenges of the 21st century.S89 

Art confirms that there is a convergence of the basic objectives of the two pillars of NATO, 

the United States and the European allies, based on the content of President Bush's 2002 

national security strategy and the 2003 Solana paper, and ''there is even an agreement on the 

need for preventive actions, although there is maybe disagreement on what preventive action 

means ... S90 

Hoffinan and Cubin mention that the United States and Europe will continue to be 

engaged in the region, and at the same time, "For the time being, the West - and in particular 

the United States - will continue to be seen as the principal problem in the eyes of the Arab 

world ... 591 

588 Winrow, G. Dia/ogue with the Mediterranean: The role of NATO's Mediterranean Initiative. New York and 
London: Garland Publishing, 2000. p.9. 
589 Geipel, G. "America and Europe on the Middle East: What Divides Us?" in Conflicts in the Greater Midd/e 
East and the transatlantic Relationship. Baden: Nomos Verlagsgesellschoft, 2005, 199. 
590 Art, R. ''The US National Security Strategy: Implications For Transatlantic Security Policy" in Security 
Strategy And Their Implications For NATO's Strategic Concept. NATO Defense College, November 2005. p. 
25. 
591 Chubin,S and Hoffman, B, et.al. The United States. Europe and the wider Middle East. Washington: Rand 
Center for Middle East Public Policy, 2004, p.7. 
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Meanwhile, others believe the United States is implementing its policies with or 

without NATO's direct assistance. Because of the complexity of the region and the gap 

between European allies and the United States on aspects of Middle East policy, even the 

United States itself can't guarantee the durable availability of NATO as a tool for its foreign 

policy. Some conclude, therefore, that the Alliance has become obsolete, even in the eyes of 

its leader. 

Kaim and Hubel mentions that "As the US-led military campaign against the Taliban 

and AI-Qaeda in Afghanistan had already demonstrated in late 2001, NATO was no longer 

the key framework for major transatlantic military-political decision making. "S92 Han 

mentions that "NATO's centrality as the Euro-American security pivot is unlikely to be 

restored. European and American interests usually overlap, but every so often they are also at 

variance."S93 Sloan mentions that, "There is no simple way to eliminate US unilateralist 

tendencies. They are, to some extent, unavoidable given the current distribution of power 

between the US and Europe, and indeed between the US and the rest of the world. ,,594 

Gallis states that for the Europeans any policy of moving outside the NATO treaty 

area of Europe remains a controversial one; and "most European allies believe that terrorism 

can be subdued, not through military action, but primarily through elimination of its 

underlying causes and through law-enforcement measures.S95 

Judt warns that: 

To the Bush administration, "Islam" is an abstraction, the politically 

serviceable object of what Washington insiders now call the GWOT - the 

global war on terror. For the US, the Middle East is a faraway land, a 

S92 Bubel, H and Kaim, M. Conflicts in the Greater Middle East and the Transatlantic Relationship. Baden: 
Nomos Verlagsgesellscbaft, 2004,p.l 0 
$93 Han, P. "What Future for NATO?" Working paper, Center for European Reform. NATO Defense College. 
October 2002, pp.52-3 
594 Sloan, S. "What Future for NATO?" Working paper, Center for European Reform. NATO Defense College. 
October 2002, p.13 
$9$ Gallis, P. ''The NATO summit at Prague", 2002, in. Clausson, M (ed). NATO: Status, Relations, and 
Decision-Making. New York: Novinka Books, 2007. p.lOl. 
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convenient place to export America's troubles so that they won't have to be 

addressed in the homeland. But the Middle East is Europe's near abroad; 

America's strategy of global confrontation with Islam is not an option for 

Europe. It is a catastrophe.596 

Indeed, interviewees were found to hold various views about the centrality of NATO in the 

US Middle Eastern policy, and specifically whether or not it has been used as a tool in 

implementing its objectives. To start with, some expressed their strong belief that NATO's 

new orientation towards the Middle East region is a result of and/or consistent with US policy 

towards the region, particularly in the post-91l1 years. These arguments can be illustrated as 

follows. 

Borgomano in interview holds that the MD dialogue was "European" before 9/11, 

becoming "American" in momentum and orientation. She clarifies: "All the assets are in the 

hands of the United States; nothing significant, practically speaking, could be achieved 

without its support and consent; and this explains why the role of NATO, i.e., the MD and ICI 

mechanisms, has become more effective post_9Ill.,,597 

auld Cheikh in interview expresses his conviction that the United States has been 

pressuring both NATO and Middle Eastern partners to develop their relationship: "All these 

efforts are emanating from - as well as feeding into - the US foreign policy melting 

pOt."S9S 

Gobreal in interview states that NATO post-9/11 is an "American process", and it is 

American influence that has brought all parties to address post-9/11 realities. Most practical 

post-9/11 cooperative activities are aimed at increasing inter-operability between NATO and 

596 Judth, T. "Europe versus America". The New York Review of Books. 52/2. 10 February 2005. p. 163. 
597 Interview with Laura Borgomano, July 2007. 
598 Interview with Mohammed Quid Cheikh, 22 January 2008. 
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Middle Eastern countries with regard to combating terrorism, the top priority of the United 

States.S99 

Daugzan in interview underlines that in addition to the role NATO is playing in the 

war on terror, it also serves as a mechanism of increasing understanding between some 

"Islamic" Middle Eastern countries and the West on several issues, besides engaging the US 

biggest ally, Israel, in security dialogue with other regional players.60o 

Cassinello in interview describes NATO as an "American empire", as everything 

starts and ends up in Washington, and it is too difficult for any ally to stand against 

Washington's will. He says "For example, my country, Spain, did not agree, on certain 

occasions, with what was proposed by the United States, but it had to accept it at the end of 

the day, for the sake of political expediency. This is not something unique or only related to 

Spain. In fact, many allies frequently do the same." Consequently, he affirms that NATO's 

role in the Middle East is fully consistent with the major guidelines of US policies, 

specifically in the post-9ftt years.601 

Pativch in interview confirms first that her country, Gennany, opposes enlarging 

NATO's role in the region, based on conviction that the Middle East need political tools, not a 

military one. Then she explains the role of political expediency in detennining the standing of 

NATO in the Middle East region, saying that: 

Of course, there is an overwhelming influence of the United States in the 

Middle East that is not comparable, by any means, with what any other ally 

has. The United States has been intervening in the region since 9/11, and even 

before, in such a way that it believed it would achieve its interests. Certainly, it 

has been seeking to use NATO, as much as possible, in achieving its goals. No 

doubt, the United States has also great influence in drawing NATO's policies 

in the region. There are other visions within the alliance towards this or that 

S99 Interview with Mohamed Gobreal, 24 January 2008. 
600 Interview with Jean-Francois Daguzan, August 2007. 
601 Interview with Augustin Cassinello, 15 May 2007. 
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Issue in the region, but American influence within the alliance is [very] 

powerful and effective. 

She concluded that what is happening in Iraq is irrefutable evidence of American failure in 

region of the Middle East. 602 

Amrnor in interview says that, "as far as the consistency between NATO's role and 

US policy in the region, I don't see any difference either before or after 9/11. In general, I 

don't believe that NATO can play anything other than a supportive role to US policies in the 

region. ,,603 

Georgopoulou in interview mentions this new orientation of NATO towards the 

Middle East region was a direct result of the pressure of the United States that has always 

maintained unquestioned and incomparable influence in determining the Alliance's policy in 

general. 604 

Meanwhile, others argue that this role, either before or after 9111, is a result of a 

concurrence of views and interests of the allies - i.e., not the expression and reflection of US 

foreign policy alone. 

Jihad Eldin in interview holds that NATO is serving the interests of all its allies in the 

region, and it can serve American interests but only as long as they are intertwined and 

connected with European interests. 60S 

Hardounie in interview disagrees with the position that NATO is an "American 

empire", affirming that, "NATO's moves only reflect the concurrence of views of all allies. 

Everyone knows that decisions are adopted by consensus. Consequently, there is neither 

imposition nor enforcement on any ally to follow certain policies." 

602 Interview with Astride Pativch, April 2007. 
603 Interview with Fouad M. Ammor, August 2007. 
604 Interview with Eleni Georgopoulou, August 2007. 
60S Interview with Blekas Jihad Eldin, 23 January 2008. 
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Aldwairi in interview concurs, saying that the US administration has always wanted 

NATO countries to playa more influential role in the US military adventure in the region of 

the broader Middle East, but "it seems that the ball does not always bounce the way it wants 

to, while the US succeeded in involving NATO in Afghanistan, I don't think it will be able to 

convince France and Gennany to send their troops to Iraq or Palestine, especially as decisions 

at NATO are taken by consensus. 606 

Rooke in interview affmns that NATO is not a venue for competition or rivalry 

between allies with regard to the Middle East. Instead, all decisions are taken by consensus, 

which means that, "There is always a minimum of harmony between all the allies behind 

every decision." Therefore, it should not be presumed that there is a complete or full 

similarity between NATO's moves and US policy in the Middle East, as NATO reflects in its . 
policies the prevailing concurrence between the allies.607 

Garrido in interview holds that whereas the United States has its own vision towards 

what is called "the greater Middle East", other southern European allies have their own 

visions. All of NATO's policies and actions, however, have to be taken by consensus, and this 

consensus sometimes requires compromise, adding: "This existing difference nonnally results 

in differences in the opinions of allies towards various issues. Generally speaking, we, the 

Europeans, reduce the intensity; or let me say, focus on achieving the required balance in 

drawing up NATO's policies." According to Garrido, NATO is not a mere vehicle for 

implementing American policies, nor has it become more "American" than European in the 

post-9fII years relative to the Middle East region.60s 

Rodkin in interview refutes the claim that NATO's policy in the region is an American 

tool on the grounds of two factors: first, that the United States doesn't need NATO to do what 

it wants to do, as proven by the invasion of Iraq in 2003; second, that NATO policy has to be 

606 Interview with General Omar AI-Dwairi, November 2007. 
607 Interview with Kevin Rooke, March 2007. 
608 Interview with Counsellor Gonzalo Garrido, July 2007. 
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built by consensus, and that NATO's role in the region, before and after 9111, wa and still is 

supposed to complement other initiatives in the region. 609 

Contrary to the above, Fritz in interview offers a different point of view. He says: " I 

would also take issue with those who argue that the MD was driven by the Europeans before 

9/ 11 and by the Americans ever since. Nor do I believe that it has been 'more successfu l' 

since 2001 and that this was due to 'American momentum'. What can be said is that we have 

seen more momentum because allies and MD partners alike have felt a need to step up 

cooperation, given the more complex and demanding strategic environment.,,6Io 

The outcome of these interviews could be shown as follows: 

DUS tool 

• TransAtlantic 
tool 

Key: 

60 per cent believe 
NATO is an American 
tool 

40 per cent believe 
NATO is a 
TransAtlantic tool. 

In order to confirm whether or not NATO's role in the Middle East, especia ll y in the post-

9/ 1 I years, has become a vehicle of US foreign policy in the region it is imperative to review 

and compare the positions of the United States towards the two stages of NATO's 

involvement in the Middle East - i.e., before and after 9/ 11 . 

The US and NATO's role before and after 9/11 

The role of the NATO in the Middle East since 1994 was a result of a concurrence of views 

among the allies in varying degrees. The North Mediterranean/South European a lli es, like 

Spain, ltaly and Portugal, were the most willing and enthusiastic towards launching the 

609 Interview with Boas Rodkin , May 2008. 
6 10 Interview with Fritz Rademacher, August 2007. 
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process, given their interest in enhancing security cooperation with South Mediterranean 

countries that showed, in short time, some understanding of the reasons and objectives of the 

process. 

At this time, the United States neither obstructed the endeavour of South European 

allies nor pushed the matter forward by taking advantage of its distinctive relationships with 

some MD partners, particularly Egypt and Israel. Seemingly, the main American concern, at 

that time, was the inclusion of its close ally, Israel, and it did succeed in achieving this aim, as 

mentioned. 

The lack of hearty support of the United States, in addition to the indifference of the 

northern allies - not to mention their views on the feasibility of the whole process - were 

reflected in the evolution of the MD during the 1990s. Indicatively, the whole process was, as 

mentioned, confined to conveying respective visions with regard to regional problems, for 

example the Arab-Israeli conflict, and explaining the various aspects of NATO's 

transfonnation process. There was a lack of proper financing of the whole process. Negm in 

interview clarifies that the budget for the process, at that time, did not exceed $0.25 

million.611 As illustrated in Chapter 4, the MD process did not achieve any significant 

breakthrough in the first period. 

In the post-9/11 years, the United States considered that NATO's role in the Middle 

East could be useful in supporting and reinforcing, not replacing or substituting, its bilateral 

cooperative channels with relevant countries. Broadly speaking, the NATO-Middle East 

relationship has entered a new phase. As illustrated in the previous chapter, the new NATO's 

initiatives have been, undoubtedly, the result of a concurrence of views among the allies, 

serving their interests together. 

The US's vision was expressed by US Representative to NATO Burns: 

611 Interview with Heba Negm. October 2007. 
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The pursuit of Middle East peace and pursuit of reforms in the region are, in 

our view, mutually reinforcing endeavours. Both are vital for our common 

future and for our common security. But it is also true that the lack of full 

peace between Israel and its Arab neighbours cannot be used to excuse or 

delay needed reforms or to delay the beginning of a new relationship between 

NATO and the Arab countries. 

He further insists on the necessity of building such an important role for the Alliance in the 

region in order to enhance regional security and stability, saying "All of us agree that 

political, educational and economic reform efforts necessary for development of the Greater 

Middle East can only flourish in an atmosphere of regional security and stability. And in 

creating such an atmosphere, NATO can playa very important role." 

As for the goals that NATO is seeking to accomplish in the "Greater Middle East", 

Burns mentions that NATO would help in fighting terrorism, combating the proliferation of 

weapons of mass destruction, improving border security and suppressing all forms of illegal 

trafficking, besides enhancing practical cooperation with the Middle Eastern partners and the 

ability to work together in the future. He further hints that NATO's role in the region is not 

revisable because: 

Since the 11 September 2001 attacks in the United States, allies agreed that 

NATO must be prepared to operate on the front lines of the world's crisis 

regions, well-beyond Europe, because that is where many of the 21st century 

challenges to world peace originate. ,,612 

612 Bums. N. NATO and the Greater Middle East, 2004, pp2-3 
http://nato.usmission.gov/ambassador/2004/20040518 _ Brussels.htm (Accessed: I December 2005) 
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Evidence on the effects of American "momentum "on NATO's role in the Middle East was 

collected within the context of this research from US officials in charge of the whole process. 

For instance, Foster in interview discloses that: 

NATO's new endeavour in the region of the Broader Middle East is part of 

President Bush's vision of embarking upon, or encouraging, if you will, 

changes in this part of the world. This is a long and multifaceted process. It 

consists of various elements: political, economic, military, and security, etc. 

NATO is helping and backing up other initiatives addressing the region. 

Certainly, 9/11 has increased our concerns about the region.613 

Also, Shinagel in interview explains: 

Following the fall of Berlin Wall, NATO started its transformation process

I mean specifically enlargement ... Likewise, after 9/11, NATO has begun a 

new phase of its ongoing transfonnation, or adaptation, process to face new 

emerging challenges. Precisely, I mean, in this respect, the Enhanced Dialogue 

and ICI initiatives. From the American perspective, both processes are 

extremely important in enhancing the role of NATO in the Middle East region. 

We believe that our partnership should not be limited to the geographical 

factor; I mean whether or not this or that country belongs to this specific 

geographic area. This is our vision for the Middle East and other regions as 

well.614 

Based on these clarifications, it could be emphasised that the breakthrough that has occurred 

in NATO-Middle East relationship (i.e., the Enhanced Dialogue and ICI initiatives), are 

American proposals, in origin, and have been developed, promoted, and implemented due to 

American influence. These proposals must have been formulated to back up the new vision of 

the US in the region. This leaves no doubt about the accuracy of what has been deduced in 

the previous chapter. 

613 Interview with Mark Foster, 24 January 2008. 
614 Interview with Eva Shinagel, 24 January 2008. 
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The US and NATO's role in regional issues 

As stated earlier, NATO's role with regards to regional issues in the Middle East only started 

in the post-9/l1 years. This role is restricted to two main issues, which are Iraq and Darfur, 

and is still of supportive nature. In other words, NATO has not been in charge of any direct 

military task with regard to these two issues. 

Significantly, there is almost an overwhelming consensus between the interviewees 

that NATO's role in the Middle East should remain confined to its cooperative mechanisms, 

MD and ICI, i.e., limited to "soft security" issues, bearing in mind the complexity of the 

region, including first and foremost the impact of US foreign policy, and in order to avoid any 

negative repercussions that might badly affect its current endeavours in the region. 

For example, as far as the Arab-Israeli conflict is concerned, Rodkin in interview 

mentions that: 

I'm not sure that NATO can, in reality, play a significant role in the Arab

Israeli conflict because of a number of reasons, among which the insufficiency 

of resources, regional complexities, lack of invitation from the all parties, and 

[the nature of striking a] final peace deal, etc." 

He also notes there were some circles in Israeli society that were pushing the government to 

insist on inviting NATO to secure the border with Lebanon in the aftermath of 2006 war, but 

their pressure was not enough to convince the government to go in this direction. He 

concludes by saying "I believe that NATO's role will be limited to soft security issues, at 

least in the foreseeable future. I cannot foresee NATO more engaged in the Middle East [than 

it is].,,61S 

Likewise, Negm excludes any possibility of positive involvement of NATO in conflict 

resolution between Arabs and Israelis. She comments that, "The timing of this involvement is 

61S Interview with Boas Rodkin, May 2008. 

260 



inappropriate given the Alliance's negative image in the region. Moreover, both the 

international and the regional context don't welcome such a role at the moment.,,616 

Aldwairi in interview explains that the political situation in the Middle East is not 

promising and it will not change in the few years to corne. This will not put the MD dialogue 

on hold, simply because NATO has never been a key player in Iraq or Darfur. He confinns 

that: "NATO cannot shoulder any role in the Israeli-Arab conflict unless invited by Israel 

alone. Once invited, it will operate within the framework ofa plan set out by Israel alone.,,617 

Likewise, Arnrnor in interview says that, "I'm sure that the current situation does not 

help in reaching more positive cooperative relationships, simply because we have not been 

able to make a distinction between NATO and US foreign policy in the region.618 

Also Hardouin in interview clarifies that NATO's vision with regard to the peace 

process is that only in case of reaching an agreement between the Israelis and Palestinians, 

and if the two parties required such a supportive role for NATO, the allies would then 

consider the contribution that could underpin the reached agreement. "For the time being, 

there is no willingness to assume any role in this complicated crisis." 

With respect to other regional issues, Hardouin in interview also confirms that there is 

no long-standing or well-defined vision or policy towards the Middle East region. Instead, 

each case is considered according to its developments as well as the interests and needs of all 

the allies. He further clarifies, for example, ''we have not yet decided to play any role in the 

Iran nuclear programme crisis ... because the allies haven't seen yet any role or need for 

NATO in this crisis ... and I can stress that if the allies decided to develop such a role, it 

would be certainly consistent with the will of the international comrnunity.'.619 

616 Negm, H. "NATO's uncertain role in the Middle East process", NATO Defense College. Academic Research 
Branch, 2005, p.6. 
617 Interview with General Omar AI-Dwairi, 17 November 2007. 
618 Interview with Fouad M. Ammor, 16 August 2007. 
619 Interview with Dr Patrick Hardouin, July 2007. 
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As for the security calculations of the Gulf area, EI-Saber in interview argues that 

NATO's role will remain restricted and limited to what is called "soft security", like 

infonnation exchange, training, etc, and "NATO's role could support the American role in the 

region ... but not to substitute or replace its main tasks in the complex security environment 

of the region. This is because of the nature of the Alliance, its composition, and the criteria for 

adopting decisions. ,,620 

Also, Georgopoulou in interview underlines the fact that NATO was established in a 

particular historical juncture, and everything has changed in the current stage. In addition, she 

draws the attention to the fact that NATO is, by nature, a military tool while the problems of 

the Middle East are political and complicated. That is why its effectiveness at addressing the 

chronic problems of the Middle East is doubtful. "So, I don't think that NATO could perfonn 

serious tasks in the region ... But let me confirm again, we are, and shall be, committed to 

any policy or measure agreed by the allies.,,621 

Irrespective of these arguments, some believe that the NATO is currently gathering 

experience about the region that will enable it to play more important role in the future. In this 

context, Masala underlines that although all NATO's activities in the wider Mediterranean 

region have been modest and gradual so far, it is evident that NATO has been building 

regional expertise and relationships that may enable it in time to playa more influential role, 

"taking into account that many of the region's greatest security challenges, such as stabilising 

Iraq and resolving the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, demand a more proactive approach.'.622 In 

line with this assessment, it could be said that NATO has adopted a wise policy of keeping its 

distance and limiting its role to a supportive nature, particularly in Iraq and Darfur. 

Given that, it is now opportune to analyze NATO's role in these two issues. The aim 

of the following analysis is to reach a conclusion as to whether or not there was some form of 

620 Interview with Dr Abelaah E1 Saher, October 2007 
621 Interview with Eleni Georgopoulou, August 2007 
622 Masala, C. Rising Expectations. NATO review, 2005 (4).p.3 
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parallel between the policies of United States and the European allies. In other words, 

whether or not NATO's direct involvement in these regional issues was among the tools that 

has being used by the United States alone to achieve its own interests in the Middle East. 
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i. NATO's role in the Iraq crisis 

Arguably, the 2003 Iraq crisis was the clearest threat to the durability of the North Atlantic 

Alliance, in its broader context. In this context, Kaplan strongly believes that "the Iraq issue 

conceivably could have been the rock on which the North Atlantic Alliance might split in two, 

or collapse altogether.,,623 

Without exaggeration, the future of the Alliance itself has become an area of fierce 

contention and doubt, especially in Europe. Conflicting views regarding the legality and 

necessity of the 2003 war on Iraq led to a complete division between the allies, reflected in 

the inability ofthe North Atlantic Council to reach consensus on the US request for support in 

the event of war. In addition, Belgium, France and Germany imposed a veto in March 2003, 

on the commencement of military planning to defend another member state, Turkey, in the 

event of hostilities with Iraq. Some European allies, specifically France and Germany, were 

adamant in refusing any entanglement of the Alliance in this war because of its illegality in 

terms of international law, according to their point of view. The opposition group deemed 

that, in waging an aggressive or pre-emptive war to achieve regime change in Iraq, in 

defiance of international legitimacy, the United States went far beyond in the scope within 

which a defensive alliance could be of assistance, and in fact violated the decision making 

rules within NATO.624 

Simpson explains that one outcome of the war on Iraq relates to perceptions about 

America's heavy-handedness, recalling: 

US Secretary of Defence Rumsfeld recently threatened to pull NATO 

headquarters out of Brussels unless Belgium agreed to repeal a law that gives 

its courts universal jurisdiction to try cases of genocide, war crimes and human 

623 Kaplan, L. NATO Divided, NATO United: The evolution of an Alliance. London, Westport, 
Connecticut: Praeger, 2004, p.143 
624 The news and developments of this period were followed in Aljazeera net and BBC online. (In Arabic). The 
author combined the relevant material in December 2004. 
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rights violations. While Belgian parliamentarians did agree to change the law 

(to cases in which either the victim or the accused were residents of Belgium), 

war crimes lawsuits had already been filed against US President George Bush, 

UK Prime Minister Tony Blair, US Secretary of State Colin Powell, General 

Tommy Franks, and Secretary of Defence Donald Rurnsfeld.62s 

At that time, it appeared that the rift created by the war on Iraq, as well as other unilateral 

policies of the neo-conservative ruling elite in Washington, could have been very serious, 

particularly given that two determinates were - and perhaps still are - emerging, though 

moving in different directions. The first was the Franco-German axis, which has been 

persistent about building an independent European security and defence policy, regardless of 

Britain and other US-friendly "new" European countries. The second is that Washington has, 

undeniably, appeared prepared to ignore its alliance and allies in favour of building ad-hoc 

coalitions through which it can execute its policies without the necessary consensus that 

hitherto characterised the performance of the 55-year-old organisation. 

Despite these factors, it does seem, in essence, that the United States has succeeded in 

heading off the repercussions of the Iraq crisis. There are many possible reasons for this, 

among them its having sought international legitimacy for its occupation of Iraq, and worked 

successfully with some European allies to overcome what was seen as a rift in the North 

Atlantic Alliance. This confIrms that the differences between the Alliance's two pillars did 

not reach the point of "no return." As demonstrated at the 2005 Brussels Summit626
, as well as 

62S Simpson, E. NATO's Nuclear Weapons Policy: relationships to the 2000 and 2005 NPT. Canadian Pugwash 
Group and Middle Powers Initiative Policy Development Roundtable, February 26-27, 2004, Ottawa, Canada, 
2004, p.2 http://www.pugwashgroup.caleventsldocumentsl2004/2004.02.26-Simpson.htm (Accessed: 13 March 
2005). 
626 The EU-US Brussels Summit was held on 23 February 2005 with the aim of ensuring the indivisibility of the 
security of the United States and Europe and underlining the need to work together. Simply, it was another clear 
message to those concerned that NATO would continue to crystallise the North Atlantic Alliance; that the 
passing frictions would be resolved in time. The EU-US summit was convened in the hope of improving the 
relations between the two parties and the image of the United States, which had deteriorated significantly as a 
result of the Iraq war. At this summit, the US president expressed his confidence in the solidity and strength of 
the traditional alliance between Europe and America, based on various unquestionable determinates, such as 
security considerations, economic co-operation and political and cultural closeness. Aljazeera net. (In Arabic). 2 
January 2006 
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preceding summits, common interests and mutual benefits have surpassed existing 

differences, at least for the time being. Also, there is a noticeable change in US attitudes 

towards NATO. 

Lindley indicates: 

On Capitol Hill and in the Pentagon the alliance is sometimes regarded as an 

anachronistic sideshow, ill-suited and under-equipped to play any meaningful 

role in America's grand strategic mission to bring stability and prosperity to 

the world through democracy... For a brief political moment, neo

conservatism threatened to replace American's internationalism with 

unilateralism, as Americans played with the idea that the US was indeed more 

powerful than the rest of the post-9fII world. But with the challenges posed by 

Afghanistan and Iraq, that moment has passed, and it is once again to the 

mature democracies - most of which are in Europe - that the American 

people look instinctively for support. 627 

In line with this, the declared position, frequently repeated by high officials of both sides, as 

well as NATO's secretary general, was that the allies agreed to overlook their differences 

over Iraq and resume "moving together.,,628 As evidence of having overcome its crisis, the 

Alliance, as agreed in the Istanbul Summit629, assisted the multinational division led by 

Poland to be a stabilising force in south-central Iraq, in cooperation with American and other 

coalition forces there. It also provided training for the new Iraqi security forces. 

In brief, if the Iraq crisis demonstrates anything significant, it confirms that the United 

States can't use NATO whenever it wants in achieving its objectives in the Middle East. On 

the contrary, it shows that the European allies, or even some of them, can prevent the use of 

the Alliance by the United States once they deem that this doesn't fit with their perceptions or 

627 Lindley, 1. Why America is stuck with NATO. 2006, p.3: www.europesword.orgiarticle.aspx?ID=16c7be88 
!Accessed: 2 March 2006). 

28 Statement by the secretary general ofNA TO at conference about the new global role of NATO, attended by 
the author at IISS, February 2004. 
629 Istanbul Summit. "Statement on Iraq". 28 June 2004. http://www.nato.intidoculpr/2004/p04-098e.htm 
(Accessed: I December 2005). 
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interests. The post-2003 role of NATO in Iraq, instead, reflects certain rapprochement 

between the allies towards handling the situation in Iraq. 

As for a prospective role for NATO in this crisis, Garnett comments:" It remains to 

be seen how much longer the United States will be willing to shoulder this burden, and it is 

not altogether surprising that it is anxious to unload some of it onto NATO allies who, 

equally unsurprisingly, are reluctant to pick it Up.630 

As illustrated earlier, there was an unsuccessful attempt to drag the North Atlantic 

Alliance into the middle of this crisis, but European allies prevented such a move by offering 

only a modest and symbolic contribution. At the 2006 Riga Summit, allies reconfirmed that 

the Alliance's role must remain consistent with intemationallaw and showed more readiness 

to continue training Iraqi forces. 

Paragraph 18 stated that: 

All allies continue to contribute to the NATO mission in Iraq, consistent with 

United Nations Security Council Resolution 1546, to support the Iraqi security 

forces through training, in or out of the country, equipping, or contributing to 

trust funds. Our training mission is a demonstration of our support for the Iraqi 

people and their government, and for the stability, democratic development, 

unity and territorial integrity of the Republic of Iraq, in accordance with 

relevant United Nations Security Council resolutions. In response to a request 

from the prime minister of Iraq, we have asked NATO military authorities to 

develop additional niche training options to support Iraqi security forces where 

military expertise is required, within the mandate of the NATO Training 

Mission-Iraq. This demonstrates our continued commitment to help Iraq build 

s:r.' d . bl I' thn' . &'. 631 euectIve an sustaIna e mu tl-e IC secunty 10rces. 

630 Garnett, J. "Unfinished business" in Cornish, P. ed. The Conflict in Iraq, 2003, London: Palgrave 
Macmillian, 2004, p.245 
631 Riga Summit Declaration. Para 18. Retrieved on 1 January 2007 http://www.nato.intldoculcomml2006/0611-
rigalindex.htm 
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This was the maximum that NATO could give and the minimum that the United States would 

accept from its European allies, taking into account the fierce differences that existed before. 

ii. NATO's role in Darfur 

In contrast to the case of Iraq, the Darfur crisis has not reflected any significant differences 

between the European allies and the United States. 

The human catastrophe in Darfur632, which surfaced in 2003, has attracted global 

concern. In short, the emergence of two anti-government rebel groups - the Sudan 

Liberation Army and the Justice and Equality Movement - ignited tribal fighting and looting 

in this poor and drought-stricken area. As a consequence, the rebellion faced a strong counter-

offensive, launched by the Sudanese army and the pro-government Janjaweed militia. 

According to recent United Nations estimates, tens of thousands of people were killed, and 

about 2000 villages were burned totally or partially in a scorched-earth fighting policy.633 

These violent actions have resulted in the displacement of between one to two million people. 

Human Rights Watch reported that more than two million people among Darfur's 

population of six million have been forcibly displaced from their homes since February 

2003.634 In September 2006, Hagan and Palloni estimated the number of those who had lost 

their lives to be "no fewer than 200,000.'.635 

The Sudanese government itself was reported to be the party that launched the war of 

annihilation against rebel tribes to suppress their uprising - on its own accord or by proxy. 

632 The news and developments of this period were followed in Aljazeera net and BBC online. (In Arabic). The 
author combined the relevant material in December 2004. 
633 See, for example, "Report of the International Commission of Inquiry on Darfur to the United Nations 
Secretary-General," 2005, pp.3-5 http://www.un.org/Newsldhlsudanlcomjn'Ldarfur.pdf. (Accessed: 10 
November 2006) 
634 Human Rights Watch, "U.N. Security Council Refers Darfur to the ICC Historic Step Toward Justice; 
Further Protection Measures Needed", 2005, p.2. http://hrw.orglenglishidocsl200SI07/01ldarfurI1261.htm 
(Accessed: 7 March 2005). 
635 Hagan, J and Palloni, A. "Death in Darfur", Science Magazine. Retrieved on 17 December 2006 
http://www.sciencemag.org/cgilcontent/summary/313/5793/1578 
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Some notable human rights organisations, including Human Rights Watch636 and Amnesty 

International
637

, condemned the government for its direct or indirect involvement in 

committing acts of ethnic cleansing. More importantly, evidence of the role of the Sudanese 

government in supporting, arming and financing some tribes against other tribes was 

abundant, at least in the eyes of the major powers of the international community, specifically 

the United States and major European countries. The Sudanese government has found itself 

held suspect, or even condemned. 

In recent years, there has been a growing tendency among great powers to intervene in 

select humanitarian issues, even if these crises occur within the sovereign jurisdiction of 

certain countries - especially if the matter impinges upon their interests. Perhaps Kosovo is 

the clearest example in this context. 

Whether Darfur's crisis is another example of this trend or not, particularly taking into 

consideration that this long standing issue has only attracted attention after the discovery of 

new oil reserves in Sudan, and whether it was genocide - as deemed first by the former US 

secretary ofstate638 
- or not, what deserves to be underlined is that the polices of the EU and 

United States have been intertwined in tackling this problem. In fact, the United States was in 

severe need to restore its image as the greatest world power, bearing ethical and political 

responsibility for preventing such terrible events at the same time as taking into account the 

great influence of the black vote and oil corporation lobbies in Washington. 

The European Union has found an appropriate opportunity to assume its role as one of 

the major international players, especially in relation to human rights, a key issue of European 

distinctiveness. Conceivably, what encouraged the United States and the European allies to 

636 See, for example, Human Rights Watch (2005). "AU Summit: Protect Civilians Across Darfur", 
http://hrw.org!englishldocsJ2005107/0IldarfurlI261.htm (Accessed: and March 2005) 
637 See, for example, Amnesty International. "New photos expose Sudan arms violations" 
http://www .amnesty .org!enlnew-photos-expose-sudan-anns-violations-20070904 (Accessed: 12 December 
2007). 
638 Press statement by the former US secretary of state. Aljazzeera net. (in Arabic). www.Aljazeera.net. 
(Accessed: 1 January 2005). 

269 



I 
! 
• , 

go further and exert pressure simultaneously was the mutual recognition that there could be 

no chance of repeating the Iraq experience in this case - i.e. confronting each other again in 

such a way that could jeopardise the continuity of the North Atlantic AlIiance. Instead, the 

crisis could re-emphasise the unity of the transatlantic partners. 

Not surprisingly, the rapprochement has resulted in a more decisive and effective role 

for the international community, via the Security Council, in successfully pressuring the 

parties concerned to end this catastrophe. For example, UNSC Resolution 1564639
, of 

September 2004, imposed on the Sudanese government the requirement to act urgently to 

improve the situation. Oil sanctions would result from continued non-compliance or refusal to 

accept the expansion of African Union peacekeepers. The resolution also established an 

International Commission of Inquiry to determine whether genocide was occurring in the 

region. 

In another development, the United States decided to abstain rather than veto a UN 

Security Council resolution on 31 March 2005 that referred the cases of war crimes in the 

region to the International Criminal Court (ICC). The American position was an attempt to 

strike a balance between the need to allow the international community to tackle the problem 

decisively and the desire to uphold the principle that non-parties to a treaty (the United States 

included) should not be subject to this court. This resolution, which was sponsored by France 

and supported by other European countries, could be considered a significant development in 

the evolution of the crisis so far. 

In April 2005, the ICC received from the UN the names of 51 people suspected of 

being responsible for committing war crimes, including some high officials of the Sudanese 

government. In reaction, the Sudanese government confrrmed that it would never hand over 

639 UN Secretary Council resolution, No 1564. Para 13-15 
http://daccessdds.un.org/docIUNDOC/GENIN04/515/45/PDF IN0451545.pdflOpenElement (Accessed: 
December 2005). 
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the suspects; instead, it would investigate the claims under national jurisdiction. In June 2005, 

the ICC started its investigations into the atrocities allegedly committed. 

Developments then appeared to take a wrong turn. African troops were not successful 

in preventing all atrocities in Darfur. As a result, the US president called for a wider role for 

NATO in the region,640 but his call did not gain the assent of those involved - neither Sudan, 

nor the other parties concerned. A few months later, the international community, mainly the 

UNSC big five and Western governments, sought to put pressure on Sudan to accept Security 

Council Resolution 1706, passed on 31 August 2006. This called for a 20,000 strong 

international force to replace African troops to help end the ordeal of hundreds of thousands 

in Darfur.641 However, the Sudanese government refused the Security Council resolution and 

accepted only the re-enforcement of existing African troops. Sudan rejected a UN force 

presence on the grounds that it would lead to the fragmentation of the whole country.642 

The situation remained fluid and was prone to further escalation. The United States 

lobbied that because Security Council Resolution 1706 was adopted under Chapter VII, force 

could be used, regardless of the acceptance or refusal of the Sudanese government. Other 

countries backed away from this option. Meanwhile, the mandate of African troops was 

extended to the end of 2006 to allow more time to resolve the dispute.643 Finally Sudan 

declared, in late December 2006, its support for UN plans to a join the African Union force in 

Darfur. This came after long regional and international negotiations to avoid more escalation 

and to resolve the crisis peacefully. 

Importantly, the crisis in Darfur has been among the cases in which competition 

between the EU and NATO has come to the surface, in spite of the frequent confinnations 

640 Press point by NATO Secretary General Jaap de Hoop Scheffer and George W. Bush, President of the United 
States. 21 March. 2006 http://www.nato.intldocu/speechl2006/s060321b.htm (Accessed: 12 December 2006) 
641 United Nations Security Council resolution 1706. Retrieved on 5 September 2007 
http://www.un.org/arabic/site_indexl(Arabic) 
642 Speech by President of Sudan Omar El Bashir. Aljazeera TV. 2 September 2006 (in Arabic). 
643 News report. Darfur. Aljazeera net. (Accessed: 13 December 2006). In Arabic. 
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made by officials of the two parties about the great importance given to cooperation, co

ordination and transparency. The competition was silent, although strong, in the face of 

decisions concerning which organisation should take the lead in providing logistical support 

for African troops assigned to intervene. Human Rights Watch criticised the EU and NATO 

in June 2005, saying: "Both organisations are delaying protections for civilians in Darfur as 

they quarrel [ over who] should take the lead in coordinating the airlift of African Union 

troops to the troubled Western region ofSudan.,,644 

The matter was decided in the favour of the North Atlantic Alliance. On 8 June 2005, 

NATO declared that it had agreed to provide assistance to the African Union mission in 

Darfur, following a request from the African Union. 

Pativch in interview mentions: 

I know there was some contradiction or competition between the EU and 

NATO with regard one of the most prominent issues of the Middle East, which 

is Darfur. Finally, NATO took the leading role in providing logistical support 

for the African troops there. I consider this a defeat of the EU in front of 

NATO in this terrain. Also, it has shown the existing limits of the capabilities 

of the EU in performing out-of-area missions in comparison with the North 

Atlantic Alliance.64s 

The compromise reached in this regard included that both NATO and the EU would provide 

airlift assistance to African troops, but practically NATO would have precedence in this 

regard. Following this, confirmation was made by the NATO secretary general: the 

"coordination of the airlift will be done from Europe. NATO and EU are doing everything to 

644 Human Rights Watch. "NATO and EU Must End Squabble over Darfur AirliftTurf Battle Delays Dispatch of 
African Union Troops to Protect Civilians". 2005. http://hrw.orglenglishldocsl2005/07/01ldarfurI1261.htm 
LAccessed: 7 June 2005). 

~ Interview with Astride Pativch, April 2007. 
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answer the request by the African Union.,,646 In July 2005, NATO began its role in Sudan by 

transporting Nigerian forces to the assigned area. 

As for the EU, it sent some observers to observe a mission run by the African Union 

and took the vice-presidency of the cease fire committee. This limited role for the EU was, in 

fact, the tip of the iceberg of political efforts being exerted to resolve the problem at this 

point. Diplomatically, the EU sought to widen its role by paying sufficient attention to the 

necessity of avoiding a public clash with NATO. This was symptomatic of the EU's keenness 

not to allow NATO to monopolise the region, especially when the main issue was a 

humanitarian one. For the sake of political expediency, the two parties succeeded in bridging 

their differences. This does not, however, guarantee that they will be able to do again with 

regard to future sensitive issues, particularly when their interests are at stake. 

Hardouin in interview indicates: 

With regard to Darfur, our role has been clear. We have decided to back up 

and support the international community in its efforts to stop the humanitarian 

crisis there. We did provide the African peace force with the required logistical 

assistance. Everyone has noticed that the role of NATO in this crisis has been 

based on international legitimacy, as developed and dictated by the competent 

authority that is the Security Council. 647 

The allies, at the 2006 Riga Summit conveyed the message that they would remain committed 

to working towards ending the crisis. In Paragraph 19, they said: 

We are deeply concerned by the continued fighting in Darfur as well as the 

worsening humanitarian situation and call on all parties to abide by the 

cease fire. We are concerned about the regional implications of the conflict. We 

welcome the conclusions of the 16 November 2006 meeting in Addis Ababa 

for an African Union (AU)/UN hybrid peacekeeping mission and urge the 

Government of Sudan to implement them. NATO continues to support the 

646 Statement made by the NATO secretary general on 10 June 2005. 
h~://www.nato.int/doculspeechl2005/s050610I.htm (Accessed: 11 June 2005). 
647 Interview with Patrick Hardouin, 25 July 2007. 
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ongoing AU mission and is ready, following consultation with and the 

agreement of the AU, to broaden that support. The Alliance is committed to 

continued coordination with all actors involved, in particular the AU, the UN 

and the EU, including with respect to possible support for a follow-on mission 

with airlifts and training. 648 

In sum, NATO's role in supporting the African troops that are seeking to keep the peace in 

Darfur has come as a consequence of a degree of convergence of views between the United 

States and its European allies. Once again, it could not be claimed that NATO's role in Darfur 

is a response to American pressure or views. Rather, it is the fruitful amalgamation of views 

between the two pillars of NATO. 

The competition between the EU and NATO in this respect should not hide the fact 

that international intervention was approved by the United States and its European allies. 

Irrespective of this, the United States conveyed a lesson to whoever is concerned that the US-

led organisation is not to be put in a competitive situation with any European institution. 

Inarguably, the United States was adamant in preserving the precedence of NATO, according 

to "Berlin Plus formula" mentioned before, with regard to any proposed task in the region, 

and not to allow any exclusive European entity to enlarge its role at the expense of NATO's 

new endeavour. 

Overall, NATO has a foothold in the Middle East and has proven its readiness, in one 

way or another, to perform other tasks, including humanitarian missions. This has provided a 

precedent that might be repeatable in the region in the coming years. 

Conclusion 

Despite the prevailing conviction that NATO's role in the Middle East - i.e., its cooperative 

initiatives as well as its involvement in regional issues - could be considered a mere tool of 

648 Riga Summit Declaration. Para 18. http://www.nato.intldoculcomml2006/0611-rigalindex.htm (Accessed: 1 
January 2007) 
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the US foreign policy, the previous analytical review has proven that for there to be a role 

there must be concurrence between the policies of the two pillars of the North Atlantic 

Alliance, the US and its European allies. Suffice it to refer 0 the fact that some of European 

allies, not all of them, prevented the United States from using NATO in launching the 2003 

invasion of Iraq. 

On the other hand, when the will of the United States ran in parallel with the 

orientation of its European allies, the role of NATO was successful, as in the Darfur crisis. 

The limits of NATO's role in both crises reflect the degree of consistency of the positions of 

the two pillars of Alliance, the United States and Europe. Until now, there is neither a clear 

nor unified vision about the role of NATO with regard to hard security issues in the Middle 

East region. Each case is decided according to its own merits and circumstances. Despite the 

fact that recent years have witnessed an increasing role for NATO regarding some issues, it is 

far from clear whether or not NATO would be able to help in solving other complicated 

issues, like the Arab-Israeli conflict. 

Currently, it is obvious that there is a certain level of harmony between the United 

States and its European NATO allies towards the region that suggests that the coming years 

will witness a growing role for the North Atlantic Alliance in the Middle East region. This 

harmony doesn't mean or guarantee full consistency between the allies. 

275 



CONCLUSION 

NATO and security challenges in the Middle East 

This dissertation has sought to explore the various detenninates of the growing relationship 

between the North Atlantic Alliance and the Middle East region, especially in the aftermath of 

the events of 9/11. The aim of this research was to examine the impacts of those events on 

NATO's policy towards the region, as well as whether or not NATO has become a tool of US 

policy in the region. In doing so, NATO's evolving policy in the Middle East has been 

examined thoroughly in its two consecutive stages, from 1994 when it was launched to 9/11, 

and from 9/11 to the 2006 Riga Summit that launched new proposals with regards to the 

Middle East region. 

Broadly speaking, the research has proven that 9/11 was a defining turning point in 

the evolution of NATO's role in the Middle East security arena. The repercussions of 9/11 

have changed and developed NATO's role from a limited pattern of cooperative security 

dialogue to a more effective formula that might lead eventually to some form of real 

partnership. Not only this, but also the scope of NATO's activities in the region was extended 

to address the most dangerous threats to the Euro-Atlantic allies, which are terrorism and 

weapons of mass destruction. Over and above, NATO, which never played any role with 

respect to major regional issues before 9/11, has now got a foothold in, if limited, the Middle 

East. As indicated in the previous chapter, NATO has been playing a supportive role to 

international efforts in Darfur and Iraq, which have been the two most important and pressing 

Middle East security issues in recent years. 
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This research also reached the conclusion that NATO has been used by the United 

States to serve its own policy in the region, but only to the extent that was acceptable to other 

European allies. This confirms that NATO's Middle Eastern policy was, and still is, a 

reflection of transatlantic interests. Doubtless, US momentum in the post-9I11 years is the 

most effective and influential factor in the history of NATO's developing role in the Middle 

East. Positively and/or negatively, the role of the North Atlantic Alliance in the Middle East 

has been subject to external factors impinging upon the region, in particular developments in 

US foreign policy. 

The logic lying behind NATO's new role in the Middle East region is the fact that the 

region is extremely important from the perspective of the stability and prosperity of the world 

economy, given it possesses the largest reserves of crude oil and natural gas worldwide. 

Added to this, there are innumerable dynamic, incessant and intertwined interests between 

Middle Eastern countries and NATO allies, including distinctive political and economic ties 

and the impact of geographical proximity. Therefore, there is no doubt that interdependence 

and mutual influence between the Middle East region and the Euro-Atlantic region is of the 

utmost importance for both parties. 

Explicitly, NATO has frequently stated that the reason for this evolving relationship is 

the perception - if not the conviction or belief - that the region is the main source of 

intolerable international dangers, such as terrorism, the existence of weapons of mass 

destruction and the availability of their technology and means of delivery, illegal migmnts, 

and international organised crime. The Alliance deems that while there are some standing 

challenges that need to be addressed urgently, and cautiously, there are also many common 

interests that dictate that the two parties should cooperate in good faith for their common 

benefit. 
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Reciprocally, there is also a belief in the Middle East, or at least among its key 

countries, that cooperation with the Alliance is not only unavoidable but could be mutually 

beneficial. This does not rule out the likelihood of the two parties bearing fears or suspicions 

towards each other. Indeed, despite the continued development of their current relationship, 

the two parties have not agreed upon the outlines of their relationship in the future. 

Noticeably, there is still a recognisable level of uncertainty in this respect, as neither party has 

yet developed its own vision. For instance, the United States, the most important player in 

this process in the post-9f11 years, appears to be still considering the future of the relationship 

between NATO and its Middle East partners. 

Shinagel, in interview, says that the United States is not willing to impose a particular 

vision of the future relationship between NATO and Middle Eastern partners. Instead, it has 

left the matter to the will and desire of each country to decide to what extent it would go in 

developing its relationship with NATO. Shinagel clarifies that current US policy is focussed 

on increasing the potential outcome of cooperative links on the basis of the principle of 

mutual benefits and co-ownership, and that "this could be achieved by increasing NATO's 

ability to provide various opportunities of practical cooperation, as well as enhancing, in 

parallel, political consultations with all partners regarding our mutual concems.,,649 

Rooke, in interview, assesses that any new form of "genuine" partnership - or a 

major breakthrough in the current relationship between NATO and the Middle East partners 

- is not to be expected in less than 10 years, because ''we are for taking incremental steps, 

and we still do not have clear and well-defined goals for the future of the role of the Alliance 

in the Middle East region. ,,650 

Likewise, NATO seems, at the current stage, satisfied with recent developments and is 

not seeking to take more significant steps in this evolving relationship on the belief that the 

649 Interview with Eva Shinagel, 24 January 2008. 
650 Interview with Kevin Rooke, March 2007. 
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best that could be done is to enhance "cultural security". Erdman, in interview, explains that 

"the new NATO is 'NATO attached to its partners in various levels', and we shall continue 

our effort to consolidate this ongoing process.,,651 

In all cases, mention must be made that there is growing recognition between the 

United States and its European allies of the necessity of not repeating the Iraq scenario that 

hampered, if not seriously threatened, the amalgamation of their policies towards the Middle 

East. Alberto Bin, in interview, excludes the possibility that EU-American differences 

towards Middle Eastern issues could prevent or delay the prospective role of the Alliance in 

the region, because both pillars of NATO have come to realise that they are in need of each 

other in addressing Middle East challenges, saying "Iraq has become a lesson-learning 

process that proves that no one can do everything alone. Moreover, the Europeans realised 

that they are in need of the United States to stabilise the region. That is why the Iraq case will 

not be repeatable. ,,652 

Before presenting the main findings of this research, two points have to be underlined: 

first, whereas the various parts of this research were best enlightened and understood in 

accordance with the core concepts of liberal institutionalism653, the theory could not help in 

explaining some aspects that are related to the new global role of the North Atlantic Alliance; 

second, valuable information was obtained from officials of the two sides. Indeed, much 

assistance was afforded from the parties concerned. This assistance - and the method of 

direct interviewing - was important given that available literature does not cover all the 

major questions of this research. 

To elaborate on the first point, the ongoing transformation process, which was 

reviewed and analysed in Chapter 2, has run, for the most part, in conformity with the basic 

6'1 Interview with Martin Erdmann, 23 January 2008 
652 Interview with Dr Alberto Bin, January 2006. 
m The reasons for choosing this theory as well as its applicability will be reviewed in the concluding remarks pp 
282. 
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concepts of the theory of liberal institutionalism, especially with respect to the enlargement 

and Partnership for Peace mechanisms. Nonetheless, the transformation process itself has 

witnessed a gradual deviation from the basic principles of international law, particularly in 

cases where NATO has to anticipate imminent hostilities (for example, the evolution of a 

NATO response force that might act in "out of area" operations to tackle terrorist actions or 

the threat of weapons of destruction, and will only be answerable to the NATO Council, not 

the UN Security Council). The contradiction with liberal institutionalism is evident as this 

theory, in general, emphasises the role of international legitimacy and the importance of 

developing advanced rules for governing state behaviour and international cooperation. Thus, 

it could be argued that some traces of realism, which deems that unilateral interests in the 

context of international anarchy always prevail in the international arena, could be found in 

the new criteria governing the global role of NATO. Broadly speaking, there is still a certain 

degree of confusion about the criteria governing NATO's new global role, and this reflects 

differences between its major allies regarding the limits of this role. It is arguable that US 

post-9f11 policies have weakened the relevance of liberal institutionalism. For example, 

Nuruzzaman confirms that, "the dominance of the neoconservative agenda signifies an 

erosion of liberal institutionalist logic. Unilateralism, militarism, and the use of force to 

universalise American style democracy are significant issues that sound uncomfortable to 

liberal institutionalists.,'(;s4 This argument highlights that post-9/11 realities - i.e., terrorism 

and the availability of weapons of mass destruction - that pushed the United States to apply 

harsh policies, particularly in the Middle East region, have undermined the relevance of 

liberal institutionalism. 

Yet this argument is not wholly borne out by this study. Indeed, US policies have not 

impacted negatively on NATO's role in the Middle East. Further, NATO's role with regards 

654 Nuruzzaman, M. Liberal Institutionalism and Cooperation in the post-9/J J World. Canadian Political 
Science Association .htql;//www.Cj)sa-acsp.calpapers-2006INuruzzaman.pdf. (Accessed 1 June 2008) 
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to pressing Middle Eastern security issues, particularly Iraq and Darfur, has so far been fully 

consistent with international legitimacy. NATO's contributions, for example, training the new 

Iraqi security forces and providing logistical support to African troops in Darfur, are of a 

positive nature and have helped in improving, to a certain extent, the security environment in 

the region. Liberal institutionalist theory emphasises the beneficial aspects of security 

cooperation, based on goodwill and trust in human nature, even when legitimate force is used 

to achieve or restore peace. 

The case that did reflect severe differences between allies was that of US actions in 

Iraq. Indeed, NATO's role was crippled in the first phase of the 2003 war.6SS Other than this, 

differences between the allies with respect to the degree of due adherence to intemationallaw 

did not impinge upon the overall role of NATO in the region. This confirms that the role of 

NATO broadly, reflected in certain degrees of rapprochement between the United States and 

its European allies, could be understood and explained within the chosen theoretical 

framework. Forthrightly, American policies did not undermine the applicability of liberal 

institutionalist theory in this context. 

With regards to the second point noted above, this research is the first that presents the 

views of Middle Eastern officials on various aspects of the NATO-Middle East relationship, 

showing to what extent these views differ from or resemble those of NATO officials. The 

researcher is fully satisfied that the list of interviewees, as set out in the introduction, included 

the desk officiers of the partners concerned, besides NATO's officials as well as some 

academic experts who did follow or participate in the process since its inception. The valuable 

information obtained from these intensive interviews did guide the researcher in conducting 

the consecutive parts of this research . Also, the outcome of these interviews did provide the 

researcher with some insights about the perceptions and/or misperceptions of the two parties. 

655 Some European allies, particularly France, Germany and Belgium, were of the view that the war was illegal 
and subsequently, aborted all the American attempts to use NATO in this context. 
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As such the study could help in guiding the two parties to manage differences between each 

other and take into account the concerns of one another. It also paves the way for further 

research in this area. 

In addition to primary interviews, this research took advantage of examining a large 

body of NATO documents from the end of the Cold War forwards. The research traced the 

development of NATO's Middle Eastern policy from its preliminary stages and evaluated the 

tremendous impact of the transformation process. A qualitative analysis approach was used in 

examining a large number of statements and declarations, which was proven adequate bearing 

in mind the inherent difficulties of gaining detailed information on security related matters, 

including evolving forms of cooperation and military-to-military activities. 

Nonetheless, some gaps remain, related to the difficulty of gaining information from 

either side (from NATO's side or the Middle Eastern partners). For example, detailed answers 

to practical questions, including which area of cooperation was favoured by this or that 

country and/or how frequently did the given country participate with others in this specific 

activity, often were not available. Similarly, the research was not able to answer the question 

as to why Oman and Saudi Arabia have not yet joined the ICI initiative, as was the case of 

other Gulf countries, as meetings with high-ranking officials of the two countries were not 

possible. The frequent answer given by NATO officials was that the two countries are still 

considering the expected benefits of joining the lei initiative. This response is insufficient, 

bearing in mind the distinctive relationship between Saudi Arabia and the United States. 

Overall, the lack of available information on these matters did not prevent the major 

points of interest of this research being answered. This was achieved by having selected the 

two case studies to examine, in details, the two hypotheses of this research. The selection of 

these two case studies (Egypt as a sample of MD and Kuwait as a sample of ICI) was the 

most appropriate due the fact that Egypt has always enjoyed a leading role in the region 
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among the Arab countries; thus there was a need to evaluate the positive as well as negative 

aspects of its relationship with NATO to assess the evolution of the whole MD process. 

Likewise, Kuwait was the first Gulf country to join the ICI. It took more advanced steps in 

developing this relationship than all other Gulf partners. Justifiably, its current relationship 

with NATO presents the example to be followed by other ICI countries in the coming period. 

Also important is the fact information was available with respect to these two case studies. 

Factually, the support and assistance offered by the officials of these two countries was 

indispensable, and incomparable to other cases, bearing in mind the lack of available 

literature on this subject. 

Summary and final thoughts 

The main findings of this research can be summarised as follows: 

I. Empirical work conducted within the context of this research leaves no doubt 

about the accuracy of choosing "liberal Institutionalism" as the most appropriate 

theoretical framework for understanding NATO's developing Middle East role. The 

outcome of interviews and examining the large amount of raw material confirm the 

utility of this theoretical framework, as it has been proven that NATO's role in the 

Middle East, in its two consecutive stages, has evolved in harmony with the basic 

concepts of this theory. 

As illustrated in the preceding chapters, the main concepts of liberal 

institutionalist theory include: trust in human nature and the unity of humankind; 

that relationships between states can be co-operative, even in the security field; 

cooperation can improve mutual security without the existence of a hegemonic 

power based on conviction that security is not a zero-sum game; emphasising the 

importance of individual perceptions and the power of ideas in improving 
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international interactions and changing state preferences in such a way to serve 

world peace and stability; that institutions foster and enhance inter-state 

cooperation; that providing concerned partners with accurate and necessary 

information is necessary to avoid miscalculations that might threaten cooperation 

and peace. In all aspects, the development of NATO's Middle East role has 

exhibited the efficacy of these principles. 

To elaborate, the North Atlantic Alliance launched its role in the Middle East 

in 1994 to enhance potential cooperation with Middle Eastern partners with a view 

to contributing into improving the fragile security environment in this troubled area. 

This development, in its first phase from 1994 to 9/11, illustrates fully the principles 

of liberal institutionalism in practice. The dialogue conducted between NATO and 

some Mediterranean countries was designed to be a vehicle towards realising new 

objectives, such as the dissemination of information, the exchange of ideas, 

dispelling misperceptions, and attempts to build common definitions about certain 

security issues. Since its inception, the process gave high importance to the impact 

of individuals as well as their ability to interact in a new environment. Indeed, these 

new activities largely echoed the basic concepts of liberal institutionalist theory: 

trust in human nature; that individuals are rational and can, consequently, recognise 

their best interests and pursue them in a logical manner. 

2-Furthermore, it is evident that the first stage of the process was initiated, 

developed and based on the conviction of the unity of humankind, and that 

cooperation is possible in security matters, even in a region long entangled in wars 

and perpetual crises. To make it clearer, the process aimed at developing a common 

understanding about mutual security threats, despite the surrounding regional 

complications. Certainly, this ran in parallel with the core concept of the chosen 
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theory which confinns that cooperation always remains an option, and that 

cooperation, if limited, can lead to more cooperation, and this will eventually 

improve the whole security situation for every country. NATO, as an institution, has 

helped in bringing adversaries who never established diplomatic relationships 

among themselves (i.e., some Arab countries and Israel) to sit around the same table 

to discuss various security issues. This is an achievement that should not be 

downplayed. Nonetheless, 70 per cent of experts believe that the process has only 

achieved partial success, with about 20 per cent believing it has achieved significant 

success (l0 per cent expressed that the process failed to meet its desired aims or 

only brought modest results). 

3. In the second phase, from 9/11 to 2006, NATO has continued to enhance its 

role in confonnity with the principles of liberal institutionalism. For example, 

instead of holding only three to four short meetings/rounds of consultations between 

the concerned parties each year, NATO has adopted new training initiatives for 

officials from different parties. These comprehensive training courses are being held 

alongside an increasing number of seminars, workshops, and frequent meetings on 

different levels in various NATO schools as well as at the NATO Defence College 

in Rome. The main objective is to allow technical staff and political and military 

officers to get acquainted with the core concepts of the process - i.e., trans

Mediterranean coordination and the necessity of regional cooperation with regards 

to many issues of mutual concern, for example terrorism and border security. 

Additionally, new proposals are being presented with regards to the 

establishment of a regional centre for cooperation in one of the Middle Eastern 

capitals, beside allocating enough resources to establish a specialised faculty for 

Middle Eastern studies in Rome that will invite students from the two parties to 
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participate in intensive courses and engage in common research about how best to 

serve mutual interests and security needs. Furthermore, NATO has elevated the 

yearly meetings with its Middle Eastern partners to the ministerial level and other 

higher and/or equivalent military ranks in order to boost cooperation potential and to 

facilitate the flow of information to the highest levels of decision-making in 

concerned countries. 

In support of this end, NATO has also exerted increased effort to inform the 

intelligentsia (particularly academic circles, parliamentarians and the mass media) 

about its orientation towards the region in order to end - or at least weaken -

hostile popular attitudes towards it and its policies. In this respect, NATO has drawn 

on liberal institutionalist concepts, including a focus on the power of ideas and the 

impact of individuals, in order to enhance its ability to contribute positively to 

improving the security environment in the Middle East. Being an alliance of 

democratic countries, NATO has sought to capitalise on the reassurance some 

regional partners have felt comfortable stemming from the perception that 

democratic governments are not as able to embark on dramatic shifts in their 

policies, particularly adopting a new hostile posture towards the region. 

4. As has already been noted, this theory provides the most convincing 

framework for understanding as well as justifying the reasons and incentives of the 

process, mentioned above, particularly those aspects that underpin the utmost 

importance of cooperation and dissemination of accurate information as well as the 

impacts of individuals and power of ideas on security matters. Certainly, no other 

theory can fit in this context. As illustrated in various parts of this research, key 

alliance members never used NATO's role in its two consecutive stages to impose 

on or dictate anything to Middle Eastern partners. This was confirmed by officials 
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interviewed and in the two case studies examined (Egypt-NATO and Kuwait-NATO 

relationships). The tense atmosphere that prevailed in the region due to the events of 

9/11 and subsequent US policies did not, factually, change the nature of the 

cooperative relationship between the two sets of parties. Neither was this unfolding 

relationship between NATO and its Middle Eastern partners compromised by the 

issues of democratisation and/or reform that have become issues of a global concern 

and contention in the years following 9/11. 

As stated in Chapter 1, contention over the necessity and applicability of 

democracy in the region was reduced when the 2004 08 Summit launched its own 

initiative to alleviate poverty and pursue regional democratisation and reform while 

preserving a level of stability necessary for the world security. NATO did try to help 

in this international endeavour. For instance, notions like "reform" and 

"democratisation" have started to creep into NATO's training courses and other 

forums of political consultation. The objective was to encourage internal debate 

among participants about these issues and their security impact. Nonetheless, once 

the alliance noticed the negative reactions of some of its Middle Eastern partners 

towards the introduction of related concepts like "transparency" and defence refonn 

it decided not to move faster than necessary in this direction. 

Neither realism nor constructivism fit as explanatory frameworks in this 

context, either before or after the events of 9/11. Likewise, other theories that were 

refuted in the introduction remain irrelevant because the backbone of the process -

i.e., soft security issues - was maintained and enhanced, nothing more. For all 

these reasons, it can be confirmed that liberal institutionalism has proven the most 

adequate theoretical framework of understanding, informing the research since its 
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inception by providing adequate explanation of NATO's dialogue process, its 

incentives and evolution. 

S. In comparing the pattern and scope of the NATO-Middle East relationship 

before and after 9/11, it can be confinned that serious steps were taken - although 

gradually - to enlarge and activate the role of NATO in the Middle East. There is 

an almost overwhelming consensus amongst officials and experts interviewed that 

9/11 was a turning point. Documents examined with regards to the two case studies 

of the research confinn the accuracy of this assessment. Before 9/11, NATO sought 

to achieve certain limited yet important aims, like dispelling misperceptions, 

increasing confidence, and enhancing inter-operability with Mediterranean partners. 

Not all these objectives were completely met. Some reluctance and lack of trust 

between NATO some Middle Eastern partners persisted even in the second phase of 

NATO's role in the region. This was clearly illustrated in the first case study (the 

Egypt-NATO relationship). 

This state of affairs could be ascribed to a number of internal and external 

factors. Internal factors include: the absence of a well defined political agenda; the 

absence of a guiding political declaration; the different, sometimes contradicting, 

positions of MD partners themselves with regard to their relationship with the 

Alliance; the lack of an effective follow-up mechanism; and a lack of enthusiasm on 

both sides, in varying degrees, with regard to the evolution of the process. As far as 

external factors are concerned, these include primarily the repercussions and 

developments of the Arab-Israeli conflict that has hampered enhancing regional 

security cooperation. 

Put bluntly, the NATO process was often perceived as a way of nonnalising 

the relationship between Arabs and Israelis "for free" before achieving durable 
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peace in the region. Therefore, some countries, while having accepted to join the 

process for various reasons, were adamant that the NATO process would remain 

slow and not develop more than necessary, according to their national calculations, 

in order to avoid provoking public anger. 

Not only this, but also the process was influenced by the long legacy of 

colonialism in the region as well as the nature of some US policies in recent years, 

particularly towards Palestine and Iraq, that have rendered achieving NATO's 

objectives difficult bearing in mind the widespread perception in the region that 

NATO equals the United States and that subsequently any NATO policy must be a 

vanguard of the interventionist policy of the United States. The empirical work of 

this research has shown that 80 per cent of interviewees recognised regional 

complexities, mainly the Arab-Israeli conflict, as the major obstacles that hampered 

the enhancement of NATO's role. 

In all cases, it can be confIrmed that the MD process from its inception in 1994 

until 2001 was a limited security dialogue that served as a mechanism of exchanging 

information, conveying expertise, and promoting the ideas and concepts of trans

Mediterranean cooperation. The whole process, emerging as it did in an 

unfavourable environment, was considered by some allies as a way of increasing 

influence in the region, though tangible results could not be realised at this time. 

6. In its post-9fl1 role, NATO launched new initiatives in an attempt to 

overcome the shortcomings of its performance in the preceding years. These 

initiatives - the Enhanced Dialogue and leI - came as a result of new thinking 

towards the region that emerged as a consequence of the impact of the events of 

9fll. Evidence collected within the context of this research confIrms that these 

proposals were, in nature, American proposals. They were presented, promoted and 

289 



implemented as an integral part of US President Bush's vision with regards to the 

whole region of the broader Middle East. 

Research has shown that US momentum and/or influence on the two parts of 

the existing NATO-Middle East relationship was the primary, if not the only, reason 

behind turning the limited existing relationship into a more serious one designed to 

boost mutual efforts towards combating perceived threats, principally terrorism and 

weapons of mass destruction weapons, alongside other security concerns. A US 

vision for a new Middle East was also presented via other US and 08 initiatives that 

were examined in Chapter 1. In parallel, the new endeavour of NATO aimed at 

complementing these efforts by covering security aspects not otherwise handled. 

The overall objective behind NATO's enhanced initiatives is to allow NATO 

to get more involved in Middle Eastern affairs, to increase its awareness about and 

- consequently - preparation for various security threats emanating from the 

region. In practical terms, the enhanced MD and ICI aim at paving the way towards 

establishing some form of genuine security "partnership" in the region in the future. 

Still, it is as yet premature to suggest when this might materialise, or how it would 

evolve, bearing in mind the known challenges attendant to, and possible unexpected 

developments within, complicated regional crises. 

7. Despite huge internal and external difficulties, NATO's engagement in 

Middle Eastern affairs has resulted in some positive results. Arguably, NATO has 

contributed in achieving a ''relative'' enhancement of regional security. This relative 

enhancement of regional security has been realised through two main vehicles: first, 

ongoing practical cooperation through which NATO has been conveying part of its 

considerable expertise to MD and lei partners in many fields, such as combating 

terrorism, civil emergency preparation, border security, environmental safety, search 
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and rescue, combating illegal trafficking, and countering the proliferation of 

weapons of mass destruction. This is a significant - perhaps indispensable for some 

countries - contribution as it helps concerned countries to modernise, equip and 

prepare their militaries, alongside other competent authorities, to handle - either 

individually or in cooperation with NATO or other parties - various security 

contingences. All officials and experts interviewed within the context of this 

research confirm that this practical cooperation is the most tangible feature of the 

NATO process and has, by far, surpassed the utility of political dialogue. 

The other vehicle through which NATO has helped in improving, albeit in a 

limited way, regional security is its recent roles in Darfur and Iraq. The supportive 

role NATO is performing in Darfur is strengthening and backing up efforts exerted 

by the United Nations to put an end to grave human rights atrocities there. NATO is 

also assuming the duty of training Iraq's new security forces in order to enable local 

authorities to work towards restoring order and security in Iraq. This contribution is 

important because it symbolises and indicates that NATO can help in improving the 

capabilities of local authorities elsewhere in future. 

Put another way, NATO's Iraq role hints that the Alliance can play a 

supportive role with regards to "internal" security as well. Yet, important as it is, one 

should underline that fact that NATO's role in the region has not improved the 

overall regional security environment in the turbulent Middle East region to any 

great extent. This remains a goal far beyond NATO's jurisdiction and subject to 

other regional and international interactions. 

From another perspective, despite prevailing suspicion in the region over 

NATO's new endeavour, nothing in the concurrent two processes, the enhanced MD 

and leI, indicates that NATO's role in the region has produced - or led to - any 
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unfavourable results in terms of regional security; or that these parallel tracks could 

enable NATO to apply an interventionist policy, at least until now. 

8. Whereas the outcome of the interviews conducted within the context of this 

research shows that 60 per cent of interviewees believe that NATO is an American 

tool, with 40 per cent viewing it as a transatlantic tool, analytical work has revealed 

that while NATO has been used by the United States to serve its own interests, this 

only happened to an extent acceptable to European allies. More precisely, NATO is 

a transatlantic tool, not a mere American one that could be utilised whenever and 

wherever Washington wants, with or without the consent of other a1lies. This 

conclusion was deduced after having examined NATO's new role with regards to 

regional crises in the Middle East, specifically Iraq and Darfur. 

It is sufficient to illustrate that some European allies, mainly France, Germany 

and Belgium, succeeded in preventing the United States from using NATO in either 

launching the war against Iraq in 2003, or providing assistance to Turkey, which is 

an ally, in the case of hostilities. Those allies rejected any entanglement of NATO in 

the Iraq war because they viewed it an illegal war; that the United States went far 

beyond the scope within which a defensive alliance could be of assistance. As such, 

the United States had to establish an ad-hoc coalition of supporting countries, among 

them some NATO allies such as Italy, Poland and the United Kingdom, to 

"internationalise" its war on Iraq. Meanwhile, NATO's flag was never raised in the 

Iraq war. 

After 2003, the level of support NATO afforded - i.e., assisting the 

multinational division led by Poland to be a stabilising force in south-central Iraq, as 

well as providing training for new Iraqi security forces - reflected the degree of 

rapprochement between the allies' positions that was achieved in subsequent summits, 
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especially the 2004 Istanbul Summit. It was a fruitful result of political compromise 

through which the allies agreed to overlook differences of opinion with regards to the 

crisis. 

Likewise, the level of NATO's engagement in Darfur only reflected the level 

of consent of all allies towards how best NATO could support the efforts exerted by 

the international community to stop massacres and atrocities there. In 2005, the United 

States called for a wider NATO role in the area, but European allies were largely of 

the view that NATO's role should remain supportive in nature - i.e., providing 

African forces assigned to maintain order in Darfur with the necessary logistical 

support, including airlift operations. It is true that the EU and NATO were competing 

over which body should take precedence in this crisis, but the matter was decided in 

favour of NATO due to huge American influence. 

Again, this confmns that any NATO move must be taken in the light of the 

collective will of the United States and its European allies together. No group can 

impose its policy on NATO without securing the consent of others, and NATO, as an 

institution, remains an expression of consensus between the allies. This doesn't 

contradict the fact that in most cases, particularly those that do not require military 

action, the United States can press its visions. This is understandable taking into 

account the huge influence of the US within NATO as an institution, and also on 

European allies, particularly the so-called "new European states" (i.e., Poland, 

Hungary, etc) that joined NATO within the context of its enlargement process, 

reviewed in Chapter 2. Bluntly, the factor of political expediency frequently requires 

European allies to give precedence to the benefits of their bilateral relationships with 

the United States and not to obstruct its policies within NATO. 
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9. Similarly, in comparing US positions towards the two consecutive stages of 

NATO's role in the Middle East, one can recognise that the advancement of this role 

has only taken place after the United States decided to change its stance and use its 

influence to boost and reinforce this role. In this respect, it is worth underlining that a 

lack of US support in the pre-9/ll stage of NATO's endeavour in the region was 

evident. The US was only keen that its closest ally, Israel, would not be excluded from 

the process that was initiated by some southern European allies. However, after 9/11, 

the US has come to recognise the importance of NATO's engagement in the region. 

Consequently, more blood was pumped into the veins of the process. 

Doubtless, NATO's new initiatives are serving the interests of all the allies. It 

could not be claimed that "US-oriented initiatives" are only supporting the objectives 

of US foreign policy. On the contrary, there is a noticeably high degree of coincidence 

between the security objectives of the United States and its European allies. This 

coincidence has increased as a result of 9/11, as well as after the recent terrorist 

attacks in Europe. This is illustrated by comparing the threats and sources of dangers 

recognised by the latest documents of NATO, such as those that resulted from the 

summits in Prague 2002, Istanbul 2004, Riga 2006, with the 2006 National Security 

Concept of the United States and the 2003 Solana paper on European Security. All 

these policy-making documents state that the major security concerns are terrorism, 

weapons of mass destruction, failed states and their ramifications on world security, 

among others, like transnational crime and illegal trafficking. 

Therefore, even if NATO's post-9/11 role is more "American" oriented, and 

was fonnulated and implemented to serve the US vision with regards to the "Broader 

Middle East", this should not hide or weaken the fact that it has developed with the 

approval of European allies and is still serving their overall interests as well. Perhaps 
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I , justifiably, NATO does serve the interests of the US more than other European allies, 

due the fact that the US has more interests in the region than any ally or even group of 

allies. 

On the other hand, as has been revealed in the two case studies, NATO's 

relationships with Egypt and Kuwait, US influence was the most decisive and 

convincing factor that led Middle Eastern partners to accept to cooperate with - or at 

least not to obstruct - NATO's new proposals. Taken altogether, Middle East 

partners, both Mediterranean and Gulf countries, have responded positively, in 

varying degrees, to the new orientation of NATO in the post-9III years, reflecting 

their understanding and appreciation of the reasons behind enhancing NA TO's role in 

the region. 

Put differently, these countries have come to recognise that important interests 

with the United States would be at stake if they did not accept to foster better 

cooperation with NATO in its new endeavour in the region. 

10. The main objective behind NATO's new endeavour in the region is to 

better prepare itself to contain, deter and/or prevent the spill over of Middle Eastern 

dangers from reaching Euro-Atlantic shores. These Middle Eastern dangers were 

mainly identified to be terrorism and weapons of mass destruction as well as other less 

important threats mentioned above. Regarding terrorism, serious steps were taken to 

combat it. NATO has increased the pace of its consultations with Middle Eastern 

partners in this respect. Despite some reluctance from Arab partners at the beginning 

(mainly because of the inherent difficulty of proposing an agreed upon definition of 

terrorism, and the need to differentiate it from people's legal right to resist foreign 

occupation), NATO has progressed successfully in the direction. 
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Most significantly, NATO has signed conventions for the protection of the 

secrecy of information with most of its partners in order to facilitate intelligence 

sharing on standing threats in the region. Also, NATO has launched Operation "Active 

Endeavour" that is mandated to inspect ships in the Mediterranean Sea in order to cut 

off links between terrorist cells existing on the two flanks of the Mediterranean. Israel 

has joined the operation, while Algeria and Morocco are still finalising the modalities 

of their participation in an operation that is running without international 

authorisation. As for Egypt, it agreed to cooperate with the operation on a case-by

case basis due to sensitivity of its regional position. Other MD partners lack the 

necessary resources to join the operation. 

Other than consultation, Active Endeavour and some training courses, one 

cannot recognise a fully-fledged NATO strategy for combating terrorism in the 

Middle East. Some 90 per cent of interviewees for this research believe that NATO's 

role in combating terrorism is and will remain supportive, in part because NATO as a 

military alliance is not well-equipped to combat terrorist cells and networks and in 

part because of divergent views and considerations. At the current stage, NATO can 

do nothing other than supporting existing international efforts to combat terrorism. 

11. With respect to the weapons of mass destruction, which have become an 

issue of global concern, particularly post-9f11, NATO has largely failed to achieve 

concrete results. Whereas Israel was the only MD partner that accepted holding a 

round of consultation with NATO about its policy towards the proliferation of 

weapons of mass destruction, Arab partners have persistently rejected NATO's 

requests to do the same. Perhaps justifiably, Arabs countries do not see NATO as an 

honest broker in this respect, taking into account the unbalanced position of NATO 

that states that chemical and biological weapons should be looked at as a priority 
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because they were frequently used in wars and against peoples while nuclear weapons, 

that Israel never admits it possesses, were only used one time in history. 

Wisely enough, NATO so far refrains from urging Arab partners to change 

their position in order to avoid any negative repercussions on other cooperative 

channels or the ongoing political dialogue. At the moment, NA TO confines itself in 

this tricky area to reiterating, in successive summits, its full support for other 

international mechanisms for non-proliferation, arms control and disarmament, 

especially the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty. One cannot expect any convergence 

in handling this issue in the foreseeable future. Only when Arabs and Israelis conclude 

a comprehensive peace treaty could matters change significantly in this domain. 

12. Broadly speaking, NATO, while pursuing its cooperative posture with its 

Middle Eastern partners, does not completely exclude the possibility of resorting to its 

main task - deterrence - if its strategic interests are put at stake. The package of 

"interests" of NATO encompasses not only the abovementioned dangers, like 

terrorism and weapons of mass destruction and the availability of their technology, but 

also the disruption of the flow of crude oil and natural gas as well as safe shipping in 

international waters. One can surmise, however, that the Alliance would only 

intervene directly and forcibly if dangers become overwhelming or imminent. This 

remains a remote possibility because there is no reason to expect that any Middle East 

country would dare threaten the interests of the Alliance, for instance by halting the 

outward supply of oil and natural gas. Also, nothing indicates that long-standing 

regimes in the region will collapse or be replaced by extremist or fundamentalist 

regimes in the foreseeable future, especially those of strategic importance, like the 

Egyptian and Algerian regimes. 
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13. This research has revealed that there is no unified vision between the allies 

regarding the prospect of NATO's role in the Middle East. The United States, backed 

by some allies, like the United Kingdom, wants serious involvement and/or positive 

engagement in unresolved Middle Eastern issues like Iraq, Darfur and South Lebanon. 

But some European allies, particularly France and Germany, do not support this 

endeavour. As shown by empirical research, some European allies did not favour of 

this engagement since its inception; others, particularly southern European allies, 

argued for handling cooperative security activities within and through European inter

governmental institutions. At the end of the day, all the allies were obliged to respond 

positively to - or at least not oppose or abort - the new US orientation post-9f11 

towards the enlargement of NATO's role in the Middle East region. 

Not only this, but also the allies themselves do not hold a clear, agreed, or well 

established defmition for what is meant exactly by ''the region of the Middle East"; 

consequently, every case is decided according to its own merits; whether it is Middle 

Eastern or not. Perhaps because of these significant differences among allies, NATO is 

not able to perform, at the current stage, any hard security mission that could 

contribute positively towards solving the long-standing crises in the region, other than 

its auxiliary and limited role in Darfur and Iraq. For instance, NATO doesn't have a 

policy towards the crisis over Western Sahara between Algeria and Morocco that has 

been hindering normal relations between the two MD countries. Nor does NATO have 

a vision regarding the Iranian nuclear issue, despite that it has become an issue of 

global concern in recent years656
• 

In parallel, there is overwhelming consensus between interviewees that NATO 

should not get involved in the unresolved crises of the Middle East, for instance the 

656 Interview with Dr Alberto Bin, January 2006. 
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Arab-Israeli conflict, in order to avoid any negative repercussions on its cooperative 

mechanisms, i.e the MD and ICI, which are envisaged to be vehicles towards attaining 

a more serious and fruitful relationship in the future. In this respect, there is almost 

full consensus between the allies about the beneficial aspects of these cooperative 

mechanisms, as laid down by successive summits, particularly post-9/11. Thus, it 

could be confmned that whereas there are differences among allies about the necessity 

and feasibility of NATO's role with respect to "hard security issues", there is certainty 

about the need to foster "soft security cooperation" with Middle Eastern partners. 

14. As illustrated in Chapter 2, NATO's transformation process is ongoing, 

having started with the end of the Cold War, and has laid down the foundation of a 

new global role for NATO by revising its doctrine, structure and policies, 

transforming it from a traditional defensive alliance into a new "security, political and 

military alliance" mandated to handle a wide spectrum of security threats worldwide. 

In doing so, NATO has become a global organisation - in the words of NATO 

pOlicymakers657
, a "global security provider" - seeking to establish ties and patterns 

of cooperation with select countries in areas of strategic importance. The Middle East 

has been, certainly, one of NATO's main priorities in the immediate post-Cold War 

years and has, after 9/11, become a top priority since. NATO's Middle East policy 

until now is based on the concepts of cooperation, dialogue and deterrence 

15. Finally, NATO and its Middle East partners have not yet developed a 

complete or definitive vision for their relationship in the future. This was revealed 

clearly in the interview based research conducted. On the one hand, this may suggest 

that we will witness the continuation of NATO's role in the region within the agreed 

scope, i.e., cooperative mechanisms and a supportive role towards select regional 

657 Speech by Martin Erdmann, NATO assistant secretary general for political affairs, 23 January 2008, Oberammergau, 
Gennany, attended by the researcher. 
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problems, if necessary. On the other hand, the fmal outcome will, mainly, rely on wise 

management of this evolving relationship and the ability of the two sets of parties to 

keep the relationship clear of regional complications. At this stage, it is worth 

underlining that the historical experience of the region's dealings with Western 

initiatives might indicate that some countries will, in all likelihood, rush before others 

to take more advanced steps in the direction of tangible results. This will automatically 

lead other countries to soften their positions and policies. Based on this, it could be 

expected that the coming years will witness various levels of relationship between the 

Alliance and Middle Eastern partners. 

Overall, the challenge of bridging the existing gap between the northern and southern sides of 

the Mediterranean, in its broader and political concepts, could be as complex as the challenge 

the Alliance faced when it sought to cooperate with its fonner adversaries in ex-Eastern bloc 

countries. Thus, the current drive towards becoming involved in the region's affairs should be 

cautious and gradual in order to avoid igniting fears, and then resistance, towards the Alliance 

and its endeavour. What is important is that the Alliance keeps its position neutral with 

regards to sensitive issues in the region, like Iraq or the Arab-Israeli conflict, in order to 

perform its assigned tasks successfully. Evidently, any intervention that might be perceived as 

an aligned position against the interests of Arab partners will hamper, if not undermine, the 

current role of the Alliance in the region. 

It is arguable that success for the Alliance's and its strategy - particularly with 

regards to terrorism and weapons of mass destruction - is remote unless a radical change 

occurs in Western policies towards the region in such a way that convinces regional partners 

to cooperate in a positive manner. For example, the chronic Arab-Israeli conflict is an 

insurmountable obstacle towards enhancing peace and security in the Middle East. This issue, 

as well as other long-standing issues, should be resolved in order to improve the Middle 
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Eastern security environment. Until the required change in the Middle East security 

environment happens, the Enhanced Dialogue and ICI will surely only reach certain limited, 

if important, targets, such as increasing practical cooperation, enhancing understanding, 

giving tailored advice and building confidence. These efforts, however, should not be 

underestimated, as they are paving the way towards building more constructive relationships 

in the future. 

This study is also a call for new research to be conducted in order to envisage whether 

or not NATO, in its new role, could help in building a broad regional security system that 

could be based on reciprocal guarantees and binding treaties. Inspired by past European 

experience of building some level of confidence between the Eastern and Western blocs 

during the Cold War via the Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe, as well as 

the PFP, reviewed in the Chapter 2, NATO can, presumably, present a roadmap to key states 

in the region aimed at multilateral disannament, and then play the role of arbiter. If NATO 

envisaged this aim, admitting other countries, like Libya and Syria, in a later stage could be 

considered in due time. 

Leverett proposes: "a grand strategy similar to the Helsinki Final Act of 1975 with the 

former Soviet Union, respecting the security concerns of [concerned] states and absorbing 

them into an integrated approach to collective security for the post-9fll world.658 Rizzo in 

interview does not exclude the possibility that NATO might help regional parties in 

establishing a security system in the Middle East in the future by drawing on lessons from its 

huge experience in this respect. 659 Meanwhile, Alberto Bin in interview holds that "NATO 

can't give 'security guarantees', but it can give advice, experience and support. I don't think 

that 'Partnership for Peace' could be applied in the region, simply because there is no 'peace' 

6S8 Leverett, F. The Middle East: Thinking Big. 2005, p. 2. 
http://www.brookings.edulviews/articels/fellows/leverett2005030S.htm (Accessed: 11 June 2006) 
6S9 Interview with Ambassador Rizzo, January 2006. 
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m the Middle East, although some of its lessons and ideas could foster existing 

cooperation. ,,66() 

One feasible project that could be considered by the parties in the foreseeable future is 

how to integrate NATO into, and/or to take responsibility for, securing the flow of crude oil 

and natural gas, either through vessels or pipelines, from the Middle East region to the Euro

Atlantic territories. Certainly the twin pillars of NATO and their regional partners have a 

common interest in achieving energy security in the region. This dissertation also points the 

way to further research on the means by which the parties can cooperate for their mutual 

interest. 

Strikingly, although NATO identified in the 1991 Strategic Concept as well as the 

1999 Strategic Concept that any disruption to the flow of energy resources is a threat to its 

vital interests, nothing in its current cooperative links with MDIICI countries has given focus 

to this issue until now. Perhaps NATO assessed that it should not address the issue until a 

satisfactory level of trust and interoperability with its partners is reached. It could also be 

presumed that Arab countries considered the participation of Israel - via the MD - an 

obstacle towards developing a role for NATO in this regard. Again, the Arab-Israeli conflict 

should be, frrst of all, resolved in order to move forward in any direction. 

In conclusion, NATO can contribute, and in a very positive manner, to changing the 

destiny of the region for the sake of world security and stability and its own interests, but this 

will never be possible until key political hurdles are overcome. 

660 Interview with Dr Alberto Bin, January 2006. 
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APPENDIX II 

Questions addressed to interviewees 

LORD ROBERTSON AND DR ALBERTO BIN 

I. NATO-Mediterranean Dialogue 

1. How do you assess the NATO-Mediterranean Dialogue (MD) before and after 9/1l? 

2. In your opinion, what are the main or basic achievements of the dialogue? 

3. Do you think that the MD has successfully fulfilled its main objectives, such as building 
confidence and dispelling misperceptions about NATO in South Mediterranean countries? 

4. Do you think that there are still reasons of mistrust, or a lack of confidence, between 
NATO and the Mediterranean countries? If yes, how can the two parties overcome this 
situation? 

5. How useful was the practical cooperation conducted through the MD process? Could you 
classify and prioritize the activities of this practical cooperation according to their 
importance? 

6. Did the political consultations of the MD help in increasing understanding between 
NATO and the MD partners regarding important and controversial issues like terrorism 
and combating the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction? 

7. How would you evaluate the individual participation of South Mediterranean countries in 
this dialogue (Egypt, Jordan, Algeria, Israel, Mauritania, Morocco and Tunisia)? 

II. The Istanbul proposals 

8. How do you perceive the future of the "Enhanced Mediterranean Dialogue"? Will it be 
able to widen and deepen the scope of the lO-year old NATO-MD dialogue and yield 
more in positive results? 

9. How do you see the future of the ICI? 

10. How would you assess the reactions of Middle Eastern countries towards the Istanbul 
proposals? 
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m. NATO's role in the Middle East 

11. Do you think that the current political atmosphere in the Middle East region, the status of 
the Arab-Israeli conflict, Darfur, Iran, etc, allows for the building of a more positive 
cooperative relationship between the two parties to the MD process or will prevent them 
moving forwards in this direction? 

12. Do you think that current American policies will allow or give a chance for the successful 
implementation of cooperative programmes? 

13. Will NATO be able to play or assume certain roles with regards to key regional issues like 
the Arab-Israeli conflict, the Darfur crisis, the Iranian nuclear programme crisis, and the 
Iraq issue? 

14. What are your predictions concerning the evolving relationship between the NATO and 
key Middle Eastern countries such as Egypt, Israel, Algeria and the Gulf States? 

15. Do you believe that the existing NATO-Middle Eastern relationship will reach at certain 
point in time the possibility of collision with regards to the possession of weapons of mass 
destruction? 

16. Do you see any role for the Alliance in the issues of reform and democratization? 

17. Some casts doubts about the effectiveness of the Alliance in combating the main dangers 
emanating from the region, terrorism and weapons of mass destruction, arguing that the 
Alliance can only support international efforts in this regard. Do you accept or reject this 
argument and why? 

18. In your opinion, what benefits can the Alliance offer or grant to Middle Eastern countries? 
In what fields could the two parties to the MD process foster cooperation in the short 
term? 

19. How do you see the NATO-Middle East relationship developing in the medium and long 
term? Will the coming decades witness a more serious involvement of the Alliance in the 
Middle East region's affairs? 

20. Do you believe that the Alliance could help in fostering or building a complete security 
system in the Middle East? 

21. Do you agree with the view claiming that the Middle East is, currently, the raison d'etre of 
the Alliance and will be the decisive factor in determining its future? If so, why? 

IV. EUIUS polides and their impact on NATO's policies towards the region 

22. Do you think tlte two pillars of NATO, the United States and its European allies, can and 
will maintain and apply a coherent policy towards the Middle East? 
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23. In your assessment, what are the main differences between the United States and the EU 
members' policies towards Middle Eastern issues? 

24. Do you believe that current US-EU differences, if any, could hamper the evolving role of 
the Alliance in the Middle East? 

25. The experience of 2003 Iraq war indicated that the Americans are willing to pursue their 
plans alone, without the support of their allies. Do you think: that the United States would 
freeze the role of the Alliance in the region if it fails to secure the support of its European 
allies for its policies? 

26. Do you agree with claim that the Alliance is merely one of the tools used by the United 
States to force required changes in the Middle East? 

DR RIZZO AND OTHER NATO OFFICIALS 

1. How would you assess the growing relationship between the Alliance and the broader 
Middle East (MD and leI) so far, especially after launching the proposals of the Istanbul 
summit? 

2. Do you agree with arguments that 9/11 was turning point in NATO-Middle East relations, 
and if so why? 

3. Do you think that there are still reasons for mistrust between NATO and its Middle East 
partners? If so, what are these reasons? 

4. Do you think the role of the Alliance in the broader Middle East will be held captive to 
American policies in the Middle East? Alternatively, would the Alliance be able to pursue 
policies apart from other considerations? 

5. In your view, will the NATO-Middle East relationship reach a point of stalemate when the 
Alliance addresses serious issues like, for example, the issue of weapons of mass 
destruction? 

6. In your assessment, what will the final relationship between the two parties (NATO and 
its Middle East partners) look like? 

MEDITERRANEAN DIALOGUE OFFICIALS 

1. How would you assess the NATO-Mediterranean dialogue before and after 9/11? In your 
opinion, what are the main achievements and shortfalls of this dialogue? 

2. Do you think that there are still reasons for mistrust or lack of confidence between NATO 
and the Mediterranean countries? If so, how can the two parties overcome this situation? 
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3. Do you think that the current political atmosphere in the region, the Arab-Israeli conflict, 
Darfur, Iraq, etc, would allow for the building of a more positive cooperative relationship 
between the two parties or would prevent moving forwards in this direction? And, in your 
assessment, can NATO, at the current juncture, contribute to solving chronic Middle 
Eastern problems, like the Arab-Israeli conflict, and if so how? 

4. In your opinion, what benefits could the Alliance offer or grant key Middle Eastern 
countries (the MD partners and Gulf States)? In which fields could the two parties foster 
cooperation in the short tenn? 

5. Some argue that NATO in the Middle East has become a tool of US policy, particularly in 
the post-9/11 years. Do you agree with this assessment and if so why? 

6. Do you recognize differences in NATO's role in the region in the post-9fIl years? 

ISTANBUL COOPERATIVE IN1TIA TIVE OFFICIALS 

1. How would you assess the leI initiative? 

2. Some argue that the enhanced role of NATO in the broader Middle East, particularly in 
the Gulf region, is a reflection of the events of9/11. Do you accept this argument and ifso 
why? 

3. Why did your country accept to join the lei initiative? 

4. In your opinion, what are the main or basic achievements and/or shortfalls of the leI 
initiative? 

5. What role can NATO play in Gulf State security? Would NATO's role in the Gulf region 
complement the role of the United States? 

ACADEMIC EXPERTS 

1. How would you assess the NATO-Mediterranean Dialogue and leI initiatives? In your 
opinion, what are the main or basic achievements and shortfalls of these initiatives? 

2. Do you think there remain reasons for mistrust or a lack of confidence between NATO 
and the Mediterranean and Gulf countries? If so, how can the two parties overcome this 
situation? 

3. Do you think that the current political atmosphere of the region, including the Arab-Israeli 
conflict, Darfur, Iraq etc, allows for the building of a more positive cooperative 
relationship between the two parties or will prevent moving forwards in this direction? 
And, in your opinion, can NATO playa role in solving the chronic problems of the region 
at this current stage? 
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4. In your opinion, what benefits could the Alliance offer or grant to Middle Eastern 
countries (MD partners and Gulf countries)? In what fields could the two parties foster 
cooperation in the short term? 

5. Do you see significant differences in NATO's role in the region post-9fll, and ifso how? 

6. Some argue that the role of NATO in the Middle East has become a tool for US policy in 
the region, particularly in the post-9fll years. Do you agree with this and if so why? 

NATO MEMBER STATE OFFICIALS 

1. How does your country assess NATO's role in the region of the broader Middle East? 
What are the benefits and/or shortcomings of this role? 

2. From your country's perspective, can NATO play any significant role in resolving 
implacable regional issues? 

3. How does your country contribute in formulating the guidelines of NATO's Middle 
Eastern policy? 

4. Do you agree with those who argue that American influence in NATO has determined the 
scope and extent of its Middle Eastern policy, particularly post-9fll, and if so why? 

5. How does your country see the future of NATO's role in the region? 

KUWAITI AND EGYPTIAN OFFICIALS 

1. How and when did the relationship between your country and NATO evolve? 

2. What are the main reasons that encouraged your country to establish such a relationship? 

3. From your country's perspective, why does NATO seek to playa role in the region? 

4. Do you notice any differences between the role of NATO before and post-9fII? 

5. What are the major aspects of the relationship between your country and NATO at the 
current stage? 

8. What is your assessment <?f the military cooperation existing between your country and 
NATO? 

7. How do you assess other aspects of practical cooperation between your country and 
NATO? 

8. How do you assess current political consultations between your country and NATO? 
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9. What are the basic achievements and/or shortfalls of the current relationship? 

10. Does your country see any role for NATO with regards to key regional issues at this 
stage? 

11. Does your country hold any concerns about the various aspects of the current 
relationship? 

12. How does your country perceive American influence in determining the pace and scope of 
the NATO's endeavour in the region? 
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