
































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































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. 
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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). 
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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. 
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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 
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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 

291 



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? 

345 



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? 

348 



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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