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EDITORS’ NOTE:

The first annual conference of PSSI's Program of Atlantic Security Studies
(PASS) inaugurated the tradition of high-level policy conferences on current
geo-strategic issues challenging the Transatlatlantic partners. Being attended
by nearly fifty foreign policy experts, the conference focused on the then
widely debated issue of NATO’s engagement in the Greater Middle East region.
Three years later, this question remains a significant part of the policy dis-
course on NATO’s future partnership and out of area missions. When prepar-
ing PSSI’s contribution to the 2006 NATO Summit in Riga, Latvia, it thus
seemed natural to us to draw on our past initiative and reprint the summary of
key conclusions of the conference. In addition, we decided to include the pol-
icy paper, which served as a basis for the conference debates. Our website
offers the full version of the original conference proceedings. We will greatly
appreciate any feedback or comment via email.

Oldřich Černý
Executive Director, PSSI
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CONFERENCE SUMMARY
Jiří Schneider, Jan Šnaidauf

The conference was greeted by Craig Stapleton, Ambassador of the United
States to the Czech Republic, and commenced by Pavel Bém, Lord Mayor of
Prague. In his opening contribution HRH Prince El Hassan bin Talal
described the contemporary developments in the Middle East, as they
appear from the local perspective. He urgently called for the establishment
of a strong regional organization with similar characteristics to
the European OSCE.

In the course of the conference, several further contributions by distin-
guished personalities were made outside of the main framework of panel dis-
cussions. Václav Havel and Adam Michnik (the latter in a written contribu-
tion) addressed the participants with a colloquium reflecting the
experiences with democracy building in Eastern Europe and advocated
a regional approach to problem resolution while maintaining multi-polarity.
At the gala dinner Cyril Svoboda greeted the conference and expressed a
strong determination to help advance settlement in the problem areas of
GME. Madeleine Albright subsequently presented her views and first-hand
experience with the Israeli-Palestinian negotiations during the Clinton
administration as well as at present. During the closing luncheon the partici-
pants were addressed by Ambassador R. Nicholas Burns who delivered the
official views of the US administration on issues concerning NATO’s role
in the Greater Middle East.

As a basis for the conference discussions a policy paper “NATO and the
Greater Middle East – a Mission to Renew NATO?” was drafted by Jiří Schneider and
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Michael Žantovský. The conference was intended to approach the problem area
from three different points of view, i.e. that of challenges (strategic view), that of
responses (operational view) and that of consequences and implications. Three
panels were therefore envisaged, respectively.

The first panel was launched by Uzi Arad, who debated whether NATO’s func-
tion should be newly defined. He argued that the Alliance should preserve its
focus on the European theater and not go global, stressing also the necessity
to maintain proximity to NATO’s original intent, i.e. security threats in con-
trast with political problems. Within the field of new security threats Arad
further differentiated two sets of problems, one being counter-terrorism and
the other counter-proliferation. The latter is, he said, ideally suited for
alliances, where pooling the resources and sharing the burden is possible. As
for the former, Arad suggested that Israel be a ‘fellow traveler’ and thus a
natural partner for NATO which should view it as an asset and enter with
Israel a kind of ‘discreet alliance’.

Thérese Delpech then pursued a comprehensive assessment of weapons
of mass destruction (WMD) programs in the Middle East while referring to the
broad spectrum of possible policy responses, whether defensive or preventive.
According to her, on both proliferation and terrorism tracks, transatlantic coop-
eration is improving subsequently. She also mentioned the Proliferation Security
Initiative (PSI) as well as the bilateral ties between the U.S. and European coun-
tries and cooperation within the framework of the EuroPol and EuroJust agen-
cies. Finally Delpech stated that in contrast to North Eastern Asia where there
might be a doubt about the region’s relevance to Europe, there is no such ques-
tion in the case of the Middle East since any WMD use in the area would ‘affect
us all’. She also referred to the Prague NATO Summit’s decision on WMD.

Jeffrey Gedmin addressed the “software” aspects of NATO’s engagement, 
i.e. the political issues that would have been inconceivable in relation to the Alliance

10

NATO AND THE GREATER MIDDLE EAST

PANEL I – The Role of NATO in Fighting
Non-traditional Security Threats in the
Greater Middle East

´



only a few years ago. He drew the attention to the fact that a gap in threat assess-
ment on both sides of the Atlantic continues to present a major obstacle and
requires Europe to realize that its ‘strategic vacation’ is over. The major changes in
the strategic environment brought about by the Cold War ending in 1989 and the
9/11 events also contributed to a certain ambivalence as became manifest for
instance at various conferences held after the Kosovo war, where European and
American perceptions differed. Gedmin then raised a crucial question concerning
the farthest limits of disagreement within NATO, which, if overstepped, would
imply the Alliance’s inability to act effectively.

Subsequently, Karel Kovanda pointed out that Afghanistan gave a new
meaning to the ‘out of area’ concept. However, political limitations should still
lead to the conclusion that e.g. NATO should not engage in North Korea.
Turning to the question of transforming the Alliance into a ‘toolbox’ instru-
ment, he indicated that the idea can be acceptable if understood as a way of
supporting operations like the ones in Macedonia or in the Polish sector of
Iraq. Generally Kovanda finds double danger for NATO, one being the impos-
sibility to meet the expectations, thus feeding doubts about NATO’s useful-
ness, and the other one a possible failure in action. Furthermore, three points
are vital for NATO’s future: a full use of Mediterranean Dialogue, which is to
be more than a discussion without any value added; finding a point of equilib-
rium for the Alliance; and a serious doctrinal debate over the concept of pre-
emption, which so far has not taken place within NATO.

As the last panelist, Onur Öymen referred to some of the major Middle-
Eastern problem characteristics such as the big number of displaced persons
or victims of conflicts, lack of democracy and the high percentage of terrorist
attacks in the region compared to the world’s total. He then described the
problems in the political area and called for the establishment of a NATO-EU
commission on terrorism where the issue could be treated in the same way
as in the NATO-Russia Commission (NRC). Öymen expressed his trust in
the Alliance’s capabilities to combat terrorism and underlined the necessity to
fight it everywhere and without discrimination. Nevertheless he finally
warned that not every country of the Greater Middle East would welcome
NATO’s stronger engagement in the region.

The ensuing discussion revealed several other problems. One participant
voiced a doubt concerning the definition of the enemy: terrorism and WMD are
merely tools, he said, while the enemy should be rather the Islamist totalitarianism.
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Then the question was raised whether the U.S. is prepared to share with Europe its
sensitive technologies to close the vast technological gaps. Reference was also made
to historical experiences with the Baghdad Pact and CENTO and calls were made
for the establishment of a Middle-Eastern Conference for Security and Cooperation
(CSC-ME), for a GME-specific humanitarian Marshall plan based on human dignity
and for a regional conflict analysis center. In discussing the radical Islamist groups,
three of their strategies were pointed out: bin Laden’s concept of global struggle
reaching its peaks, a search for a new safe haven after Afghanistan and the idea of a
non-territorial Islamic ummah. A warning against preemptive attacks was also
expressed, since these might be used as precedents by other countries. Finally, the
claim was repeated that NATO is running the risk of losing its concentration on real
threats and might dilute into other, i.e. non-security, areas.

Before the opening of the second panel, Bruce Jackson drew the atten-
tion of the conference participants to the contemporary geopolitical visions
of the European and Middle-Eastern arenas. In his special presentation “The Fron-
tiers of Freedom and the Middle East” he indicated several problem areas to be
responded to in NATO’s post-Prague agenda.

PANEL II – The Role of NATO in Peace-
Management Operations in the GME

Günther Altenburg’s speech launched the second panel. He spoke about the
GME and its specific problem attributes, warning against a possible over-
stretch in the region that NATO might not be able to cope with. Altenburg fur-
ther identified several points, which are crucial for NATO’s future: the need to
make the Afghanistan operation a success, including the option for expanding
ISAF’s mandate throughout the country. Next, the prospective of the Mediter-
ranean dialogue should be clarified. Importantly, the EU-NATO relationship
will require a new transatlantic consensus, he said. 

Subsequently Ron Asmus took the floor turning to the Middle East in
terms of its significance as ascribed to the region by the United States. Now-
adays the source of conflicts is no longer Europe but the GME, which has
turned to be the place where American soldiers are most likely to be killed, he
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explained, concluding that Middle-Eastern threats apply generally more
to Americans than Europeans. Asmus also acknowledged the need for a strong
political statement in order to recognize the Alliance’s role, referring in that
context to the forthcoming NATO summit in Istanbul. He then speculated
about the feasibility of a long-term goal of the GME’s political transformation
into a different set of societies and asked whether it would be preferable to
find a comprehensive solution or rather adopt a crisis-by-crisis approach.

Marc Perrin de Brichambaut then made what he called a ‘spectral analy-
sis’ of NATO’s role, which is increasingly important in regard to all the chal-
lenges of the Greater Middle East. He spoke in particular about the Iranian
threat, which will force Europe to be concerned with missile defense as it
already has been in the case of Russia. He further reflected the general signi-
ficance that oil reserves as well as relations with Israel have for the develop-
ment in the GME area. Using a historical parallel, Brichambaut went back to
the Suez Crisis of 1956 and to whether there are lessons to be learned from it
nowadays. He finally stressed the soft-power aspect of European activities and
the experience gained through physical contact with immigrant minorities,
which might give Europe good preconditions for activity in the GME.

Ze’ev Schiff started his contribution to the debate by contemplating over
the currently unclear borderlines of the Greater Middle East. He expressed his
support of the view that instability within the GME would directly endanger
the territory of Europe. On the other hand, he argued against perceiving the
threats as a territorial problem and called for a definition of NATO’s role vis-a-vis
threats of a global scope. As for the facets of international involvement in
peace-management operations, Schiff referred to the Israeli experience with
different international formations sent to the country during its history. From
that point, he derived three basic principles, which are of vital importance for
such operations to be successful: there must be a consent of all parties con-
cerned, there must not be too many parties to negotiate with and there must
always be outside assistance.

Petr Mareš concluded the panel. He asked the key question whether there
is a role for NATO in the Greater Middle East other than a purely defensive one
and found a positive answer resulting from the primacy of the Alliance in terms
of its experiences, its power and past successes. Thus NATO should play a sta-
bilizing role but it is uncertain whether it is prepared to do so. Nor is it clear
whether the Alliance wants at all to assume such responsibility and since the
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institution itself is not used for decision-making, the question remains open. To
avoid a certain failure, though, there must be an explicit determination on
behalf of NATO’s member states to engage in this type of operations.

In the following discussion, the issue of non-military security function by
NATO was addressed, aiming at the process of social and political transformation
in the GME countries. Also the absence of NATO’s capacity to generate integrat-
ed intelligence was underlined as well as the gap between European satisfaction
with the contemporary status quo and the American determination to achieve a
change. Furthermore, the discrepancy between the approaches to Eastern
Europe and the Middle East was demonstrated by the Alliance’s will to change
governance as related to the former, while this was not true regarding the latter.
Only after 9/11 was it realized that dealing with terrorism by military means is
questionable and the need for bringing back the political agenda was acknowl-
edged. Other questions were concerned with defining the conditions allowing
the use of NATO’s military force and the concept of the Alliance as a legitimizing
element was voiced. Finally attempts were made at assessing the balance
between hard and soft power, both needed in the GME to achieve success.

PANEL III – The Role of NATO
in Democracy Building in the GME

The conference’s third and last panel was opened with a brief contemplation
of the general questions of democracy by Michael Žantovský. Speaking as
the panel’s moderator, he raised the question of the universal nature of demo-
cracy as well as of its general transportability among diverse environments.
Besides that, Žantovský warned against excessive haste in democracy-building,
and pointed out NATO’s indirect democratizing influence in a number of coun-
tries over the years.

Ariel Cohen as the first panelist drew the participants’ attention to the war
on terrorism that he designated as “fighting for hearts and minds”. He then men-
tioned the unique role that dissidents play in a transforming society, including
Muslim societies like Iran, where a dissident class assists the contemporary
social process that might bring an end to the current anti-western ideology,
which is feeding terrorism. He then identified several Islamic groupings, which
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allow for recruitment of terrorists and proceeded further to the sources of their
funding that he said come either from the Gulf region or from Muslim diaspora
in the West. He also pointed to the roots of terrorism emerging through funda-
mentalist religious education.

The next speaker, Olivier Roy started his contribution by indicating
three profound problematic areas of the Greater Middle East: nationalism,
social fabric and Islam. Democracy itself, he said, is welcomed in the Muslim
world as well, the question being only how to root it and make people work
for it. Nationalism is according to Roy the actual driving force in the Middle
East interacting with the specific social fabric of local societies. Thus for
instance, although Iraq was a nationalist dictatorship, it was not totalitarian,
since limited political space and freedoms were available. As for political
Islam, Roy insisted that it is no longer a real challenge in the Middle East but
rather outside of the region. He advocated a policy of inclusion of all parts of
society whether they are really democratic or not. Democracy does not
require everyone being an a priori democrat, but should be gradually rooted
into society’s fabric by addressing specific human concerns.

Joshua Muravchik went on by designating democratization as the center-
piece of US strategy in the war on terrorism, not only in military terms but also
in relation to its very roots such as poverty. The poisoned political culture in
the Greater Middle East requires a ‘bomb of democracy’, since there are
democrats, who have that need and deserve our help. This would be a job for
the Atlantic community, although it does not fit NATO’s traditional definition.
Muravchik also referred to the recent Arab Human Development Report,
where major democracy deficits are listed. In response to many being skepti-
cal about democracy in the Arab world, he drew a parallel with Japan’s situa-
tion after World War II, where similar doubts used to be voiced.

Asking whether the USA and Europe are capable of creating a joint strategy
for promoting democracy in the Middle East, Steven Everts commenced his reason-
ing over the issue, answering immediately: yes they have to, but the key question is
how. He continued by pointing to the therapeutic value of the search for common
strategy, but reminded of obstacles on both sides: while Europe struggles with its
ambivalent attitude towards assuming the leadership role in the region, America
cannot sidetrack its massive image problem in spite of the far greater emphasis on
democracy as a strategic goal. Concerning the Western interference in GME issues,
Everts gave several policy recommendations including seeing the politics 
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as a vehicle of change, targeting programs to the NGO sector, supporting democrat-
ic processes instead of individuals, using institutional anchors, avoiding temptation
to ‘divisions of labor’, patronizing attitudes and gimmicks.

Amin Tarzi subsequently briefed on the current developments in
Afghanistan, denying that Islamic radical terrorism is a tangible enemy for
NATO to fight. He called for a clear roadmap for Afghanistan that would set up
the democracy-building process.

During the closing discussion a number of so far untreated issues were
addressed. The stimulant question “whether a democracy may be built while
the house is burning” evoked the proposition that extinguishing the fire in the
house would be exactly the task for NATO. Furthermore, while it was indicat-
ed that democracies do not sponsor terrorism, a counter-affirmation was
voiced that even some secular democracies do breed terrorism. And even
more so in the countries where religion and state coincide and cannot be
mutually separated since there is no official religious body that could be a
partner for the state. The proposition was made of the necessity to combine
support for reforms within a country (i.e. for its dissidents) with a care about
the environment (i.e. the pressure on states) in order to make our intention
indubitable. The Middle Eastern situation was also compared to democratiza-
tion of Latin America, pointing to the lessons learned there.

According to one participant, the Arab liberal experiment was murdered
in the 1930s and it is now time to pave the way for democratization by defeat-
ing the current enemy, i.e. Islamism, by means of NATO. The view was further
strengthened through designating attempts at integration/inclusion of
Islamist movements as dangerous experiments that proved to be successful
only in Turkey. The economic dimension of democratization was addressed in
the course of the debate as well as the goal to create a civil society. Doubts
were expressed that a democratic Iran would not pursue the nuclear option.
It was pointed out that delegitimizing terrorism should ideally occur by using
the concepts of Islam itself. Finally, it was explained that introducing democ-
racy to the Middle East will inevitably bring along Islamic parties that should
not, however, present a problem by themselves, in contrast to the pursuit for
monopolization of Islam on the part of radical movements.
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NATO AND THE GREATER

MIDDLE EAST – A MISSION

TO RENEW NATO?
PASS Policy Paper
Jiří Schneider and Michael Žantovský

Summary

The key challenge for NATO in the 1990s was whether to accept the call for
“out of area” missions. Since Bosnia and Kosovo this has no longer been
a question. After 9/11/2001, the main question remains whether – in the con-
text of fighting international terrorism – NATO should “go global,” and if so,
what should be the rationale, the scope and the goal of such a mission.

The purpose of this paper is to argue that powerful rational arguments
for a mission of NATO in the Greater Middle East do exist.1 At the very least,
the idea deserves an honest and thorough discussion among the Allies. 

The main rationale for NATO’s engagement in the Greater Middle East
lies in the very nature of threats emanating from the region – terrorism, proli-
feration of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), poor or irresponsible gov-
ernance (failed or rogue states), often with virulent anti-American and anti-
western rhetoric as the sole coherent policy, as well as local conflicts with
global repercussions. Allies should take up the gauntlet and make an effort to
design not only a common strategy but also to agree on joint measures 
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within NATO itself. A failure of the U.S. and Europe to face up to these chal-
lenges would be detrimental to security on both sides of the Atlantic. 

The following seem to be the possible scenarios and their consequences:
1. Both for the U.S. and the EU, it is a policy option to bypass NATO2 in pur-

suing their security goals. However, it would be equal to giving up on the
political potential of the Alliance. Therefore it is the least desired option,
especially for new NATO members since it would devaluate their 
hard-won membership, and consequently relegate NATO into oblivion.

2. To turn NATO into a common toolbox3 that is to be used either by the
U.S. – in building coalitions of the willing – or by the EU – in providing
muscles for CESDP ambitions – seems to be a tempting “middle-way”
option for some. However, it would put a constant pressure on NATO’s
cohesion.4 Sooner rather than later, we might find that many of the tools
in the box are broken, or even worse, that the toolbox is empty.

3. If enough political will is present, NATO could serve as a proven frame-
work for building a coherent strategy and providing joint or at least com-
mon capabilities. In this case, NATO would maintain an independent
ability to project power in order to protect the interests of its members
in NATO-led “out of area” operations. We tend to view this option as
an imperative task for the Alliance. However, we could be risking possi-
ble overstretch.5

At this moment, different policy approaches obviously prevail on the two
sides of the Atlantic: the U.S. tends to rely on ad hoc coalitions (or multilateral-
ism a la carte) rather than on the Alliance, whereas some Europeans view this as
unbounded U.S. unilateralism that should be countered. It is NATO that can
bridge this potential transatlantic rift – the U.S. should perceive NATO as a for-
malized ‘coalition of the willing’ and Europeans should use NATO as a primary
multilateral venue for cooperation with the U.S. It seems to be clear that using
NATO is advantageous both for the U.S.6 and European7 NATO members.

Introduction – NATO after Iraq
The fact that the Iraqi operation was conducted by a ‘coalition of the willing’,
outside of NATO structures, is often interpreted as a failure of NATO.8 Others,
e. g. Richard Lugar, vehemently oppose this view.9
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NATO Secretary General Robertson has recently addressed the key ques-
tion10 – why should NATO be involved in stabilizing Iraq? Other analysts11 have
concluded that Iraq created another political challenge for NATO members. As a
matter of fact, difficulties in postwar management in Iraq have led the U.S. to seek
broader support materialized in military contributions12 and providing greater
political legitimacy.13 In principle, few U.S. policy-makers would like to see the U.S.
as a lonely global policeman14 supported by various ad hoc coalitions.

So far, the role of NATO in Iraq has been limited.15 NATO’s involvement in
postwar Iraq extends only to provide logistical support to the Polish-led division
of the multinational stabilization force. Nevertheless, NATO has always been
dealing with current principal threats, as has been recently manifested in its 
taking over peace operations in Afghanistan. It is no wonder that a discussion
about the future of NATO’s role in Iraq and the Greater Middle East is looming.16

NATO in the Greater Middle East – 
Key Questions

This paper addresses the topic from the following angles: the nature of new
security threats, NATO’s capacity to cope with them, the “out of area” concept
and its geographical and resource limitations, the possible role for NATO in
Iraq or in the Middle East peace process based on NATO’s niche capabilities,
potential political implications of NATO’s Middle Eastern engagement, and,
finally, the possible “democratizing” effect of NATO’s involvement.

1. TERRITORIAL CORRELATIONS / CONTEXT OF NEW SECURITY
THREATS – TERRORISM, PROLIFERATION, FAILED AND ROGUE
STATES
The end of the Cold War changed the very substance of European security.
Territorial defense against a massive military conflagration in Europe ceased
to be the main concern of the Alliance. Wars in the Balkans and accelerated
trends toward autonomous European security capabilities forced a drastic
change in the security policies of NATO. 

After Kosovo new threats emerged into prominence. Terrorism, prolifera-
tion of weapons of mass destruction and means of their delivery, concern about
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failed or rogue states (non-cooperating states or states of concern, non-state
actors, etc.) – these threats seem to dominate any post 9/11 analysis of the inter-
national security environment. As a consequence, the geopolitical focus moved
beyond Europe,17 or at least to its periphery. The emphasis has shifted from Article
5 of the Washington Treaty towards dealing with non-traditional threats.18

Inevitably, this has raised concerns of some NATO members – both old19 and new
– fearing that the exclusive club is losing its prestige by diluting its commitments.20

The Greater Middle East21 (GME) seems to be a conundrum of the above-
mentioned threats in the potentially most explosive combination.22 Moreover,
GME is the region where both America and Europe share fundamental inter-
ests,23 although – due to various differences – they do not necessarily agree on
the policies to pursue these interests. However, there is a powerful incentive
to come to an agreement since “neither the U.S. nor Europe can fix the Greater
Middle East by itself.”24 In any case, “NATO’s ability to deal with new threats
faces an early test in the Middle East.”25

2. HOW CAN NATO REACT? WHAT CAN THE ENLARGED NATO OFFER
IN DEALING WITH NEW SECURITY THREATS?
The concept of collective defense (Article 5) has not outlived its relevance.
Solidarity among liberal democratic states in defending common values and
interests remains vital for the future of democracy. NATO has to maintain its
core functions even as it is advancing new ones.26 The nature of the new
threats deserves an appropriate response: “To combat transnational terrorist
networks effectively, NATO should more closely resemble a network itself.”27

The conceptual answer to the new challenges is territorial enlargement,
although this has been motivated also by other factors, and functional exten-
sion27 or expansion.28 Any future enlargement of NATO remains geographical-
ly confined to the Euro–Atlantic area. However, if NATO is to assume a global
role, it cannot do so without closely cooperating with non-European allies
(e.g. Australia). In principle, NATO should keep the door open to all eligible
allies30 (e.g. Israel). Any functional expansion requires intra-alliance consen-
sus – the current position of NATO is reflected in the Strategic Concept adopt-
ed at the Washington summit in April 1999.
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2.1 The Shift From Military to Non-Military Roles (‘Nation Building’)
The new security environment is often characterized by the growing rele-
vance of non-military31 and non-state factors. Some analysts argue that NATO
and the EU should divide labor as if the non-military tasks were solely the
EU’s business,31 whereas others think that NATO is also capable of nation
building tasks.33 NATO’s contribution to the democratic transformation in
Central and Eastern Europe as well as to similar transitions in some of the
older member states – e. g. in cultivating civilian control of armed forces –
cannot be denied. This might be of utmost importance in societies where
the military serves as a backbone.

The question arises whether the EU is better equipped for the so-called
soft security tasks or whether it is simply making a virtue of its inability to deal
with the hard ones. It is unclear why European NATO members should be
ready to offer more capabilities under the EU flag than they are offering as
a part of the Alliance. 

In this context, it is important to argue that NATO rather than the U.S. – EU
format should remain the main framework of transatlantic security cooperation.
It is obvious that NATO provided the necessary political element in containing
the Soviet military threat. Coping with the current threats again requires the
kind of political legitimacy that can best be secured through NATO.

On a deeper level, it could be argued that NATO – as the traditional
repository and defender of “western” values: liberal democracy, free market,
rule of law – should be the appropriate vehicle for responding to the new
non-traditional threats since they seem to be targeted against this very body
of values rather than against any single country, specific territory or speci-
fic policy.

3. IS NATO’S “OUT OF AREA” CONCEPT APPLICABLE IN THE
GREATER MIDDLE EAST?
The main question considered during the 1990s was whether NATO had to
expand and accept new missions beyond defending its own territory. As
Richard Lugar argued in the early 1990s “NATO has to go out of area, or out of
business.” However, NATO strategic and conceptual documents (Rome
Declaration of 1991 or Madrid Declaration of 1997) kept referring to European
or transatlantic security. The Strategic Concept adopted at the Washington
summit in April 1999 reflected the growing awareness of the changed global
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security environment.34 Terrorist attacks of 9/11/2001 showed how urgent the
question about the place of NATO in the global security system really was. 

3.1 Should NATO ‘Go Global’?
No consensus on this question has been achieved.35 The debate about the glob-
al role of NATO has on the one hand revealed a growing awareness of global
challenges,36 inhibited on the other hand by fears of overextending NATO’s
obligations37. Talbott38 and Kugler39 tried to formulate a balanced view by
rejecting global ambitions of NATO. In recent years, opinions among NATO
members have shifted significantly: even NATO’s Secretary General suggested
that the once unthinkable is no longer taboo.40 After 9/11, Afghanistan and
Iraq, one may witness a new dynamism of this debate and some go even fur-
ther by calling unreservedly for a global NATO.41

3.2 The Greater Middle East as a Key Global Challenge?
As we mentioned earlier, the Greater Middle East is the most prominent source
of mutually correlated threats at the intersection of vital interests. Not inciden-
tally, the region is referred to as the Rubik Cube.42 Emerson and Tocci identified
four main interrelated crises in the GME – the Israeli-Palestinian conflict,
threats of Al-Qaeda, the crisis over Iraq and the overall development of the
region, or rather the lack thereof. However, due to their preferences for the UN,
the US and the EU engagement, the authors have assumed only a minor role for
NATO in the region. Others suggest that any engagement of former European
colonial powers in the region may raise old fears and resentments.43

3.2.1 NATO and Israeli-Palestinian Conflict
The Israeli-Palestinian conflict has been traditionally viewed as the very
source of Middle Eastern instability. In the past, one might have come to the
conclusion that without solving this conflict one cannot envisage stability in
the Middle East. At the same time, before the occupation of Iraq one could not
realistically expect a resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict (many
Israelis still think that conflict management is the best possible outcome).
Rolling back Iraq changed the strategic map of the whole Middle East and
paved the way for the Road Map – a new attempt to move the Israeli-
Palestinian track forward. In fact, the Pandora box of GME has been opened in
a different way than expected. 
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The truth is that without international engagement the Israeli-Palestinian
relations are likely to deteriorate even further.44 The idea of international 
monitoring of an Israeli-Palestinian settlement is supported from various 
policy perspectives:

1. NATO peacekeeping role after the settlement45

2. UN or NATO presence as crisis management46

3. U.S.-led trusteeship47

Any international presence would be highly sensitive for Israel and it is
perceived with caution in Washington, too. On the other hand, Palestinians
consistently call for international involvement as a counterweight to Israel. So
far, Europeans have preferred to be involved in the Quartet format (US, EU,
Russia, UN) as the EU rather than going through NATO. However, one cannot
exclude the possibility that at a certain stage of future settlement NATO –
alone or in concert with others – might contribute politically rather than mil-
itarily on the ground. 

There is also a defensive rationale for channeling any western involve-
ment in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict through NATO. A dual-track (US, EU) or
a multiple-track approach (US, EU, UN, and Russia) might in the course of time
transform the so far differing perspectives into conflicting ones, with disas-
trous consequences both for the Atlantic cohesion and for the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict itself.

3.2.2 NATO and the Gulf – Iraq
The Persian Gulf is of primary concern to NATO allies because of two reasons:
proliferation of WMD and securing energy supplies.48 It seems that Americans
are more aware of the coincidence of NATO member countries’ interests in
the Gulf and see deeper European engagement as desirable.49 It is the
European reluctance that stands in the way of more allied cooperation in the
Gulf.50 As was shown in the Iraqi case, some Europeans do not subscribe to the
U.S. policies in the Gulf. Nevertheless, in the current circumstances the way
for NATO to the Gulf leads through Iraq.51

4. POTENTIAL ROLE FOR NATO AND ITS TOOLS
The key question is whether there are any niche capabilities that neither the
EU nor the US alone can provide. What may be the unique contributions of
NATO in the GME? Are they primarily in the military or in the political areas?52
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NATO can provide political legitimacy to stabilization and democratiza-
tion in the GME. Nevertheless, there will always be a tendency toward using
selective formats (e.g. Quartet, Contact Group, etc).

There is the remarkable military record of NATO in planning and run-
ning peacekeeping operations including post-conflict stabilization and
reforming security structures.53 Suggestions have been made to use this
expertise in the GME.54

It is a matter of further discussion whether NATO is capable of providing
assistance in nation building and promotion of democracy. Here again, Iraq is
a test case.

In the 1990s NATO has developed a spectrum of tools to deal with the
external challenges it has faced: enlarged cooperation forums (NACC, EAPC),
NATO+1 dialogue (NRC, NUC, Mediterranean Dialogue), partnership pro-
grams (PfP) and even procedures for future membership (MAP). Patterns of
dialogue and cooperation, of sharing best practices and standards, and of pro-
viding assistance are firmly rooted in the NATO culture. Possible ways of using
some of the existing models in the GME region should be considered. NATO
should offer a modified PfP program to some of the countries in the region.
Whether this may include even a long-term perspective of membership
remains to be discussed. The weak point in applying the above-mentioned for-
mats – which were designed for Europe – in the GME is the following: what
kind of sufficient incentives – apart from the membership perspective – can
NATO offer in reforming the security system in the GME? Security consulta-
tions or partnerships not involving full membership do not seem sufficient,
especially for some of the smaller democratic or democratizing countries of
the region. The problem is that the “added value” of a NATO security involve-
ment as opposed to a US security guarantee is at the moment not very high.
That, however, can and should change in the course of time.

5. IMPLICATIONS OF POSSIBLE NATO ENGAGEMENT IN THE GME (IRAQ,
PALESTINE) – CEMENTING TRANSATLANTIC RELATIONS OR DESTROYING NATO’S
COHESION?
NATO could obviously neglect global aspirations in its further development.
The consequence would be the loss of global significance.55 All depends on
policies of member states. The most poignant expression of this fact comes
from the U.S.56 If NATO takes up global challenges – initially in the GME region
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– it would be a serious test of its interoperability and cohesion. It would have
inevitable implications for planning57 and decision-making procedures58 with-
in the Alliance, which present some member states with an undoubtedly sen-
sitive dilemma. Authorization of planning procedures and weakening of the
principle of unanimity are definitely explosive subjects for political discus-
sions within NATO. However, the alternatives seem to be even worse. The risk
of bypassing or marginalizing NATO is evident. Deepening of the Atlantic rift
over NATO would be detrimental to both its shores. There is a way out – the
U.S. should perceive NATO as a formalized ‘coalition of the willing’ and Euro-
peans should use NATO as a primary multilateral venue for cooperation with
the U.S. Thus NATO will be able to deal with the most urgent current crises
starting with the Greater Middle East.

To search for a global role for NATO just so that it has some kind of a role
would be both wrong and destined to fail. A freedom-loving alliance, just like
a freedom-loving country, should not seek adventures abroad, “in search of
monsters to slay.”59 However, in the case of GME, the monsters are already very
much there. To address their threats is thus not a question of expanding or
transforming NATO’s mission but rather a question of the continued vitality of
its original mission and purpose.
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