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PREFACE

This report invites the reader to reflect systematically upon the broad range of actors, interests, and narratives
present in the ongoing, interlocking conflicts in the Middle East and in North Africa.

Our research initiative included scholars and students from Harvard University, IDC Herzliya, Tufts University,
and Brandeis University. The final report contains a comprehensive mapping of the MENA conflict system. It
identifies and analyzes the various conflicts, parties, issues, and relationships that shape the current political
situation in the Middle East and North Africa. As such, this negotiation stakeholder analysis includes many
actors, both state and non- state, that are involved in the interconnected conflicts in the MENA region and that
have a significant impact on its future. It also aims to identify opportunities for peaceful intervention by means
of negotiation.

We would like to thank our research assistants, research facilitators, and research contributors for their hard
work and collaborative creativity that made this project possible.

Eileen Babbitt, Arvid Bell, Alain Lempereur, Brian Mandell, Dana Wolf
May 2017
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Harvard University | John F. Kennedy School of Government
Mailbox 61 | 79 JFK Street | Cambridge, MA 02138 | USA
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HOW TO READ THIS REPORT

What are you interested in?

I am looking for in-depth information about one specific
actor in the Middle East or North Africa (for example, an
analysis of Iran).

You should look here:

Part Four of this report contains comprehensive assess-
ments of a variety of state and non-state actors.

| am interested in a brief and concise overview of a
party’s interests (for example, a portrait of Israel.)

Part Three contains brief portraits of 59 parties that are
active in the MENA region, including external powers and
organizations.

| want to find out more about a specific conflict in the
Middle East (for example, the war in Syria).

Check out Part Two (key findings), chapters Il and Il.

| want to learn about an issue that plays a role across the
MENA region (for example, water).

Check out Part Two (key findings), chapter IV.

| want to know more about the people who created this
report.

See Part Five.

| want to know more about project background,
funding, and methodology.

See Part One.

| am interested in future developments and in what may
happen next in the Middle East.

Several scenarios are mapped out in Part Two, Chapter
VII.

What shall I read if | only have limited time, but | want to
read more than just the Executive Summary?

We recommend starting with Part Two, Chapter I.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A changing region defies simple explanations

«  The Arab Spring, the rise of ISIS, and the Iran nuclear deal have profoundly changed the Middle East and
North Africa.

«  Simplistic conflict narratives that focus on two opposing camps are increasingly outdated. The conflicts
in the Middle East are about much more than just the Israeli-Palestinian or the Arab-Israeli conflict, and the
relationships within and between these conflicts are changing. For example, Arab governments tend to realize
that they share certain interests with Israel as a result of the new political reality.

«  Future negotiation initiatives have to take these new conflict narratives and the shifting balance of power
in the region into account or they will not be effective.

Strategic action requires in-depth analysis

While regional initiatives in the Middle East are not a new idea, they lack analysis that deals with the regional
repercussions, unintended consequences, and system effects of new political moves. While new alliances are emerging,
the ripple effects of these power shifts across the region are difficult to predict. In this situation, an in-depth analysis of
the MENA conflict system is both an important “conflict management database” as well as a strategic commodity for
actors and third parties within and outside the region.

A complex conflict system needs a new approach

Many observers assume that one specific conflict (for example, the Israeli-Palestinian conflict) is the main source of
instability in the Middle East. Instead of making such an assumption, this report treats all conflicts in the MENA region
as interconnected within a complex regional conflict system:
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This interconnected way of looking at the MENA region can help answer questions such as:
«  What are the practical implications of “regional” negotiation initiatives?
«  Which parties care about which issues? How are these issues connected?
« Ifaspecific regional issue is resolved, what are likely spillover effects?

«  What are the connections between the conflicts, parties, and issues within the region?

This reports provides the reader with a systemic conflict mapping of the Middle East and North Africa. It lets the
reader discover the various interconnections across the region and allows for the experimentation with new, creative
regional initiatives. It organizes complex data in an easily accessible way.

The report identifies and analyses:

«  Five primary sub-conflicts within the MENA region that have a significant impact beyond their respective
borders » Part Two, Chapter I

«  Three secondary sub-conflicts with a more limited regional impact -» Part Two, Chapter 11l

«  Eight cross-cutting issues that impact the parties across the region » Part Two, Chapter IV

Selected Findings

»  The two sub-conflicts that are connected with the greatest number of other conflicts and issues in the
region are the War in Syria and the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.

The spillover effects of these two sub-conflicts have a significant impact on the MENA conflict system.

Thetopissue that connects with the greatest number of other conflicts and issues in the region is terrorism/
violent extremism, followed by regional forced displacement crises, human rights and democracy
issues, and the rivalry between great powers for regional influence.

Opportunities and Leverage Points

«  Relying on systemic stakeholder mapping, this report contains in-depth assessment of various conflicts and
parties as well as summaries, overviews, and rankings of key conflict features.

+ It contains portraits of 59 state and non-state actors, including regional players and outside powers, and
their conflict narratives, networks of relationships, and sources of leverage.

+  The portraits are summaries geared towards real-world applicability. These summaries are based on longer,
in-depth assessments available in a separate section. (Party portraits: » Part Three, In-depth assessments:
> Part Four)
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CONFLICT SYSTEM INVOLVEMENT

Out of the 59 actors that are analyzed in this report, the following 10 parties have the greatest conflict system
involvement, i.e. they have “the most at stake” in the entire MENA region (vs. other parties who may have isolated

interests in selected sub-conflicts only):
«  States within the region: Iran, Israel, Saudi Arabia, Syrian Government, Turkey
Non-state actors: Hezbollah, ISIS
+  External actors/organizations: EU, UN, USA

Note that “involvement” does not necessarily mean that a party has the capabilities to effectively pursue its

interests.

Network of Relationships

The multi-faceted network of relationship in the MENA conflict system connects the parties as allies, partners, rivals,
adversaries, active armed opponents, proxies, external sponsors, and aid donors/recipients.

Example: All negative relationships across the region
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Selected Findings

ISIS, Iran, and the Syrian government are facing an especially high number of active armed opponents,
adversaries, and rivals across the region.

In the cases of Iran, Israel, and Saudi Arabia, the high number of their negative relationships significantly
reduces their net relationship score, even though these three also have a substantial number of allies and
partners.

Vice versa, the especially high number of alliances and partnerships that the United States was able to
build allows it to balance the high number of its negative relationships.

All network diagrams: Part Two, Chapter VI

A tactical and strategic navigation tool
«  Thisreportis helpful for those interested in navigating the complex political landscape in the Middle East and
North Africa.
+ Itcaninform future negotiation initiatives that may move the region towards a more cooperative system.

+ It allows the reader to “play out” new political moves by identifying the connections through which ripples
effects will be relayed. It can hence serve as an “early warning system” and help classify ineffective or
counterproductive moves with destabilizing consequences.

Sample scenario: the unraveling of the Iranian nuclear deal

Everyone sees US violate the
deal. Russia, EU, China reach
out to Iran — retain ties with
Iran, ostracize US. US power
is decreased.

N

US imposes sanctions

or measures beyond

deal, thus undermining
Iran Nuclear Deal

Israel air-strikes

Iran kicks out
inspectors, starts r
enrichment

Saudi Arabia develops
nuclear weapons, Reaches
out to US and Israel

An Iran internal power
struggle takes place,
Revolutionary Guard and
Ayatollah build power

Full scenarios: » Part Two, Chapter VI
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PART ONE BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY

. Relevance and Objectives

Relevance

With the Arab Spring, the Iran nuclear deal, and the rise
of ISIS, the reality in the Middle East and North Africa has
changed fundamentally over the past few years. Civil war
is raging in Syria, Iraq, Libya, and Yemen. Iran and Saudi
Arabia are stepping up their proxy wars. Negotiations
between Israelis and Palestinians are deadlocked.

Against this background, the balance of interests between
countries in the region is shifting. A simplistic “Arab states
against Israel” narrative fails to grasp the complex reality
of seemingly “stable” governments and their precarious
internal and external alliances, of extremist threats and
failing states; of the regional balance of power between
the U.S. and Russia; of the multi-faceted role of Iran and
Turkey; and of the complex interdependencies between
Sunni and Shia Islam. The conflicts in the Middle East are
about much more than just the Israeli-Palestinian or the
Arab-Israeli conflict, and the relationship between these
two conflicts is changing. For example, Arab governments
tend to realize that they share certain interests with Israel
as a result of the new political reality. This new reality,
including the escalation of threats, ongoing terrorist
activities, and the use of different sources of power by a
variety of parties across the region, also has an impact on
international peace and security beyond the Middle East.

This report aims to make contributions to the
understanding of the interconnected conflicts in the MENA
region. It assess the shifted network of relationships and
alliances in the Middle East and North Africa and helps
evaluate the effectiveness of future negotiation strategies
to be employed by key actors with influence in the region.
It does not seek to make specific policy recommendations.

Objectives

1. Identify the key state and non-state actors in the
MENA conflict system
« Identify the key interests of these parties to the
conflict
« Understand internal narratives which differ from
external views

« Analyze internal factions, divisions, and
subgroups and their diverging interests within
each party

« Map out the internal network of relationships
within each party

«  Target hidden dimensions of the current conflict
and move to a more nuanced understanding

« Capturesalientissues and assess their emotional
and symbolic values

2. ldentify the key conflicts in the system

+ Understand the connections between these
conflicts

« Identify the most important issues which cut
across these conflicts and impact different actors

«  Map out the external network of relationships,
including with outside powers, of each party

+ Identify how the relevance of these issues has
changed since the Arab Spring, the Iran deal, and
the rise of ISIS

3. Assess how the recent changes in the MENA conflict
system impact today’s negotiation options and strategies
that, if employed by specific parties, could move the
region towards a more stable and cooperative system.
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II. Funding, Disclaimer, and Release Date

Funding Release Date

This project was funded by the Interdisciplinary Center This report is accurate to the best of the research team’s
(IDC) Herzliya, by the Harvard Kennedy School Negotiation knowledge as of May 2017.

Project (KSNP), and through a Next Generation Grant from

the Program on Negotiation (PON) at Harvard Law School.

Disclaimer

Harvard University, IDC Herzliya, Tufts University, and
Brandeis University as institutions do not take positions
on public policy issues and thus will not take a position
ondirect orindirect recommendations or conclusions that
this report may contain. Opinions expressed in this report
are either the opinions of individual research contributors,
or the opinions of the investigators.
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IIl. Literature

The construction of the MENA Negotiation Report relied
on a Negotiation Stakeholder Analysis Framework that
was developed specifically for this project. The framework
outlined instructions for the composition of the individual
papers on actors and clusters of actors. Data gathered in
the first phase of the project underpins the identification
and analysis of the primary and secondary sub-conflicts
and cross-cutting issues, as well as the construction of the
stakeholder portrait tables.

The PRIF Central Asia Stakeholder Report! provided a
template of systemic stakeholder mapping in a regional
conflict system. Albeit a shorter and more focused report,
the PRIF report informed the design and the construction
of this MENA report. Similarly, several notable publications
have analyzed conflict in the Middle East at the regional-
level viewpoint that the MENA negotiation report intends
to show, although with a more limited scope. In particular,
the concept of a “regional conflict formation,” (RCF) also
sometimes referred to as a “regional conflict complex,” has
been used by a number of publications as a framework to
explore the interconnectedness of neighboring conflicts®
The RCF model was pioneered by Raimo Vayrynen
in his 1984 report, “Regional Conflict Formations: An
Intractable Problem of International Relations,” and
describes conflicts whose outcomes have, for better or
worse, become inextricably linked to the dynamics of their
region®. Vayrynen further concludes that regional conflicts
areinitiated in theirregions, but shaped by global systems;
therefore, such conflicts are best analyzed through their
effect on and from global powers*.

More recently, the RCF model has been used as a
framework specifically for conflicts in the Middle East.
Reinoud Leenders’ “‘Regional Conflict Formations’: Is
the Middle East Next?” examines the interconnectedness
of conflicts in Iraq, Syria and Lebanon through the RCF
model, but suggests the current RCF focus on military,
political, economic/financial, and social networks should
be enhanced to include significant symbolic-political
resources. This addition, Leenders argues, would also

shed light on the endogeneity of Western culpability in
the roots of Middle East conflict®. In “Beyond the ‘Land of
the Two Rivers: A Regional Conflict Formation?” Leenders
further recommends that RCF analysis of symbolic capital
incorporate “material cross-border ties, regional symbolic
capital, and foreign intervention” in order to present a
comprehensive picture of regionally connected conflict®. In
such an effort to cover the breadth and depth of influence
on conflictin the Middle East, the MENA Negotiation Report
includes Western powers, such as the United States, the
European Union, and others as well as humanitarian and
financial institutions as key actors influencing conflicts
and issues.

Also helpful to expanding the concept of RCFs, and the
general trajectory and definition of conflict, is Mary
Kaldor’s idea of “new wars.” This type of war is fought
between both state and non-state actors, including in the
latter those who fight not to create another state, but to
shift the balance of power of political identities, primarily
sectarian, ethnic, or tribal identities. Many actors in these
wars rely heavily on networks, leading to spillover of
the conflict into other areas or states beyond the initial
location’. In “The Contagiousness of Regional Conflict: A
Middle East Case Study,” Graeme P. Auton and Jacob R.
Slobodien use the metaphor of contagion to explain why
such spillover occurs. In regional conflict, they argue, the
Patient Zero of the conflict, that s, the initial driver, is likely
to lose control of the conflict and the ability to resolve it to
their satisfaction®. Thus, it is likely that a strategy to end
such a conflict would require a regional-level solution
incorporating all relevant entangling factors.

Also nature  of
interconnectedness in Middle East conflicts is the idea of

helpful to understanding the
a regional security complex. A regional security complex
is a situation where several countries have security needs
which are so similar that one cannot change the security
situation without having a positive or negative impact on
the others in the system. This complex differs from the



THE MENA NEGOTIATION REPORT

regional conflict complex in that it focuses specifically
on military defense needs and capacities among states®.
The MENA Negotiation Report covers this subject to some
extent in its definition of regional strategy and sources of
leverage, including military, to achieve that strategy.

Several publications describe in more detail how alliances
and partnerships shift and align in response to new
political developments or changing conflict dynamics.
In “Sectarian and Regional Conflict in the Middle East,”
Aaron Reese describes how different Middle East conflicts
advance or deter various stakeholders’ interests. The
article notes specifically how regional powers have
developed proxies among the state and non-state actors
initiating the conflicts, and describes how battle lines are
drawn along sectarian loyalties?’.

Additionally, in “Israel’s relations with the Gulf states:
Toward the emergence of a tacit security regime?” Clive
Jones and Yoel Guzansky write about Israel’s emerging
security relationship with a number Gulf Arab countries.
The move is posited as an attempt to maintain Israel’s
security in response to the US’s projected shift in regional
alliances. The article takes a regional-level viewpoint
of Israel’s security decisions. It sets out to describe not
only which of Israel’s partnerships are changing, but
how: specifically, the article suggests that the pursuit of
strategic interests and threat perception may replace
the continuation of collective norms. While the MENA
Negotiation Report does not focus much on the theoretical
debate of the nature of partnerships, such an analysis
can be useful in understanding how such a change in
relationships may occur. The CNAS Two-State Solution
Report’s? chapter on regional security is another example
of concise analysis of Middle Eastern issues.

Prior to this report, other publications have sought to
analyze the instability of the Middle East by graphically
demonstrating links and relationships among actors,
issues and conflicts with charts and diagrams. The below-
mentioned diagrams serve to briefly highlight aspects
of the overall tensions and actors involved. This report
aims to produce a similar effort, but delves deeper into
the nuanced dynamics of each issue area to present a
comprehensive picture of the complexity of the Middle

East and North Africa.

The Economist has produced a diagram of the main
political friends and foes in the Middle East, called the
Middle Eastern Mesh. The graphic was produced in
response to the question of how the then-newly signed
Iran Deal would affect the rest of the conflicts in the
region. It shows splits in national actors for crises in
Libya, Egypt, Lebanon, Syria, Irag, and Yemen, and their
various support by major influencers (the United States,
Russia, Iran, and Saudi Arabia) and minor influencers
(Turkey, Qatar, Jordan, the United Arab Emirates, Bahrain,
Kuwait, Morocco, and Pakistan). The graphic is very useful
for finding at-a-glance information on the major sides in
a conflict, and whom each side is supported by. It also
highlights the differences in the number of conflicts each
outside party is involved in: while the US, Iran, and the
other major actors support partners in several conflicts
each, Russia is shown to only back the Syrian government.
The supplementary text describes the primary battle
lines as drawn over issues of ideology, ethnicity, class
and religion, particularly the sectarian Sunni-Shia rift.
The MENA Negotiation Report similarly acknowledges the
complexity of interconnectedness of conflict in the Middle
East and North Africa, but examines a larger list of actors
and their connections to more sub-conflicts and cross-
cutting-issues?®.

Similarly, in Slate, Joshua Keating and Chris Kirk’s Middle
East Friendship Chart visualizes the dynamics of affinity
and enmity in the Middle East. Unlike the Economist’s
graphic, Slate does not center its chart on conflicts, but
on actors. It also works with a different cast of characters,
namely: al-Qaeda, Egypt, Hamas, Hezbollah, Iran, Iraq,
ISIS, Israel, the Palestinian Authority, Saudi Arabia,
Turkey, and the United States. This graphic categorizes
the positive/negative/complicated nature of relationships
among actors in Middle East conflicts with color-coded,
user-friendly smiley faces accompanied by a description
of the latest development in the relationship**.

Finally, ThinkProgress’s Adam Peck eschews breadth for
depth in a single conflict, with The Tangled Web in the
Fight for Syria’s Future. This graphic shows the allegiances
and enemies of the states and non-state actors who
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compose the main players in the Syrian conflict. As with
the MENA Negotiation Report, the ThinkProgress graphic
acknowledges the multilayered nature of interactions in
a conflict, and characterizes relationships based on direct
conflict, indirect conflict, monetary assistance, alleged
monetary assistance, and supply of weapons and/or
fighters. Several actors are connected by both constructive
and destructive interactions, such as the Islamic Front and
the Free Syrian Army, who have attacked each other’s
fighters even while coordinating attacks on ISIS. The
accompanying text describes the subsequent drafts of the
graphic which increased the complexity from what had
originally been anticipated, in order to accurately display
the complexity of the Syrian conflict. In effect, this graphic
represents a smaller effort to what the MENA Negotiation
Report aims to produce in describing the complexity of the
conflicts of the Middle East, compounded by adding more
actors, conflicts and issues?®.

Of course, no overview of visualization of conflict in the
Middle East and North Africa would be complete without
the notorious Afghanistan “bowl of spaghetti” slide
shown to Gen. Stanley McChrystal in 2014. The diagram
showcased the dizzying intricacy of American involvement
in Afghanistan through seven sections, split into thirteen
sub-sections and dozens of sub-sub-sections, connected
by an intricate web of lines and arrows. McChrystal,
who at the time headed American and NATO troops in
Afghanistan, famously stated “When we understand
that slide, we’ll have won the war.”'®* Needless to say,
the diagram successfully impressed on its audience the
density of this single, extremely difficult, conflict.

This report aims to shed some light on the “spaghetti” of
the complex interlocking conflict zones of the Middle East
and North Africa. It seeks to build on the progress made by
the above publications, and add to the general knowledge
about the interconnectedness of conflict in the MENA
region, while stimulating the formation of new negotiation
moves and new research and development of useful ideas
for conceptualizing conflict and modeling solutions in this
important region.
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I\V. Structure and Definitions

This report proposes a systemic framework for looking at a
regional conflict system. As a result of this new approach,
the research team had to wrestle with methodological chal-
lenges as the project evolved. The following is an overview
of the report structure and crucial terms used throughout
the report. The research team welcomes feedback from
scholars, practitioners, and other interested readers on how
the research framework, as well as its application, can be
improved for future analysis.

The MENA Negotiation Report is the product of an inten-
sive two-phase effort to map out and analyze conflict dy-
namics across the Middle East and North Africa region.
Phase 1 consisted of an intensive research project on the
key actors across the region, while Phase 2 built on these
analyses and mapped out the most critical conflicts and
cross-cutting issues that have wide-ranging implications.

In the first phase of this effort, research contributors
(most of them graduate students) submitted compre-
hensive negotiation research papers on the key parties
in the MENA region. These papers sought to identify and
evaluate new, creative negotiation moves by key parties
and their likely impact on regional political or security dy-
namics. These papers were based on a Stakeholder Anal-
ysis Framework, which seeks to identify: (i) conflict narra-
tives and threat perceptions; (ii) sources of leverage; (iii)
internal conflicts and network of relationships; (iv) exter-
nal conflicts and networks of relationships; and (v) poten-
tial negotiation moves. These findings can be found in Part
Four of the report.

The second phase of the project consisted of mapping
interconnected conflicts, cross-cutting issues, and the
most relevant actors across the MENA region based on
the gathered data. This phase connected the actors’ net-
works of relationships, interests, narratives, sources of
leverage, and potential negotiation moves and their impli-
cations with the wider region. These findings can be found
in Parts Two and Three of the report.

The key findings in Part Two contain a classification of
the region’s most pressing challenges into three main
categories: (i) Primary Sub-Conflicts; (ii) Secondary Sub-
Conflicts; and (iii) Cross-Cutting Issues:

Primary Sub-Conflicts refer to the most destabilizing
conflicts in the region, with a key property being that
they have a significantimpact beyond their respective
borders. These include: (i) the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict; (ii) the Iran nuclear program; (iii) the Libyan
civil war; (iv) the Syrian civil war; and (v) the Yemeni
civil war.

Secondary Sub-Conflicts indicate conflicts that
are either frozen, or do not have as far-reaching or
destabilizing consequences beyond their borders.
These include: (i) the conflict over Western Sahara; (ii)
the conflict between Sudan and South Sudan; and (iii)
issues relating to Kurdish autonomy.

Cross-Cutting Issues refer to the underlying
challenges that impact various actors across the
region, and which cause the greatest regional - and
in some cases global - instability. These include:
(i) regional forced displacement crises; (ii) human
rights and democracy issues; (iii) rivalry between
great powers for regional influence; (iv) energy
and economic stability; (v) environment and water
challenges; (vi) the regional Sunni-Shia rivalry; (vii)
the increase in terrorism and violent extremism; and
(viii) the spread of political Islam.

Based on these classifications, the party’s degree of
involvement in each sub-conflict and issue, as well as in
the overall conflict system, is assessed.

Conflict involvement is defined as an aggregate of
the degree to which a party is being impacted by a
conflict or issue and of the degree to which the party
is influencing this conflict or issue in return (highly
impacted + high influence = 4 points; low impact +
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high influence = 3 points; low impact + low influence =
1 point; super-peripheral involvement = 0 points).

Conflict system involvement refers to conflict
involvement across all conflicts and issues.

Furthermore, Part Two contains an overview of the
networks of alliances of the various parties and identifies
the key actors in both positive and negative regional
relationship networks.

In addition, Part Two discusses some of the potential
escalatory and de-escalatory negotiation moves
across a select few issues (Israel-Palestine, Iran Nuclear
Weapons, Great Powers Regional Influence, Energy
and Economic Stability, Spread of Political Islam, and
Terrorism). These issues were selected as a demonstration
of the global impacts that a hypothetical increase or
mitigation of conflict would have across a wide range of
actors. Importantly, the scenarios that are discussed in
this section are not a reflection of the research team’s
views, but rather serve anillustrative purpose to show the
complexity of conflict dynamics in the region. In terms of
the definitions of terms used in this section:

Escalatory negotiation moves refer to actions taken
that would further exacerbate a conflict or dispute.

De-Escalatory negotiation moves refer to actions
taken that would reduce tensions, or lead to a
resolution, of a conflict or dispute.

Part Three consists of the full collection of stakeholder
assessment summaries that discuss key details regarding
each actor that was analyzed.

Most of the tables are drawn from the negotiation research
papers of various stakeholders. Some additional actors
that were notincluded in phase 1 of the analysis have been
added to this section given that the research indicated
that these actors play a critical role in political, economic
or security affairs in the region.

Internal actors “within” parties are only listed here if they
have their own networks of external relationships, which
is mostly the case in fragile states, civil wars, or when

political entities have disintegrated significantly. (For
example, Hamas and Fatah are listed as separate actors,
but Israeli political parties or factions are not. Israeli
political factions and internal conflicts are still analyzed
in-depth in the respective chapter in Part Four.)

Specifically, the section analyzes the following aspects of
each actor:

Party Portrait. Brief summary of identity, conflict
narratives, and threat perceptions of each actor.
What holds this party together? How does the party
“see” the MENA region and its role in it? How do these
perceptions shape its behavior?

Key interests. Aims to address what the party is
primarily seeking to accomplish in the MENA region.

Regional strategy. Brief description of how the party
is currently pursuing their key interests.

Sources of leverage. Aims to briefly answer the
following questions: What is it that allows this party
to influence the situation in the Middle East? Why and
how is this party able to influence or not influence
others?

Powerful individuals. Most important individuals
that hold formal or informal authority over this party,
including their official titles.

Potential negotiation moves. What could this party
do that that would further exacerbate a conflict or
dispute? What could this party do in order to reduce
tensions or help resolve a conflict or dispute?

Internal conflicts. Brief summary of the following
questions: What are the different political, social,
economic, ethnic, religious groups within this party,
and how do their identities, perceptions, motivation,
interests, and positions differ? How relevant are
these cleavages? How has the internal network of
relationships been affected by key political and
conflict dynamics in the MENA region?
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Memberships. List of the key relevant organizations nomic, humanitarian or development support.
or alliances of which the party is a member.
Note that the summary portraits provide a brief overview

Allies. The relationship with these parties includes per party and that more details are available in Part Four.
stable and extensive arrangements for security coop-
eration with a long history, as well as significant ma- Part Four features the collection of negotiation research
terial or financial support, often directly related to a papers on most of the key stakeholders discussed in
party’s armed struggle against an armed opponent Part Three. These chapters present a comprehensive and
in-depth discussion of the complex internal dynamics,
Partners. The relationship with these parties is char- regional role, and possible negotiation moves of each
acterized by material, financial, or ideological sup- stakeholder.

port, which may or may not be linked to an armed
struggle. Parties with whom the party maintains
channels of cooperation and assistance may also be
listed under this category.

Rivals. Parties with whom the party is in a state of po-
litical, ideological, or economic rivalry but with whom
there is no direct armed combat. Rivalry does not ex-
clude the possibility of cooperation on specific issues,
and it captures a wide range of competitive behavior
including conflict over contested territory as long as
there is no ongoing armed combat.

Adversaries. Parties with whom the party is in a state
of open, most likely mutually acknowledged, hostili-
ty, yet not in a state of direct, active, armed combat.
Cooperation with an adversary is very unlikely, and
diplomatic recognition (either of the adversary or by
the adversary) may be missing.

Active armed opponents. Parties with whom the par-
ty is currently in a state of direct, armed combat.

Proxies. Internal factions within another party, which
are politically, financially or militarily supported,
without extending cooperation to the entire party.

External Sponsors. Parties that maintain a cooper-
ative relationship, of a political, financial or military

nature, with internal factions of another party.

Aid Recipients. Parties that receive considerable eco-
nomic, humanitarian or development support.

Aid Donors. Parties that provide considerable eco-
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PART TWO KEY FINDINGS

. Summary

HUMAN RIGHTS

& DEMOCRACY

The MENA
Conflict System

ECONOMIC
STABILITY

SUNNI-SHIA
POWER
BALANCE

Explanation of Summary Diagram and Terms Used

Based on separate assessments detailing the individual
actors playing a critical role in the MENA region, the reports
classifies the region’s most pressing challenges into three
key areas:

«  Primary Sub-Conflicts
«  Secondary Sub-Conflicts
«  Cross-Cutting Issues

Primary Sub-Conflicts refer to the most destabilizing
conflicts in the region, with a key property being that they
have a significant impact beyond their respective borders.
These include: (i) the Israeli-Palestinian conflict; (ii) the
Iran nuclear program; (iii) the Libyan civil war; (iv) the
Syrian civil war; and (v) the Yemeni civil war.

Secondary Sub-Conflicts indicate conflicts that are either
frozen, or do not have as far-reaching or destabilizing
consequences beyond their borders. These include: (i)
the conflict over Western Sahara; (ii) the conflict between
Sudan and South Sudan; and (iii) issues relating to Kurdish
autonomy.

Cross-Cutting Issues refer to the underlying challenges
that impact various actors across the region, and which
cause the greatest regional - and in some cases global -
instability. These include: (i) regional forced displacement
crises; (i) human rights and democracy issues; (iii) rivalry
between great powers for regional influence; (iv) energy
and economic stability; (v) environment and water
challenges; (vi) the regional Sunni-Shia rivalry; (vii) the
increase in terrorism and violent extremism; and (viii) the
spread of political Islam.

In addition to describing the Primary Sub-Conflicts,
Secondary Sub-Conflicts, and Cross-Cutting Issues, the
report analyzes the web of relationships between each
of them. These issues are deeply interrelated, and hence
understanding how they connect to one another is crucial
to developing a more in-depth and clearer insight into the
complexity of the MENA region.

The shape of a circle was chosen purposefully to display
these sub-conflicts and issues in random order, to
demonstrate that this report does not prioritize any one
issue over another. Further, this report analyzes how each
issue area impacts the others in an interlocking matrix,
rather than in a linear fashion.

Thekeyactorsforeachsub-conflictorissuearerepresented
in 2x2 quadrants. These diagrams are bounded by an
actor’s influence on the issue area, on the north axis, and
the degree to which the actor is impacted by the issue
area, on the west axis. “Influence” and “impact” are hence
two dimensions of involvement in a conflict orissue, with
“influence” referring to the active dimension and “impact”
referring to the passive dimension.
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II. Primary Sub-Conflicts

Iran Nuclear Weapons

In July of 2015, a deal was reached between Iran and Western powers regarding Iran’s nuclear program. The deal reduced the
number of Iranian centrifuges by two-thirds, placed bans on enrichment and key facilities, and limited uranium research and
development in exchange for a lifting of sanctions. However, tension between Western states, Gulf monarchies, Israel and Iran
continue to be high, as evidenced by the recent backlash over Iran’s test-firing of ballistic missiles.

Key Issues

« Iran has been pursuing nuclear energy technology since the 1950’s, with western support until the Iranian revolution
in 1979. Clandestine research in 2002 and 2003 raised concerns by the international community that Iran’s ambitions
for its nuclear program lay beyond peaceful intent.

«  After twenty months of talks, the US and Iran reached a deal regarding Iran’s nuclear weapons in July of 2015. The
deal reduced the number of Iranian centrifuges, limited uranium research and development, and capped uranium
enrichment in exchange for relief from sanctions. The deal also allowed Iran to continue its atomic program for
peaceful purposes, though it introduced a significant monitoring program by the IAEA.

+ Israel is the only country in the Middle East that is alleged to currently hold nuclear weapons. Given the perceived
existential threats from Iran, the Israeli government, led by Prime Minister Netanyahu has been a fervent advocate
against Iran acquiring nuclear weapons.

Connections with Other Issues

« Israel-Palestine

+  Great Powers Regional Influence
+  Energy and Economic Stability

«  Sunni-Shia Power Balance
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Key Actors

Low Influence High Influence

1) ALGERIA, AQAP, ARAB LEAGUE, CHINA, DJIBOUTI, 3) EUROPEAN UNION, FRANCE, GERMANY,

EGYPT Government, EGYPT Muslim Brotherhood, INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS, LEBANON
ERITREA, IRAQ Sadrist Movement, IRAQ Secular Hezbollah, NATO, PALESTINE Hamas, RUSSIA,
Nationalist Parties, HOLY SEE, HUMANITARIAN UNITED KINGDOM, UNITED NATIONS, UNITED STATES
ACTORS, INDIA, IRAQ State of Law Coalition, IRAQ

Supreme Islamic Council, ISIS, SYRIA Jabhat

Fateh al-Sham, JAPAN, JORDAN, KURDS of Iraq,

KURDS of Syria, KURDS of Turkey, KUWAIT, LIBYA

Government of National Accord, LIBYA House of

Representatives, MOROCCO Government, MOROCCO

Polisario Front, OMAN, PALESTINE Fatah, QATAR,

SOMALIA Government, SOUTH SUDAN, SUDAN,

SYRIA Government, SYRIA Other Opposition Groups,

TUNISIA, TURKEY, UNITED ARAB EMIRATES, YEMEN

Government

2) BAHRAIN, ISRAEL, KURDS of Iran, LEBANON
Government, PALESTINE Civil Society, SAUDI ARABIA,
YEMEN Houthis

Israel-Palestine

Since the establishment of the State of Israel (known to Israelis as a triumphant fight for independence and to Palestinians
as a catastrophe of displacement) in 1948, Israelis, Palestinians, and international bodies have been engaged in intermittent
conflict and, in recent decades, in a stop-and-start peace process. Discourse around the conflict is characterized by divergent
narratives and deep-seated differences in perspectives. Israelis perceive their country as a beacon of democracy in the midst
of a hostile Arab World, beleaguered by terrorism and anti-Semitism, and unjustly singled out for its policies. Palestinians
perceive the situation as that of a colonizing military power denying rights and seizing land in contradiction of International
law. Both Palestinians and Israelis have deep internal divisions and complex external connections, causing the negotiations
process to be multi-layered and international. Stark power asymmetries complicate the negotiations: ongoing occupation
of the West Bank and closure of Gaza, Israeli military and economic power, and financial and political support from the US
bolster Israel’s position; Palestinians rely on international sympathy and local resistance ranging from non-violence to acts of
terrorism.

Key Issues

«  Security: For Israelis, ‘security’ means life without fear of terrorist attacks, wars, or existential threats. For Palestinians,
‘security’ means life without fear of home demolitions, occupying forces, or bombings.
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«  Mutual recognition: Currently, many Arab states do not officially recognize Israel, and Palestinians do not have broad
international recognition as a state. Palestinians desire self-determination, either through an independent Palestinian
state or through equal civil rights in a shared state. Israel desires international recognition, particularly from Arab
States and Palestinian groups, of its right to exist as a Jewish state.

«  Borders and settlements: Approximately 400,000 Israelis live in settlements in the West Bank, with an additional
375,000 in disputed East Jerusalem.

«  Freedom of movement for Palestinians: Currently, Palestinians in Gaza and the West Bank have severely limited mobility
due to closed borders, checkpoints, and restricted areas.

«  Environmental Resources: Control of water resources in the Palestinian Territories, including the Mountain Aquifer, the
Coastal Aquifer, and the Jordan River are major areas of contention. Currently, as per the Oslo Il Accords, Israel uses
approximately 80% of the water from West Bank aquifers, with Palestinians receiving 20% and purchasing additional
water from Israel.

«  Right of return for Palestinian refugees: Based on UNRWA registration records, there are over 4.9 million patrilineal
descendants of Palestinians displaced in 1947-48, now living in neighboring countries and around the world.

+  Status of Jerusalem: Neither side accepts the possibility of the other retaining full control of Jerusalem.
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Connections with Other Issues

«  Energy and Economic Stability
«  Environment/Water

+  Great Powers Regional Influence
+ Human Rights & Democracy

« Iran Nuclear Weapons

+  Refugee Crises

«  Spread of Political Islam

+  Sunni - Shia Power Balance

«  Syrian Civil War

o  Terrorism

Key Actors

Low Influence

1) ALGERIA, AQAP, ARAB LEAGUE, CHINA, EGYPT
Muslim Brotherhood, EUROPEAN UNION, FRANCE,
GERMANY, HOLY SEE, HUMANITARIAN ACTORS,
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS, IRAQ
State of Law Coalition, ISIS, KURDS of Iran, KURDS
of Syria, KUWAIT, MOROCCO Government, NATO,
RUSSIA, SYRIA Government, SYRIA Jabhat Fateh
Al-Sham, SYRIA Other Opposition Groups, TUNISIA,
UNITED NATIONS

2) EGYPT Government, JORDAN, LEBANON
Government, PALESTINE Civil Society

High Influence

3) IRAN, QATAR, SAUDI ARABIA, TURKEY, UNITED ARAB
EMIRATES, UNITED KINGDOM, UNITED STATES

4) ISRAEL, LEBANON Hezbollah, PALESTINE Fatah,
PALESTINE Hamas
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Libyan Civil War

After more than four decades in power, Muammar Gaddafi’s death in October 2011 was a significant turning point in Libya’s
history. After months of protests and a popular uprising against his rule, National Transitional Council (NTC) forces captured
and killed Gaddafiin Sirte, a small town to which he fled after the fall of Tripoli.

Key Issues

Power vacuum: A power vacuum emerged, with various actors seeking to fill the void to assume power as the legitimate
government of Libya. A highly volatile environment sparked the proliferation of armed militia groups and jihadist
entities across the country, and an intensification of violence amidst raw inter and intra-tribal rivalries.

Competing governmental actors: Now, after a series of transitional administrations, a series of different actors
claiming to represent Libya have emerged: most notably the Tripoli-based Government of National Accord, the
executive recognized and supported by the UN and the Western powers, and the Tobruk-based legislature, the
House of Representatives. Significant disagreements persist between the two institutions, sparking intense rivalry
for recognition and representation on the GNA’s Presidency Council. Field Marshal Haftar, commander of the Libyan
National Army, also holds a significant degree of power, bolstered by external partners.

Recruitment of combatants: Eastern Libya, and Benghazi and Derna in particular, offer a fertile environment for jihadist
activities such as the Benghazi Revolutionary Shura Council (BSRC) coalition. The most notable, and most menacing,
BSRC partner is Ansar al-Sharia, an Al-Qaeda affiliate that has built strong ties with local communities and fought
alongside the Islamic State to combat Haftar.

Connections with Other Issues

Refugee Crises

Terrorism

Human Rights & Democracy -

Great Powers Regional Influence , J
Environment/Water

Energy and Economic Stability

Energy and Economic Stability
Sunni-Shia Power Balance

7ty

LEGEND
v

Arnhas




THE MENA NEGOTIATION REPORT

Key Actors

Low Influence High Influence

3) EGYPT Government, FRANCE, ISIS, NATO, SAUDI
1) AQAP, BAHRAIN, CHINA, GERMANY, HOLY SEE, ARABIA, UNITED ARAB EMIRATES, UNITED STATES
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS, ISRAEL,
JAPAN, JORDAN, KUWAIT, LEBANON Government,
OMAN, PALESTINE Hamas, RUSSIA, SOUTH SUDAN,
SUDAN, TURKEY

2) ALGERIA, ARAB LEAGUE, DJIBOUTI, EGYPT 4) LIBYA Government of National Accords, LIBYA
Muslim Brotherhood, ERITREA, EUROPEAN House of Representatives

UNION, HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, IRAN, LEBANON

Hezbollah, MOROCCO Government, QATAR, SOMALIA

Government, TUNISIA, UNITED KINGDOM, UNITED

NATIONS

Syrian Civil War

During the Arab Spring in 2011, protests in Syria were met with violent suppression from the government, under control of
President Bashar al-Assad. The anti-government opposition is now represented by multiple armed groups, including the
Islamic State (I1SIS), Jabhat Fateh al-Sham (formerly Jabhat a-Nusra), Jabhat al-Ahrar, the Free Syrian Army, and others, all
vying for territory, recognition, and external support. Now in its sixth year, the civil war has created over 4.9 million refugees
and over 7 million internally displaced persons. The Syrian Center for Policy Research estimates the February 2016 death
toll at over 470,000, with 1.9 million additional individuals injured (totalling 11.5% of the population wounded or killed). The
Syrian Civil War is a violent manifestation of the intersection of conflicts between political Islam and secularism, terrorism
and democratic governance, Russian and American influence in the region, Sunni vs Shia power relations, and division of
territory and scarce resources between ethnic, political, and religious groups. In this sense, this sub-conflict has become a
conflagration of cross-cutting issues in the region, far beyond its Arab Spring beginnings.

Key Issues

»  Future of Assad: The future of the Assad government is a precondition to negotiation for many: multiple opposition
groups refuse to negotiate unless Assad agrees to step down, yet the government refuses to come to the table unless
there is no such precondition. There is currently no viable political structure in the opposition to replace the Assad
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were a regime change to take place.

Security & Territory: Minority groups, specifically Christians and Alawites, are concerned about their safety if the
governmentis deposed. Similarly, refugees and IDPs are insecure returning to their homes if the current regime remains
in power. The Islamic State, which emerged largely from the Syrian Civil War, has become a key focus for international
anti-terrorism campaigns. As the US and NATO fund anti-government groups to combat ISIS as part of a wider war on
terror and Russia supports the Assad regime, the Syrian Civil War has become a proxy war for great powers to achieve
regional influence. Kurdish opposition groups are fighting for self-rule in Syria, which will affect the broader issues of
Kurdish statehood in the region. Some groups advocate for dividing the country, while the regime refuses.

Refugees: The Syrian Civil War has caused a refugee crisis of over 4 million people, who live in dire conditions in
neighboring MENA countries or have migrated to Europe. The crisis is causing instability across the region as
governments and aid organizations attempt to stem the flow and care for refugees.

Connections with Other Issues

Energy and Economic Stability
Environment/Water

Great Powers Regional Influence
Human Rights & Democracy
Israel - Palestine

Kurdish Status

Refugee Crises

Spread of Political Islam

Sunni - Shia Power Balance
Terrorism

BO vomn Sen it - g o......_ £ e brvmatimal S bk (o sy the il Shake

N

Source: Thomas Leger (2016)




THE MENA NEGOTIATION REPORT

Key Actors

Low Influence High Influence

1) ALGERIA, AQAP, ARAB LEAGUE, EGYPT Government, 3) IRAN, RUSSIA, UNITED STATES
EUROPEAN UNION, HUMANITARIAN ACTORS,

INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS, IRAQ

State of Law Coalition, ISRAEL, NATO, QATAR, SAUDI

ARABIA, UNITED KINGDOM, UNITED STATES

2) FRANCE, GERMANY, JORDAN, KURDS of Iraq, 4) SIS, SYRIA Jabhat Fateh al-Sham, KURDS of Syria,
KURDS of Iran, KURDS of Turkey, LEBANON SYRIA Other Opposition Groups, SYRIA Government
Government, LEBANON Hezbollah, TURKEY

Yemeni Civil War

Yemen, the Arab world’s poorest state, is locked in a seemingly intractable conflict and an acute humanitarian crisis. A
multipolar civil war backed by competing regional and global powers has created a bloody stalemate with little incentive for
any side to negotiate.

Key Issues

«  Humanitarian emergency: Conflict has displaced approximately 3.2 million Yemenis. 14 million citizens are food
insecure, and 5 million face a severe food shortage. Eight in ten Yemenis require some force of humanitarian assistance.
However, insecurity severely constrains the ability of multilateral agencies and international non-profits to provide
these resources to vulnerable populations.

«  Powercompetition: Power has changed hands rapidly and often violently in recent years in Yemen. The winds of change

of the Arab Spring forced the ouster of former President Abdul Ali Saleh in 2011, before Abradduh Mansur Hadi took
office in early 2012. Houthi rebels subsequently seized the capital Sana’a in 2014, and continue to vie for control of
much of Yemen'’s territory. A litany of external stakeholders - most notably Saudi Arabia, the leader of a coalition of
Arab states - has intervened militarily to neutralize the Houthis.
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Connections with Other Issues

Proliferation of terrorist actors: Chaos in Yemen has provided a window of opportunity for Al-Qaeda in the Arabian
Peninsula (AQAP), described by the Obama Administration as “the most active and dangerous affiliate of Al-Qaeda
today.” While both the Houthis and Hadi-led administration oppose AQAP, and despite a substantial campaign of
drone strikes led by the US Government targeting AQAP assets and resources, the group presents a significant threat to
regional peace and security. ISIS has also strengthened its position in the country, launching a series of violent attacks
upon Yemeni soldiers and government targets in Aden.

Yemen Situation: Regional Refugee and Migrant Response - Population movement out of Yemen
Terrorism

Sunni - Shia Power Balance
Refugee Crises

Human Rights & Democracy
Environment/Water

Energy and Economic Stability
Spread of Political Islam

Great Powers Regional Influence

KEY FIGURES
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1. Secondary Sub-Conflicts

Kurdish Status

The status of the Kurdish populations in Syria, Iraq, Iran, and Turkey As the world’s largest stateless minority, ethnic Kurds
desire political autonomy from their host governments, albeit to different degrees. The Kurds of Iraq aim for full statehood. The
Kurds of Iran, Turkey and Syria aim for equal political representation, with security and freedom of cultural expression. The
Kurds of Syria may achieve their political goals in the Russia-brokered Syrian peace agreement.

Key Issues

Kurds of Turkey: The Kurds of Turkey reside in the Southeastern part of the state. They make up an estimated one-
quarter of the Turkish population. During the nationalization of Turkey in the 1980s, Kurds were subjected to brutal
assimilation tactics, such as forbidding the Kurdish language in schools and proper political representation. Since
1983, the Partiya Karkerén Kurdistan, or Kurdistan Workers Party (PKK), has been engaged in armed struggle with
the Turkish Government. To date, there have intermittent ceasefire agreements, then a vicious cycle of violations,
spoilers, resumptions of violence, etc.

Kurds of Syria: The Kurds of Syria are a distinct ethnic group in Northern Syria, making up 12 percent of the total Syrian
population. They exist in three main cantons, Afrin Canton, Cizre Canton and the Kobani Canton. Together they make
up the region known as Rojava. These cantons are not contiguous, but the Kurds are speculating the goal of joining
them. In 2016, the Syrian Kurds established Federasyona Bakuré Siiriyé, or the Federation of Northern Syria-Rojava.
They have historically been abused, displaced and marginalized by the Syrian regime. Since the 1930s, Arabization
was forced upon the Kurds in a systematic manner that suppressed their culture and social and economic mobility.
This has created a narrative of self-reliance, distrust of Arabs, martyrdom and resistance. Their economy is currently
in shambles due to the Syrian civil war, but they have the potential to establish agricultural and petroleum export
industries.

Kurds of Irag: The Kurds of Iraq are a distinct ethnic group in Northeastern Iraqg. One of the four groups of Kurds, they
are predominantly moderate Sunnis, seen as a stable, progressive and Western looking society. They are historically
oppressed and manipulated by Iragi and Iranian leaders. They have narratives of victimhood, fierce soldierhood and
honored martyrdom. They seek security and self- autonomy. Their biggest threats are internal corruption, Islamic
(Shia and Sunni) extremists and loss of legitimacy when applying for autonomy.

Kurds of Iran: The Kurds of Iran reside in Northwestern Iran. They are the second largest minority in Iran and are
estimated to make up 7 percent of the Iranian population. Although they have not endured the same horrors as the
Kurds of Syria or Iraq, they have still endured systematic and cultural oppression. After the Iranian revolution, Kurds
were severely politically constricted and in turn revolted with Partiya Jiyana Azad a Kurdistané, or the Kurdistan Free
Life Party (PJAK), leading the fight. The rebellion was quickly crushed. These events give the Kurds of Iran a strong
sense of nationalism and victimhood, but also of pragmatism. Teheran is swift to dismantle Kurdish separatists with
executions. The Kurds note these repercussions and are seeming less likely to promote pro-Kurdish autonomy political
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parties than their counterparts in greater Kurdistan. The Kurds of Iran also have a unique aspect to them in that the
largest percent of Shia Muslim Kurds live in Iran. This creates an internal dynamic between the Kurds, as the Shiite
Kurds to some degree identify with, and some even prefer to live under, the Shia Iranian regime.

Connections with Other Issues
«  Syrian Civil War

«  Terrorism

«  Environment/Water

+  Human Rights & Democracy -
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Key Actors

Low Influence High Influence

1) AQAP, CHINA, EUROPEAN UNION, HOLY SEE, 3) RUSSIA, UNITED STATES
ISRAEL, JORDAN, LEBANON Government, LEBANON
Hezbollah, SAUDI ARABIA

2) ISIS, SYRIA Jabhat Fateh al-Sham 4) IRAN, IRAQ Sadrist Movement, IRAQ Secular
Nationalist Parties, IRAQ State of Law Coalition, IRAQ
Supreme Islamic Council, KURDS of Iran, KURDS
of Iran, KURDS of Syria, KURDS of Turkey, SYRIA
Government, TURKEY
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Western Sahara

Western Sahara is a disputed territory claimed both by Morocco and the Polisario Front separatist group, which is backed by
Algeria. The Polisario have announced a sovereign claim over the entire territory, although the group currently controls only
20%. The primary issues in the conflict are the questions of mutual recognition, the establishment of a Saharawi state, and the
fate of the approximately 90,000 displaced Saharawi refugees.

Key Issues

Connections with Other Issues CANARY ISLANDS

«  Refugee Crises M:...,. ﬂ
«  Terrorism _MQ“ a5 Paimas

«  Environment/Water

+  Human Rights & Democracy ATLANTIC OCEAN

The Western Sahara conflict is the major foreign and domestic policy point of contention in the Maghreb region, with
links to the greater Middle East conflict system. Morocco’s dispute with the Polisario Front, and Algeria as their backer,
has been both contributor to and beneficiary of regional instability.

Today, Morocco maintains its sovereignty over the territory, having divided the land in two, with a heavily fortified
Moroccan zone that constitutes 85% of the land area and is protected by defensive earth walls built in the 1980s and
manned by 150,000 soldiers.[1] The Polisario Front, the indigenous Saharawi independence movement, controls the
remainder of the territory, which is deemed by Morocco to serve the purpose of a buffer zone with no strategic or
economic value. The governing body of the Polisario Front, the Saharan Arab Democratic Republic (SADR), is based in
Algeria and controls further territory in refugee camps surrounding the Algerian town of Tindouf.

As a result of violence between Morocco and the separatists, roughly 90,000 indigenous Saharawi tribesmen and
women remain displaced from their homes. The majority of them reside in refugee camps in Algeria.

One effect of the conflict on the region is to rob the Middle East and North Africa of the good Morocco and Algeria
could do if they collaborated more closely on security efforts. As both countries possess possess advanced intelligence
services and military capabilities, their security partnership could assist in stabilizing the region.
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The Demarcation of Western Sahara (2002)
Source: Irenees.net
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Key Actors

Low Influence High Influence

1) EUROPEAN, UNION, UNITED NATIONS, UNITED
STATES

4) ALGERIA, MOROCCO Government, MOROCCO
Polisario Front

South Sudan Civil War

South Sudanese statehood has thus far been characterized by political instability, extensive violence, and dire humanitarian
need. A considerable percentage of the population has fled the violence and is unable to return home, adding to the global
refugee crisis.

Key Issues

« Internal violence and political instability. A year and a half after South Sudan gained independence, a power struggle
arose between the president, Salva Kiir, and vice-president, Riek Machar. The conflict has gained an ethnic dimension,
as Machar’s Nuer ethnic group has been accused of attacking Kiir’s Dinka ethnic group. The conflict has claimed tens
of thousands of lives. The presence of a UN intervention of 15,000 troops has frequently clashed with the president’s
desire to avoid Western influence in the country.

«  Humanitarian crisis. Approximately 4.8 million currently risk extreme hunger. Due to the severity of the violence,
farmers in the agricultural-based society are largely unable to plant crops. Widespread attacks on aid workers and
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convoys make it difficult to reach vulnerable populations. Parts of South Sudan are presently enduring famine, with
100,000 facing starvation, and 5.5 facing food insecurity. That number is likely to grow if the violence continues. For
the past two years, the UN has fallen below its funding goals for South Sudan. In 2015, the UN only met 62 % of its
$1.6 billion goal for the 4.6 million people affected. For 2016, only 88% of the more modest goal of $1.29 billion was
funded. The resulting gap in resources leaves vulnerable populations in South Sudan more susceptible to starvation
and disease.

» Internal and external displacement. Roughly V5 of South Sudan’s population, or about 3.6 million people, have been
displaced since the beginning of the conflict. Approximately 1.5 million of these citizens have fled to countries nearby,
and over 2.1 million are displaced internally. After Syria and Afghanistan, South Sudan rates as the third most-fled
country worldwide.

Connections with Other Issues

+  Refugee Crises

«  Terrorism

«  Environment/Water

+  Energy and Economic Stability

+  Human Rights & Democracy

+  Great Powers Regional Influence

Key Facts

+  South Sudan’s current famine is the world’s first since 2012.

«  South Sudan’s rebel groups are plagued by frequent fracturing and
creation of new rebel groups. Each new rupture or additional actor
adds to the complexity of the situation and the increases the difficulty
of resolving the conflict.

«  Attempts to mitigate the effects of the conflict have absorbed a huge
amount of funding from donor states and organizations. The US alone
has donated $11 billion in humanitarian and other assistance, and the
UN $20 billion.

«  Several solutions have been proposed to stem the ongoing violence
and financial hemorrhage, including administration of the country by
an international coalition.

South Sudan Refugees and IDPs, 2017

Key Actors

Low Influence High Influence

1) AQAP, ISIS 3) AFRICAN UNION, EUROPEAN UNION,
HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, UNITED NATIONS, UNITED
STATES

4) SOUTH SUDAN
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IV. Cross-Cutting Issues

Spread of Political Islam

Political Islam is defined as groups participating within existing political institutions, with Islamic ideological views of law,
politics, and society. The Arab Spring amplified the political voice of various groups across the MENA region, and in particular
those of political Islamist groups. In Egypt, Tunisia, Lebanon and Gaza, for example, these groups have formed part of

governments or governing coalitions, while in other countries - such as Iraq, Syria or Yemen - militant Islamist groups have
begun violent uprisings against existing governance structures.

Key Issues

Domestic Political Contestation. Political Islam arguably poses the most significant domestic political threat to various
regimes across the MENA region. This is particularly true in Egypt, as evidenced by the electoral success of the Muslim
Brotherhood, and thereafter the violent repression of Brotherhood members following the 2013 military coup.
Furthermore, this issue is critical for Gulf monarchies such as Saudi Arabia, whose domestic legitimacy is challenged
the most by Islamist groups, dating back to the 1979 seizure of the Grand Mosque of Mecca by Islamic extremists.

Repression and Political Participation. The repression of various political Islamist groups in Egypt as well as in the Gulf
may lead to further radicalization and violent extremism in the medium- and long-term. As some groups perceive
that the political sphere is closed for their participation, they may elect to employ violent tactics against the state.
Conversely, Tunisia is an example where an Islamist party (Ennahda) has been a key and active stakeholder in the
ongoing transition to democracy.

Militant Islamism. Militant Islamic groups such as Hamas and Hezbollah have consolidated power in Gaza and Southern
Lebanon. In addition to the upheaval they have caused in their respective domestic political environments, their
emergence has led to numerous direct military confrontations with Israel since 2006.

Connections with Other Issues

Iran Nuclear Weapons

Israel - Palestine

Libyan Civil War

Syrian Civil War

Yemeni Civil War

Human Rights & Democracy
Great Powers Regional Influence
Sunni-Shia Power Balance
Terrorism
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Key Actors

Low Influence

1) AQAP, EUROPEAN UNION, FRANCE, GERMANY, IRAQ
Sadrist Movement, IRAQ Secular Nationalist Parties,
IRAQ State of Law Coalition, IRAQ Supreme Islamic
Council, KUWAIT, MOROCCO Government, OMAN,
SYRIA Jabhat Fateh al-Sham, SYRIA Other Opposition
Groups

2) ALGERIA, ARAB LEAGUE, BAHRAIN, ISRAEL,
JORDAN, LEBANON Government, LIBYA House
of Representatives, PALESTINE Fatah, SOMALIA
Government, SOMALIA Al-Shabab, SYRIA
Government, UNITED ARAB EMIRATES, UNITED
STATES, YEMEN Government

Support for Spread of Political Islamist Groups
(red=against; green=for
Scale of -5 to 5)

High Influence

3) ISIS, QATAR

4) EGYPT Government, EGYPT Muslim Brotherhood,
IRAN, LEBANON Hezbollah, LIBYA Government,
PALESTINE Hamas, SAUDI ARABIA, TUNISIA, TURKEY,
YEMEN Houthis

Source: MENA Negotiation Report (2017)



THE MENA NEGOTIATION REPORT

Refugee Crises

Contflicts across the Middle East and North Africa (MENA) have created a severe forced displacement crisis with regional and
global implications, placing immense pressure on states with already fragile political, economic or social conditions. Around
20 million refugees and internally displaced persons (IDPs) have flooded across the MENA region, representing the most
significant forced displacement crisis since World War II.

Key Issues

«  Global Implications of Syrian Crisis. The Syrian refugee crisis in particular represents a critical humanitarian challenge
to the international community. Around 7 million have been displaced within Syria and over 4 million people have
sought refuge across the MENA region.

«  Regionallmpactof Syrian Crisis. As a result of the Syrian refugee crisis, countries in the region are facing an extraordinary
shock, threatening to further destabilize the region. In particular, Jordan, Lebanon and Turkey have taken in the wide
majority of Syrian refugees (634,000, 1.2 million and 2.85 million, respectively), resulting in significant economic, social
and political challenges. In Lebanon, refugees comprise about 30 percent of the population, placing significant stress
on an already politically, socially and economically fragile country.

«  Western Political Ramifications. Refugee crises have had important political ramifications in Europe and the United
States. Though 1 million refugees have entered Europe, states in the European Union have been sharply divided on
thisissue, further fomenting the rise of right-wing nationalist parties in certain countries. In the United States, the new
administration has threatened to altogether ban further inflows of Syrian refugees, and significantly cut the overall
number of admitted refugees.

«  Escalation of Existing Conflicts. In addition to urgent humanitarian and development support, it will be critical to
resolve or mitigate the further escalation of conflicts in the region. At this stage, there is no clear indication that
many conflicts behind many of the forced population movements (Syria, Irag, Yemen, Libya, Somalia, Sudan/South
Sudan) will be resolved in the near future, thereby threatening to further amplify the current forced displacement
crisis.

Connections with Other Issues

+ Israel - Palestine

«  Libyan Civil War

+  Syrian Civil War

«  South Sudan Civil War

«  Yemeni Civil War

+  Western Sahara

+  Human Rights & Democracy

+  Great Powers Regional Influence
+  Energy and Economic Stability
«  Environment/Water

«  Terrorism
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Key Actors

Low Influence

1) ARAB LEAGUE, EGYPT Government, ERITREA,
FRANCE, HOLY SEE, IRAQ Sadrist Movement, IRAQ
Secular Nationalist Parties, IRAQ State of Law
Coalition, KUWAIT, LEBANON Hezbollah, LIBYA
Government of National Accord, LIBYA House of
Representatives, NATO, PALESTINE Civil Society,
SAUDI ARABIA, YEMEN Houthis

2) DJIBOUTI, PALESTINE Fatah, ISRAEL, JORDAN,
KURDS of Syria, LEBANON Government, MOROCCO
Polisario Front, SOMALIA Government, SOUTH
SUDAN, SUDAN, TUNISIA, YEMEN Government

High Influence

3) AQAP, INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS,
ISIS, SYRIA Jabhat Fatah al-Sham, SYRIA Other
Opposition Groups, SOMALIA Al-Shabab, UNITED
STATES

4) EUROPEAN UNION, GERMANY, HUMANITARIAN
ACTORS, SYRIA Government, TURKEY, UNITED
NATIONS
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Human Rights & Democracy

The sweeping winds of the Arab Spring appeared to herald a new dawn for democracy and human rights in the Middle East
and North Africa. Protestors from Cairo to Tunis, and from Damascus to Sana’a, hoped to user in a new era of individual
civil liberties, freedoms and participatory decision-making. Yet today, Israel and Tunisia are the region’s only true electoral
democracies, with Somalia having also recently conducted free and fair elections.

Key Issues

«  Democratic deficit: Autocracy, theocracy and monarchy remain the prevailing governing structures, and governments
continue to stifle voices calling for change, often violently. Academics continue to debate the root causes of obstacles
to democratization in the Arab world: different accounts highlighting the role of arbitrary sovereign borders imposed
by colonial powers in creating unstable polities; the prevalence of primary commodities, and of oil in particular, in
centralizing resources and power in the hands of government; or even something inherently undemocratic about
Islam.

«  Human rights violations: Violations of basic human rights are widespread. This includes freedoms that have been
challenged for several decades including the right to freedom of expression, and the ability to criticize the government
without fear of repression; the right to freedom of assembly, including mobilizing to protest or join opposition
political parties. The 21st century context has created new threats to human rights in the Middle East. Climate change
increasingly threatens many Arab peoples’ right to water and food, with resources constrained by rising global
temperatures.

«  Genderand inequality: The single most pervasive human rights violation in the Middle East and North Africa, however,
remains the denial of equal rights to women. In almost all countries in the region, women are denied social, economic,
cultural and other rights and freedoms that are liberally afforded to men. Even in the most liberal democracies with
constitutionally codified rights for women, such as Tunisia, significant disparities between men and women continue
to hold back the region’s development and equality.

«  Promoting democracy and human rights: External actors - particularly the United States and European Union - continue
to invest their taxpayers’ resources in promoting democracy and human rights in the region, hopeful that such efforts
will generate increased stability and prosperity. The EU has sought to make its Free Trade Agreements with regional
actors contingent upon respect for human rights. Non-Western global powers such as China and Russia, however, offer
an alternative vision for partnership, with no such conditionality upon human rights or elections.

Connections with Other Issues
«  Spread of Political Islam

+  Western Sahara

«  Kurdish Status

«  Environment/Water

+ Israel - Palestine

+  Libyan Civil War

«  South Sudan Civil War

«  Yemeni Civil War

+  Great Powers Regional Influence
«  Terrorism

+  Refugee Crises

+  Human Rights & Democracy
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Key Actors

Low Influence

1) ALGERIA, BAHRAIN, CHINA, DJIBOUTI, ERITREA,
HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, INDIA, INTERNATIONAL
FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS, IRAQ Sadrist Movement,
IRAQ Secular Nationalist Parties, IRAQ State of Law
Coalition, ISIS, JAPAN, KURDS of Iran, KURDS of
Irag, KURDS of Syria, KURDS of Turkey, LEBANON
Hezbollah, MOROCCO Polisario Front, NATO, OMAN,
QATAR, RUSSIA, SAUDI ARABIA, SUDAN, SYRIA
Government, TURKEY, UNITED ARAB EMIRATES,
YEMEN Government, YEMEN Houthis

2) ARAB LEAGUE, EGYPT Government, EGYPT Muslim
Brotherhood, IRAN, IRAQ Supreme Islamic Council,
ISRAEL, JORDAN, KUWAIT, LEBANON Government,
LIBYA Government of National Accord, LIBYA House of
Representatives, MOROCCO Government, PALESTINE
Civil Society, PALESTINE Fatah, PALESTINE Hamas,
SOMALIA Government, SOUTH SUDAN, SYRIA Other
Opposition Groups, TUNISIA

disputed)

Country status of selected Arab countries (January 2016)
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High Influence

3) FRANCE, GERMANY, HOLY SEE

4) EUROPEAN UNION, UNITED KINGDOM, UNITED

NATIONS, UNITED STATES
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Great Powers Regional Influence

In recent years, the United States’ place as the dominant power in the Middle East has been challenged by its weakened
financial position, as well as by the ascendant influence of Russia, China, and Europe. While all the powers are concerned
with maintaining political stability and access to oil, Russia has been exerting increasing influence in Syria, with its part in
the peace process, and China in Djibouti. China has recently constructed an naval base which is close in size and proximity to
the US’s nearby naval base. The US and Europe remain concerned that increased Russian and Chinese influence will threaten
democracy and human rights in the region. The US also harbors concerns regarding oil access, despite increased energy self-
sufficiency. The powers also clash on conflict issues like the Syrian Civil War, where Russia has taken a lead role in pursuing a
peace agreement.

Key Issues

« USand Europe influence lessened. The influence of the US has waned in recent years, in part due to the 2008 financial
crisis. However, the US, and Europe to a lesser extent, still exert considerable influence through soft and hard power
tactics. Lately, the US has been lessening its energy dependence on the Middle East by lowering consumption and
developing domestic resources like shale gas. The US also has a strong interest in resolving the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict. And although the Iranian nuclear agreement was regarded as at least a moderate success, the new US
administration’s negative view toward the agreement may threaten its implementation.

»  Russia consolidation of influence. Russia pursues a Middle East Strategy characterized by three principal goals:
1. To consolidate a Russian sphere of influence in former Soviet satellite countries
2. Totighten domestic political and economic control
3. To restore Russian influence in critical regions such as the Middle East, where Moscow maintains important
economic and political interests, and wants to fight terrorist threats. Moscow views the progress of its influence
as operating in competition with the United States and its partners.

«  Chinaincrease of economic development and political stability efforts: China’s priorities have shifted from solely oil and
commerce concerns to encompass economic development, political stability and energy security. As the US makes
moves to become more energy self-sufficient and rely less on the Middle East, China fears for a security vacuum which
may threaten Chinese energy interests. As such, China has beenincreasingits own Middle East security efforts, including
the construction of port facilities from the Chinese mainland into the Suez and the Mediterranean. Additionally, China
recently constructed a sizable naval base in Djibouti. While the US initially welcomed the additional security support,
the size of the naval base and its proximity to the US base nearby have been listed as causes of concern.

Connections with Other Issues
«  Syrian Civil War

«  Yemeni Civil War

« Israel-Palestine Conflict

«  South Sudan Civil War

+  Libyan Civil War

« Iran Nuclear Weapons

«  Energy and Economic Stability
«  Sunni-Shia Power Balance

«  Terrorism

«  Spread of Political Islam

+  Refugee Crises
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Key Actors

Low Influence

1) ALGERIA, ARAB LEAGUE, BAHRAIN, DJIBOUTI, EGYPT
Government, EGYPT Muslim Brotherhood, FRANCE,
GERMANY, HOLY SEE, INDIA, IRAQ Sadrist Movement,
IRAQ Secular Nationalist Parties, IRAQ State of Law
Coalition, IRAQ Supreme Islamic Council, JAPAN,
JORDAN, KURDS of Irag, KURDS of Iran, KURDS of Syria,
KURDS of Turkey, KUWAIT, LEBANON Government,
LEBANON Hezbollah, LIBYA Government of National
Accord, LIBYA House of Representatives, MOROCCO
Government, MOROCCO Polisario Front, NATO, OMAN,
PALESTINE Civil Society, PALESTINE Fatah, PALESTINE
Hamas, QATAR, SOMALIA Government, SUDAN, SYRIA
Other Syrian Opposition Groups, TUNISIA, UNITED
ARAB EMIRATES, UNITED KINGDOM

2) AQAP, ISIS, LIBYA Government of National Accord,
SOUTH SUDAN, SYRIA Government, SYRIA Jabhat
Fateh al-Sham, TURKEY, YEMEN Government

High Influence

3)AFRICAN UNION, EUROPEAN UNION, HUMANITARIAN
ACTORS, UNITED NATIONS, UNITED STATES

4) CHINA, EUROPEAN UNION, IRAN, ISRAEL, RUSSIA,
SAUDI ARABIA, UNITED STATES
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Energy and Economic Stability

One third of exported crude petroleum still comes from the Middle East. However, significant changes to the industry have
occurred in recent years - including volatile energy prices, civil wars in previously high-producing countries, and extremist

control of territory rich with oil resources. These factors have also had a negative impact on the economic stability of the
region, resulting in conflict, massive loss of life, and an unprecedented refugee crisis.

Key Issues

Significant shifts in the oil sector are transforming the geopolitical situation in the region. These include: (i) the United
States’ reduced reliance on the region’s resources, (ii) Iran’s potential emergence as a regional competitor after
diplomatic successes with the United States, (iii) volatile energy prices, (iv) increased Chinese demand, (v) deep crises
in Libya and Iraq leading to production well-below potential, and (vi) extremist control of oil-rich territory.

The recent downturn in oil prices poses a significant risk to regional economies, both oil-producing and oil-importing
states. Though Gulf states have supported policies constraining the supply of oil, they face economic challenges as
they deplete their reserves and cannot fulfill their welfare-heavy social contracts due to low revenues and undiversified
economies.

Large-scale conflicts and forced displacement have resulted in massive and persistent economic costs to the region.
Conflicts like those in Iraq, Libya, Syria, and Yemen have caused deep recessions and a decreased capacity of state
institutions needed to make economic reforms.

Connections with Other Issues

Iran Nuclear Weapons
Israel-Palestine

Libyan Civil War

Syrian Civil War

Yemeni Civil War

South Sudan Civil War

Great Powers Regional Influence
Environment/Water

Terrorism

Refugee Crises
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Key Actors

Low Influence

1) ALGERIA, AQAP, DJIBOUTI, EGYPT Government,
EGYPT Muslim Brotherhood, ERITREA, HOLY SEE,
HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, INDIA, ISRAEL, JAPAN,
JORDAN, KURDS of Iran, KURDS of Iraq, KURDS of
Syria, KURDS of Turkey, LEBANON Government,
MOROCCO Government, MOROCCO Polisario Front,
PALESTINE Civil Society, PALESTINE Fatah, PALESTINE
Hamas, SOMALIA Al-Shabab, SOMALIA Government,
SYRIA Jabhat Fateh al-Sham, SYRIA Other Opposition
Groups, YEMEN Government, YEMEN Houthis

2) BAHRAIN, IRAQ Secular Nationalist Parties, IRAQ
State of Law Coalition, IRAQ Supreme Islamic Council,
ISIS, LEBANON Hezbollah, LIBYA Government of
National Accord, LIBYA House of Representatives,
SOUTH SUDAN, SUDAN, SYRIA Government, TUNISIA

High Influence

3) CHINA, EUROPEAN UNION, FRANCE, GERMANY,
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS, NATO,
RUSSIA, UNITED KINGDOM, UNITED NATIONS, UNITED
STATES

4) BAHRAIN, IRAN, KUWAIT, OMAN, QATAR, SAUDI
ARABIA, TURKEY, UNITED ARAB EMIRATES
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Environment /[ Water

Increasing desertification, environmental change, poor agricultural processes, and population growth have depleted water
sources across the MENA region. Shortages create conflict over resources, exacerbate territorial disputes, increase migration,
and raise levels of instability. Scarcity of environmental resources contributed to the breakout of the Syrian and Yemeni Civil
Wars and the war in Sudan. A 2008 EU report calls climate change a “threat multiplier which exacerbates existing trends,
tensions and instability.” With 60% of water in the region crossing national borders, climate change could increase tensions in
an already contentious context or could provide an opportunity for adversarial parties to unite around shared interests and

unified threat.

Key Issues

Water Shortages: Jordan and the gulf countries are facing severe water shortages and are some of the most water-
stressed countries in the world. Many countries, including Saudi Arabia, Qatar, Bahrain, and Kuwait, are using well
over 100% of renewable freshwater resources each year, depleting their already-low resources. Groundwater tables
have become polluted with industrial and agricultural waste, further depleting available water resources.

Control of water resources: Control of water is a major source of leverage in the region and a key point of tension in
territorial disputes. For example, ISIS seized the Fallujah Dam and aims for the Mosul and Hadith dams, which would
allow them to control approximately 95% of water in Irag.

Technology: Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Bahrain, Oman, Qatar, UAE, Libya, Algeria, Egypt, Iran, and Israel have water
desalination plants and technology, which is the most effective tactic currently available for addressing water
shortages. It is currently a high-energy, high-cost, and environmentally hazardous means of increasing availability of
fresh water. Technological and policy examples in certain countries could be the basis for regional strategies for water
use: Tunisia and Morocco price water based on use rather than area, while the UAE uses ‘smart’ irrigation technology
to increase agricultural efficiency. Joint conferences and agreements such as the Grand Ethiopian Renaissance Dam
Project, while contentious, may provide a basis from which to move forward with regional water sharing.

Connections with Other Issues

Energy and Economic Stability
Human Rights & Democracy
Israel - Palestine

Libyan Civil War

Refugee Crises

South Sudan Civil War

Syrian Civil War

Terrorism

Western Sahara

Yemeni Civil War
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Key Actors

Low Influence

1) CHINA, EUROPEAN UNION, FRANCE, GERMANY,
HOLY SEE, INDIA, JAPAN, NATO, RUSSIA, UNITED
NATIONS, UNITED STATES

2) ALGERIA, AQAP, DJIBOUTI, EGYPT Government,
EGYPT Muslim Brotherhood, ERITREA, IRAN, IRAQ
Sadrist Movement, IRAQ Secular Nationalist
Parties, IRAQ State of Law Coalition, IRAQ

Supreme Islamic Council, JORDAN, KURDS of Iraq,
KURDS of Iran, KURDS of Syria, KURDS of Turkey,
LEBANON Government, LEBANON Hezbollah, LIBYA
Government of National Accord, LIBYA House of
Representatives, MOROCCO Polisario Front, OMAN,
PALESTINE Civil Society, PALESTINE Fatah,

High Influence

3) ARAB LEAGUE, HUMANITARIAN ACTORS,
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS, TURKEY

4) BAHRAIN, ISIS, ISRAEL, KUWAIT, MOROCCO
Government, QATAR, SAUDI ARABIA, TUNISIA, UNITED
ARAB EMIRATES

Note: in this case, influence is determined by sources of leverage with regards to water. Water-rich countries and countries with strong water technology are
included here as ‘high’ influencers while more water-vulnerable countries without sustainable resources are listed as ‘low’
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Sunni-Shia Power Balance

Sunni Islam and Shia Islam are the two major denominations of Islam. This divide has grown increasingly hostile in recent
years as leaders of Middle Eastern States have used the ideological difference to promote aggression and motivate proxy
wars. Sunni and Shia hostilities have fueled the Syrian war, violence in Iraq, and revived transnational jihadi networks.

Key Issues

«  Since 2013, sectarian violence has intensified in the Middle East. Extremism in Syria, Lebanon, and Pakistan has been
motivation by the Sunni-Shia divide. Extremist groups on both sides are gaining strength, including Sunni al-Qaeda
and ISIS, as well as Shia Hezbollah in Lebanon and the Houthis in Yemen.

«  Sunni Saudi Arabia and Shia Iran have developed a rivalry for leadership in the region, resulting in proxy battles -
including the current war in Syria and the fighting between the government and Houthi rebels in Yemen.

«  SaudiArabia has acted to suppress Shia uprisings across the region, including in Bahrain. Most recently, in response to
the threat of Iranian influence in the Gulf region, Saudi Arabia assembled a coalition of ten Sunni-majority countries -
and backed by the United States - to fight Houthi rebels in Yemen.

Connections with Other Issues

« Iran Nuclear Deal

« Israel - Palestine

+  Syrian Civil War

«  Yemeni Civil War

+  Great Powers Regional Influence
«  Terrorism

«  Spread of Political Islam

Sunni and Shia Distribution

Estimated distribution of Shia Muslims in the Middle East
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Key Actors

Terrorism

Low Influence

1) CHINA, DJIBOUTI, ERITREA, EUROPEAN UNION,
FRANCE, GERMANY, HOLY SEE, HUMANITARIAN
ACTORS, INDIA, INTERNATIONAL  FINANCIAL
INSTITUTIONS, JAPAN, NATO, MOROCCO Polisario
Front, PALESTINE Fatah, SOMALIA Government,
SOUTH SUDAN, SUDAN, UNITED KINGDOM, UNITED
NATIONS

2) ALGERIA, IRAQ Sadrist Movement, IRAQ Secular
Nationalist Parties, IRAQ State of Law Coalition, IRAQ
Supreme Islamic Council, ISRAEL, JORDAN, KURDS of
Iran, KURDS of Iraq, KURDS of Syria, KURDS of Turkey,
KUWAIT, LEBANON, LIBYA Government of National
Accord, LIBYA House of Representatives, MOROCCO
Government, OMAN, QATAR, SYRIA Government,
SYRIA Jabhat Fateh al-Sham, UNITED ARAB EMIRATES,
YEMEN Government, YEMEN Houthis

High Influence

3) RUSSIA, UNITED STATES

4) AQAP, ARAB LEAGUE, BAHRAIN, EGYPT Government,
EGYPT Muslim Brotherhood, IRAN, ISIS, LEBANON
Hezbollah, PALESTINE Hamas, SAUDI ARABIA,
TUNISIA, TURKEY

The MENA region is not only one of the largest contributors to global instability, but is also the most impacted region by
both domestic and transnational terrorism. The spread of groups such as ISIS, Al-Qaeda and Al-Shabab has significantly
destabilized regional and global security, with terrorist groups exerting control of territory in the Levant, Yemen, Libya, Gaza,

the Sinai and Somalia.

Key Issues
Threat to Regional Stability. The spread of ISIS in Iraq and Syria, as well as its affiliated groups across the MENA region,
poses the most significant threat to stability in the region. In the Levant, ISIS has controlled large swathes of territory
since 2014, posing the most direct challenge to the Sykes-Picot borders that have existed for a century. Similarly, in
Libya and the Sinai, ISIS-linked groups control vast amounts of territory as well.

Global Impact. The spread of ISIS has not been limited to the MENA region, as the group has also successfully executed
numerous terrorist plots in Europe and Turkey. This has led to an intensified fixation on security in Europe and the
United States, and stoking nationalist fervor in domestic political environments.

Security Vacuum in Fragile States. In addition to ISIS, various jihadist groups - most notably Al-Qaeda in the Arabian
Peninsula (AQAP) - threaten regional stability as well. AQAP has been particularly active in Yemen, where it has had a
resurgence as a result of the void in power left by the civil war.
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Connections with Other Issues Total Number of 4
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+  Syrian Civil War :
L. / Lebarion \tan
«  South Sudan Civil War a5 | o
P Py Israel
+  Yemeni Civil War ‘{f:
+  Western Sahara Libya }
. 1,652 Egypt
+  Human Rights & Democracy N 1,443 Saudi Arabia
- | 241

+  Great Powers Regional Influence
«  Energy and Economic Stability

«  Environment/Water Sudan
1,310

+  Sunni-Shia Power Balance ¢ ‘ '
«  Spread of Political Islam , ; \ \
+  Refugee Crises \ South Sudsin
' 1420 "
/

Key Actors

Low Influence

High Influence

1) ALGERIA, BAHRAIN, IRAQ Sadrist Movement, 3) AQAP, GERMANY, IRAN, KURDS of Turkey, LEBANON
IRAQ Supreme Islamic Council, KUWAIT, MOROCCO Hezbollah, PALESTINE Hamas, YEMEN Houthis,
Government, MOROCCO Polisario Front, NATO, UNITED KINGDOM

PALESTINE Civil Society, PALESTINE Fatah, QATAR,

RUSSIA, UNITED NATIONS

2) ARAB LEAGUE, EGYPT Government, HUMANITARIAN
ACTORS, IRAQ Secular Nationalist Parties, JORDAN,
KURDS of Irag, KURDS of Syria, LEBANON Government,
LIBYA Government, LIBYA House of Representatives,
SAUDI ARABIA, SOMALIA Government, SYRIA Other
Opposition Groups, TUNISIA, YEMEN Government

4) EUROPEAN UNION, FRANCE, IRAQ State of Law
Coalition, ISIS, ISRAEL, SOMALIA Al-Shabab,, SYRIA
Government, SYRIA Jabhat Fateh al-Sham, TURKEY,
UNITED STATES
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V. Conflict System Involvement

We define conflict involvement as the aggregate of the degree to which a party is being impacted by a conflict orissue and
of the degree to which the same party is influencing this conflict or issue in return.

highly impacted + high influence =4 points
low impact + high influence = 3 points

low impact + low influence = 1 point
super-peripheral = 0 points.

Conflict system involvement refers to conflict involvement across all conflicts and issues. We display this value for each
party below as a percentage of total possible points. (In other words, if a party scored 4 points for each conflict and each

issue, its total system involvement would be 100%.)

Note that “involvement” does not necessarily mean that a party has the capabilities to effectively pursue its interests.

Actor Conflict System Rank (# out of 59)
Involvement

UNITED STATES 72% 1
IRAN 66% 2
TURKEY 59% 3
SAUDI ARABIA 58% 4
ISIS 58% 4
EUROPEAN UNION 55% 6
LEBANON Hezbollah 50% 7
ISRAEL 48% 8
SYRIA Government 48% 8
UNITED NATIONS 47% 10
QATAR 41% 11




THE MENA NEGOTIATION REPORT

Actor Conflict System Rank (# out of 59)
Involvement

FRANCE 41% 11
TUNISIA 41% 11
EGYPT Government 41% 11
GERMANY 41% 11
PALESTINE Hamas 41% 11
AQAP 41% 11
HUMANITARIAN ACTORS 39% 18
UNITED KINGDOM 39% 18
RUSSIA 39% 18
ARAB LEAGUE 38% 21
UNITED ARAB EMIRATES 38% 21
SYRIA Jabhat Fateh al-Sham 38% 21
BAHRAIN 36% 24
LEBANON Government 36% 24
YEMEN Houthis 36% 24
JORDAN 34% 27
LIBYA Government of National Accord 34% 27
LIBYA House of Representatives 34% 27
MOROCCO Government 33% 30
INTERNATIONA#IIBI:,;NCIAL INSTITU- 33% 30
KURDS of Syria 33% 30
IRAQ State of Law Coalition 33% 30
KUWAIT 31% 34
ALGERIA 31% 34
SYRIA Other Opposition Groups 31% 34
EGYPT Muslim Brotherhood 31% 34
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Conflict System

Actor Rank (# out of 59)
Involvement

YEMEN Government 30% 38
NATO 28% 39
PALESTINE Fatah 28% 39
SOMALIA Government 28% 39
SOUTH SUDAN 27% 42
KURDS of Turkey 27% 42
IRAQ Secular Nationalist Parties 27% 42
KURDS of Iraq 25% 45
KURDS of Iran 25% 45
IRAQ Islamic Supreme Council 25% 45
CHINA 23% 48
IRAQ Sadrist Movement 23% 48
HOLY SEE 22% 50
OMAN 22% 50
MOROCCO Polisario Front 22% 50
PALESTINE Civil Society 22% 50
SOMALIA Al-Shabaab 22% 50
SUDAN 20% 55
DJIBOUTI 19% 56
ERITREA 17% 57
JAPAN 13% 58
INDIA 11% 59

A overview of conflict and issue involvement per party can be found in the respective party’s portrait in Part Three.




VI. Networks of Relationships

The following graphs visualize the positive and the negative relationships of all analyzed parties in the MENA conflict system. An overview of relationships per
party is available in Part Three. In-depth assessments of all parties are available in Part Four.
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Allies: These relationships include stable and extensive arrangements for security cooperation with a long history, as well as significant material or financial
support, often directly related to a party’s armed struggle against an armed opponent.
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Partners. These relationships are characterized by material, financial, or ideological support, which may or may not be linked to an armed struggle. Channels of
cooperation and assistance may also fall under this category.
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Rivals. These relationships are characterized by a state of political, ideological, or economic rivalry, excluding direct armed combat. Rivalry does not exclude
the possibility of cooperation on specific issues, and it captures a wide range of competitive behavior including conflict over contested territory as long as there
is no ongoing armed combat.
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Adversaries. These relationships are characterized by a state of open, most likely mutually acknowledged, hostility, yet not by a state of direct, active, armed
combat. Cooperation with an adversary is very unlikely, and mutual diplomatic recognition may be missing.
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Active armed opponents. The parties are currently in a state of direct, armed combat.
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Proxies and external sponsors. These relationships include those cases in which factions are politically, financially or militarily supported against another
party, without the sponsor extending cooperation to the entire party. (Note that stable and extensive arrangements for security cooperation with a long history
are treated as “alliances.”)



.
Ruém‘ i _CHINA
Lh' 5 \l \ -~
NSNS TURKEY-. Tl .
N L. 7l ~. AN - ,Jﬁlggn
| ~. KURDS of Turkey -~ -7
] H“"h Y '\(-, LY‘#‘*‘ f'
| . ~. S KURD. oflranfr
| D‘{swa '\\ ‘:::;...-"“' /‘
= e ¥
Ser =722 KURDS of Iraq ,/
S .
P W
P = = {
TN IRAG SechatParties _...--:,."-IFL"hN_
= i LN / -l
s Jabhat Fateh ak-Sham P
= - L] :#. #
3 "‘q“‘ E;. _J ‘f \\ I’

1 1 -

A

S . ) .
_______ _ OMAN /./ i '__...-" AE
HUM. A % 5 TP — T LT === A
- AQAP SAUDI ARABIA 2 e Houis
o My —1 - — ﬁ\\, # -
Quartet B G Ay e
QECD . s
OSCE
o
&
MED. DIALOGUE ot Shabaab
a
ICl
L] L ]
OPEC . SOMALIA Gvt
GCC

Aid Donors/Recipients. Relationships are characterized by considerable economic, humanitarian or development support.
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Memberships. This includes all formal memberships in organizations or alliances that are part of this assessment.
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Positive relationships. The positive relationships of a party include its allies, partners, memberships in organizations, external sponsors, and aid
donors. All positive relationships in the conflict system can be visualized above.
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Negative relationships. The negative relationships of a party include its rivals, adversaries, and active armed opponents. All negative relationships in the con-
flict system can be visualized above.
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Relationship scores

For each party, giving equal positive weight to all positive relationships, and equal negative weight to all negative
relationships, we can now compare their “net relationship score” within the MENA conflict system by subtracting the
number of negative relationships from the number of positive relationships:

Actor Po:sitive. Negative. Net Relationship
Relationships Relationships Score

UNITED NATIONS 39 5 34
UNITED STATES 47 16 31
HUMANITARIAN ACTORS 40 13 27
EUROPEAN UNION 31 6 25
ARAB LEAGUE 28 4 24
QATAR 28 7 21
TURKEY 29 9 20
UNITED ARAB EMIRATES 26 6 20
UNITED KINGDOM 25 5 20
HOLY SEE 25 6 19
FRANCE 22 3 19
KUWAIT 22 3 19
JORDAN 27 9 18
TUNISIA 21 3 18
JAPAN 21 3 18
SAUDI ARABIA 33 16 17
YEMEN Government 25 8 17
BAHRAIN 21 4 17
ALGERIA 19 2 17
EGYPT Government 27 12 15
MOROCCO Government 18 3 15
NATO 17 2 15
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Actor Positive Negative Net Relationship
Relationships Relationships Score
GERMANY 16 3 13
OMAN 15 2 13
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL IN- 13 13
STITUTIONS
PALESTINE Fatah 19 7 12
SOMALIA Government 16 4 12
DJIBOUTI 13 1 12
RUSSIA 24 13 11
LEBANON Government 17 7 10
LIBYA Government of National
Accord o > 10
INDIA 12 3 9
KURDS of Iraq 12 4 8
KURDS of Syria 10 2 8
SUDAN 15 8 7
LIBYA House of Representatives 8 1 7
IRAN 29 23 6
IRAQ State of Law Coalition 16 10 6
SOUTH SUDAN 11 5 6
CHINA 11 6 5
KURDS of Turkey 6 1 5
ISRAEL 21 17 4
KURDS of Iran 6 2 4
ERITREA 6 3 3
MOROCCO Polisario Front 4 1 3
SYRIA Other Opposition Groups 8 7 1

IRAQ Secular Nationalist Parties

PALESTINE Hamas

PALESTINE Civil Society
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Actor Positive Negative Net Relationship
Relationships Relationships Score

EGYPT Muslim Brotherhood 3 6 -3
IRAQ Islamic Supreme Council 2 6 -4
LEBANON Hezbollah 5 10 5
IRAQ Sadrist Movement 2 7 -5
SYRIA Jabhat Fateh al-Sham 1 8 -7
SOMALIA Al-Shabaab 2 11 -9
YEMEN Houthis 5 17 -12
SYRIA Government 8 21 -13
AQAP 2 15 -13
ISIS 0 32 -32
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VIl. Negotiation Moves and (De-)Escalation Scenarios

The following projections of negotiation moves and escalation and de-escalation scenarios each represent one possibility
among infinite options for conflict in the Middle East and North Africa. These projections are simply exercises to explore
in a limited way the potential interactions of major actors, given certain triggers considered probable in the current
political climate. These sub-conflicts and cross-cutting issues were chosen for their significant complexity and degree of

interconnectedness to other issue areas.

Primary Sub-Conflict: Israel - Palestine

Escalation Scenario

EU condemns American
actions.

b

¥ 7
‘\'

;. 1515 leverages anger to
< - recruit and spread.
e Protests in West | < ¥ 3N -
Bank and Gaza | ( ) Iz a-Din al-Qassam brigades and other

terrorist groups in Palestine initiate attacks.
Destabilizing protests in
Jordan and Egypt

Increased security risk and
economic instability in region,
particularly within and near
Israel/Palestine

e

US maves American
embassy to Jerusalem,
O
US loses credibility as
mediator.

Gulf States condemn American
actions and refuse further
discussion of “outside-in” peace
agreements or Arab Peace
Initiative,

The Trump Administration has discussed the possibility of moving the US embassy from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem. US Law
authorizes the president to do so, but since 1995 the decision has been successively postponed every six months.

If the Administration were to move the embassy, protests would likely break out in the West Bank and Gaza Strip in
anger over the United States’ de facto approval of Jerusalem as the capital of Israel.

If the US signaled support for Jerusalem as the capital of Israel through moving the embassy, Palestinians and citizens
of Jordan and Egypt may protest their government’s cooperation with Israel, destabilizing those countries. In addition,
terrorist groups may respond with acts of terror and use the event for recruiting. Many Arab States are likely to condemn
the move, distancing themselves from Israel, the US, and further peace talks, as the move would undermine the Arab
Peace Initiative.

Protests and condemnations are likely to cause increased security risk and economic instability in the region, further
straining resources, freedom of movement, and government control of populations.

The European Union may condemn US actions and align further with Arab States.

If these actions were to occur, the US would likely lose credibility as a mediator and any regional security or peace
agreement depending on US support would be much less likely.
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De-Escalation Scenario

US convenes sumimit
including: EU, Russia, US,
UN, and Saudi Arabia,

Egypt, Jordan, UAE, and -
E:T:!Stinians & Israelis Israel announces cessation of
building beyond settlement blocs.

Y s~ ) Arab mediators and Fatah
‘ ‘ maintain local stability
Us, Saudi Arabia, UAE, Jordan, Egypt
and |srael create alliance, agree to

re-start regional security talks based
on Arab Peace Initiative,

ran sends more funding to
Hezbollah, others.

Most Arab League countries
reaffirm commitment to
recognize Israel if peace deal
achieved, support Saudi
initiative.

Regional security
agreement achieved

1. Withinternal pressure and a change in the governing coalition, as well as a back-channel assurance from Saudi Arabia
that this move would lead to talks, Israel could announce cessation of building within or beyond settlement blocs.

2. This could open the door for Saudi Arabia, UAE, Jordan, and Egypt to enter into talks with Israel and Fatah around
a regional security and environmental agreement, though these may be clandestine at first and may take many
iterations over many years. Perhaps an initial focus on water-sharing could provide commitment to deal-making and a
first stage for success. Officials from these four countries may take on mediator roles or negotiate bi- or multi-laterally.

3. Saudi Arabia, the UAE, Jordan, Egypt and Fatah may be able to gain commitment from Arab League countries to
recognize Israel if a deal is achieved with certain conditions, or at least gain tacit support for the talks. Many of these
countries have already affirmed the Arab Peace Initiative. This commitment may give the talks enough legitimacy to
be announced publicly.

4. Givendivided public opinion within Palestinian society, protests and even terror attacks may occur when talks become
public. Iran may feel threatened by the growing Sunni coalition and increase funding to Hezbollah and other Shia
partners in the region.

5. Iftalks were to become public and parties to come to tentative agreement, the US may be able to convene a summit of
all parties, including Russia and the EU. With the right terms, and over a staged and iterative set of upheld agreements,
a regional security agreement and environmental agreement may be reached.
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Primary Sub-Conflict: Iran Nuclear Weapons

Escalation Scenario

Everyone sees LIS violate the
deal. Russia, EU, China reach
aut to Iran — retain ties with
Iram, ostracize U5, US power s
decreased.

US imposes sanctions or
measures beyond deal,
thus undermining Iran

Nuclear Deal

Iran kicks out
inspectors, starts
enflchment

Saudi Arabia develops
nuclear weapons, Reaches
out to US and Israe

Arlran internal power
struggle takes place,
Revolutionary Guard and
Ayatollah build power
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1.

United State Imposes Undermines Nuclear Deal. President Trump could impose sanctions or measures in an effort
to take a firm stance toward Iran, thus undermining the Iran Nuclear deal.

Russia, European Union, and China Reach out to Iran. The world would witness the US violate the deal and Russia,
the EU, and China may reach out to Iran while ostracizing the US, decreasing American power.

Iran Begins Enrichment. Iran would likely kick out inspectors and restart their nuclear program.
Israel air-strikes Iran. This would alarm Israel, and so Israel may attack Iran.

Saudi Arabia Develops Nuclear Weapons. Saudi Arabia would also be alarmed by the potential nuclear power of its
Shia rival and try to develop its own nuclear weapons, allying with the US and Israel against Iran.

Iran Internal Power Struggle Takes Place. In response to the failure of the deal, a domestic power struggle may
occur in Iran, with the Revolutionary Guard and Ayatollah Khomeini, the stronger anti-western voices, building power
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De-Escalation Scenario

Trump and Putin
effectively threaten that
thay must stop testing
missiles

2
QEIJ opens markets further

Iran develops
its oil industry

.

Trump and Putin
effectively thraaten that 2
They must stop testing EU opens markets further
misslles

U5 develops more energy
self-sufficiency
Russia and China buy more
and increase ties

Iran develops
ts oil industry

Prices remain
low/decrease,
CONCErning
Saudi Arabia
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1.

10.

United States and Russia Intimidate Iran into Stopping Their Missile Program. Presidents Trump and Putin partner
to effectively threaten Iran to strop testing ballistic missiles.

European Opens its Markets Further to Iran. The EU continues to engage with a deal-abiding Iran, further opening
its markets.

Iran Focused on Oil. A more globally-connected Iran develops its oil industry.

Oil Prices Remain Low with Increased Supply. Increased supply means that oil prices would likely remain low, which
would be negative for places like Saudi Arabia.

Russia and China Increase Ties to Iran. The US continues to focus on domestic energy production and Russia and
China buy more oil from Iran, increasing their ties to the country

United States and Russia Intimidate Iran into Stopping Their Missile Program. Presidents Trump and Putin partner
to effectively threaten Iran to strop testing ballistic missiles.

European Opens its Markets Further to Iran. The EU continues to engage with a deal-abiding Iran, further opening
its markets.

Iran Focused on Oil . A more globally-connected Iran develops its oil industry.

Oil Prices Remain Low with Increased Supply. Increased supply means that oil prices would likely remain low, which
would be negative for places like Saudi Arabia.

Russia and China Increase Ties to Iran. The US continues to focus on domestic energy production and Russia and
China buy more oil from Iran, increasing their ties to the country




THE MENA NEGOTIATION REPORT

Cross-Cutting Issue: Great Powers Regional Influence

Escalation Scenario

4, Russia comes to
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10.

11.

Iran triggers Israeli hostility (for example, by beginning to develop nuclear weapons if the Iran deal is breached).
Israel responds aggressively (in this case, likely by bombing Iranian nuclear facilities.

Russia comes to the aid of its ally Iran, and increases military presence in the region.

The United States likewise comes to the aid of its ally Israel, and increases military presence in the region.

Given that Russia and the US support opposing sides in the Syrian civil war, Syria becomes a proxy battleground for
US/Sunni vs Russia/Shia tensions.

As a result of the heightened conflict, the refugee crisis worsens dramatically. Entry points in Turkey, Italy, and Greece
are swamped and refugee camps overflow.

Oil prices rise. China demonstrates its concerns about energy security in the region by increasing naval power and
security along borders and trade routes.

Heightened Chinese border security aggravates an increase in Russian border security.
Heightened Chinese military presence aggravates India, which ramps up border security.

Continuing the security dilemma, heightened Indian military presence aggravates Pakistan, which ramps up its own
border security.

With permanent members Russia, China, and the US in active or near armed conflict, the United Nations Security
Council becomes gridlocked. The US withdraws funding from the UN, and the UN consequently disbands.
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De-Escalation Scenario
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10.

The United States invites China and Russia to collude over their shared interests of political stability, energy security,
and economic development in the Middle East. Their first joint project combines their respective military efforts to
defeat ISIS.

The success of this effort leads to other shared initiatives, including mutual actions to manage Sunni-Shia hostility by
mediating tensions between Saudi Arabia and Iran.

The Powers start to divide areas into spheres of influence. The US consolidates its sphere of influence over Iraq,
Afghanistan, Israel/Palestine, Lebanon, and Jordan.

The US-China relationship warms, and they cooperate in efforts to stem Afghanistan’sillicit drug trade in order to bring
stability to the country and trade routes.

As a goodwill gesture, US President Trump rescinds support from Syrian opposition groups, and gives Russian President
Putin free rein to settle the Syrian civil war.

Russia allows Assad to remain as president of Syria and brutally crushes the opposition groups, to the chagrin of the
United Nations and other humanitarian actors.

Russia strong-arms a peace agreement between the Syrian parties. As part of this agreement, Syria creates a Kurdish
autonomous region in the Rojava area.

As part of its growing influence in Central Asia, Russia gains leverage with its satellite states.

The Turkey-Russia relationship warms. Russia proves its allegiance by helping Turkey eliminate the Turkish Kurds’ PKK
military arm.

The European Union becomes alarmed at the growing US/China/Russia collusion. To increase EU influence in the
region, they offer Turkey full EU membership.
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Cross-Cutting Issue: Energy and Economic Stability

Escalation Scenario
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1. Israel and Turkey Build a Gas Pipeline. Israel and Turkey ally to build a gas pipeline to export Israeli gas.

2. AnAgreementis Made with Cyprus. The pipeline must go through either Syrian or Cyprus water. With Syriain turmoil,
Cyprus is chosen with an agreement that Turkey will leave Cyprus.

3. Turkey Concedes on Hamas. Turkey also agrees to stop supporting Hamas

4. Iran and Qatar Increase Funding to Hamas. Hamas turns to Iran and Qatar for more funding. As a result, it increases
militarization.

5. IranAlso Increases Funding to Hezbollah. Iran also increases funding to Hezbollah in Lebanon in order to try to stop
the construction of the pipeline near Lebanese waters.

6. Turkey Relies Less on Russia. Through the pipeline, Turkey relies less on Russia for gas. Russia sees this as a threat
and takes action to hurt Turkey. This may include partnering with the PKK or invading Turkish borders.
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De-Escalation Scenario
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1.

Israel and Turkey Build a Gas Pipeline. Israel and Turkey ally to build a gas pipeline to export Israeli gas.

An Agreement is Made with Cyprus. The pipeline must go through either Syrian or Cyprus water. With Syria in turmoil,
Cyprus is chosen with an agreement that Turkey will leave Cyprus.

Turkey Concedes on Hamas. Turkey also agrees to stop supporting Hamas

Hamas Focuses on Social Services. Hamas becomes less militant with fewer resources since it must focus their
resources on social services.

Iran Engages with Global Market. Iran is eager to compete in the global market and makes concessions to be able to
join the GCC so that they can export more oil

Saudi Arabia and Iran Reduce Tensions. Working through the GCC, Saudi Arabia and Iran reduce tensions

Iran Normalizes International Relationships. Iran continues to normalize international relationships and becomes
more engaged in EU markets
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Cross-Cutting Issue: Spread of Political Islam

Escalation Scenario

NATO and EU condemn
military coup, but prepared
to politically support new o

regime in order to maintain
stability in Turkey 1
- AK Party is overthrown
X/

via a military coup in

Turkey

W )< woa
X
B

@ Financial and political support for

political Islamist movements in Egypt,
Jordan and Gulf states declines,
further pushing these groups
underground and emboldening their
more militant wings, and thus
increasing state repression of these
groups

Turkish Kurdish groups renew
claim for independence, igniting
fresh violence in Southern Turkey
and protests across Kurdish
communities in Iraq, Syria and
Iran




THE MENA NEGOTIATION REPORT

1. Coupin Turkey. The ruling AK Party is overthrown via a military coup in Turkey.

2. Renewed Claims for Kurdish Independence. Turkish Kurdish groups renew claim for independence, igniting fresh
violence in Southern Turkey and protests across Kurdish communities in Iraq, Syria and Iran.

3. Increased Repression of Political Islamists. Financial and political support for political Islamist movements in Egypt,
Jordan and Gulf states declines, further pushing these groups underground and emboldening their more militant
wings, and thus increasing state repression of these groups.

4. Mixed Western Response of Coup. NATO and EU condemn military coup, but prepared to politically support new
regime in order to maintain stability in Turkey.




THE MENA NEGOTIATION REPORT

De-Escalation Scenario
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1. Successful Consolidation of Tunisian Democracy. Tunisian democracy is further consolidated in next legislative
election following power-sharing agreement between Ennahda and the ruling secular liberal party.

2. International Support to Tunisian Economy. Tunisia gains preferential trade status from European Union, as well as
additional financing from international financial institutions, strengthening its economic situation.

3. Increased Regional Support for Political Islamist Parties. Support for political Islamist groups in countries across
the MENA region - in particular Turkey, Jordan, and Egypt - rises as a result of the example of Ennahda in Tunisia.
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Cross-Cutting Issue: Terrorism

Escalation Scenario
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1.

ISIS Maintains Territorial Gains in Syria and Iraq. ISIS retakes full control of Mosul and regains pockets of territory
in Syria as the country further destabilizes.

The Refugee Crisis Deteriorates. As a result of the escalating conflict, there is an uptick in refugee flows from Syria
and Iraq, particularly into Jordan, Lebanon and Turkey, as well as Europe.

ISIS Launches Additional Terrorist Attacks in West. Following its military gains, ISIS consolidates control in Iraq
and Syria, allowing it to expand its recruiting efforts abroad, as well as launch terror attacks in greater frequency in
the West.

US Bombing Campaign Against ISIS Intensifies. As a result of the increase in terror attacks in the West, the United
States increases its bombing campaign in Syria and Iraq, seeking cooperation with Russia.

Consolidation of Support for Nationalist Parties in West. The long term impact would be the increase in support
for nationalist parties across Europe and the US.
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De-Escalation Scenario
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1. US-Russia Military Coordination in Syria. The US and Russia strengthen their coordination of airstrikes in Syria
against ISIS targets.

2. UN Security Council Resolution. This cooperation allows the deadlocked United Nations Security Council (UNSC) to
agree on resolution authorizing the use of force against ISIS in Syria and Irag.

3. Military Campaign against ISIS Intensifies. Following the UNSC resolution, the bombing campaign against ISIS
broadens, with greater inclusion of Arab partners. Additionally, US and Western allies agree to putting boots-on-the-
ground in Syria and Iraq.

4. ISIS Loses Territory. The conflict in Syria and Iraq escalates in the short-term, but ISIS loses territory and becomes
more dispersed.

5. ISIS Driven Out of Syria, but Assad Regains Control. With ISIS being driven out of key cities in Syria, Assad is able to
consolidate power, leading to a gradual de-escalation of the war in Syria.
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ALGERIA

Party
Portrait

Key Interests

Maintain military dominance of the North Africa region
Strengthen and expand military and intelligence
cooperation with Western powers

Settle the Western Sahara dispute in favor of the self-
determination of the indigenous Polisario Front

After gaining independence from France in 1962, Algeria witnessed increased Arabization and conflict,
particularly in its eleven-year-long civil war. Presently, the Algerian state is plagued by domestic rivalries
among the Army General Staff, the Presidency, and the recently dismantled spy agency, the Department
of Intelligence and Security (DRS). This split is further complicated by internal clan and factional conflicts
within the groups. These groups compose the shadowy business, intelligence, military, and political
forces controlling the nation. They act behind the scenes in pursuit of their own various interests, either
through the elected government or around it.

Sources of Leverage

Military - The Algerian military boasts the largest defense
budgetin Africa; at $13 billion USD, itis over twice the size of its
Egyptian counterpart. Algeria also possesses robust military
power projection capabilities and widely acknowledged
counterterrorism experience.

Algeria seeks to maintain its military dominance of North Africa, and to strengthen military and intelligence

Regional
Strategy

Powerful Individuals

Ahmed Gaid-Salah (Chief of the General Staff and Deputy Defense
Minister) Abdelaziz Bouteflika (President), General Mohamed
“Tewfik” Mediéne (former head of the DRS), Said Bouteflika (brother
of the President and advisor), Abdelmalek Sellal (Prime Minister), Ali
Haddad (prominent businessman and presidential advisor)

Internal

Conflicts influence in the government.

Memberships
ARAB LEAGUE, AU, IAEA, MEDITERRANEAN DIALOGUE, OIC, OPEC, UN

Partners
EGYPT Government, EUROPEAN UNION, FRANCE, LIBYA Government of National Accord,
LIBYA House of Representatives, NATO, RUSSIA, SAUDI ARABIA, TUNISIA

Adversaries

Aid Recipient

cooperation with Western powers while seeking non-threatening economic innovations. Diplomatically, Algeria aims
to become more engaged in the region, and avoid being isolated for its strong support of self-determination and
national sovereignty in the case of Western Sahara.

Potential Negotiation Moves

Come to the table for Western Sahara peace talks - Talk with
Morocco and the Polisario Front regarding Western Sahara. Since
Morocco refuses to come to the table without Algeria’s participation,
this would be a positive step toward settling the conflict. However,
Algeria’s internal fractures may impede Algeria’s ability to engage in
negotiations.

Algerian politics are complicated by the strong internal conflicts among the Army General Staff, the Presidency, and the former DRS.
The former DRS is still able to manipulate extremist groups, civil society, and media; it is unknown whether the erstwhile agency retains

Allies
MOROCCO Polisario Front, UNITED STATES

HOLY SEE, MOROCCO Government

Active Armed Opponents

External Sponsor

Aid Donor
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Al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula (AQAP) was created from the unification of al Qaeda groups in Yemen and Saudi
Arabia. With size estimates at around 4,000 fighters, AQAP punches far above its weight in terms of geopolitical
influence. AQAP has been labeled “the most lethal Qaeda franchise.” Itis seen as a top priority for U.S. counterterrorism
Pa rty officials and a destabilizing force in Yemen, a country already racked with governance issues. AQAP threatens powerful
. regimes like the Saudi royal family and Sultanate of Oman. In many ways, it has become the face of Al Qaeda (AQ) since
PO rtrait the death of founder Osama Bin Laden in 2011 and the dismantling of AQ in the Afghanistan-Pakistan region. At the
same time, it remains a strongly Yemeni outfit, dedicated to the parochialism of Yemen as much as to global jihad.
Although the group faces an existential threat in the rise of Salafist rival ISIS, AQAP has taken advantage of the Yemeni
civil war and lack of territorial control to become more powerful than it has been in years.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Hold on to territory gained as aresult of Yemen’s collapse Geographic - Mountainous territory presents a challenge for military
Disrupt the current Middle East powers and competing IO

: | act in v th 5 d d th Military - Local Yemeni population possess an abundance of weapons which
IEHEMEN EENS 1 e, une e, Enel een € AQAP can use to its advantage; AQAP’s integration into local groups makes it

globe difficult to attack without harming civilians
Take the mantle of Sunni Salafist leadership from ISIS Soft Power - Grievances of the local Yemeni population with Middle East

Maintain and expand support of Yemeni population regimes
Political - Yemeni Government’s lack of territorial control and poor central

governance

AQAP’s strategy includes: learning from ISIS’ strategy in Syria and Irag to gain more territory; expanding and
Regional strengthening its forces in the Middle East, Western states and elsewhere; obtaining support from Gulf donors; and

cultivating relationships with Muslims all over the world as a method to recruitment and enhanced capabilities.
Strategy

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Qasim al-Rimi (Amir) Reconcile with ISIS as it is weakened by Western forces, to form a
combined Salafist terrorist organization

There is evidence that AQAP has in the past shirked orders from AQ central, specifically the directive from AQ central not to establish

Internal )
Islamic governance

Conflicts

Memberships Allies

Partners
SYRIA Jabhat Fatah a-Sham

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents
EGYPT Government, ISRAEL, JORDAN EUROPEAN UNION, IRAN, OMAN, SAUDI ARABIA, UNITED ARAB EMIRATES, UNITED STATES,
YEMEN Government, YEMEN Houthis

External Sponsor

Aid Recipient Aid Donor

Private citizens in mostly GCC countries, particularly Saudi Arabia
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ARAB LEAGUE

The Arab League - or League of Arab States (LAS) - is an organization focused on building cooperation
between Arab states, defending their sovereignty, and working with international bodies on issues
of economics, peace, and security. While the LAS is a political umbrella, each member of the LAS is

Pa rty responsible for conducting its own foreign policy. Historically, the LAS has strongly respected the
Portrait principle of state sovereignty, thereby not supporting regime changes in its member states. Shifting away

Key Interests

Maintain regional order and stability;

Uphold state sovereignty;

Reduce Shi’a/Iranian influence across the region; and
Mitigate the impacts of conflicts and humanitarian crises
across the region.

from these non-interventionist goals, the LAS has recently taken on active roles as a conflict mediator,
crisis manager, and international intermediary.

Sources of Leverage

Soft Power - The primary sources of leverage for the LAS are
soft power. There is potential for oil-rich states to use their
wealth to gain traction and attention during conflicts, but this
leverageis largely unrealized due torivalries between member
states. The LAS’ main source of leverage is grounded in its
credibility and legitimacy as the only Pan-Arab organization.

Due to serious divisions and conflicts within the League, there seems to be no overarching regional strategy. Prior to
Regional 2008, the League’s strategy was to ensure that powerful elites maintained domestic control and stabilized their states.

Strategy

Powerful Individuals

Secretary-General Ahmed Aboul Gheit

Internal
Conflicts

Memberships

Partners

EUROPEAN UNION, UNITED NATIONS, Informal partners of some member states include:
IRAN, TURKEY, UNITED STATES

Adversaries
Some member states consider as rivals or adversaries: IRAN, TURKEY, ISRAEL

Aid Recipient

Since the Arab Spring, most LAS actions seem aimed at maximizing Sunni influence in the region, minimizing Iran’s
Shi’ainfluence, and, generally, preventing conflict and instability.

Potential Negotiation Moves

Intervene in Conflicts - In the early stages of conflicts, the LAS is likely to intervene and
attempt a mediation effort. Alternatively, it may refer issues to the UN Security Council
with recommendations/requests for additional mediation efforts, ceasefires, or military
intervention by regional or international actors

Build Regional Military Alliance - Build on its 2015 commitment and establish a voluntary
joint military force with peacekeeping role

Act as Guarantor - Position itself as the guarantor of political resolutions to conflict
Engage with Donors - Engaging with international donors for reconstruction and recovery
aid

There are numerous divides and conflicts within the League. Much of the conflict and indecision in the LAS can be explained by the
Sunni-Shi’a divide. Saudi Arabia supports Sunni factions throughout the League while Shi’a states are largely supported by Iran. This
leads to proxy wars in Bahrain, Iraq, Syria, Lebanon, and Yemen and instability throughout the region.

Allies

Rivals
Some member states consider as rivals or adversaries: IRAN, TURKEY, ISRAEL

Active Armed Opponents
Active armed opponents of member states include: ISIS, SYRIA Government

External Sponsor

Aid Donor
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Party
Portrait

Key Interests

Retain commitment from the US to the region and
support to counter Iran

Protect monarchy from a possible revolution; control
Shia mobilization and organization

Ensure economic troubles will not be exacerbated
through a disruption of its oil refineries, economic aid
cancelation from the GCC, or Iranian hostility in the Gulf

BAHRAIN

Bahrain’s monarchy has opted to focus on its security needs instead of creating a prosperous and open
society for all. Sunni government policy routinely discriminates against its large Shia population. Bahrain
feels threatened by Iran and the government views Shia Bahrainis as potential Iranian allies that may try
to topple the monarchy at Iran’s behest. Bahrain has historically sought an alliance with stronger nations
to protect it from Iran. Today, the US acts as a guarantor of Bahrain security, especially in the face of Iran.
While ISIS is seen as a threat to Bahrain, it is not treated with the same seriousness as Iran.

Sources of Leverage

Energy - Not a major oil producer, but has one of the largest refineries in the
world with easy access to Saudi oil

Geographic - Location in the Gulf where most of world’s oil is shipped, major
powers will attempt to keep the shipping lanes open

Military - US 5th Fleet is stationed in Bahrain. Bahrain could use this as
leverage in its relationship with the US. Provides Bahrain with significant
security assurances and prestige

Convening Power -Sought to emulate other Gulf nations by hosting a series of
international conferences (e.g. Manama Dialogue)

Bahrain has sought to deepen its alliance with the US/Britain by allowing increased military presence. The monarchy

Regional
Strategy

has continued to rely on the GCC and Saudi Arabia for economic and military support. Bahrain has joined military
alliances against ISIS and other possible Iranian proxies (e.g. the Houthis in Yemen). Bahrain views their Shia
population as a possible Iranian pawn in an attempt to destabilize the region. Bahrain oppresses and harasses its

Shia population in order to negate their ability to challenge the monarchy, with the tacit approval of some its allies.

Powerful Individuals

Al Khalifa Monarchy: Hamad bin Isa bin Salman Al Khalifa (King of Bahrain), Salman bin
Hamad bin Isa Al Khalifa (heir apparent). Pro-government figures: Khalifa bin Salman Al
Khalifa (Prime Minister), Sheikh ‘Abd al-Latif al-Mahmoud (leader of the National Unity
Assembly), Ali Ahmed Abdulla (Al-Minbar leader), Salah ‘Ali (Al-Minbar Secretary General).
Major Human Rights players: ‘Abd al-Hadi al-Khawaja, Nabeel Rajab, Sayed Ahmed
Alwadaei.

Key opposition/Shia players: Isa Qassim, Ali Salman (Secretary General of the Al Wefaq),
Matar Matar (Senior member of Al Wefaq)

Internal
Conflicts

Memberships
GCC, IAEA, Istanbul Cooperation Imitative, League of Arab States, OIC, UN (Member)

Partners
CHINA, HOLY SEE, INDIA, JAPAN, RUSSIA, QATAR, NATO, HUMANITARIAN ACTORS

Adversaries
IRAN, SYRIA Government, YEMEN Houthis

Proxy

Various rebel groups the GCC supports in Syria, Anti-Houthi forces in Yemen (Bahrain’s
contribution minimal in both instances)

Aid Recipient

Potential Negotiation Moves

Sunni-Shia Reconciliation -Bahrain could protect the rights of Shia Bahrainis, thus bringing
them away from Iran and protecting the monarchy in the process

Use American Bases as leverage - US 5th fleet, located in Bahrain, is key to American
regional strategy. Bahrain could use this to elicit concessions like deeper regional
commitment and softening Saudi control in Bahrain

Convening power to bring in new actors - Invite South Asian nations, whose citizens are
a large migrant presence in Bahrain, and Russia and China as actors in combating ISIS and
playing a larger role in the region in general in order to inspire new thinking and mitigate
secretarian and regional tensions

Struggles with intense sectarianism. The government has aligned with Sunni groups and political parties with links to the Muslim
Brotherhood. The government inhibits the work of human rights campaigners and civil society when deemed too closely aligned with
the Shia opposition. While several Bahrainis have joined ISIS, Bahrain has not openly addressed the topic. ISIS routinely calls on its

Allies
OMAN, SAUDI ARABIA, UNITED ARAB EMIRATES, UNITED KINGDOM, UNITED STATES, YEMEN
Government, KUWAIT

Active Armed Opponents

External Sponsor
SAUDI ARABIA, GCC member countries

Aid Donor
UNITED STATES, UNITED KINGDOM
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CHINA

China has witnessed a remarkably rapid ascent from developing economy to global superpower. China’s interest in the Middle East is
primarily linked to, but not limited to, oil. The Middle East is China’s main source of oil, and will become an increasingly essential source
of oil for China in the future. China also regards the Middle East as an important market for the materials required for its own large-
Pa rt scale infrastructure projects. China sees itself as a neutral broker, maintaining relations with every government in the region. Beijing
y is deeply skeptical of military interventions, and believes American actions in the region have had a deleterious impact on regional
Port ra it security. China prefers to work with the current governments and to maintain the status quo. It has interests in tackling terrorism’s
root causes, which it regards as inherently economic in nature. Since Xi Jinping assumed office, he has consolidated power and taken
a more aggressive stance internationally. While he has made some minor adjustments in China’s Middle East policy, there have yet to
be any significant changes.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Secure supply of oil from the region Economic - China is the largest or second largest trading partner of every
Secure export markets for Chinese goods country in the region. It also is a major arms supplier, including to Algeria,

. o Egypt, Turkey and the UAE.
Secure concessions for Middle Eastern natural resources Military - China boasts the second most well-funded military in the world, and
that are essential to China’s massive infrastructure and has been working on ways to project its power including the construction of a
trade route projects new naval base in Djibouti
Political - China has a positive reputation in most Middle Eastern countries and

generally enjoys positive relations in the region

China’s strategy is tridimensional in nature, seeking to balance the complex web of relationships in the region without
Regional having to choose sides. China’s policy, known as the “1+2+3 approach”, prioritizes massive regional investment, such
as the “one-belt one road,” and “the new silk road,” as the key to regional stability. It opposes unilateral military
intervention, and believes the UN should be the ultimate arbiter of any serious conflict

Strategy

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Chairman Xi Jinping, Premier Li Kegiang, Party Secretary of Xinjiang Economic Development - Fund economic developments projects in exchange for political

Chen Quanguo, Foreign Minister Wang Yi, Special Envoy on the Syrian CERPERHEn . o ' ‘ ,
. . e Provide military assistance - Increase training and materiel support to regional allies,
issue Xie Xiaoyan

including Egypt and the UAE

Commit military forces - Including to UN peace operations where it is an increasingly
dominant actor

Broker Agreement - Use its role as a neutral mediator to broker agreement between
conflicting parties

Xinjiang, Tibet, Taiwan
Internal e

Conflicts

Memberships Allies
UN (Security Council)

Partners
DJIBOUTI, IRAN RUSSIA, UNITED STATES

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents

External Sponsor

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
GERMANY, FRANCE, JAPAN, EUROPEAN UNION DJIBOUTI, EGYPT Government, ERITREA, IRAN, IRAQ Government, JORDAN, MOROCCO
Government, SOMALIA Government, SOUTH SUDAN, SUDAN, TUNISIA, TURKEY
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DJIBOUTI

The Republic of Djibouti, a predominantly Muslim country, historically formed part of French Somaliland before voting to become an
independent country in 1977. Djibouti is a semi-presidential republic, dominated by the Somali Issa Dir clan, and has held consistently
free and fair elections. Djibouti’s strategic location on the Gulf of Aden - close to the world’s busiest shipping lanes as well as Yemen,
Pa rt Somalia and Saudi Arabia - has made it a highly attractive location for an array of regional and global powers to set up military bases.
y Since 2002, Djibouti has hosted Camp Lemonnier, the only American base on the African continent. Saudi Arabia and China are now
Portrait building their own bases in Djibouti, prompting Japan to expand its own pre-existing military base in the country. Italy also operates
a small military base there, crucial to operations to tackle Somali piracy. While not a major military or economic power, Djibouti’s
strategic position potentially affords it a degree of leverage. Djibouti maintains positive ties with most Middle Eastern countries, but is
locked in relatively hostile bilateral relationship with neighboring Eritrea.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Secure lucrative contracts with foreign powers to lease Military - Djibouti will soon host Saudi, Chinese, American
military and naval bases. and Japanese military bases, playing a vital role in all of these
Ensure domestic security and that Yemen’s civil war countries’ military operations in the Middle East

concludes rapidly and peacefully.

Continue US military action in the Middle East.

Djibouti’s strategy is to maintain positive relations with most Middle Eastern countries, fostering particular close
Regional partnerships with the Sunni powers. The country will continue to position itself as an attractive strategic location for
military and naval bases, increasing its leverage over regional and global powers and securing rents.

Strategy

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

President Ismail Omar Guelleh; Prime Minister Adboulkader Kambil Refugee Hosting - Offer to host some of the refugees fleeting Eritrea to Europe, reducing

Mohamed; Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff General Zakaria Cheikh X IR SIS0 il S5 SUeh e EeseaaiE] Ly, ) » )
Ibrahi Leverage Concessions - Make foreign powers’ continued operation of military bases in
ranim

Djibouti conditional upon increased development assistance or military funding.

Commit forces to multilateral operations - Voluntarily contribute Djibouti armed forces
to United Nations / African Union peace operation in Somalia, securing rents or political
concessions.

Thelssa clan has dominated the country’s politics for decades, both during and after French colonial administration. The Affar continue

Internal to feel aggrieved at its lack of political power and relative marginalization from government.

Conflicts

Memberships Allies
ARAB LEAGUE, AU, IAEA, OIC, UN SOMALIA Government, YEMEN Government

Partners
CHINA, EUROPEAN UNION, JAPAN, SAUDI ARABIA, UNITED STATES

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents

External Sponsor

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
CHINA, EUROPEAN UNION, JAPAN, UAE, UNITED STATES
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EGYPT - GOVERNMENT

Party
Portrait

Key Interests

Reassert full political control, thereby eliminating the
Muslim Brotherhood as a major political threat;

Attract foreign investment and boost economic growth;
Drive back ISIS-linked groups out of the Sinai Peninsula;
Restore Egypt’s regional leadership role, and

Maintain strong ties with the United States and the West.

Following the upheaval of the 2011 Tahrir Square protests, which led to the ouster of former President
Hosni Mubarak, Egypt underwent a tumultuous political transition process. This resulted in the election
of the Mohamed Morsi, the leader of the Freedom and Justice Party (the Muslim Brotherhood’s political
arm)in2012. Thereafterin 2013, a military coup led to the removal of Morsi from office, and the emergence
- and subsequent consolidation of power - of General Abdel Fattah al Sisi as President.

Sources of Leverage

Convening Power - The Camp David Accords provide Egypt with significant leverage over
the US and Western allies, given its role as an Arab ally and potential broker in Israeli-
Palestinian negotiations

Geography - As the largest Arab country with critical geo-strategic importance, Egypt holds
sway in persuading international partners that large-scale economic instability or civil
unrest cannot be permitted

Political - Historic regional influence allows the country to act as a power broker in bilateral
relations and multilateral fora such as the League of Arab States

Reestablish its regional leadership role, particularly through regional institutions such as the Arab League, as well

Regional
Strategy

Powerful Individuals

Abdel Fattah al-Sisi (President), Sedki Sobhy (Minister of Defense),
Mohammed Morsi (former President and leader of the Muslim
Brotherhood’s Freedom and Justice Party), Mohammed Badie
(Supreme Guide of the Muslim Brotherhood)

as through the Israeli-Palestinian peace process. As a result of its regional influence, Egypt seeks to maintain, and
increase, its leverage over Western actors who provide substantial military and economic support.

Potential Negotiation Moves

Strengthen Military Ties - Partner with the United States, Israel and Western states to fight jihadist militant
groups in the Sinai

Monitor Muslim Brotherhood - Seek partnership with Israel and Western countries to deepen monitoring and
surveillance of Muslim Brotherhood activities

Lead Regional Negotiations - Lead the negotiation of a fair water distribution agreement for the Nile Basin
with Israel, Sudan, Nile Basin Countries, as well as international financial institutions and the United Nations
Increase Regional Influence - Gain greater international and regional influence, for example by playing a
leading role in negotiating a more sustainable framework for refugees fleeing from conflicts.

l The Egyptian government’s main internal conflict is with their domestic political rival, the Muslim Brotherhood. Since ousting former President Morsi in
Interna a coup in July 2013, President Sisi has aggressively pursued repressive tactics against the group, arresting thousands and labelling the group a “terrorist

Conflicts

Memberships
ARAB LEAGUE, AU, IAEA, MEDITERRANEAN DIALOGUE, OIC, UN (Security Council - term ends
2017)

Partners
CHINA, EUROPEAN UNION, ISRAEL, RUSSIA, SAUDI ARABIA, UNITED STATES

Adversaries
EGYPT Muslim Brotherhood

Aid Recipient

organization”. In addition, the government is facing armed conflict from ISIS-linked factions in the Sinai.

Allies
Given the recent political tumult experienced by Egypt, the country does not currently have any stable,
extensive relationships with other states which could be classed as a firm alliance.

IELS
QATAR, IRAN, SUDAN, SYRIA Government, TURKEY

Active Armed Opponents
ISIS (especially militants based in the Egyptian Sinai and Libya), AQAP, YEMEN Houthis

External Sponsor

Aid Donor

INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS (IMF, World Bank), SAUDI ARABIA, UNITED
STATES, UAE
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EGYPT - MUSLIM BROTHERHOOD

The Muslim Brotherhood is the most important Islamist organization in Egypt, and arguably across the
Middle East. Since its founding in 1928, the group has sought to promote Islamist ideology in Egyptian
society. It is an important social and political actor, particularly given its history of providing public

Party services to disadvantaged communities. Its influence peaked with the election of Mohammed Morsi

Portrait

Key Interests

Regain status as a legitimate political actor;

Gain international support against the Egyptian Government’s
crackdown of opposition groups;

Achieve the release of its political and ideological leaders;
Continue to yield influence in society; and

Inspire demonstrations against the Egyptian Government

as President in 2012 before being deposed by a military coup in 2013. The group is now considered a
terrorist organization, with thousands of members imprisoned.

Sources of Leverage

Grass-roots Support - Given its history of providing low-income communities
with public services, the Brotherhood continues to yield considerable, albeit
subdued, political support

Regional Support - As one of the most important Islamist organizations in the
region, it continues to have support from political groups in Tunisia, Palestine,
Turkey or Qatar, for example.

International Support -The Brotherhood has sought to seek support
from Western countries that have voiced reservations about the Egyptian
Government’s repressive tactics

Though there are important ideological factions within the Brotherhood, many leaders wish to maintain its relevance
Regional as a social and political group in communities across Egypt, despite many of its leaders and members currently being

imprisoned.

Strategy

Powerful Individuals

Mohammed Morsi (former President and leader of the Muslim
Brotherhood’s Freedom and Justice Party), Mohammed Badie
(Supreme Guide of the Muslim Brotherhood)

Internal
Conflicts

the only way of advancing its mission.

Memberships

Partners
QATAR, TURKEY, PALESTINE Hamas

Adversaries
EGYPT Government

Aid Recipient

Potential Negotiation Moves

Incite Protests - Though it has been pushed underground, the Brotherhood may seek to
actively resist by inciting protests against the Egyptian Government

Elicit International Support - In order to pressure the Egyptian Government, the Muslim
Brotherhood may seek to conduct public diplomatic efforts in order to gain support from
Western and Arab countries for the release of its leaders

Block Egyptian Government’s Agenda - Given that it continues to have partners in Qatar,
Tunisia (Ennahda), Palestine (Hamas) or Turkey, the Muslim Brotherhood may be able to
block the Egyptian Government’s efforts to assert its influence abroad

There are currently two main factions within the Muslim Brotherhood: (i) those that seek to continue to peacefully advance the
organization’s social or political goals; and (ii) those that believe that armed struggle against the Egyptian Government is justified and

Allies

HIELS
UNITED STATES, SAUDI ARABIA, UAE, ISRAEL

Active Armed Opponents

External Sponsor

Aid Donor
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ERITREA

Eritrea is a highly authoritarian country, widely considered to be among the most repressive on the
African continent. This has generated an exodus of refugees and asylum seekers, settling not only in
neighboring countries but also in Europe. Eritrea has long-standing positive ties with Israel, providing

Pa rty early and enthusiastic recognition of the Jewish State. It has hostile relations with neighboring Djibouti
Portrait and Somalia, and at various points in recent decades has engaged in armed conflict with both parties.
Eritrea has allegedly provided material and financial support to Al Shabab in Somalia.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Seek new military equipment, expertise and funding to strengthen the government’s Political - Eritrea has frequent[y agreed to resettle Eritrean
domestic hold on power . . . ole q g

Leverage military support from foreign powers with greater technical expertise mlgrants in Israel in exchange for mllltary ald’ tEChnOIOglcal
Foment insecurity in Somalia through al-Shabab and agricultural assistance from Jerusalem. By tightening

Neutralize the small but dogged militias that contest its authority domestically, and loosening migrant controls. it can exert pressure on Israel
including the RSADO . ’
Develop its economy, prioritizing the agricultural sector and on the European Union.

Lift or ease sanctions that the UN Security Council has imposed on the country

Eritrea’s limited strategy is composed of fomenting instability in neighboring countries, maintaining the government’s
Regional ironclad grip on power domestically, and leveraging its partnership with Israel to strengthen its own military and

security apparatus.
Strategy yapp

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

President Isaias Afewerki rules a highly personalized authoritarian Adjust Migrant Controls - Tighten - or alternatively loosen - migrant
regime where power is centralized. controls to extract concessions from Israel and/or the EU.
Somalia Instability - Continue fomenting instability in Somalia by
funding proxy group, al-Shabab

Long-standing but small-scale rebellion of the Red Sea Afar Democratic Organization (RSADO)
Internal

Conflicts

Memberships Allies
AU, IAEA, UN ISRAEL

Partners
SUDAN, UAE

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents
DJIBOUTI, SOMALIA Government

External Sponsor

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
CHINA, EUROPEAN UNION, JAPAN, UAE
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EUROPEAN UNION

The European Union is a 28-member state international organization based on economic and political
integration Economic integration has advanced furthest, with a single market and free movement
of peoples. The combined economy of the EU is the second largest in the world, in normal terms. The

Pa rty economic, geographic and political diversity of the EU leads to important differences in perspectives
Portrait on external issues. The EU’s current position towards the Middle East is largely shaped by the issue of
asylum seekers. It has caused divisions among EU member states over a common response to this issue
and Islamic terrorism. Numerous terror attacks have taken place in EU member states. fighters in Syria
and Iraq.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Return to regional stability Economic - The EU has the capacity to grant access to its market and the
End conflict in Syria and Iraq, ending the flow of asylum seekers from provision of development assistance, particularly through the European
the region Neighborhood Policy (ENP) and the establishment of sanctions

Prevent further Islamic terror attacks in EU member states Convening Power - The EU has the capacity to initiate diplomatic talks. The
Two-state solution to the Middle East Peace process EU’s Euro-Mediterranean Partnership serves as a forum for regional dialogue.
Maintain the solidarity and common foreign policy in the EU

Maintains sanctions against Syria, but divided over military action. Encourages both Israel and the Palestinian
Regional Authority to resume bilateral negotiations towards two-state solution. Supports using European Neighborhood Policy
(ENP) as framework to develop political and economic relations with Israel and the PA. Lifted all nuclear-related
economic and financial sanctions and begun gradual high-level engagement with Iran. Concluded refugee deal with
Turkey, Turkey will retain refugees from the region in exchange for payments and an upgrade of EU-Turkey relations.

Strategy

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Donald Tusk (President of the European Council); Jean-Claude Maintain Syrian Sanctions - The EU could maintain a sanctions regime against
Juncker (Head of the European Commission); Federica Mogherini Syria and disburse development aid. Due to its institutional limitations and the

(High Representative for Foreign and Security Policy); European internal divisions of its member states, the EU is unlikely to take further actions
5
Parliament; EU heads of state and government Serve as Discussion Forum - The EU can serve as a discussion forum for its
5

member states on their policies towards the Middle East and act as a multiplier
for diplomatic initiatives that are consensual among its members (such as
renewed initiatives for Syrian peace talks or humanitarian aid)

1 The EU’s institutions and decision-making processes require unanimous decisions for most foreign policy actions. States retain the ability to act individually
Interna outside of the EU context. It has been difficult to achieve common agreement on responses to ongoing crises. One of the main divisions is member states’
Conflicts willingness to take in refugees from the region. Member states are also divided over the decision to intervene in the Syrian conflict militarily.

Memberships Allies
Quartet on the Middle East TUNISIA, UNITED STATES, HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, HOLY SEE, PALESTINE Fatah, MOROCCO

Government
Partners

ISRAEL, PALESTINE Civil Society, LEBANON Government, IRAQ State of Law Coalition EGYPT

Government, JORDAN, YEMEN Government, DJIBOUTI, SOMALIA Government, SUDAN,

SOUTH SUDAN, ALGERIA, MOROCCO Government, EGYPT Government, TURKEY, IRAN, ARAB RUSSIA
LEAGUE, GCC, INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents
SYRIA Government, YEMEN Houthis AQAP, ISIS

Proxy External Sponsor
KURDS of Turkey, KURDS of Iran, KURDS of Irag, KURDS of Syria Palestine - Civil Society, Syrian Refugees, Sudan

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
TURKEY, SOUTH SUDAN
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FRANCE

France is a stable presidential democracy, influential EU member, UN Security Council permanent member, and NATO
member. France retains an activist foreign policy independently and within international organizations. Policy often
includes the high levels of military spending. The population is very diverse, with the largest European Muslim and
Pa rty Jewish communities. France has struggled to manage internal tensions. Historically supported established regimes,
. but was a main actor in the bombing campaign against the Libyan government in 2011 and is one of the most
PO rtrait outspoken critics of Bashar al-Assad’s government in Syria. Directly involved in attempts to fight ISIS. Consequently,
has been the target of ISIS-led and inspired terrorist attacks, which has fueled anti-immigration rhetoric in the country
and has contributed to the rise of the populist far-right National Front party.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Ensure its own stability and the stability of its neighbors and the EU Convening Power - UN Security Council Permanent Member, so France can
by eliminating the threat of Islamist terrorism, limiting the influx of sponsor or veto resolutions. EU and NATO membership increase its ability to
refugees, and stabilizing the EU’s neighborhood shape activity of large parts of the Western world

Retain role as one of Europe’s most important powers Military - As one of Europe’s main military powers with a capacity for force
End Syrian civil war, maintain Turkish stability, and defeat ISIS and AQAP projection, France can participate directly in armed conflict in the region, but
Support its large corporations through trade deals with the region: will be difficult to increase its levels of participation

export French-made armaments to the Gulf monarchies and make use of Soft Power - France wields soft power through existing close ties and
the opportunities arising out of the Iran deal cooperation with many governments in the region, especially given its colonial

history in the region

France recognizes the impossibility of replacing Assad regime in Syria by military force and prefers to concentrate
military efforts on fight against ISIS. France wants to enlist further support from European allies, particularly Germany,
to mitigate the responsibilities undertaken by France. Wants to continue cooperation with governments in Northern
Strategy Africa in fight against Islamist groups and to stem influx of migrants to Europe, by redirecting EU funding towards
stability in the region. Continues to sell armaments to the Gulf states and has increased its trade ties with Iran.

Regional

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

President Frangois Hollande (Socialist party)' Prime minister Bernard International Influence - Due to its military overstretch and ongoing economic crisis, France’s main source of
. a a o q i’ . leverage remains its influence in international organizations and alliances
Cazeneuve, Forelgn Affalrs Minister Jean-Marc Ayrault, Permanent EU Military Assistance - France could rely on its EU partners to take over some security and military

Rep resentative to the UN Francois Delattre commitments to liberate some of its assets to increase its military involvement in the region
Alter Sanctions - France could focus on lobbying other EU member states to alter the organization’s sanctions
regime and to change the disbursement of existing EU funding

French society is extremely divided and the country remains in a state of emergency after a series of Islamist terrorist attacks. This has
contributed to a hardening of the country’s rhetoric towards Muslims and refugees from the Middle East. Combined with the country’s
protracted economic crisis, its political system has been severely destabilized by the rise of the populist far-right National Front party.

Internal
Conflicts

Memberships Allies
EU, IAEA, NATO, OECD, OSCE, UN (Security Council) GERMANY, HOLY SEE, LIBYA Government of National Accord, LIBYA House of Representatives,
UNITED KINGDOM, UNITED STATES, HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, TUNISIA

Partners
ALGERIA, INDIA, IRAN, ISRAEL, LEBANON Government, MOROCCO Government, PALESTINE RUSSIA
Fatah, UNITED ARAB EMIRATES

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents
SYRIA Government, SOMALIA al-Shabaab AQAP, ISIS

External Sponsor
SYRIA Other Opposition Groups

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
MOROCCO Government, EGYPT Government, JORDAN, TUNISIA UNITED NATIONS
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GERMANY

Germany is a stable democracy, EU’s largest and most economically successful member state and has emerged as its de facto leader

in recent years. Given its history, Germany has been reluctant to take up this leadership position or engage in an activist foreign policy.

In particular, it is opposed to making extensive use of armed forces. One of Germany’s long-standing foreign policy aims is to ensure

Pa rt the security of Israel. Germany houses a large population of foreign origin, with more than 3 million residents of Turkish heritage. Since

y 2015, Germany has received more than 1 million requests for asylum, most from the Middle East. It has also been the target of Islamist

PO rtra it terrorism. Germany views the conflict in the Middle East primarily as a risk to its own security and stability and that of the EU. However,
Germany recognizes that its own interests and possibilities for direct influence in the conflict are limited.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Ensure its own stability and the stability of its neighbors and the EU by eliminating Convening Power - Germany’s membership in the EU and NATO provides it with important
the threat of Islamist terrorism, limiting the influx of refugees, and stabilizing the EU’s means to shape the positions of and efforts of these actors and thus increase its influence.
neighborhood Economic - As an important economy, de facto leader of the EU, and recognized soft power
End Syrian civil war, maintain Turkish stability, and defeat ISIS and AQAP, while its open and covert diplomacy can reach and influence most parties involved in the conflict.
contributing as little militarily as possible Also funds refugee relief efforts and technology to equip actors in the region with arms.
Maintain and expand lucrative trade ties to countries in the region and make the Military - Reluctant to use armed forces, but participates in military efforts to tackle
most out of the economic opportunities arising out of the Iran deal Islamists in the region and could increase participation

Pushing for diplomatic talks to end the Syrian civil war and exclude Bashar al-Assad from government. It contributes
Regional to tackling the threat from Islamist terrorist groups militarily, yet limits its own contribution to indirect measures.
While it openly criticizes Turkey for the degradation of civil liberties, it continues to be supportive of the EU-Turkey
deal and provides funding for refugee relief efforts. Economically speaking, the country maintains close economic ties
to the Gulf states and attempts to capture a large market share in Iran.

Strategy

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

.. Military - Could assume military responsibilities from EU/NATO member states in low-risk
Chancellor Angela Merkel (head of the federal government; Christian G s S

Democratic Union Party);Vice Chancellor and Foreign Minister Sigmar Expand Training Programs - Could expand its existing training and equipment programs to
Gabriel; Permanent Representative to the UN Harold Braun militias for Kurds of Iraq and Kurds of Syria.
Refugee Funding - Could provide further funding to incentivize refugees to remain in
relatively safe areas in the region.
Alter Sanctions - Could influence the remainder of the EU to alter existing sanctions
targeted at actors in the region or unilaterally alter its armaments exports regime to the Gulf
monarchies and Israel.

Internal Germany is relatively stable politically and has very few internal divisions. The main governing and opposition parties agree on the broad lines of Germany’s
Conflicts policy. Nonetheless, members of the governing coalition have criticized the welcoming attitude towards refugees and opposition groups and the country’s

Turkey policy after the attempted military coup. There are some societal tensions over the sudden influx of refugees from the Middle East since 2015. This has
contributed to the rise of the AfD, a new right-wing populist political party.

Memberships Allies
EU, IAEA, NATO, OECD, OSCE, UN FRANCE, HOLY SEE, ISRAEL, TURKEY, UNITED KINGDOM, UNITED STATES, HUMANITARIAN
ACTORS

Partners HIELS
RUSSIA

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents
SYRIA Government AQAP, ISIS

External Sponsor
KURDS of Irag, KURDS of Syria

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
TURKEY, MOROCCO, EGYPT UNITED NATIONS
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HOLY SEE

The Holy See is the diplomatic arm of the Pope as the head of the global Catholic Church and the leader
of the Vatican city state.. In the Middle East, the Holy See considers itself to have moral responsibility
to the mass exodus of Christians fleeing persecution and to address the escalation of violence and
conflict. The Catholic Church has opened itself to interfaith dialogue and promoted nonviolent conflict
resolution. The Holy See has a wide informant network due to the community of Christians, Catholic
NGOs, educational institutions, priests and religious communities across the Middle East. They also use
their global diplomatic ties with world powers such as the US, European Nations, and the United Nations
to advance their priorities. The Holy See will generally refuse to take one side in a conflict.

Party
Portrait

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Convening Power - As it has no military or economic arm, it can effectively leverage its
moral authority as a convening power.

Soft Power - Can communicate with governments all over the world via its ecclesiastical
structure. Widespread local parochial networks give it strong local legitimacy. It sees no
country as an enemy and is willing to maintain all possible channels of communication.
Political - Diplomatic relations with 177 countries including all Middle Eastern countries
except Saudi Arabia and Oman.

Protect Christians and maintain Christian presence in “the Holy Land”
Protect Church legal rights and property

Defend human rights, international law, and self-determination
Promote regional peace and understanding through non-violent conflict
resolution, dialogue, and diplomacy

The Holy See seeks to communicate with all parties to stop the violence in the Middle East, particularly in Syria and Iraq. Under Pope Francis, the Holy See has made assertive moves to
avoid further stagnation of these conflicts. They have conducted the following moves: developed a theological (and closed-door political) relationship with the Ayatollahs in Iran; mended a
relationship with the Maronite Church in Lebanon of which the new Lebanese president is a member; continued diplomatic relations with Syria’s Assad while simultaneously calling on him
to honor humanitarian norms; established diplomatic ties with the State of Palestine; engaged in ongoing negotiations with Israel while recognizing its right to statehood and security. The
Holy See intends to continue to use methods of dialogue, diplomacy, and non-violent conflict resolution to pursue its interests in the Middle East.

Regional
Strategy

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Use relationship with Iran to advocate for the continuity of diplomatic peace and nuclear
disarmament talks between Iran and US Republican leadership under President Trump.
Work within the Iran/Russia/Lebanon Axis to put pressure on President Assad’s response

Pope Francis (Sovereign of Vatican City State), Cardinal Pietro Parolin
(Holy See Secretary of State), Bishop Paul Richard Gallagher (Holy

See Secretary for Relations with States), Cardinal Mario Zenari (Holy
See Ambassador to Syria), Patriarch Bechara Boutros al-Rahi (Leader
of Maronite Catholic Church)

to Syrian rebels.
Use ongoing negotiations and diplomatic relationships with Israel to promote the two-
state solution with Palestine. Play a track Il role between the Palestinians and the US Trump
Administration.

Internal
Conflicts

are sensitive to history and culture. During the Lebanese civil war, Maronite factions fought for Christian power against perceived Muslim exclusion of

The Catholic Church in the Middle East has seven Arabic speaking rites. The Maronite rite is centered in Lebanon and has its own Patriarch. These relationships
| Christians. There are many other Christian denominations in the Middle East, and their common Christian roots do not guarantee homogeneity or agreement.

Memberships
IAEA, OSCE, UN (Non-Member Observer)

Partners

BAHRAIN, EGYPT Government, HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, IRAN, ISRAEL, JORDAN, KUWAIT,
IRAQ State of Law Coalition, LEBANON Government, LEBANON Hezbollah, PALESTINE Fatah,
PALESTINE Fatah, PALESTINE Hamas, QATAR, RUSSIA, TURKEY, UNITED ARAB EMIRATES

Adversaries

Aid Recipient

Allies
FRANCE, GERMANY, UNITED KINGDOM, UNITED STATES

Rivals
ALGERIA, OMAN, SAUDI ARABIA, SYRIA Government, YEMEN Government

Active Armed Opponents

External Sponsor

Aid Donor
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HUMANITARIAN ACTORS

As global challenges including civil wars, climate change, and forced displacement increase, states are
less able to address the growing need with the resources they have. Humanitarian organizations have
mobilized to address these challenges across the globe through access, assistance, and protection. These
organizations maintain neutrality and impartiality and serve populations in need through independent
and humane means, including negotiation and mediation. This table represents a broad range of UN
organizations and international non-governmental organizations.

Party
Portrait

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Soft Power - can credibly act as mediators in certain cases

Economic - Relationships with donors provide financial resources for use as leverage
Convening Power - Drawing on their neutrality, may be able to bring other parties to
negotiations, particularly concerning cease fires, access to resources and aid, and other
humanitarian concerns

Political - Can mobilize political support, though must be consistent with principles of
neutrality and impartiality

Technology - Can provide technological assistance, needed resources, new models of
partnering with local communities

Alleviate suffering and protect populations from harm through
coordinated assistance efforts

Promote human rights, economic growth, sustainable development,
and adherence to international law

Maintain organizational flexibility and autonomy as much as possible
Ensure sustained, safe access to populations in need

Organizations coordinate with one another, local organizations, local government, and donors. Humanitarian actors
use the cluster system to prepare, mobilize, offer assistance and protection, and coordinate efforts across sectors
and regions, ensuring that mobilization is swift, targeted, and efficient. Humanitarian actors often negotiate with
governments and armed groups for cease-fires and access to populations in need.

Regional
Strategy

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Act as Mediator - Mediate as neutral party for humanitarian corridors and cease-fire
agreements;

Restructure System - Restructure cluster system and inter-organizational coordination to
better meet pressing needs in cross-cutting issue areas;

Threaten Cessation - Threaten to cease all aid if certain conditions are not met (i.e. cease
fire);

Stephen O’Brien (Under-Secretary General and Emergency Relief
Coordinator, UNOCHA), Filippo Grandi (United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees)

In many cases, humanitarian organizations compete with one another for funding and support, which can hinder collaboration, coordination, and innovation.
Internal Organizations disagree on the extent to which one should compromise on neutrality to provide aid and on the best strategies forimplementing aid programs.
Conflicts Organizations include but are not limited to: CARE, Catholic Relief Services, Doctors Without Borders, International Committee of the Red Cross and Red
Crescent, International Rescue Committee, Islamic Relief Worldwide, Mercy Corps, Oxfam International, Save the Children, UN Office for the Coordination of
Humanitarian Affairs, UN High Commissioner for Refugees, UNICEF, UNRWA, World Food Program, World Health Organization, World Vision.

Memberships
N/A -- the label of ‘Humanitarian Actors’ is too broad to allow for categorizations of
memberships. Some organizations listed above are organizations within the UN system.

Partners
ALGERIA, ARAB LEAGUE, BAHRAIN, DJIBOUTI, INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS, IRAQ Secular Nationalist Parties, IRAQ State of
Law Coalition, JORDAN, KURDS of Iraq, KURDS of Iran, KURDS of Syria, KURDS of TURKEY, LEBANON Government, LIBYA Government of
National Accord, MOROCCO Government, OMAN, PALESTINE Civil Society, PALESTINE Fatah, SOUTH SUDAN, SUDAN, TURKEY

Adversaries
AQAP, ISIS

Aid Recipient
IRAQ State of Law Coalition, JORDAN, KURDS of Iran, KURDS of Iraq, KURDS of Syria, KURDS of Turkey, LIBYA Government of National
Accord, PALESTINE Fatah, PALESTINE Hamas, SOMALIA Government, SOUTH SUDAN, SUDAN, SYRIA Government, SYRIA Other Opposition
Groups, TURKEY, YEMEN Government, YEMEN Houthis

Allies

CHINA, EUROPEAN UNION, FRANCE, GERMANY, HOLY SEE, JAPAN, QATAR, SAUDI ARABIA,
UNITED ARAB EMIRATES, UNITED KINGDOM, UNITED NATIONS, UNITED STATES

Rivals

IRAQ Islamic Supreme Council, IRAQ Sadrist Movement, PALESTINE Hamas, SYRIA Government, SYRIA Jabhat Fatah al-Sham, SYRIA Other
Opposition Groups, RUSSIA, SOMALIA Government, YEMEN Government, YEMEN Houthis

Active Armed Opponents

External Sponsor

Aid Donor

CHINA, EUROPEAN UNION, FRANCE, GERMANY, HOLY SEE, JAPAN, QATAR, SAUDI ARABIA, UNITED ARAB EMIRATES, UNITED KINGDOM,
UNITED NATIONS, UNITED STATES
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INDIA

India’s foreign policy continues to be dogged by a lingering “third worldism” and “anti-Western
framework?”, in addition to conflict narratives shaped during the British colonial period and the Cold War.
At the same time, with robust economic growth, military modernization, and rapprochement with the US,

Pa rty India increasingly sees itself rising to great-power status. Both India’s past and present identity, however,
Portrait seem to justify and suggest that a strategy of international restraint will endure. India’s Middle Eastern
policy, consistent with this broad global stance, can be characterized as “reactive and incremental”,
despite the country’s substantial and ever-growing interests in the region along economic and security
fronts.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Seek new military equipment, expertise and funding to strengthen the Economic - India is a major trading partner for many Middle
government’s domestic hold on power Eastern countries

Secure energy supplies, including crude oil and natural gas - 5 n 0
Increase export markets for Indian goods and access to imports Military - India has consistently contributed forces to UN

Ensure continued ability for Indian migrants in the Middle East to send peace operations in the Middle East since the 1950s.
remittances home

Build alliances with Middle Eastern countries to balance Pakistan,

including with Saudi Arabia

Prevent Saudi Arabia from funding Sunni extremist groups in Pakistan

India tries to maintain a strategic balance between Saudi Arabia and Iran, between the US and Iran, and between the Israelis and the Arab Palestinians. India
. no longer attempts to take sides in inter-Arab disputes but instead developed relations with each country in a bilateral and separate fashion. In practice,
Reglo nal however, it has favored one side over another. For instance, it still enjoys stronger relations with Iran over Saudi Arabia as the latter allegedly supports Sunni
Strategy extremist groups and has strong ties with Pakistan. India maintains its position for anti-interventionism and non-coercive measures. For instance, Congress
Party-led government strongly opposed NATO’s 2011 intervention in Libya against Gaddafi by arguing that Libyan repression was an internal affair, and sided

closely to Russian and Chinese positions.

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Prime Minister Narendra Modi, Foreign Minister Sushma Swaraj, Play Active Role - Assume more active role in regional multilateral

National Security Adviser Ajit Doval organizations
Act as Mediator - Engage “good offices” in regional disputes,
mediating dialogue and peace processes as a neutral broker

Hindu-Muslim ethnic divisions continue to divide the country, particularly in the wake of the nomination of a controversial Hindu

Internal nationalist BJP candidate as First Minister of Uttar Pradesh. Kashmir stokes tension with Pakistan.

Conflicts
Memberships Allies
Partners
FRANCE, IRAN, ISRAEL, SAUDI ARABIA, UNITED KINGDOM, UNITED STATES CHINA, RUSSIA

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents

External Sponsor

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
EUROPEAN UNION, JAPAN, UNITED STATES
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INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

Party
Portrait

Key Interests

Contribute to stabilizing the region;

Support economic development, social inclusion, and
poverty alleviation efforts; and

Support the recovery and reconstruction of the region,
particularly for those countries impacted by conflict or
forced displacement

International Financial Institutions (IFIs) play a critical role in providing development and financial
support, as well as technical assistance, to countries across the Middle East and North Africa. The World
Bank, International Monetary Fund, Islamic Development Bank, African Development Bank, European
Investment Bank and the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development are among the most
important IFls operating in the region.

Sources of Leverage

Financial Support - IFls are some of the most important international lenders, providing
critical development aid and economic assistance programs to developing countries
Political Support - Given their international clout, IFls can extend political support to a
country’s economic policies or poverty alleviation programs

Convening Power -The broad membership and international influence of IFIs allow them
to convene a wide range of parties in efforts to mobilize funding, develop partnerships, or
raise awareness

Though each IFI adopts independent strategies, broadly they share the goal of fostering economic development

Regional
Strategy

Powerful Individuals

Jim Yong Kim (President, World Bank), Christine Lagarde (Managing
Director, IMF), Bandar Hajjar (President, Islamic Development Bank),
Akinwumi Adesina (President, African Development Bank), Werner
Hoyer (President, European Investment Bank), Suma Chakrabarti
(President, European Bank for Reconstruction and Development)

Internal
Conflicts

Memberships

Partners
UNITED NATIONS, HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, ARAB LEAGUE, EUROPEAN UNION

Adversaries

Aid Recipient
EGYPT Government, TUNISIA, JORDAN, MOROCCO Government, LEBANON Government,
IRAQ State of Law Coalition, PALESTINE Fatah, YEMEN Government

and social inclusion. In recent years, given rising levels of conflict, IFls have also sought to play a more active role in
promoting peace and stability across the region.

Potential Negotiation Moves

Increase Financial Support - IFls can support stability across the region by increasing their development and
financial assistance, and can particularly play a key role in transition countries such as Tunisia

bilize Funds for uction and Forced Displ; - Given the scale of conflicts across the region,
IFIs can play a critical role in mobilizing the vast amounts needed to support countries impacted by refugee
crises, as well as post-conflict reconstruction efforts in Syria, Iraq, Yemen and Libya
Focus on Conflict Prevention - Increasingly, IFls may focus on supporting conflict prevention programs,
for example by promoting citizen engagement, targeting aid to disadvantaged groups, or addressing long-
standing social and economic grievances

Allies

Active Armed Opponents

External Sponsor

Aid Donor
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IRAN

Iran became an Islamic republic in 1979, when Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini established a theocratic
system of government. Iran’s largest ethnicity (Persian) comprises two-thirds of the population, the
largest religion (Shia Islam) is close to 90% of the population, and the largest language (Persian) is spoken
by half of the population. Only 3% of Iran’s population are immigrants, which reinforces the strength of
the country’s shared history, culture, and identity. Iran has been designated by the United States as a
state sponsor of terrorism for its support of Hezbollah in Lebanon and remains subject to US, UN, and EU
economic sanctions.

Party
Portrait

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Counter Sunni power in Middle East

Limit American/Western Influence in the region

Reduce Israel’s influence in the region

Improve economy including expanding oil exports

DEEERNE

Support Palestinian cause and its militant proxies against Israel
Increase spread of political Islam in the region

Maintain internal security including threat from Balochistan Province

Military - Two-pronged ownership over its clandestine nuclear program and
purse strings for regional militias. Able to use it as a strong bargaining chip to
achieve better economic and political outcomes, or to incite fear

Economic - Burgeoning economy, potential to become massive global
exporter and consumer

Energy - Impressive oil reserves and refusal to kowtow to GCC requests has
created significant economic tension, while simultaneously pumping critical
funds into the Iranian economy.

Given the Islamic Republic’s history of isolationism and pervasive Persian-Shia identity, Iran’s external conflicts are
characterized by both strong adherences to current positions and weak international relations. Iran has attempted to
build regional coalitions along ethnic and religious lines, but the hardline nature of political leadership has hampered
partnerships with neighbors and the West.

Regional
Strategy

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Supreme Leader All Khamenei President Hassan Rouhani Speaker Normalize US/EU Relations - By continuing to abide by the Iran Nuclear Deal and increasing ties with the
2 ? West, Iran can continue to access European markets including exporting its oil

Of Parliament All Larijani, Chlef Justice sadeq Larijani, Chairman Of Play Russia and US Rivalry - Iran could exacerbate the American/Russian rivalry by playing each great power

the Guardian Council Ahmad Jannati offthe other.
Use Assad Regime Support as Bargaining Chip - Iran could negotiate with the West, using a relinquishing of

their support for Syria to gain concessions

Some political modernization has occurred in the past decade, particularly under the more moderate leadership of Presidents Khatami and Hassan Rouhani. Now, even though relations
with the US are not yet thawed despite the nuclear agreement, and conservative Muslim clerics continue to view the US as an aggressor, much of Iran’s population is ready to move toward
a position of partnership with the West. The Republic Right represent the most West-leaning views, and has helped with recent progressive outcomes such as the 2015 nuclear agreement.

Internal
Conflicts

Memberships Allies
PALESTINE Hamas, LEBANON Hezbollah, SYRIA Government, LEBANON Government, YEMEN Houthis, KUWAIT, OMAN, Russia, IRAQ al-Ahrar
Sadrist Party, IRAQ Islamic Supreme Council, IRAQ Sadrist Movement,

IAEA, OIC, OPEC, UN

Partners IELS
RUSSIA, EGYPT Government, JORDAN, EUROPEAN UNION, GERMANY, CHINA, JAPAN, INDIA, IRAQ State of Law Coalition, FRANCE, HOLY SEE, SAUDI ARABIA, YEMEN Government, JORDAN, SUDAN, SOUTH SUDAN, EGYPT Government, NATO, TURKEY, UNITED ARAB EMERITES

TUNISIA, QATAR, OMAN, ARAB LEAGUE, INDIA, KUWAIT, SOMALIA al-Shabaab

Adversaries

SAUDI ARABIA, BAHRAIN, ISRAEL, ISIS, SOMALIA Government, LEBANON Government, IRAQ Secular Nationalist Parties, SYRIA Jabhat Fatah
a-Sham, UNITED STATES, LEBANON Government, GCC, UNITED NATIONS

Proxy
YEMEN Houthis, Syria Government, KURDS of Iran, PALESTINE Hamas, IRAQ State of Law
Coalition

Aid Recipient

Active Armed Opponents
KURDS of Iran, SYRIA Other Opposition Groups, AQAP

External Sponsor
RUSSIA

Aid Donor
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IRAQ SADRIST MOVEMENT

The Sadrist movement, led by Mugtada al-Sadr, is an Iraqi Islamist national movement supported by Iraqi

Shia. The philosophy of the movement centers on religious sharia laws, traditional tribal customs, and

anti-American Iragi nationalism. After the US removed Saddam Hussein from power, al-Sadr’s movement
Party became more public, turning a poor suburb of Baghdad where his followers lived into “Sadr City.” In

P ; 2010, the Sadrist movement became a part of the Iragi National Alliance, running for parliamentary
ortrait » = : :

election with a platform of expelling the United States from Iraq.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Maintain Shia power in Baghdad Soft Power - The Sadrist movement maintains religious authority
Increase Iranian influence in Baghdad and support from Iraqi’s majority Shias

Reduce US and Saudi influence in Iraq Economic - The movement enjoys support (financial and ideological)
from Iran

Political - The Ahrar party currently holds 34 seats in the Council of
Representatives.

Establish sharia law in Iraq

The Sadrist movement’s main strategy centers on appealing to Iragi Shias who felt marginalized and victimized by
Regiona[ Saddam Hussein and subsequent international interference. The movement protests the Abadi government because
Strategy of its ties to US influence in Irag.

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Mugtada al-Sadr (leader of movement) Improve Relations with Iran - to increase Shia political power and block
coalition building
Block Abdai - Continue divisive rhetoric, protest, and actions that render Abdai
ineffective and block attempts to subsume religious identity beneath a more
holistic Iragi nationalism
Build Coalition - Create coalition with other groups around shared interests
and leave National Alliance

Internal differences hinge on the extent to which the movement should forge deeper ties with Iran or build cross-sect coalition within

Internal Iraq. Members of the movement support different groups in Syria and disagree about the best strategy there.

Conflicts

Memberships Allies

Partners HELS
IRAQ Supreme Islamic Council HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, KURDS of Iraq, IRAQ Secular Nationalist Parties, IRAQ State of Law
Coalition, SAUDI ARABIA

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents
UNITED STATES

External Sponsor

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
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IRAQ SECULAR NATIONALIST PARTIES

The Secular Nationalist parties of Iraq (including the Wataniyya party and the Iragiyoon party) currently
hold approximately 15 percent of the seats in the Council of Representatives. In the 2010 parliamentary
elections, they were part of the Iragiyya coalition. Their main constituencies are regionally-based,

Pa rty particularly in the Sunni regions of Nanawa and the Anbar, and their stated goals are to create a united
Portrait Iraq based on Iragi nationalism, not ethno-sectarian considerations.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Balance against the powerful Shia block in the Baghdadi Political - Iragi nationalist parties currently hold
government approximately 15 percent of the seats in the Council of
Support Iragi nationalism as a basis for good governance Representatives

Reduce influence of Iran in Baghdad Soft Power- High profile members have relationships with
Foster relationships with other regional powers, such as foreign governments (United States, Saudi Arabia) and use
Saudi Arabia diplomacy/soft power to leverage interests domestically

The party leverages its position within parliament to legitimize coalition’s goals and employs key players to help
Regional ameliorate sectarian divisions in Iraq and reduce Tehran’s influence in Iraq.

Strategy

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Osama a[.Naijaﬁ (former Speaker of the Parliament), Ayad Allawi Reconfigure Government - Reconfigure Iragi government in order to (i) end governance

(former Interim Prime Minister, member of al Wifaq, and Wataniyya) balsed on Fonfess@nal identities aer (i) emp(?wer mlxed‘coalltlons (which |n§lude Stfnm,
Shia, Kurdish and independent parties) to rule instead of singular, ethno-sectarian parties.

Build Coalitions - Build coalitions with various international powers (including Saudi Arabia
and United States) to balance against Iran, maintain Western interest and investment in Iraq,
and promote cooperation.

Internal Failure to consolidate the Wataniyya government allowed Maliki to retain power for his second term - this caused internal division and
Conflicts controversy in the coalitions.

Memberships Allies

Partners Rivals
HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, KURDS of Irag, SAUDI ARABIA, TURKEY, UNITED STATES IRAQ Islamic Supreme Council, IRAQ State of Law Coalition, IRAQ Sadrist Movement

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents

External Sponsor

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
UNITED STATES, TURKEY
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IRAQ STATE OF LAW COALITION

The State of Law Coalition was formed in 2009 by Nouri al-Maliki, then Prime Minister of Iraq. The
coalition was originally formed to empower its (primarily Shia) members -- including the Islamic Dawa
Party -- in the 2009 Iragi governorate elections. In 2010, the coalition incorporated a few additional

Pa rty parties and ran in the Iragi parliamentary elections, winning a majority of seats. The coalition also ran in
Portrait the 2013 governorate elections, winning fewer seats than in 2009. Haider al-Abadi, who assumed office
in September 2014, is now the Prime Minister of Iraq.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Political - The Coalition currently holds 94/325 seats of Parliament and the
current Prime Minister of Iraq is a member of a participating party (The Dawa

Consolidate Dawa Party and other participating parties’ power Party). The former Prime Minister of Iraq is the current leader of The Dawa
Party. The Dawa Party is credible for its historic opposition to Saddam Hussein

Maliki: Seek revenge against Sunni minority in Irag and . - )
. . . - . Economic - The oil industry provides 90% of government revenue, though low
dismantle Sunni power, particularly within the security sector T 4 o
Abadi: | ) ith ) d Kurd oil prices in recent years have caused economic volatility
adi: Increase coexistence measures with Sunnis and Kurds Geographic - With ISIS fighting in Iraqi territory, the Iragi government can
leverage its position to gain assistance from others

Dismantle government quota system in favor of a “governing
majority” that favors the parliamentary majority (State of Law)

. The coalition’s strategy includes using its position within parliament to achieve its interests, and leveraging sectarian
Reglonal tensions to consolidate power and justify increasing executive authority. Under Abadi, strategy includes reforms to
Strategy stabilize the country and decrease corruption.

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

g g . oA . e Reconfigure Government - Reconfigure Iragi government to (i) end governance based on confessional

Halder al'Abadl (Prlme Minister Of |raq1 PEVE PartY)x Nouri al'Mallkl identities and (ii) empower mixed coalitions (which include Sunni, Shia, Kurdish and independent parties) to

(Former Prime Minister, Dawa Party), Kamal Saadi (Leader, State of rule instead of singular, ethno-sectarian parties.

Law Coalition) All al—Sistani (spiritual leader) Connect with Kurds - Increase ties to Erbil and benefit from the Kurds’ networks, military strategy, and oil
9 exportation capacities.

Empower Women - Move past sectarian division, create stronger ties with the international community, and

become a regional leader in support of human rights.

Ally with Russia, Iran - Forge deeper ties with Russia and Iran to increase power against ISIS.

Russia vs. US - Play Russia and US against one another in contest to fight ISIS from Iraqi territory, access oil
market, etc.

Internal Current tensions exist between Dawa Party elites that want to keep quota system in government and retain Abadi and those that
Confli do not. Both Sunni and Shia politicians have sought to remove Abadi from power in the past. Abadi has criticized Maliki’s divisive
onflicts governing, resulting in tensions between the two.

Memberships Allies
ARAB LEAGUE, IAEA, OIC, OPEC, UN

Partners HELS
EGYPT Government, EUROPEAN UNION, HOLY SEE, IRAN, JORDAN, LEBANON Government, IRAQ Islamic Supreme Council, ISRAEL, KURDS of Irag, KUWAIT, IRAQ Sadrist Movement,
RUSSIA, UNITED STATES IRAQ Secular Nationalist Parties, SAUDI ARABIA, SUDAN, SYRIA Government

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents

External Sponsor

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS, IRAN, RUSSIA, UNITED
STATES




THE MENA NEGOTIATION REPORT

IRAQ SUPREME ISLAMIC COUNCIL

The Islamic Supreme Council of Iraq (SIIC) began in the 1980s in Iran, under the name Supreme Council
for the Islamic Revolution in Iraq (SCIRI). This party represents Shia Islamist political party, and The SIIC’s
ideology supports Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini in Iran’s thinking that the Islamic Government should
Pa rty and must be controlled by Islamic scholars (ulema).

Portrait

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Increase Shia power in Baghdad Political - The SIIC currently has 29 seats in the Council of Representatives and
Promote religious conservatism and clericalism in Iraq hasithe supportof Iran and many of Iraq’s Shias

D tralize | . i 2me te Shi 9 Geography - The SIIC largely controls the major city of Basra
SEIMIENRS ([Elp) EoRmmEns el s Stk 20 i Soft Power - Rampant sectarianism, and the efficacy of the Kurdish

the south autonomous zone, lend credence to the argument that a separate Shia zone
could be established in the south of Iraq, with Basra as its capital

The SIIC maintains a strategy of increasing Iranian support to impose clericalism on Irag. In addition, the party also

Reglonal aims to increase SIIC presence in the executive branch of Baghdadi government.

Strategy

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Ayatollah Muhammad Bagqir al-Hakim (former party leader, d. 2003), Establish Shia Zone - Leverage sectarianism and support of Iran to

Abdul Aziz al-Hakim (former party leader, d. 2009), Ammar al-Hakim establish Shia zone in south of Iraq with Basra at the helm;

(current leader) Strength Iran Ties - Leverage this zone to stabilize Irag’s Shias,
implement clericism, and promote stronger political and economic
relations with Iran.

Internal Previously linked with the Badr Brigade (formerly the militant wing of SIIC), with which SIIC now cooperates in the Parliament but is
Conflicts no longer explicitly linked.

Memberships Allies

Partners Rivals
IRAQ Sadrist Movement HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, IRAQ Secular Nationalist Parties, IRAQ State of Law Coalition,
KURDS of Iraq

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents

UNITED STATES

External Sponsor

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
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Party
Portrait

Key Interests

Uphold the caliphate, and continuing to spread across the Middle East
and Africa through allegiances with other jihadist groups;

Conquer, maintain, and regain territory, particularly throughout Syria
and Irag; and

Destabilize states across the MENA region and the West through terror
attacks and the establishment of franchises.

ISIS is a violent extremist organization that has claimed statehood by capturing large swathes of territory
in Iraq and Syria. A successor to al-Qaeda in Iraq and proclaiming itself a caliphate, it catapulted onto
the global stage with military victories in Iraq and Syria. Furthermore, the group has been characterized
by its particular brutality, and the pledges of allegiance it has received from jihadist groups across the
world, from Nigeria to the Philippines. Battles against Iraqi, US, Syrian, Russian and Turkish forces,
among others, continue across Iraq and Syria.

Sources of Leverage

Military - By building on the lessons al-Qaeda learned during the Iraqi insurgency and building a sophisticated
military campaign.

Financial - Their revenue comes from cash looted from major cities, oil and gas black markets, kidnapping and
ransoms, taxes within their territory, and an unspecified amount of donations.

Manpower - ISIS can be broken up into key groups: (i) its leadership; (ii) foreign fighters; (iii) Syrian and Iraqi
fighters; and (iv) populations under its control.

Intelligence - Drawing on former Ba’athist leaders’ experience in Saddam Hussein’s military and intelligence
agencies, ISIS’ success is rooted in its ability to quell internal dissent and coerce local leaders to put up minimal
resistance.

Propaganda - Invoke messages of brutality, mercy, victimhood, and belonging through professional-quality
propaganda efforts.

Focus on territorial conquest using foreign fighters in Syria and Sunni tribesmen in Irag; utilize suicide and car

Regional
Strategy

Powerful Individuals

“Caliph Ibrahim” Abu Bakr al-Baghdadi continues to provide the strategic
leadership of ISIS; many of their military commanders in Syria and Iraq are
former Ba’athist officials; though deceased, Hajji Bakr was key in building
the intelligence apparatus and managing the alliance between Ba’athists and
violent extremist elements; though deceased, Abu al-Amri managed brigades
of foreign fighters and developed their online presence as a Syrian fighter

Internal
Conflicts

Memberships
ISIS does not recognize any authority besides its own. Therefore, it does not participate in established
governance mechanisms or organizations, nor does it adhere to international resolutions or norms.

Partners

Adversaries

Proxy

ISIS presumably receive funding from donors, some of which may be in the Gulf.

Aid Recipient

bombings to destabilize regional enemies; leverage its extensive recruitment networks across Europe, North Africa,
and Asia to bring in additional foreign fighters; and inspire both cells of trained attackers and lone wolf attacks to
terrorize states across the West and the Middle East and North Africa.

Potential Negotiation Moves

Negotiate with Assad - Continue side negotiations with the Assad regime - or
elements close to the regime - to exchange oil and natural gas for electricity, or
with regards to ransoms.

Economic/Political Negotiations - Though ISIS has demonstrated a limited
willingness to negotiate for its economic interests (i.e. with regards to oil), it
has to date shown no instance of making any political concessions through
negotiation.

ISIS is a factionalized alliance between violent extremists, former Ba’athist military and intelligence officials of Saddam Hussein’s
regime, Sunni Iraqi tribal leaders, local Syrian and Iraqi fighters, and foreign fighters. Overall, ISIS’ previous grouping of fighters by
country or language of origin has strengthened rivalries between the different factions, and as they have lost territory, disputes over
the allocation of resources and goals have emerged.

Allies
The Islamic State in Libya, The Islamic State in Sinai (formerly Ansar Bait al-Maqdis), Boko Haram, The Islamic
State in Afghanistan, Abu Sayyaf

Al-Qaeda, SYRIA Jebhat Fatah al-Sham

Active Armed Opponents

SYRIA Government, SYRIA Ahrar al-Sham, SYRIA Other Opposition Groups, IRAQ State of Law Coalition, KURDS
OF IRAQ, TURKEY, USA, RUSSIA, International Coalition against the Islamic State,

External Sponsor

Aid Donor
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ISRAEL

Israel was established in 1948 as the national homeland for the Jewish people. Following the 1967 war,
Israel annexed the Golan Heights and East Jerusalem and began civil and military administration of the
Gaza Strip and the West Bank. Israel withdrew from Area A of the West Bank in 1993 following the Oslo
Accords, and from Gaza in 2005. Attempts to negotiate a final status agreement have failed since then.
As a small country, the only democracy in an unstable region, a Jewish nation surrounded by Arab and
Muslim states, Israel believes it must maintain impressive deterrence capabilities and military power.

Party
Portrait

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Weaken Iran-Syria-Hezbollah axis and radical Salafi groups, strengthen
moderate Sunni states, weaken Russia’s support of Syria, prevent
Iran nuclear capabilities, weaken Iran’s economic/military support to
Hezbollah, strengthen Jordan

Revive Israel-Palestinian negotiations, promote refugee regional solution
with minimal political cost

Achieve recognition by Arab states, weaken boycott attempts, recovering
international reputation, maintain effective diplomacy, maintain access
to water, natural resources

Military - Possesses substantial military power with offensive and defensive
capabilities and military, security industry. Nuclear-armed.

Technology - 1 of 6 global cyber powers, increases diplomatic leverage
Natural Resources - Preferential access to aquifers in West Bank

Economic - Export-oriented state, limited natural resources and small market.
Economic strength mainly from science/tech sectors, innovative capabilities
and startup industry

Political - Strong alliance with the US despite its international reputation
deteriorating in recent years

Help stabilize Jordanian and Egyptian regimes with parallel support from Saudi Arabia, coordinate with Russia on effects/spillover
of Syrian war to Israeli territory, renew/expand relations with Turkey, and improve coordination with US administration. Cultural,
political, and humanitarian “hasbara” (public relations) to portray Israel in a positive light in international conversations and
delegitimize detractors. It presses for a more favorable and permanent nuclear deal with Iran while maintaining the status quo in
relation to Palestinians and continuing to build within/expand settlements.

Regional
Strategy

Powerful Individuals

Benjamin Netanyahu (Prime Minister), Avigdor Liberman (Defense
Minister), Naftali Bennett (Education Minister), Yair Lapid (Leader of
Yesh Atid Party), Yitzak Herzog (Head of opposition and leader of the
Zionist Union), Leaders of the Settlers

Potential Negotiation Moves

Deepen US Relationship - Build relationship with new US administration while continuing to build
settlements and secure borders
New Regional Coalition - Build coalition or create bilateral agreements with countries such as Saudi Arabia
and Turkey for increased regional legitimacy
Control Resources - Leverage control of PA tax funds and control of movement within and out of the West
Bank as bargaining chip

g in” and “insid t” - Aim to create a triangular structure of concessions and profits
between Israel, the PA and moderate Sunni Arab states.
Internal moves - Change coalition government and consolidate fragmented Israeli society.

Majority of Israeli public supports the “Two State Solution.” Right-wing groups support annexation of Palestinian territories, while some left-wing groups support a “One State” or binational solution. Center-left public believes the Israeli
Interna l national interest is to act urgently towards a peace agreement and/or disengagement, through negotiations or unilateral measures; center-right groups counter that Israel should maintain the status quo until circumstances change.

Right wing advocates for tough military actions to defeat terror, left wing calls for diplomatic/political measures to achieve peaceful resolution. The political structure produces fragile coalition governments with excessive power to small
political groups. Religious-secular divide: extreme right is orthodox and rejects the separation of religion and state; central and left wing groups hold more secular liberal views.

Memberships
IAEA, MEDITERRANEAN DIALOGUE, OECD, UN

Partners
EGYPT Government, ERITREA, EUROPEAN UNION, FRANCE, HOLY SEE, INDIA, JORDAN,
KURDS of Irag, RUSSIA, SOUTH SUDAN, TURKEY, UNITED KINGDOM

Adversaries
AQAP, ARAB LEAGUE, EGYPT Muslim Brotherhood, IRAN, ISIS, LEBANON Government, LEBANON Hezbollah,
PALESTINE Civil Society, PALESTINE Hamas, SUDAN, SYRIA Government, YEMEN Government, YEMEN Houthis

Aid Recipient
HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, SOUTH SUDAN

Allies
GERMANY, NATO, UNITED STATES

IELS
PALESTINE Fatah, IRAQ State of Law Coalition, SAUDI ARABIA, UNITED NATIONS

Active Armed Opponents

External Sponsor

Aid Donor
UNITED STATES
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Japan’s current identity and security narratives were largely shaped during the post-World War Il era. Its defeat to the US and the
nuclear bombing in its territory continue to represent a national trauma, which resulted in public revulsion at militarism. Japan has
thus evolved into an economic and a non-military great power. Its main interest lies in promoting an international system governed
Pa rt by economic interdependence and stable international institutions. The US-Japan alliance, which is rooted in a military agreement
y by which US provides a security umbrella in the volatile regional security of East Asia, makes Japan somewhat dependent on the US.
Portrait Japan sees itself as politically distant from East Asia and geopolitically more closely aligned to the US. However, several factors have
pushed Japan to incrementally transition from being an almost exclusively economic power to assume greater military capacity. First,
Japan has faced stagnation in its economic growth since the 1990s. It has also faced an increasingly challenging security environment
with China’s increasingly bellicose behavior and North Korea’s nuclear development.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Maintain a good relationship with the GCC due to energy considerations Economic - One of the big purchasers of the region’s resources and growing
Establish a foothold in Iran and Iraq economic interdependence with the GCC countries through mutually beneficial
Balance partnership with the US in developing new relationships with US energy cooperation and legal frameworks. In addition, since the 1970s, Japan
adversaries in the region has become one of the top donors to the region, leveraging increasing soft
Prevent US from adopting measures that are considered by regional power through consistent support and development assistance.

actors to be hostile or antagonizing Military - Despite limits imposed on Japan’s offensive activities by Article
Limit Chinese involvement in the Middle East & North Africa 9 of the Japanese Constitution, Japan has nevertheless slowly expanded its

military capacity in the region.

In order to secure energy resources, Japan tries to develop good relations with the Middle Eastern countries. With this objective, the Japanese government is

. attempting to build a more multi-layered relationship that includes politics, security, and culture. The Japanese government is actively involved in securing
Reglonal resources abroad by funding Japanese companies and has been promoting a number of infrastructure projects and joint investments in the GCC countries.
Due to the dilemma it faces between the US and the Middle Eastern countries, Japan promotes diplomatic neutrality in the region’s conflicts by balancing

Strategy between the two. While Japan has more often closely aligned with the US in its Middle East strategy, it also has sought to maintain a policy that stands apart
from the US to preserve its neutral stance. Japan also puts emphasis on non-coercive measures, humanitarian support, and economic development in its
approach to Middle East conflicts and peace process.

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Prime Minister Shinzo Abe (President of the Liberal Democratic Increase foreign direct investment (FDI) - In Middle East

Party (LDP); Normalist); Relatively weak leaders of opposition party Facilitate peace processes and reconciliation dialoguesin the region

including Renho Murata of the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ). Support negotiated ceasefire in Syria conflict
Separate itself from US-led efforts to promote democracy and
human rights, and perceived initiatives to “impose” Western values
on the Middle East.

Within Japan, four ideological groups exist with regards to Japan’s involvement and the role of the JSDF in international conflicts, which directly affect
. Japan’s Middle East policy: Pacifists (opposing all involvement in overseas conflicts), Mercantilists (prioritize economy over defense), Normalists (support
Conflicts deployment of troops overseas and normalization of JSDF), Nationalists (strong support of remilitazation).

Internal

Memberships Allies
IAEA, OECD, UN (Security Council -- term ends 2017) UNITED STATES

Partners
BAHRAIN, DJIBOUTI, EGYPT Government, IRAN, JORDAN, KUWAIT, LEBANON Government,
OMAN, QATAR, RUSSIA, SAUDI ARABIA, TURKEY, UAE, YEMEN Government, GCC, IRAN

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents

External Sponsor

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
ALGERIA, EGYPT Government, IRAQ Government, JORDAN, LEBANON Government, LIBYA GNA, MOROCCO
Government, PALESTINIAN AUTHORITY, SYRIA Government, TUNISIA, YEMEN Government
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JORDAN

The Jordanian monarchy maintains a robust authoritarian grip, undergirded by dependence on
Western institutions and the United States for aid. Although there have been serious attempts at reform
within Jordan over the past few decades, the reluctance of the monarchy to relinquish control and the

Pa rty manipulation of the Muslim Brotherhood’s Islamic Action Front have hindered these efforts. Western
Portrait sponsorship has made this possible and encouraged the monarchy’s unpopular cooperation with Israel,
against the desires of the Jordanian-Palestinian majority. Further liberalization or destabilization of the
state could incentivize King Abdullah Il to act with the sole intent of preserving the monarchy, even if
doing so would counter Western allegiances.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Internally, sustain power through maintaining economic stability, Geography - Stability within Jordan is lynchpin for stability in Israel-Palestine,
promoting social cohesion, and national identity broader ME. Jordan is a buffer state for regional neighbors
Maintain economic and security support from outside powers Military - Well-funded military that acquired much of its material from
Promote the stability of other authoritarian regimes in ME American military sales, with highly capable intelligence
Delegitimize democratic reforms (esp. Muslim-Brotherhood-led) Soft Power - Broad regional amicability as a moderate state
End refugee crisis within Jordan’s borders and beyond Economic - High quality higher education facilities and healthcare despite
Stabilize environmental, food, water and economic resources other economic difficulties
Political - Allied with Western powers offers both economic and political
leverage

Aims to maintain amicable connections with any actor who could hold leverage over them and to maintain a neutral
Regional stance unless asked by allies to cooperate in a multilateral effort. Goal is to sustain Jordanian monarchy at any cost.

Aims to support Western efforts in Syria and Libya, and Saudi strategy in the Gulf while not alienating Iranian allies
Strategy (Irag or Lebanon). Focus diplomatic efforts on solution to Israel-Palestine conflict that allows the stability of the
Jordanian monarchy. Appealing to the US and international bodies for political, military, and economic assistance.

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

King Abdullah 1l (reigning monarch); Queen Rania (Palestinian wife of Democratize - Initiate internal democratic reforms to form stronger alliances, or to demand
Abdullah), Hussein bin Abdullah 1l (heir to the throne) et el o el sl ED s
Repress reform - Repress reform efforts more harshly;
Exit - Threaten to exit partnerships with the US, Saudi Arabia, and Israel if interests are not
met, particularly around economic support;
Russia - Align with the Russian-sponsored Assad regime against American-sponsored rebel
groups in Syria if shifting realities on the ground reflect a lasting government presence on
the Jordanian border.

Conflict exists between “ethnic Jordanian,” or “Jordo-Jordanian” citizens and Palestinian Jordanians; Palestinian Jordanians are underrepresented and disadvantaged by Hashemite
I nterna l monarchy’s preference towards Jordo-Jordanians. Allegiance to Western states, while tolerated by most citizens, provokes anger in subsets of the population, specifically for participation
Conﬂicts in Jordanian-Israeli peace process and cooperation in U.S. invasion of Iraq and Syrian war. A divide exists between Islamist, anti-government parties led by the Islamic Action Front and the
loyalist parties backed by the monarchy. Itisillegal to criticize the monarchy, so the scope of public disagreement is limited. Conflicts also exist between Syrian, Iragi, and Sudanese refugees

and Jordanians, and between foreign workers and Jordanian nationals. Strong economic divisions separate wealthy elite from rural and urban poor.

Memberships Allies
IAEA, ARAB LEAGUE, MEDITERRANEAN DIALOGUE, OIC, UN MOROCCO Government, SAUDI ARABIA, UNITED KINGDOM, UNITED STATES, YEMEN

Government

Partners IELS

EGYPT Government, EUROPEAN UNION, PALESTINE Fatah, HOLY SEE, HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, IRAQ State of Law Coalition, ISRAEL, JAPAN,

PALESTINE Hamas, LEBANON Hezbollah, IRAN, KUWAIT, PALESTINE Civil Society, SYRIA
LEBANON Government, NATO, SYRIA Other Opposition Groups, QATAR, RUSSIA, TURKEY, UNITED ARAB EMIRATES

Government

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents
AQAP, YEMEN Houthis

External Sponsor

Aid Recipient Aid Donor

HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS, NATO, UNITED
KINGDOM, UNITED NATIONS, UNITED STATES
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KURDS OF IRAN

The Kurds of Iran reside in Northwestern Iran. They are the second largest minority in Iran and are estimated to make up 7 percent of the Iranian population.
Although they have not endured the same horrors as the Kurds of Syria or Iraqg, they have still suffered systematic and cultural oppression. For a brief period,
with Soviet support, the Kurds of Iran established an independent republic, Mahabad. This republic was short-lived and quickly crushed by Teheran. After
Pa rty the Iranian revolution, Kurds were severely politically constricted and in turn revolted with Partiya Jiyana Azad a Kurdistané, or the Kurdistan Free Life Party

(PJAK), leading the fight. The rebellion was quickly crushed. These events give the Kurds of Iran a strong sense of nationalism and victimhood, but also of
Po rtra it pragmatism. Teheran is swift to dismantle Kurdish separatists with executions. The Kurds note these repercussions and are seeming less likely to promote
pro-Kurdish autonomy political parties than their counterparts in greater Kurdistan. The Kurds of Iran also have a unique aspect to them in that the largest
percent of Shia Muslim Kurds live in Iran. This creates an internal dynamic between the Kurds, as the Shiite Kurds to some degree identify with, and some
even prefer to live under, the Shia Iranian regime.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Protect themselves from brutal military incursions by Tehran or Military - The PJAK and KDPI are armed and formidable forces for the Iranian
other actors. This desired security can come in the form of civil government due to their guerilla warfare. They launch terror attacks that in
rights guarantees from the state. turn kill and disrupt the lives of Iranian citizens.

Become adequately represented in the national government Political - After an attack from the PJAK or KDPI, Turkish citizens are likely to

. . . . ; place pressure on politicians to reform their policies to prevent further attacks.
Underrepresentation contributes to Iran issuing legislation that e . . B
) ) ) ) ) Soft Power - Utilize the media and human rights watch organizations to
is oppressive of the Iranian Kurdish population.

X % . . further deter Teheran from abusing them. The Kurds across greater Kurdistan
Seek the opportunity to host assemblies featuring Kurdish can exploit the enmity between their host states to manipulate and mobilize
Nationalism to reduce cultural suppression them accordingly, as they have in the past.

As for external actors, the Kurds of Iran do not possess a strong regional strategy policy. Their situational vision in Iran
Regional keeps them preoccupied with their local reality and Teheran. Internally speaking, the Kurds of Iran’s most prominent
Strategy political parties, the PJAK and the Democratic Party of Iranian Kurdistan (KDPI), are largely exiled and reside in Iraqi
Kurdistan. PJAK has ties to the PKK and in certain instances is activated.

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Abdul Rahman Haji Ahmadi and Evindar Renas (leaders of PJAK) Use the PJAK and KDPI as leverage by way of deterrent agents through the

Mustafa Hijri (leader of KDPI) threat of terroristic activity.
Utilize Iranian politics as a platform to spread awareness- it is speculated

that as Iran opens its international relations, it will crack down on internal
dissonance.

Partner with Syrian, Iranian, Iraqi Kurds and their diasporas to pressure their
respective governments for greater autonomy.

Internal

. Shiite VS Sunni Kurds within Iran and their disproportionate political oppression from Teheran.
Conflicts

Memberships Allies

Partners
KURDS of Irag, KURDS of Syria TURKEY

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents
IRAN (against PJAK and KDPI)

External Sponsor
KURDS of Turkey

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
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KURDS OF IRAQ

The Kurds of Iraq are a distinct ethnic group in Northeastern Irag. One of the four groups of Kurds, they
are predominantly moderate Sunnis, seen as a stable, progressive and Western looking society. They are
historically oppressed and manipulated by Iragi and Iranian leaders. They have narratives of victimhood,
ierce soldierhood and honored martyrdom. They seek security and self- autonomy. Their biggest threats
Part fi ldierhood and h | dom.Th k i d self: Their bi h
: are internal corruption, Islamic (Shia and Sunni) extremists and loss of legitimacy when applying for
Portrait i [ ion, Islamic (Shi d Sunni) i dl f legiti h lying f
autonomy.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Gain enough leverage to be able to establish borders and to also acquire Energy - The Kurds of Iraq are located atop lucrative petroleum resources.
international legitimacy so their political and physical state can be They are developing these resources, and host International Oil Companies
established. Requires breaking Irag’s territorial integrity; not supported such as Exxon Mobile. They are creating strategic ties with Iran and Turkey
by the international community. through petroleum diplomacy.

Develop petroleum and tourism industry while enhancing civil society Military - They maintain an efficient military, the Peshmerga.

and infrastructure. Soft power - They project a peace-lovingimage and maintain public diplomacy
Maintain and enhance Western support policy that portrays them as a stable, progressive, continually Western-backed
Retain Peshmerga’s absolute control over Iragi Kurdistan. actor in the region.

Through the creation of diplomatic ties based on mutual security and economic interests, the Kurdistan Regional Government (KRG)

Regional seeks to increase its eternal legitimacy and leverage against Baghdad. It is particularly working on their regional arrangements

Strate with Turkey, Iran and Israel and are developing relations with EU states. Superficially, the KRG is developing relations in line with
gy international order, seeking to use policy paths to autonomy that increase their legitimacy and do not paint them as rogue actors.

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Massoud Barzani (President Of the KRG; Party [eader Of the Partiya ing pet based, di ic ties with Iran - Subject to upcoming Iranian presidential elections.

q A q . Assist NATO Interests - KRG may choose to partner more intensely with NATO to continue their Western
Demokrat a Kurdistané, or the Kurdish Democratic Party (KDP)) ———
Nechervan Barzani (Prime Minister; from the Barzani Tr|be) Negotiate - With the rise and current dismantling of ISIS, the KRG expanded its territorial administration of
. .. R ity, most notably into oil rich Kirkuk. The KRG thisi tiation with Baghdad.
Muhammad Fuad Masum (President of Iraq; Talbani tribal affiliation; A eI E PN OO BTSSR WML, :
) . i .. X Potentially partner with Syrian, Iranian, Iraqi Kurds and their diasporas to pressure their respective
Member of the Yekitiya Nistimani ya Kurdistané, or Patriotic Union of governments for greater autonomy.

Kurdistan, (PUK))

There is a longstanding feud between the PUK and KDP. This took the shape of a civil war, which was quelled by a peace agreement after intervention by Ankara and negotiations brokered
Internal by Washington. The power struggle stems from a differing of social ideology; the KDP, led by the Barzani Tribe, is highly tribal, nationalistic and dynastic in its leadership, while the PUK,

Conﬂicts led in part by Jalal Talbani is affiliated with socialism and elitism. Within Iragi Kurdistan, the KRG incorporates the politics of Iraqi Turkmen, Assyrians and other minority groups, such as
the Yezidis.

Memberships Allies

Partners
GERMANY, KURDS of Iran, KURDS of Syria, KURDS of Turkey, ISRAEL, TURKEY IRAQ State of Law Coalition

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents

External Sponsor
GERMANY, NATO, UNITED STATES

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
UNITED STATES
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Party
Portrait

Key Interests

Protect themselves from brutal military incursions. This security can
come in the form of civil rights guarantees from the state.

Achieve political representation in the national government. They are
also not represented in the peace talks underway to restructure Syria.
They seek a seat at the table and to be seen as a legitimate party.

Gain autonomy or federalism - Rojava has already established a federal
region that preserves both the territorial integrity of Syria, and the
integrity of the autonomous Kurdish region that is already established
and self-administering.

KURDS OF SYRIA

The Kurds of Syria are a distinct ethnic group in Northern Syria, making up 12% of the total Syrian population. They
exist in three main cantons: Afrin Canton, Cizre Canton and the Kobani Canton. Together they make up the region
known as Rojava. These cantons are not contiguous, but the Kurds aspire to join them. In 2016, the Syrian Kurds
established Federasyona Bakuré S(riyé, or the Federation of Northern Syria-Rojava. They have historically been
abused, displaced and marginalized by the Syrian regime. Since the 1930s, Arabization was forced upon the Kurds in
a systematic manner that suppressed their culture and social and economic mobility. This has created a narrative of
self-reliance, distrust of Arabs, martyrdom and resistance. Their economy is currently in shambles due to the Syrian
civil war, but they have the potential to establish agricultural and petroleum export industries.

Sources of Leverage

Energy - Future potential to establish agricultural and petroleum export industries.
Military - The Yekineyén Parastina GelR, or the People’s Protection Units (YPG) and Syrian
Democratic Forces (SDF) are armed and formidable forces for the Syrian Government.
Moreover, they are able to, at times, garner Western support.

Soft Power - Use of social media and other media outlets, such as documentaries. The West
is entranced with the female fighting unity, the Yekineyén Parastina Jiné, or the Women’s
Protection unit (YPJ), and the Syrian Kurds have done well capitalizing on their fame.
Additionally, the Kurds across greater Kurdistan can exploit the enmity between their host
states to manipulate and mobilize them.

In their situational vision, the Kurds of Syria hope to quell Ankara’s fear that they are a proxy for the PKK and to show the Western world

Regional
Strategy

Powerful Individuals

Salih Muslim Muhammad (Co-Chairman of the PYD)
Asya Abdullah (Co-Chairwoman of the PYD)

that they are a legitimate actor, capable of administering their own federal region. Additionally, the Syrian Kurds have begun to warm
relations with Moscow, as they realize that Russia is increasing its sphere of influence into Syria. For their grand strategy, Rojava will
likely move to establish ties to develop its petroleum industry, possibly with the KRG, Turkey and Iran.

Potential Negotiation Moves

Activate global partners - Like the US, Russia, or the UN, to advocate for them
while Turkey tries to pressure the Syrian Kurds out of the Syrian peace talks,
which will attempt to restructure Syria.

Leverage potential future oil wealth for a more advantageous negotiating
position.

Partner with Syrian, Iranian, Iraqi Kurds and their diasporas to pressure their
respective governments for greater autonomy.

Internal Syrian Kurds complain that the Partiya Yekitiya Demokrat®, or the Democratic Union Party (PYD) is monopolizing the political scene

Conflicts

Memberships

Partners
KURDS of Iran, KURDS of Iraq, KURDS of Syria, RUSSIA, UNITED STATES

Adversaries
SYRIA Government

Aid Recipient

and silencing smaller dissenting parties, such as the Kurdish Yekiti Party (Kurdish Union Party).

Allies

Active Armed Opponents

External Sponsor

Aid Donor
RUSSIA, UNITED STATES
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KURDS OF TURKEY

Party
Portrait

Key Interests

Security - they seek to have the ability to protect themselves from brutal
military incursions. This security can come in the form of civil rights
guarantees from the state.

Political representation - the Kurds are not adequately represented
in the national government. This, among many factors, contributes to
Turkey issuing a legislation that is oppressive of the Turkish Kurdish
population.

Cultural expression - the Kurds of Turkey are severely culturally
oppressed. They seek the opportunity to host assemblies featuring
Kurdish Nationalism.

The Kurds of Turkey reside in the Southeastern part of the state. They make up an estimated one-quarter
of the Turkish population. During the nationalization of Turkey in the 1980s, Kurds were subjected to
harsh assimilation tactics, such as forbidding the Kurdish language in schools and proper political
representation. Since 1983, the Partiya Karkerén Kurdistan, or Kurdistan Workers Party (PKK), has
engaged in armed struggle with the Turkish Government. To date, there have intermittent ceasefire
agreements, then a vicious cycle of violations, spoilers, resumptions of violence, etc.

Sources of Leverage

Military - The PKK is an armed and formidable force for the Turkish government due to its
guerilla warfare. It launches terror attacks that in turn kill and disrupt the lives of Turkish
citizens. The citizens then place pressure on politicians to reform their policies to prevent
further attacks

Soft Power - Media and human rights reporting groups - the Kurds utilize the media
and human rights watch organizations to further deter Turkey from abusing them, due
to Turkey’s aversion to showing itself as the aggressor in its relationship with its Kurdish
population. Further, the Kurds across greater Kurdistan can exploit the enmity between their
host states to manipulate and mobilize accordingly.

As for external actors, the Kurds of Turkey do not possess a strong regional strategy policy. Their situational vision in Turkey keeps them

Regional
Strategy

in Turkey and their situation.

Powerful Individuals

Abdullah Ocalan (Founder of the PKK; Jailed by the Turkish Government for
the creation of an armed group; Still leads the PKK and due to their ideological
founding’s similarities, many Kurdish groups across Kurdistan are de facto
under his sphere of influence.) Figen Yiksekdag Senoglu and Selahattin
Demirtas (Current co-leaders of the Halklarin Demokratik Partisi, or the
Peoples’ Democratic Party (HDP))

Internal
Conflicts

Memberships

Partners
KURDS of Iran, KURDS of Iraq, KURDS of Syria

Adversaries

Proxy

Other Kurdish groups that have ties to the PKK, such as the PJAK (political and militant
organization in Iran).

Aid Recipient

preoccupied with their local reality and Ankara. Internally speaking, the Kurds of Turkey’s most prominent political party, the PKK, has
links to political parties in Iraq, Syria, and Iran. These ties are activated in certain advantageous situations. Concerning Europe, the
Kurds, to some degree, activate their diaspora community there to advocate to their respective European states on behalf of the Kurds

Potential Negotiation Moves

Keep pressure and international media attention on Erdogan as he targets
what he sees as affiliates or instigators to the failed coup attempt in 2016.
Moreover, with Ankara preoccupied by coup purges, ISIS and the Syrian civil
war, they have failed to implement satisfactory reforms that were proposed
for the Kurds.

Partner with Syrian, Iranian, Iraqi Kurds and their diasporas to pressure their
respective governments for greater autonomy.

PKK occasionally engages in guerilla tactics against HDP.

Allies

TURKEY

Active Armed Opponents
Turkey (against PKK)

External Sponsor

Aid Donor
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KUWAIT

Despite its size, Kuwait plays a key role in Arab and Gulf affairs given its geo-strategic importance,
alliances, and large amounts of oil reserves. Like its GCC neighbors, it is a monarchy, though it is also the
most politically open Gulf state. It was also one of the first Gulf states to industrialize, establish a directly
Pa rty elected parliament, and adopt a liberal constitution. The most critical event that has defined modern
P ; Kuwait is undoubtedly the 1990 invasion by Saddam Hussein’s Irag. The war led to a more balanced
ortrait . c :
power-distribution system that gave more power to the parliament (National Assembly), arguably
becoming the strong legislative body in the GCC. However, this has also led to significant internal political
conflicts.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Maintaining its role as one of the world’s largest oil producers. Currently Political - Kuwait’s alliance with the United States, as well as

oil revenues comprise a .5|gr?|f|c'ant po.rtlon t?f gove"”mer.‘t revenue, with other Western partners affords it a powerful role within
which is in turn key to continuing its rentier social contract with citizens. the Gulf

Diversify its economy and attract investment. Given low oil prices, the . . . . . .
country has sought to increase foreign direct investment and diversify Economic - In addition to its political partnerships with

to other industries Western powers, Kuwait’s large oil reserves provide it with a

Maintaining regional security, given the existential threat they critical voice in regional fora such as the GCC or OPEC.
encountered in 1990 during the first Iraq War.

. As a strong ally of the United States in the region, Kuwait seeks to support regional security measures. To this end, it
Reglonal continues to host a large contingent of US troops on its soil. In addition, Kuwait has sought closer political and military
Strategy relations with Western allies, both bilaterally as well as through multilateral fora in NATO, for example.

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Emir Sabah Ahmad al-Sabah, Crown Prince Nawaf Ahmad al-Sabah, Support regional stability - By allowing the US to station additional
Speaker of the National Assembly Marzoug Al-Ghanim, Prime Minister troops that could be deployed in the fight against ISIS, Kuwait could
Jaber Mubarak al-Sabah help the US regain power in the region and maintain regional stability.

Tensions between the National Assembly and the Emir persist due to members of parliament fiercely questioning cabinet members,
Confli as well as issues relating to the electoral system. This has led the Emir to dissolve parliament on a multitude of occasions since the
ontflicts founding of the state, including various times in the past few years.

Internal

Memberships Allies
ARAB LEAGUE, GCC, IAEA, ISTANBUL COOPERATION INITIATIVE, OIC, OPEC, UN UAE, BAHRAIN, SAUDI ARABIA, UNITED STATES

Partners
QATAR, IRAN, UNITED KINGDOM

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents

External Sponsor

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
SYRIA Other Opposition Groups, YEMEN Government, PALESTINE Fatah
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LEBANON GOVERNMENT

Prime Minister Saad Hariri leads his country through continued periods of political turbulence and instability, heavily
impacted by conflict in neighboring Syria. Hariri is drawn from the March 14th alliance, one of the two most prominent
political alliances in the country - cutting across sectarian lines to include Sunnis, Christians and Druze. These diverse
Pa rty actors, which have traditionally clashed in Lebanon, have united around the shared goal of ending perceived Syrian
. interference in Lebanon. Despite persistent insecurity, the Lebanese economy continues to grow and diversify, with
Portralt a dynamic banking and financial sector. Hariri’s government is also occupied with challenging the political and
security threat of Hezbollah, backed by regional power Iran, both within Lebanon and in neighboring Syria. An influx
of refugees into Lebanon has strained inter-communal relations, fractious inter-religious ties, and put pressure on the
economy to provide sufficient employment for the population.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Weaken and disarm Hezbollah Political - Domestic legitimacy and political support from
Strengthen the hold of the Lebanese state regional and international powers

Strengthen the position of the country’s Sunni

communities.

Key representatives from the March 14 alliance have generally supported the Syrian rebellion, considering it a
Regional legitimate struggle against Assad’s oppression. The Future Movement is believed to have been subtly supporting the

Syrian rebels by transporting arms from the Gulf, mostly Saudi Arabia, to the Syrian rebels to overtake Assad regime
Strategy and cut the “Axis of Resistance” between Iran, Syria and Hezbollah.

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Former Prime Minister Saad Hariri, Former President Amine Gemayel Support Syrian Rebellion - Support the Syrian rebellion in an
attempt to oust President Assad and weaken Hezbollah’s regional
and domestic influence.

Oppose Nuclear Agreement - Oppose Iranian nuclear agreementand
the country’s attempt to strengthen its nuclear weapon capabilities.

Recent shifts between the two major coalitions appears to have settled along sectarian lines. Hezbollah-backed president, Aoun, was elected as president in Oct 2016 after few surprising
political moves that left March 14 coalition weaker than ever. Hariri’s initially nominated Frangieh, a nominal member of the opposing March 8 alliance in an attempt to encourage Hezbollah
Internal to switch its support toward Frangieh and in so doing weaken the alliance between Hezbollah and Aoun’s Free Patriotic Movement which forms the cornerstone of the March 8 coalition.
ConfliCtS However, this strategy failed because Hariri lost his key Christian ally, Samir Geagea (leader of the Lebanese Forces party), who considered the nomination of Frangieh as a betrayal.
Consequently, Geagea joined the Free Patriotic Movement within the March 8 coalition and supported Hezbollah’s candidate, Aoun. As a result, the three biggest parties of the March 14
alliance are now divided: The Lebanese Forces party was supporting Aoun, the Future Movement was supporting Frangieh, and the Kataeb Party was refusing to support either of them.
Believing that a Syrian-friendly president is better than no president at all, Hariri eventually succumbed to Hezbollah’s candidate and voted for Aoun.

Memberships Allies
ARAB LEAGUE, IAEA, OIC, UN SAUDI ARABIA, UNITED STATES

Partners
EUROPEAN UNION, QATAR, FRANCE

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents
LEBANON Hezbollah, IRAN, SYRIA Government, ISRAEL

External Sponsor

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
EUROPEAN UNION, FRANCE, GERMANY, JAPAN, KUWAIT, TURKEY, U.A.E., UNITED KINGDOM,
DI
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LEBANON HEZBOLLAH

Hezbollah (the “Party of God”) sees itself as the legitimate representative of the historically oppressed Shia community in Lebanon and the wider Middle

East. Its narrative is woven around the notion of resistance against oppression and injustice. Since inception, the party has looked to Iran for its religious and

ideological leadership, financial and military support. Hezbollah’s identity has also been defined by its opposition to Israel. It emerged in the backdrop of the

Pa rty 1982 Israeli invasion of Southern Lebanon. The 2000 Israeli withdrawal of forces from Southern Lebanon was portrayed as the triumph of the Hezbollah-led

resistance movement and further boosted support for the party and its charismatic leader, Nasrallah, within and outside Lebanon. Hezbollah has used the

PO rtra it on-going threat of Israeli aggression in its political narrative, thereby justifying being the only political group to retain military capabilities post the end of

the civil war. Hezbollah’s traditional conflict narratives adapted in light of its direct intervention in the Syrian conflict. Albeit Nasrallah’s speeches in relation

to the Syrian civil war paint the “US-Israeli axis” as “occupying forces” dividing the region, they have also emphasized the sectarian nature of the conflict

by highlighting the destruction of religious shrines in Syria. The threat to Shia and Christian minority populations from Sunni jihadists forms the ideological
basis of Hezbollah’s fight against ISIS.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Retain legitimacy as the representative of the historically oppressed Shia communities across the Political - The Lebanese government formed by Saad Hariri in December 2016 is dominated

Middle East and conversely, contain the dominance of Sunni political and armed groups. by pro-Hezbollah factions that control two-thirds of the cabinet.

t}n:ermme Israel’s military and political power in the region; deter Israel’s military advances into Military - Hezbollah’s military arm, the Islamic Resistance, has military capabilities that are
ebanon. B N f A

Enhance the power of the Iran-Syria-Hezbollah axis which in turn will guarantee uninterrupted arms compar?ble it @ AmEEhU-STEGE| Skl _army ar?d sgperlor © _that Ofthe LemEsss ATy

supply through Syria and Syrian territory serving as military bases for Hezbollah (including storage Convening Powers - Hezbollah exerts ideological influence in the Middle East. In the past

of military stockpiles). (e.g. 2006 war against Israel), it has formed a symbol of pan-Arab resistance to Israel. It also

Increase Hezbollah’s share of political power, influence and representation within Lebanon’s domestic serves as a “bullets plus ballots” model for other militant organizations such as Hamas.

politics.

Hezbollah’s regional strategy involves signaling its willingness and preparedness to respond to Israeli aggression with an escalation to war; build military

Re ion al capabilities to deter Israeli military advances and fight wars in the event of perceived aggression. It also seeks to strengthen regional resistance to Israel by

g supporting groups such as Hamas. Hezbollah also seeks to provide direct military support to the Assad regime in Syria in order to strengthen the Iran-Syria-

Strategy Hezbollah axis, which would have been at great risk if a non-Assad regime came into power in Syria. Preservation of a sympathetic Syrian regime also ensures
uninterrupted routes for arms supply and access to Syrian territory that can serve as military bases and arsenal for Hezbollah.

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Hassan Nasrallah, Hezbollah Secretary General Syrian Military Support - Extend direct military support to Assad
regime in Syria
Strengthen Axis - Strengthen the Iran - Syria - Hezbollah axis
Fight Sunni jihadist groups in Syria

Internal Hezbollah leads the March 8 alliance of political parties and groups that stand in opposition to the Sunni-led March 14 coalition in
Conflicts Lebanon.

Memberships Allies

Partners
PALESTINE Hamas, SYRIA Government PALESTINE Fatah

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents
ISRAEL, ISIS, SYRIA Other Opposition Groups, QATAR, SAUDI ARABIA, UNITED STATES, GCC

External Sponsor

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
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LIBYA GOVERNMENT OF NATIONAL ACCORD

Libya’s Government of National Accord (GNA) is the executive branch of the interim government for Libya established
by the December 2015 Libyan Political Agreement. The GNA - and the agreement that led to its foundation - has
been endorsed unanimously by the UN Security Council, offering recognition of the GNA as the sole legitimate
Pa rty government of Libya. However, internal divisions between the GNA and the supposed legislative branch - the House of
PO rtra It Representatives (HoR) - is a major obstacle to the effective functioning of the Libyan state. These institutions compete
for recognition and authority, with the political representation of the GNA a major grievance for the HoR. The GNA,
composed of 17 ministers and Prime Minister, is based in Tripoli - but had previously convened in neighboring Tunisia
while the Political Agreement was being formulated.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Consolidate legitimacy by building support within the Military - neutralize Islamist actors and terror groups that
HoR are a source of consternation for various Middle Eastern and

Secure national consensus on the role and powers of the Western actors.
GNA Natural resources - Libya possesses vast quantities of oil,

Address the country’s economic, security and with export levels well below pre-war levels.
infrastructure issues

Regiona[ Due to the nature of Libya as a failed state, it has no explicit regional strategy - and has limited capacity for regional
projection of power.

Strategy

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Prime Minister Fayez al-Sarraj, Deputy PM Ahmed Maiteeq, Deputy Limited potential for negotiation moves on a regional basis, given
PM Musa al-Koni domestic focus on political conflict.

Internal Significant conflict between the GNA’s leadership and the HoR, with former Prime Minister of the GNC Khalifa al-Ghawil, and with Field
Conflicts Marshal Khalifa Haftar and the Libyan National Army (LNA).

Memberships Allies
AU, IAEA, OIC, OPEC, UN QATAR, UNITED KINGDOM, UNITED NATIONS, UNITED STATES, FRANCE

Partners
ALGERIA, TUNISIA, UAE LIBYA House of Representatives

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents

External Sponsor

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
EUROPEAN UNION, UNITED KINGDOM, UNITED STATES, TURKEY, FRANCE, JAPAN, UAE
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LIBYA HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

The House of Representatives (HoR) is Libya’s legislature body, responsible for passing legislation and representing the Libyan
population. Yet the HoR ignored the November 2014 Supreme Constitutional Court that it should be dissolved while it was surrounded
Pa rty by armed militias, and opposed the later establishment of a rival parliament known as the General National Congress (GNC). The HoR

. fiercely contests the political representation of the GNA, feeling that its members and parties are not represented. The HoR relocated
PO rtra |t from the capital, Tripoli, to the provincial city of Tobruk in the far east of Libya. It has consistently voted not to endorse the GNA as a
result of this sentiment, despite the efforts of the UN political mission to use its good offices to foster improved ties between the GNA
and HoR. The HoR maintains a strong relationship with Khalifa Haftar, head of the HoR-aligned Libyan National Army (LNA).

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Secure international recognition Military - LNA and Marshal Haftar’s popular support and
Secure power within the executive branch military capacity to engage ISIS.

Increase economic and management capacities of the Political - distancing from political Islam enables
HoR’s Central Brank relationship-building with external actors concerned about
Increase military capacity and security advances of spread of such parties in the region.

Marshal Haftar’s forces

Regional The HoR has cultivated regional alliances with the likes of France and Russia, developing a particularly strong alliance
g
Strategy with the Egyptian Government, which opposes the strengthening of Islamist parties in Libya.

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Chairman Aguila Saleh Issa, LNA Marshal Khalifa Haftar Engage ISIS in intensified military campaign

Internal Competition between HoR to secure leadership roles of Chairman and Vice Chairs in particular, as well as contestations over public
Conflicts legitimacy given limited turnout in 2014 vote to elect HoR.

Memberships Allies
ARAB LEAGUE Russia

Partners
Algeria, United Kingdom, United States, France Libya - Government of National Accord

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents

External Sponsor
Egypt - Government, UAE

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
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MOROCCO POLISARIO FRONT

The Polisario Front is a military and political indigenous independence group in Western Sahara. The governing body

of the Polisario Front, the Saharan Arab Democratic Republic (SADR), is based in Algeria and controls further territory

in refugee camps surrounding the Algerian town of Tindouf. They have announced a sovereign claim to the entirety of

Pa l’ty Western Sahara, but presently control only 15%. Morocco has erected a 2,700 km sand wall to separate their portion

o of Western Sahara from the Polisario Front-held territory. Morocco alleges that the Polisario Front is backed by Algeria.
Portrait Aloeria dones this clu . e . ; i

geria denies this claim, but publicly supports Western Sahara’s right to self-determination. The question of Algeria’s

support or lack thereof has foiled peace processes in recent years, with Morocco refusing to participate unless Algeria

participates and acknowledges its alleged support of the Polisario Front.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Expel Morocco from Western Sahara Soft Power - The Polisario Front has the support of Algeria
Establish a Sahrawi state and some Spanish solidarity organizations
Receive sovereign recognition of Western Sahara as Polisario Political - The UN currently refuses to recognize either

territory . : . Morocco or SADR sovereignty over Western Sahara
Return safely the approximately 90,000 displaced Sahrawi

refugees. Most of these refugees reside in the Tindouf refugee
camp in Algeria.

Regional Expel Morocco from Western Sahara; maintain strong ties with Algeria; court recognition from all sovereign states. The
Polisario Front’s claim to Western Sahara is currently recognized by 45 countries.

Strategy

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Brahim Ghali (Secretary-Genera[ of the Polisario Front and president UN Talks - Reinitiate efforts to settle the sovereignty issue through a referendum via the
of SADR United Nations Mission for the Referendum in Western Sahara (MINURSO), with direct UN-

mediated talks between the Kingdom of Morocco and the Polisario Front.

Use Comparative Example - Capitalize on the use of the Western Sahara issue as a
comparative example for Israel’s refusal to grant Palestinians autonomy over the West
Bank. Highlight the potential momentum for recognition which could be sparked over the
settlement of this contextually similar situation

In 2004, an opposition group calling itself the Front Polisario Khat al-Shahid announced its separation from the main Polisario faction.
The group demands SADR reform and a return to hostilities with Morocco. However, the group has largely been sidelined due to the
Polisario’s refusal to engage with it, as well as its own internal fractures.

Internal
Conflicts

Memberships Allies
ALGERIA

Partners
LIBYA Government of National Accord, UNITED NATIONS, UNITED STATES

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents
MOROCCO Government

External Sponsor

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
ALGERIA




THE MENA NEGOTIATION REPORT

MOROCCO GOVERNMENT

Morocco is dominated by the institution of the monarchy (Makhzan). The Makhzan is the protector and
guarantor of Moroccan traditions, society, and state, and though it has ceded some powers to the elected
parliamentary government, it is able to exercise control over the members of this government through

Pa rty its dual religious and temporal leadership role and network of business and media interests. The Justice
Portrait and Development Party (PJD) has been in charge of the elected government since 2011. Public debates
about religion, the king, and the nature of the Moroccan state are generally off limits, though these
factors compose the center of political machinations.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Minimize or eliminate the threat of the Polisario Front. To that Geographic-Moroccois located at the entrance to the Mediterranean
end, either gain control over Polisario Front/SADR territory, or Sea. It therefore serves as a bridge to Europe for movement of goods
maintain the area as a neutral buffer zone. and people, and plays an important role in migration and trade deals.
Become a manufacturing and exporting hub between Europe Military - Morocco operates a robust intelligence bureau, which may
and sub-Saharan Africa. Increase sub-Saharan influence. be used against terrorist threats.

Counter growing ISIS recruitment and influence in Morocco. Political - Morocco also has a strong relationship with the West on
Establish or maintain good relations with neighbors and donor security issues and plays host to global summits, giving its diplomats
countries. access to world leaders.

. Morocco recently rejoined the African Union, indicating a desire to increase its influence in sub-Saharan Africa while
Reglonal declining to make progress on the Western Sahara issue. The country also seeks increased security and prosperity,
Strategy to raise its standing as a destination for international conferences and negotiations as well as building stronger trade

and economic ties across Africa, the Arab Gulf, and the West.

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Moroccan King Mohammed VI, Abdelilah Benkiran (President of the Seek reconciliation with Algeria on the status of Western Sahara
Government of Morocco and leader of the PJD), Aziz Akhannouch Combine intelligence forces with Algeria regarding terrorist threats
(Secretary General of the National Rally of Independents Party (RNI)),

Mohand Laenser (Secretary General of the Popular Movement (MP)),

Hamid Chabbat (Secretary General of the Istiglal Party’s (IP))

The monarchy (Makhzan) has near absolute leverage through its control of important government functionaries and royal prerogative guaranteed to it in the Moroccan Constitution, as
Internal well as its business and media interests. Although the Makhzan has ceded some power to the parliamentary government, overall it exercises strict control. As a result, political dissent is
Conﬂicts minimal. Nevertheless, the PJD is generally regarded as the cleanest and most effective political party among a political class struggling for authenticity and efficiency. It seeks increased
power through the development of a more representative political system.

Memberships Allies
ARAB LEAGUE, AU, IAEA, MEDITERRANEAN DIALOGUE, OIC, UN SAUDI ARABIA, UNITED STATES

Partners
EGYPT Government, EUROPEAN UNION, FRANCE, SUDAN, TUNISIA ALGERIA

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents
AQAP, ISIS, MOROCCO Polisario Front

External Sponsor

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
EUROPEAN UNION, SAUDI ARABIA, UNITED STATES
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NATO

NATO is a political-military alliance founded in 1949 to ensure the collective defense of its 28 trans-

Pa rty Atlantic member states. Since 9/11, Islamic extremism and threats originating in the Middle East and

Portrait

Key Interests

Stabilize the MENA region in order to eliminate long-
standing threat to NATO and its members
Minimize risk of jihadist terror threats to NATO states

North Africa (MENA) have become one of NATO’s and its member states’ primary concerns.

Sources of Leverage

Military - Hard power in the form of military strength, as was
seen in its 2011 intervention in Libya

Soft Power - Soft power though military exchanges, training
missions, collaboration and political support.

Since NATO’s intervention in Libya, many key actors have shied away from further pursuing interests in the region,

Regional

instead preferring a minimal containment strategy. For instance, NATO members’ involvement in Syria has been on an
individual, ad hoc basis rather than as part of a greater NATO MENA strategy. The bulk of NATO’s strategy in the region

Strategy consists of establishing dialogues with Gulf and Mediterranean states while also pursuing bilateral agreements with
individual states throughout region that focus on collaboration, communication, and mutual understanding.

Powerful Individuals

The United States is the most influential member of NATO. Other
key actors include France, Germany, the UK, and Turkey. The NATO
Secretary-General is Jens Stoltenberg.

Internal

Potential Negotiation Moves

Continue Engagement- Continue to pursue engagement with regional actors on shared
security interests

Broaden Engagement - Negotiate tailored bilateral deals with key regional actors such as
Saudi Arabia and Oman, or by seeking to expand participation in its multilateral forums
(Mediterranean Dialogue and Istanbul Cooperation Initiative). In addition, moving forward it
may seek to reach out to rivals and build ties with non-partner states.

Deepen Engagement - Offer itself as a “soft-security” provider of maritime engagement,
training, consultation, WMD monitoring and intelligence expertise to partners in the region.

There are several internal conflicts affecting NATO policies and strategy in MENA. NATO’s southernmost member, Turkey, and other countries affected by the refugee crisis - Greece, Germany,
and Italy - have urged NATO to focus on conflict and instability in MENA, while Eastern members have argued for NATO to reinforce its eastern flank against new Russian aggression. More

COnﬂlCtS broadly, recently the President of the United States has questioned the value of the alliance, and has sought greater budgetary commitments from other member states.

Memberships

Partners

Mediterranean Dialogue partners: ALGERIA, EGYPT Government, ISRAEL, JORDAN, MOROCCO Government, TUNISIA, MAURITANIA
Istanbul Cooperative Initiative partners: BAHRAIN, QATAR, KUWAIT, UAE; More limited partnership with SAUDI ARABIA and OMAN

Adversaries
RUSSIA (not in the MENA region, but this adversarial relationship impacts NATO’s
involvement in the region)

Aid Recipient

Allies

Active Armed Opponents

External Sponsor

Aid Donor
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Oman is a small Gulf nation of a little over 4 million people, but one with the potential to play a larger
regional role, including as a regional mediator. Sultan Qaboos Bin Said is one of the longest ruling

Pa rty monarchs in the world, having maintained power since 1970. In recent decades, it has embarked on
Portrait a reform agenda seeking to modernize and develop the country. Furthermore, Oman is also an oil-
dependent Gulf state, but its oil production is significantly smaller than its neighbors.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Furthering its own economic and social development, as Political - Oman’s continuous relationship with Iran has

well as diversify its economy in areas such as tourism. made it a valuable Gulf Arab ally for Western states who seek

Ensuring regime continuity, which to date has involved a mediator or intermediary to help resolve disputes or pursue

modest advances towards increasing popular decision shared interests with Iran.

making. However, critically the regime seeks to stifle Western partnerships - It’s friendly relationships with United

political opposition and the threat of terrorism. Kingdom and the United States make Oman a discreet, yet
reliable partner in a volatile region.

Regiona[ Oman has historically sought to play the role of regional mediator. Its regional strategy is therefore to participate in
Strategy track-l diplomatic efforts and not intervene militarily in the region.

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Sultan Qaboos bin Said al Said, Deputy Prime Minister Fahd bin Broker rapprochement between West, Gulf and Iran - Given its unique role

Mahmoud al Said as a Gulf Arab state, and its partnership with both Western states and Iran, the
Sultanate could potentially be a broker or mediator in any regional discussions
with the United States, Iran, Saudi Arabia and other GCC countries. If tensions
increase between Gulf states, the United States and Iran, Oman could also help
mitigate the challenges and support conflict resolution.

Internal Though a formidable domestic political opposition does not exist at the moment, Oman did face some rising political discontent
Conflicts following the 2011 Arab Spring.

Memberships Allies
ARAB LEAGUE, GCC, IAEA, OIC, UN QATAR, BAHRAIN, KUWAIT

Partners
SAUDI ARABIA, UAE, UNITED STATES, UNITED KINGDOM, IRAN

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents

External Sponsor

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
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PALESTINE CIVIL SOCIETY

Comprised of NGOs and individuals without cohesive political leadership, Palestinian Civil Society is
largely dissatisfied with current Palestinian leadership and the negotiations process. These organizations
see themselves as developing Palestinian society internally as a means towards ending the occupation
and achieving Palestinian civil rights. Some estimates place the number of NGOs in Palestine at over
5,000, mainly funded by international donors and UN organizations. Critics claim that the main interests
of these groups are to maintain funding, rather than create change. While a few coalitions exist, there is
no unified leadership or coordination structure.

Party
Portrait

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Achieve peaceful Palestinian society that effectively incorporates citizen voices into
representative democratic government

Maintain thriving Palestinian economy with educational and employment
opportunities for all that allows freedom of movement and access to resources

End the occupation

Achieve recognition of Right of Return for Palestinian refugees, with some symbolic
return and/or reparations

Attain permanent status of East Jerusalem as Palestinian capital

For each individual actor: Maintain institutional power and funding

Soft Power - Palestinian Civil Society achieves moral and legal legitimacy for their cause
from UN Security Council Resolutions and the Geneva Convention. International solidarity
for victimhood, especially from Arab States and European countries, and moral leverage in
relation to Israeli actions within the West Bank also increase the soft power of Palestinian
civil society organizations. The presence of Palestinian refugee populations spread across
the Middle East and the world creates pressure on host governments.

Economic - Growing international support for boycott, divest, and sanctions movement
constitutes an economic threat over Israel. In addition, labor constitutes an economic
source of leverage, with sixteen percent of Palestinians living in the West Bank working in
Israel or in West Bank settlements.

Use grassroots activism to mobilize Palestinians around engagement in democratic processes, offer a “voice” to concerns of non-politicians, and affect
change within the Palestinian political sphere. Many of these organizations mobilize international support through messaging about the Palestinian
cause and raise international funds to sustain local work. According to a 2015 Palestinian Center for Policy and Survey Research poll, 85% of individuals
support the Boycott, Divest, and Sanctions movement. Many organizations, though not all, separate from ‘normalization’ (cooperation with Israel and Israeli
organizations) to show dissatisfaction with political and social trends in Israel.

Regional
Strategy

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Solidarity Network - Build cross-border Palestinian Solidarity Network with Palestinian
refugees around the world, heightening concerns for all host countries
Grassroots Networks - Build grassroots networks within Palestinian society to engage

Omar Barghouti (Founding member of Palestinian Committee for
the Academic and Cultural Boycott of Israel), Mustafa Barghouti (co-

founder of Palestine Monitor and Palestinian National Initiative),
Amjad Shawa (Director of Palestinian NGO Network in Gaza), Sami
Khader (Director of Maan Development Center, board member of
Palestine NGO Network)

politically, mobilize cohesive opposition, and increase independent civil society systems
through re-envisioning funding sources and development practices

iol pposition - To Israel and Palestinian leadership;
Mobilize possible mediation body - Comprised of European Union, Arab League, US, and

Russia

Organizations and individuals disagree as to best-case future solutions, levels of appropriate boycott or cooperation with Israel, and strategies of nonviolence
Internal vs. violence. Many perceive the negotiations process to serve Israel’s needs without true consideration of Palestinian interests, and disagree as to the
Conf[icts extent to which Palestinian leadership should attempt to negotiate with Israel. Many individuals and organizations are frustrated with what they see as
unrepresentative and elitist Palestinian leadership, with a majority believing that Abbas should step down. Palestinian support for a one-state and two-state
solution stood at 36% and 44% respectively, according to a 2017 EU-funded poll.

Memberships

Partners Rivals
EUROPEAN UNION, PALESTINE Fatah, HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, UNITED NATIONS EGYPT Government, JORDAN, LEBANON Government, PALESTINE Hamas, SAUDI ARABIA,
UNITED STATES

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents

ISRAEL

External Sponsor

Aid Donor

EUROPEAN UNION, HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS,
UNITED NATIONS, UNITED STATES

Aid Recipient
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PALESTINE FATAH

Founded by Yasser Arafat and other members of the Palestinian diaspora in 1959 and joining the PLO in

1967, Fatah currently leads the Palestinian Authority (PA) in the West Bank. Despite its initially violent

start, since 1988 Fatah has denounced terror as a strategy and been recognized as a legitimate political
Pa rty party by Israel and the US. The Palestinian Authority took control over Gaza and West Bank Areas A and

P : B following the 1993 Oslo Accords, though Hamas has controlled Gaza since 2007. Militant groups such
ortrait N . . A

as the al-Agsa Martyr’s Brigade conducted violent acts during the second intifada; these groups share

membership with Fatah, though Fatah does not officially recognize them.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Achieve a viable, stable, and independent Palestinian state with Political - Fatah receives recognition as Palestinian leadership and can
full sovereignty, recognition, and freedom of movement, with East leverage the perceived lack of other moderate political groups to threaten
Jerusalem as its capital more hard-line approaches if they are not in power. Political cooperation with
Maintain access and achieve full control over West Bank natural Israel is also a source of leverage for Fatah

resources and state finances Soft Power - Fatah appeals to moral and legal legitimacy from UN Security
Achieve return of Fatah-affiliated political prisoners and recognition of Council Resolutions and international humanitarian law

the Right of Return for Palestinian refugees, with some symbolic return Convening Power - Fatah may be able to convene talks between Israel, other
and/or reparations countries in the region, and a Palestinian unity government including Hamas
Maintain Fatah control over PA

Fatah recognizes Israel and coordinates with the Israeli government, including on security and border control in the West Bank. Fatah maintains a strategy of
Region a l working with Israel and the US on potential tradeoffs and issues that could comprise two-state solution. In addition, Fatah has gained political power through
appeals to the United Nations and other international bodies for recognition through observer status and for resolutions declaring the settlements and sieges
Strategy on Gaza illegal. Fatah also appeals to Western Countries for support for a negotiated settlement with Israel and financial support for Palestinians, and has at
times worked with Hamas representatives to create a unified Palestinian government as a way to move forward with peace talks.

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Mahmoud Abbas (President of PA, Fatah Party Leader), Rami Deal with Internal Conflicts - Address internal Palestinian conflicts between Hamas, Fatah,
Hamdallah (Palestinian Prime Minister), Yasser Abed Rabbo (former andotheripartiesitojcreatelunity govemment;

- Build Arab Support - Build support for the Arab Peace Initiative among Arab Nations and
PLO Secretary-General), Saeb Erakat (Member of Palestinian iaTEderEly

Parliament, negotiator and spokesperson), Hanan Ashrawi (Leader of Seek Recognition as a State - Seek recognition as a state from other states and as a full

Third Way Party & former legislator), Marwan Barghouti (imprisoned member in international fora;
Fatah member) Bu.lld Cross-border Palestinian Sol_ldarlty Network - with Palestinian refugees,
heightening concerns for all host countries

Internal There is an ideological and political divide between Fatah and Hamas and divisions within each about how much to coordinate with the other and with Israel. There are levels of perceived
. legitimacy of Fatah within Palestinian Civil Society, based on collaboration with Israel, poor governance, and perceived economic mismanagement. Divisions between older members (led
COnﬂlCtS by Abbas) and younger members (led by jailed activist Marwan Barghouti) center around corruption.

Memberships Allies
ARAB LEAGUE, OIC, UN (Non-Member Observer)

Partners HIELS

EUROPEAN UNION, FRANCE, HOLY SEE, HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, JORDAN, PALESTINE Civil Society, RUSSIA, EGYPT Government, ISRAEL, PALESTINE Hamas, LEBANON Hezbollah, LEBANON
SAUDI ARABIA, SOUTH SUDAN, SUDAN, TUNISIA, TURKEY, UNITED NATIONS, UNITED STATES Government, QATAR, SYRIA Government
) )

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents

External Sponsor

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
EUROPEAN UNION, INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS, KUWAIT, SAUDI ARABIA,
TURKEY, UNITED STATES
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PALESTINE HAMAS

Hamas is a fundamentalist Sunni political party with both a social service wing (Dawah) and a militant wing (Izz a-Din
al-Qassam Brigades). The group, founded after the first Intifada in 1987, seeks the complete liberation of Palestine,
and has been designated a terrorist group by Israel and the US. Hamas won the Palestinian elections in 2006, but
Pa rty did not take control due to sanctions by the Quartet. In 2007, Hamas took control over the Gaza Strip. Attempts for
. reconciliation between Fatah and Hamas have been made since 2006, but none have lasted. The group does not
Portralt formally recognize Israel or engage in negotiations, though it has informally and indirectly negotiated with Israeli
officials and recently softened anti-Israel language in its charter. The military wing of Hamas intermittently launches
rocket attacks from the Gaza Strip and Israel has launched several military campaigns into Gaza in the past ten years.
The Gaza Strip is currently in a state of humanitarian crisis.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Achieve Palestinian liberation in all of historic Palestine Political - UN Security Council Resolutions, both past and present, against Israeli actions in

Achi iti 4 i [ tati f Right of the West Bank and Gaza, connections to other Islamist groups and Diaspora Palestinians,
chieve recognition and Implementation o g o currently holds one Israeli citizen in prison and has the bodies of two Israeli soldiers

Return for Palestinian refugees Economic - Support from Qatar, Iran, Turkey, independent donors

Create Islamic governance over the West Bank and Gaza Soft Power - Hamas'’s refusal to recognize Israel and claim to Palestinian land is a source
of leverage in relation to its Palestinian constituents and Israel itself. The group’s claims

against Israel offer it moral legitimacy as a Palestinian representative group in some circles
and constitute a threat for the Israeli public

Military - The armed wing, 1zz a-Din al-Qassam Brigades, maintains guerilla military
operations (rocket launching) from the Gaza Strip

Hamas provides social services and employment to Palestinians in the Gaza strip to enable their control and garner
Regional support from constituents. To do so, the party maintains tunnels under the Gaza blockade to have continued access
to resources. The party refuses to recognize Israel or engage in negotiations and maintains strong deterrent actions
against Palestinians seen to be too close to ‘normalizing’ relations with Israel. Hamas also seeks to mobilize ideological
and economic support from political Islamists around the Arab World.

Strategy

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Yahya Sinwar (Leader Of Hamas as Of February 2017)’ Khaled Meshaal Coalition - Build coalition with other Islamist parties in the region;
Reconcile - With Fatah and create unity government;

(PreViOUS Leader Of Hamas), Ismail Haniyeh (Senior REINES Member) Increase social services wing - Garner Palestinian support;

Call for third intifada - A new concentrated movement of nonviolent resistance and violent opposition
against Israel;

Increase rocket launches - Against Israel or, alternatively, end all attacks to increase political legitimacy;
Revise Hamas charter - To garner international community support;

Denounce ties with Muslim Brotherhood - to Partner with Egypt and call for regional security agreement.

There is conflict within Hamas as to the levels of terrorism or negotiations to engage in, and the political and military wings have
had a divisive relationship due to this question. Hamas factions within Gaza, the West Bank, Israeli prisons, and the Diaspora all have
different views on what stance to take in relation to Israel.

Internal
Conflicts

Memberships Allies

Partners IELS
EGYPT Muslim Brotherhood, HOLY SEE, IRAN, LEBANON Hezbollah, QATAR, TURKEY EGYPT Government, EUROPEAN UNION, HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, ISIS, JORDAN, PALESTINE
Civil Society, PALESTINE Fatah, RUSSIA, SAUDI ARABIA, UNITED ARAB EMIRATES,

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents
ISRAEL, UNITED STATES

External Sponsor

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
Individuals and organizations in QATAR, SAUDI ARABIA, IRAN, and SYRIA Government, and
HUMANITARIAN ACTORS
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Party
Portrait

Key Interests

Be viewed as a powerful state in the region, a player
on the international scene, and an ally of the West. To
this end, it has increasingly been involved, to varying
degrees, in conflicts across the region.

Be perceived as a power broker in the Middle East, and
particularly to supplant Saudi Arabian influence in the
region.

Qatar is a country of 1.9 million people, of which only one-eighth are Qatari citizens. Despite its relatively
small size, though, it is the world’s leading exporter of liquefied natural gas and the richest in terms of
GDP per capita. Like its Gulf neighbors it is a monarchy, and has been ruled since the 19th century by the
Al-Thani family. Qatar is most concerned with maintaining its security and stability, particularly given the
volatility of the region. It has sought to create a more proactive role as a mediating power in the Middle
East and North Africa, leveraging its significant economic strength as well as its soft power.

Sources of Leverage

Political - It has allied itself with the West and specifically the United States,
serving as a mediator in certain situations, and housing the US Central
Command forward headquarters.

Economic - Its economic power allows Qatar to exert significant political
influence across the region, either through aid or military support.

Soft Power - Al-Jazeera is a government-backed news outlet based in Doha
and is considered the Arab world’s most influential media organization, with a
huge following in Arab communities.

Though it has played a mediating role in various conflicts, it has also gone beyond this in terms of funding or providing

Regional
Strategy

influence as possible in regional affairs.

Powerful Individuals

Emir: Sheikh Tamim bin Hamad al-Thani; Designated Successor: Abdullah bin
Hamad bin Khalifa al-Thani (the current Emir’s half-brother); Prime Minister
and Minister of the Ministry of Interior: Abdallah bin Nasir bin Khalifa al-Thani;
Former Emir: Sheikh Hamad bin Khalifa al-Thani (Tamim bin Hamad’s father);
Mother of Emir: Sheikha Mozah bint Nasser al-Missned; Director General of Al-
Jazeera: Dr. Mostefa Souag

Internal

weapons to groups. Moreover, it often deviates from the GCC “party line”, choosing instead to establish an independent
foreign policy. Ultimately, Qatar seeks to establish relations with a wide array of actors in an effort to exert as much

Potential Negotiation Moves

Regional power broker - Qatar can act as a mediator in key conflicts
across the region, must notably in Syria and Yemen.

Increase support to Syrian opposition groups - Alternatively,
Qatar may also wish to play a more active role in the Syrian conflict,
increasing financial and armed support to rebel groups.

Qatar is mostly ethnically and religiously homogenous and has not suffered through some of the ethnic or sectarian struggles that have burdened so many countries in the region. It is one

of the wealthiest rentier states, and though political freedoms are limited, there have not been any significant disputes between citizens and the state. However, with migrants representing

Conflicts

Memberships
ARAB LEAGUE, GCC, IAEA, ISTANBUL COOPERATION INITIATIVE, OIC, OPEC, UN

Partners
PALESTINE Hamas, EGYPT Muslim Brotherhood, IRAN, TURKEY, UNITED STATES, UNITED
KINGDOM

Adversaries
SYRIA Government

SYRIA Other Opposition Groups

Aid Recipient
PALESTINE Fatah, PALESTINE Hamas, YEMEN Government

a majority of the population, the government has faced increased international pressure to provide greater labor rights to these groups.

Allies

HIELS
SAUDI ARABIA, BAHRAIN, UAE, EGYPT Government

Active Armed Opponents

External Sponsor

Aid Donor
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RUSSIA

Russia’s engagement in the Middle East has deep historic roots. For more than two hundred years the primary goal of Russia’s foreign
policy was to drive the Ottoman Empire out from the Balkans and Back Sea region. Persia was divided into the Russian and British
zones of influence. Russia’s entry into the World War One was mainly motivated by its claims for Constantinople and the Turkish Straits
of Bosphorus and Dardanelles. The USSR continued active involvement in the political developments of the Middle East, soon leading
to tense contention with the United States. Today, Moscow’s official position is the continued premise of Russia’s exclusively important
role in regulating the Middle Eastern conflicts. Moscow is engaged in a variety of interaction around the Arab-Israeli conflict. As a
permanent UN Security Council and Middle East Quartet member, Russia is insisting on the inclusive and collegial nature of its policy
in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Moscow supported Assad in the wake of the Arab Spring, but the formal rationale behind Russia’s
military presence in Syria is fighting terrorists. In December 2016, Russia announced that the peace agreement in Syria had been
reached through the help of the Russia-Turkey-Iran trio of mediators.

Party
Portrait

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Restrain/block Islamic extremism as a matter of national security

Stop revolutionary changes of regimes (primarily those where Moscow sees the
influence of outside powers)

Secure limited military presence in ME

Expand presence in the local markets of weaponry, nuclear energy, oil and gas, good,
etc.

Obtain a degree of control over world oil prices

Attract foreign investments in Russia

Restore international reputation

Political - Consolidated political elite and centralized power; deep penetration
of the Russian state and private companies in the economies of the Middle East;
Soft Power- Public and cultural diplomacy; reputation (especially after the
success of the Syrian peace process initiation)

Military - Hard power (military and intelligence)

Convening Power - UNSC permanent membership

Energy - Oil and gas

Russia is involved in fighting terrorists through a variety of levers - from space intelligence through cultural diplomacy,
- to prevent the infiltration of extremism in Russia and neighboring CIS republics. Supports secular regimes,
particularly Assad’s government. Holds open and secret negotiations of bilateral and multilateral format, leaving
room for potential negotiation.

Regional
Strategy

Powerful Individuals

Vladimir Putin (President), Sergey Lavrov (Minister of Foreign Affairs), Sergey Shoygu
(Minister of Defense of the Russian Federation since 2012), Mikhail Bogdanov (Special
Representative of the President for the Middle East and Africa), Valery Gerasimov (Chief of
the General Staff of the Armed Forces and Deputy Defense Minister), Igor Konashenkov (Head
of Department of Information of the Ministry of Defense), and Anatoliy Antonov (the Deputy
Foreign Minister supervising the questions of politic-military realm and nuclear weapons).

Internal
Conflicts

Memberships
CIS, IAEA, OIC (Observer), OSCE, Quartet on the Middle East, UN (Security Council)

Partners

TURKEY, PALESTINE Fatah, ISRAEL, IRAQ State of Law Coalition, JORDAN, QATAR, UAE, SAUDI ARABIA, EGYPT
Government, BAHRAIN, JAPAN, HOLY SEE, EGYPT Government, PALESTINE Hamas

Adversaries

Proxy
SYRIA Government, IRAQ State of Law Coalition, KURDS of Syria

Aid Recipient
PALESTINE Fatah, JORDAN, LEBANON, SOUTH SUDAN, SUDAN

Potential Negotiation Moves

Mediation - Engage more parties into the initially trilateral mediation alliance for the Syrian
peace process (like Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Qatar, Iraq, and Jordan)

US - Russia Relations - Test the waters with Trump administration to potentially ‘reset’ the
relations with the U.S.

Syria - Advocate for an internal separation of Syria with an eventual formation of a
federative form of government with the precedence of Alawites

Islamic extremists operating in the territory of Russia (mainly North Caucasus and Volga region).

Allies
SYRIA Government, IRAN, Palestine Fatah, ARAB LEAGUE, LIBYA House of Representatives,
YEMEN Houthis, KURDS of Syria

IELS
UNITED STATES, EUROPEAN UNION, CHINA, HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, UNITED KINGDOM,
GERMANY, INDIA

Active Armed Opponents
ISIS, SYRIA Jabhat Fatah a-Sham, SYRIA Other Opposition Groups

External Sponsor

Aid Donor
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SAUDI ARABIA

Saudi Arabia has consistently presented itself as a regional leader of the Arab world in the Middle East.
It derives this identity narrative from its control over the cities of Mekkah and Al-Madina, while also
legitimizing its influence through its vast economy fueled by oil revenues. It’s Islamic/Arab leadership
Party narrative has propelled the nation to serve a proactive and regional coordinative role in regional
Portrait conflicts, especially in the Arab-Israeli conflict. The threat perception that has tended to capture the
Saudi conflict narrative has shifted from a focus on the Palestine-Israeli conflict to a concern with Iranian
political ascendency in the region, and its impact on Saudi’s domestic politics and regional role.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Maintaining the economic and political stability of the country, Religion - Saudi Arabia is home to the two holiest cities of Islam, providing the
particularly given the number of domestic terror attacks by Al- Al-Saud family with both domestic and regional legitimacy.

Qaeda and Islamic State affiliated individuals/groups that have Natural Resources - Revenue from oil exports allows the nation to create
been reported over the years a loyal citizenry through an expansive welfare based social contract. Its

. . . " . . economic strength provides an important tool to foster partnerships across
Ensuring a powerful role in Middle Eastern political decision gt p P P P

i h . ish L. X the region and globally.
ORI pro.cgsses.T S natllon UK es_tc_) maintaimiitsplominence Political - The Saudi government has relied heavily on its relationship with the
as the political, economic and religious powerhouse of the

. ) United States, which has primarily revolved around shared interests regarding
region, which has been challenged by Iran. regional security, oil and defense cooperation.

Continue to leverage its economic might through “checkbook diplomacy”, whereby it provides financial incentives
Regional and aid packages to regional political actors in order to form a network of support across the Middle East and North
Strategy Africa. Funds rebel/opposition groups in Syria against Bashar Al-Assad. Quell the Houthi rebellion in Yemen and
counter threats that may emanate from, or are supported by, Iran.

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

King Salman bin Abdulaziz, Crown Prince Muhammed bin Nayef, Broker Agreement - Seek to play a key role in brokering agreements to cease
Deputy Crown Prince Mohammed bin Salman hostilities in Syria or Yemen
Strengthen Western Relationship - Strengthen relationship with the US
around shared interests in the region, particularly the threat of increased
Iranian influence
Work with Israel - Build strategic partnership with Israel with regards to
intelligence sharing and containment of Iran

There are contestations for influence with the royal family between the Saudi civil service, religious establishment and the military establishment. Among the
Internal o . : S . Lo P

. ruling elite, the quest for royal succession between the princes and their factions primarily plays out in the form of tribal rivalries, but also manifests itself on
Conflicts the lines of ideological variances or differences in constituencies and support structures of princes.

Memberships Allies
ARAB LEAGUE, GCC, IAEA, OIC, OPEC, UN BAHRAIN, OMAN, KUWAIT, UAE, UNITED STATES, YEMEN Government

Partners
IRAQ State of Law Coalition, TURKEY, EGYPT Government IRAN, QATAR

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents
LEBANON Hezbollah, SYRIA Government, EGYPT Muslim Brotherhood YEMEN Houthis, ISIS, AQAP

External Sponsor
SYRIA Other Opposition Groups

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
EGYPT Government, PALESTINE Fatah, YEMEN Government
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SOMALIA AL-SHABAAB

.Al-Shabaab is one of the most potent armed groups and terrorist organizations in the Horn of Africa,
with an estimated 9,000 combatants (including foreign nationals) fighting largely within the territory
of Somalia. The target of counterinsurgency operations led by the United Nations, African Union and

Pa rty Federal Government of Somalia, al-Shabaab continues to pose a significant threat to regional security.
Portrait Al-Shabaab has fought to secure territory within Somalia and to expand and deepen its ties with Al-
Qaeda. Evidence suggests that weapons from both Iran and Yemen have found their way to the hands of
Al-Shabaab fighters within Somalia. Many of Al-Shaabab’s combatants are reportedly focused on local
grievancess, rather than waging global jihad against the “enemies of Islam.”

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Increasing financial and military capacities; Military - Threat of terrorist attack throughout the Horn of
Controlling territory in Somalia; Africa and large swathes of East Africa.

Acts of terror against countries / nationals of countries

deploying troops to peace operations in Somalia

Al-Shabaab has sought to cultivate partnerships with state and non-state entities that have the potential to provide
Regiona[ military and financial support for its operations. While Somalia has aligned itself with Saudi Arabia, Al-Shabaab is
Strategy alleged to have pursued ties with Tehran. And with civil war waging in Yemen, Al-Shabaab has profited from increased
small arms proliferation just across the Gulf of Aden. Al-Shabaab prioritizes ties with Al-Qaeda.

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Ahmed Omar assumed the self-appointed role of “Emir” of Al- Potential to threaten terrorist attacks not only against Western and
Shabaab in September 2014, following the death of his predecessor African targets within Somalia, but potentially also in neighboring
Ahmed Abdi Godane in a US airstrike that same month. states such as Eritrea and Djibouti. Al-Shabaab may also seek

partnerships with ISIS, and to develop more overt partnerships with

countries including Iran.

Al-Shabaab has countless internal factions and divisions, with many disputing the extent to which it represents a single unitary actor.
Internal ; " . i . . : . - . R
Confli Each regional unit’s recruits are likely driven by highly localized grievances, undermining the extent to which a single jihadist ideology
onflicts can motivate the entire organization.

Memberships Allies

Partners

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents

FRANCE, RUSSIA, CHINA, INDIA, JAPAN, YEMEN Government, SAUDI ARABIA, UNITED STATES, SOMALIA - GOVERNMENT, UNITED NATIONS
UNITED KINGDOM

External Sponsor

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
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SOMALIA GOVERNMENT

Somalia has been mired in internal conflict for more than 15 years, with limited central government
controlin that time. Free and fair elections in early 2017 and a peaceful transition of power are a positive
sign. But the continued threat of Al-Shabab and frequent terror attacks in the capital, Mogadishu, suggest
Pa rty the country will continue to face significant challenges in the future. Somalia’s government is dependent
Portrait on external partners such as the African Union, Kenya and the UN to maintain internal security, and has
formed productive alliances with Egypt, Qatar and Saudi Arabia. It has a hostile relationship with Iran.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Provide domestic security and neutralize al-Shabab Political - Somalia remains a major source of migrants and
Build the capacity of its armed forces, leveraging refugees to Europe and Middle Eastern countries such as
overseas military assistance Saudi Arabia and Yemen

Build and strengthen the economy and reduce

vulnerability to famine

Regi l Somalia has sought to capitalize upon Saudi Arabia - Iran rivalry in Africa by partnering with Riyadh in exchange for
€giona military and economic assistance. Mogadishu has cut off ties with Tehran in order to consolidate its status as a firm
Strategy Sunni ally, accusing Iran of support for Islamic groups in Somalia such as al-Shabab.

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

President Mohamed Adbullahi Mohamed; Prime Minister Omar Limited options for negotiation moves beyond its own borders, given

Abdirad Ali Sharmarke restricted economic, military and geopolitical capacity. Somalia is
largely focused on neutralizing the threat posed by al-Shabab and, to
a lesser degree, by international piracy in the Gulf of Aden.

Internal Al Shabab continue to pose a major threat to the security of Somali citizens, government assets and resources in Mogadishu and
Conflicts beyond, and to critical infrastructure. Somali “pirates” have the potential to disrupt trade through the Gulf of Aden.

Memberships Allies
ARAB LEAGUE, AU, OIC, UN DJIBOUTI, EGYPT Government, QATAR, SAUDI ARABIA

Partners
EUROPEAN UNION, JAPAN, UAE, UNITED STATES, TURKEY, CHINA

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents
ERITREA, IRAN SOMALIA Al-Shabaab

External Sponsor

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
UNITED STATES, EUROPEAN UNION, TURKEY, JAPAN, CHINA, FRANCE, UNITED KINGDON,
RUSSIA, KUWAIT, UAE
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SOUTH SUDAN

South Sudan’s regional perspective differs from Sudan’s due to its non-Muslim political regime. South Sudan has a very weak economic, social and strategic
position in the region. South Sudan declared independence from Sudan in 2011. Thus far, South Sudanese statehood has been characterized by instability,
violence, and humanitarian need. The civil war between the government of Salva Kiir and opposition forces has displaced 3.6 million citizens as IDPs and
refugees. The violence has also resulted in a humanitarian crisis, as 4.8 million are threatened with extreme hunger, and famine has begun to affect certain
areas. Due to the severity of the violence, farmers in the agricultural-based society are largely unable to plant crops. Widespread attacks on aid workers and
convoys make it difficult to reach vulnerable populations. The conflict has claimed tens of thousands of lives, but the presence of a UN intervention of 15,000
troops has frequently drawn the ire of the president, who desires to avoid Western influence in the country.

For the past two years, the UN has fallen below its funding goals for South Sudan. In 2015, the UN only met 62 % of its $1.6 billion goal for the 4.6 million
people affected. For 2016, only 88% of the more modest goal of $1.29 billion was funded. The resulting gap in resources leaves vulnerable populations in
South Sudan more susceptible to starvation and disease.

Party
Portrait

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Strengthen the economy by making strong ties with major regional
countries that are financially sound, such as Israel, which supports South
Sudan with ammunition and financial aid.

Resolve internal political problems with minimal assistance from outside
actors like the UN, whom the South Sudanese government views with

Energy - South Sudan is oil rich
Natural resources - South Sudan shares many of the same
resources as Sudan, such as mineral resources

suspicion.

Since independence, South Sudan has been plagued by severe political strife resulting in civil war, widespread drought and hunger. The government has
failed to control the various insurgent groups, and has a contentious relationship with neighboring Sudan. South Sudan also faces the threat of infiltration by
terrorist groups such as ISIS and al-Qaeda. Therefore, South Sudan’s regional strategy is to counter terrorism by securing its borders and collaborating with
its neighbors on military and intelligence strategy. South Sudan also desires to fix its internal fractures, bring home refugees from surrounding areas, and
develop its natural resource extraction to bring profit to the failing economy.

Regional
Strategy

Powerful Individuals

Salva Kiir (chairman of the Sudan People’s Liberation movement, SPLM, and
commander in chief of the armed forces), Pagan Amum Okech (senior leader
in the military and active political wing of the Sudan People’s Liberation Army,
SPLA), Dr Riek Machar Teny (senior member of the SPLA and leader of SPLM/A
rival faction), James Wani Igga (National Assembly Speaker and current SPLM
vice chairman), Dr Lam Akol (senior member of SPLA)

Potential Negotiation Moves

Convince China to mediate internal disputes - With India and Malaysia, China is one of
South Sudan’s three major oil investors; however, conflict threatens China’s investments in
both South Sudan and Sudan. China has the necessary leverage, resources, and interest to
attract parties to the table.

Appeal to neighboring states for assistance in ending the conflict - Sudan, Ethiopia, and
Uganda have an interest in ending the conflict as their borders have been besieged with
South Sudanese refugees.

Internal After gaining independence from Sudan, South Sudan has fallen into a civil war between the government of Kiir and its opposition. In

Conflicts

Memberships

Partners
CHINA, EUROPEAN UNION, HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, INDIA, ISRAEL, PALESTINE Fatah,
UNITED KINGDOM, UNITED STATES

Adversaries

Aid Recipient

addition, internal conflict by internally displaced people has been a cause for concern for the government and public alike.

Allies
EGYPT Government, INDIA

IELS
HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, IRAN, LIBYA Government of National Accord, SAUDI ARABIA, SUDAN

Active Armed Opponents

External Sponsor

Aid Donor
AU, EUROPEAN UNION, ISRAEL, UNITED STATES, UNITED NATIONS
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Sudan’s Arabic and Muslim identity has a palpable effect on the country’s foreign relations, and its desire to maintain strong ties with
its neighboring countries in the region. In particular, Sudan’s shattered economy leads it to seek close and cordial relations with other
Arabic and predominantly Muslim neighbors rich in natural resources and economy, like Egypt and Saudi Arabia. Sudan sees Middle
Pa rty Eastern problems as its own. As such, the country tries to take a fully-fledged role in Middle Eastern conflicts. Sudan sees the Middle
PO rtra it East as a source of power, derived from a common Arabic and Muslim identity. However, Sudan’s main motivation is to develop strong
ties with Arabic countries, regardless of their stance on different issues. Sudan desires to maintain positive relations with such diverse
allies as Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and now Israel. In contrast, South Sudan has a different stance owing to a non-Muslim regime in the
country.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Combat terrorism, particularly from the threat of al- Energy - Sudan s oil rich
Qaeda and ISIS Natural Resources - Sudan possesses abundant natural resources, including

. . oil, water, arable land, and mineral resources.

Secure its borders fro_m the South Sudanese conflict _ Soft Power - Sudan received global news coverage regardingits afflicted Darfur
Support self-determination of rebel groups against region, which brought increased attention and financial and humanitarian aid.
corrupt governments Technology - Sudan has 1/3 of Sudan/South Sudan’s combined oil resources,

Sustain strong ties with Middle East allies and partners, but Sudan retains the infrastructure needed to export the oil
and obtain financial aid

Sudan is interested in supporting Arabic and predominantly Muslim countries. Additionally, Sudan has adopted strategies against ISIS
Regional and al-Qaeda, opposing the operations of these non-state actors by securing Sudan’s boundaries. Sudan opposes the hegemony of
non-Muslim states like Israel and Shiite states like Iran and Iraq in order to maintain Sunni hegemony in the Middle East. However, to
Strategy support self-determination in Arab Spring countries, Sudan intends to continue supplying rebels such as those in Libya and Yemen with
aid, including weapons and military assistance.

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

. 5 . . _ Offer to host dialogues with South Sudanese rebel leaders - South Sudan’s rebel
Omar al-Bashir (Pre5|dent), Bakri Hassan Saleh (Prlme MmISter)’ groups have struggled to articulate their demands and purpose. Sudan’s leaders could
Hassabu Mohamed Abdelrahman (Second Vice President) initiate conversations with the rebel leaders, could lead to a comprehensive overall peace
agreement.

Convince China to intervene in South Sudan - Chinese investments in Sudanese oil
refineries and a planned nuclear reactor are threatened by instability in South Sudan. China
has the necessary leverage, resources, and interest to attract parties to the table. May cause
tension with the United States. The South Sudanese civil war has been rife with human
rights abuses.

Internal Sudan is largely recognized to be an authoritarian state devoid of free and fair elections. In the 2010 presidential elections, the
Conflicts candidate from the main opposition party withdrew from the race, and pro-democracy activists reported government intimidation.

Memberships Allies
ARAB LEAGUE, AU, IAEA, OIC, UN EGYPT Government, INDIA

Partners HIELS
EUROPEAN UNION, HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, PALESTINE Fatah, SAUDI ARABIA IRAN, ISRAEL, LIBYA Government of National Accord, UNITED STATES

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents
SOUTH SUDAN

External Sponsor

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
AU, EUROPEAN UNION, OIC, SAUDI ARABIA, UNITED NATIONS, UNITED STATES
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SYRIA GOVERNMENT

Since its ascent to power in 1963, the ruling Ba’ath Party has sought to forge a national identity based on a Syrian nationalism that,
while incorporating elements of pan-Arab ideology, is rooted in the invocation of a specifically Syrian heritage. The government has
simultaneously marshalled the Syrian region’s Arab-Islamic, pre-Islamic, and post-Ottoman past to craft this identity. Despite the
regime’s desire for an ideologically-unified state, much of the population has not fully accepted the identity propagated by state
officials. In particular, many Syrian Sunnis—the country’s religious majority—view the government as a vehicle for the interests and
aspirations of Alawites and other religious minorities at their own expense. The Syrian military, which is predominantly staffed in its
upper levels by Alawites, has remained fiercely loyal to the regime. This religious divide has contributed to the increasingly sectarian
nature of the civil war. The Syrian government, headed by President Bashar al-Assad, controls large sections of central and western
Syria—but seeks to assert sovereignty over all of Syria’s pre-conflict territory.

Party
Portrait

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Reassert government sovereignty over as much of its pre-war
territory as possible

Maintain full Syrian territory with no rival groups wielding
political or territorial authority within Syrian borders

Ensure that Sunni groups do not usurp power and thus pose a
risk to the safety and prosperity of Alawites and other religious
minorities

Soft Power- Increasing prominence of hard-line Islamist groups in the Syrian
opposition means the regime can claim to be a necessary bulwark against
jihadi terrorism. International powers, particularly in the west, will be less
willing to seek the removal of Assad from power.

Military - Has support from Russia and Iran, which greatly enhances military
capabilities, also constrains military and political choices.

Geography - The government coalition currently controls most strategically-
important areas of Syria, including the major cities, which places it in a strong
bargaining position.

Maintain military action in an ongoing, large-scale, civil conflict with a range of groups to regain control of Syria. Align
with Russia, invite it to deploy its military within the country in service of the regime’s goals, and build coalition with
Iran, Hezbollah, other non-Syrian Shi’ite volunteers to increase military power. Engages in military operations despite
internationally-agreed ceasefire agreements, expresses willingness to engage with opposition armed groups in
(indirect) bilateral and potentially even multilateral negotiations, with the precondition that Assad remain in power.

Regional
Strategy

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Negotiate - Engage in political negotiations on the condition that the process preserves its
control over the country. More likely to engage in talks when it is in a position of military
pre-eminence on the ground in Syria; views negotiations as a way of cementing its territorial
gains. Itis possible that Assad may be forced to make greater concessions in negotiations if
losing militarily.

Gain American Support - Seek to gain the tacit support of America by emphasizing anti-ISIS
focus, thus buttressing the government against international pressure

President Bashar al-Assad (President, son of Hafez al-Assad,
the former long-time President), Iranian Major General Qassem
Soleimani (commander of the Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps’
elite Quds Force)

Government presents itself as the legitimate, sovereign authority, assailed by an opposition backed by foreign forces. However, Assad regime increasingly presents itself in sectarian terms
as protector of Alawites. Forces comprise military largely controlled by Alawite officers, Shi’ite auxiliaries from Iran, Hezbollah and other countries and groups. These groups are vital to

Internal
Conflicts

their military capacity. Syrian armed forces, whose commanders are bound to the regime by their shared religion, are likely to defend the government to the end. There are signs that some
Alawite Syrians seek to distance themselves from Assad and downplay the sectarian aspects of the civil war.

Memberships
ARAB LEAGUE (Suspended), IAEA, OIC, UN

Partners
LEBANON Hezbollah

Adversaries
BAHRAIN, EUROPEAN UNION, FRANCE, GERMANY, ISRAEL, KURDS of Syria, LEBANON
Government, QATAR, SAUDI ARABIA, TURKEY, UNITED KINGDOM, UNITED STATES

Aid Recipient
UNITED NATIONS

Allies
A

Rivals
EGYPT Government, HOLY SEE, HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, IRAQ State of Law Coalition,
JORDAN, PALESTINE Fatah,

Active Armed Opponents
ISIS, SYRIA Jabhat Fateh al-Sham, SYRIA Other Opposition Groups

External Sponsor
RUSSIA, IRAN

Aid Donor
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SYRIA JABHAT FATEH AL-SHAM

Jabhat Fateh al-Sham, formerly known as Jabhat al-Nusra, is a radical Islamist salafi-jihadist group
operating in Syria, particularly in Idlib province. It is an offshoot of al-Qaeda in Iraq (now known as ISIS),
and, until recently, was the Syrian affiliate of the global al-Qaeda organization. Jabhat Fateh al-Sham

Pa rty aspires to forge an Islamic emirate and, eventually, a caliphate governed under sharia law. The group has
Portrait also pursued a policy of presenting itself as Syrian, rather than global jihadi, movement, with the specific
goal of leading the Syrian revolution and overthrowing the Assad regime.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Create an Islamic state in Syria, governed under sharia law Military - The group maintains 5,000 - 10,000 fighters and military capabilities

Destroy Western influence in the Middle East in the war against the Assad regime

For some members: Wage a global jihad against western Geography - Jabhat Fateh al-Sham controls areas in the North-West of Syria in

interests - including carrying out attacks in North America. Such andaround ldlib province ) : : )
.. ; X e Political - Although its ideology and links to al-Qaeda will continue to make it

aspirations have been absent from its rhetoric but, considering

its cl ) l d d ) Lislami ) £ unacceptable to Western powers, Gulf nations and Turkey may begin to view
!ts .C ose ties to.a -Qaeda an trans'?at'.ona Islamic terrorism, it the group as the only one capable of thwarting an outright regime victory, and
is likely that this goal has not been jettisoned.

thus as a potential proxy.

Jabhat Fateh al-Sham has worked to become a dominant player in the Syrian opposition, with a primary strategy of gaining control
Regional of large tracts of territory from the Syrian government and winning the support of the Sunni Syrian populace in the areas its governs.
The group cooperates militarily with other opposition groups, both moderates and radicals, and uses moderate public rhetoric to
Strategy appear more acceptable to Syrians. It recently changed its name to distance from al-Qaeda and attempt to appeal to a broader range
of partners. Jabhat Fateh al-Sham maintains opposition to participation in internationally-negotiated peace-talks.

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Abu Muhammad al-Julani (emir), Abdul Mohsen Abdullah Ibrahim al- Continue to Oppose Political Negotiations - Negotiation moves are constrained both by
Sharikh (senior strategist), Sami al-Oreidi (senior religious figu re and its own hostility towards international efforts to achieve a negotiated settlement to the

. Syrian conflict, and by international players’ refusal to engage with the terrorist group.
second in Command) Furthermore, Jabhat Fateh al-Sham’s support amongst the Syrian populace has generally
benefitted from ongoing conflict, which binds civilians more closely to an armed group that
can protect it militarily (but is less capable of protecting it politically in times of peace).
Build Coalition - Build negotiated political coalition among other opposition groups to gain
power and create vision for negotiations with Assad regime.

Jabhat Fateh al-Sham comprises both foreign and Syrian fighters. While both are committed to the same salafi-jihadist cause, it is likely that some more pragmatic Syrian fighters will be
Internal more amenable to limiting the group’s medium-term aims to establishing an Islamic state in Syria than foreign jihadists, who harbor a more global vision. However, the more ‘moderate’
Conﬂicts faction of the group is small and an ideological minority. Jabhat Fateh al-Sham is now formally separated from al-Qaeda, but is part of battlefield alliances with a shifting array of other
opposition groups.

Memberships

Partners

Adversaries
LEBANON Hezbollah, IRAN, UNITED STATES

Aid Recipient

Allies

HELS
HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, SYRIA Other Opposition Groups

Active Armed Opponents
ISIS, RUSSIA, SYRIA Government

External Sponsor

Aid Donor
Individuals in Saudi Arabia, Qatar, and Turkey.
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SYRIA OTHER OPPOSITION GROUPS

Other than ISIS and Jabhat Fateh al-Sham, the Syrian opposition comprises a broad array of often-
competing groups that operate within an unofficial system of fluid and regionally-specific battlefield
alliances. They range in ideology from relatively secular democrats, to Kurdish nationalists, to hardline

Pa rty Sunni radicals. Many of the groups comprise communities that previously suffered from the uneven and
Portrait crony-capitalist economic policies of the Assad regime. The decentralization of the network of groups
known as the Free Syrian Army (FSA) means it holds relatively little clout; more powerful is the Southern
Front coalition (some of whose members are FSA-affiliated), and the Islamist Ahrar al-Sham group. The
Syrian Democratic Forces (SDF), a Kurdish-Arab-Christian coalition, are also fighting the regime.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Remove the Assad regime from power. In light of their disadvantageous Political - Moderate opposition factions hold little political leverage due to their relative
battlefield position, many groups may be recalibrating their goals weakness on the battlefield and dependence on stronger, more hard-line groups in military
seeking instead to remove Assad from power while leaving the regime endeavours. The strongest opposition elements on the ground are the radical Islamist Ahrar
largely intact andjor to achieve a stake in a post-conflict government al-Sham and Kurdish-Arab-Christian SDF coalition. SDF can rely on foreign backing as the

. X major opposition force combatting ISIS.
Establish new government system: Create new, democratic government i - L
X ) 4 Military - Some groups, such as Ahrar al-Sham, can leverage military strength and territorial
(for some groups), eﬁab}lsh Islamlc state ba}se'd on sharia law (for control to gain international support.
others), underlying objectives can differ even within groups Soft Power - Groups seek external support on the basis that they are the only credible
groups within Syria that have a chance of rolling back the regime’s gains and defeating ISIS
to become a moderate governing body in Syria.

These groups have generally been willing to engage in bilateral and multilateral peace-talks, although the future of Bashar al-Assad as President has proved

. a sticking-point in the past. With their decline in battlefield fortunes, opposition groups may decide to pursue a negotiated end to the conflict while they still
Reglo nal have some military and political power to bargain with, or to seek expanded aid from external sources. Some have also sought military and financial aid from
Strategy foreign powers. Also foreseeable is a combination of both strategies whereby opposition groups seek increased military hardware and funds from abroad to
underpin military efforts to reach a point of stalemate (the outright defeat of Assad being unlikely) in which negotiations would be in both parties’ interests.

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Ali al-Omar (leader of Ahrar al-Sham), Riad Hijab (head of the High Negotiate - Pursue a policy of engaging in political negotiations, possibly at the same time
Negotiations Committee) as seeking increased foreign support to achieve territorial gains, put Syrian government
forces under pressure
Regime Change - Improve military position generated increased support to increase the
opposition’s ability to press for regime change and inclusion in a new government during
political negotiations.
Moderate Rhetoric - Attempt to moderate rhetoric of hard-line groups in order to attract
backing from western states.

The non-ISIS/Jabhat Fateh al-Sham opposition suffers from a lack of overall cohesion and a divide between foreign-based political groups and domestic military groups. The foreign-based

Internal Syrian National Coalition enjoys little support amongst Syrians in Syria, while the High Negotiations Committee, a Saudi-backed bloc of both political and military entities created to

Conﬂicts engage in peace talks, does not include several major groups on the ground in Syria. The ‘moderate’ network of Free Syrian Army-affiliated militias is militarily weak, lacks a broad national
command. Stronger factions include the SDF, based in the primarily-Kurdish north of the country, and Islamists including Ahrar al-Sham.

Memberships Allies

Partners Rivals
KURDS of Syria, ISIS (nb: some groups in this category partner with ISIS, while others are HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, SYRIA Jabhat Fateh al-Sham
actively fighting ISIS), JORDAN, UNITED STATES (certain groups only)

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents
LEBANON Hezbollah SYRIA Government, RUSSIA, IRAN, ISIS (certain groups only)

External Sponsor
QATAR, SAUDI ARABIA, TURKEY, UNITED STATES (certain groups only)

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
KUWAIT
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TUNISIA

Tunisia is currently governed by a coalition government of the Islamist party, Ennahda, and Nidaa
Tounes, a diverse grouping of secularists, leftists, former regime members, traditional elites and
oligarchs. Though working in a coalition, these parties, disagree on many issues, particularly in the lower

Pa rty bureaucratic levels. Outside of politics, the Tunisia General Labor Union (UGTT) is a powerful force with

Portrait a large and diffuse membership.

Key Interests

Ennahda: Remain a central player in Tunisian politics. Do not
allow itself to be isolated.

Niddaa Tounes: Maintain its position as a counterbalance
to Ennahda in influencing national reforms and important
political decisions.

UGTT: Continue to push for political reforms that benefit its
members and do not allow the national government to be
delegitimized or to become deadlocked.

Regional

Sources of Leverage

Political - Capitalize on Tunisia’s status as the success story
of the Arabic Spring to convince donor countries to invest
in its development and faltering economy. This status also
makes it a desirable partner and recipient of Western security
and economic assistance.

Tunisia’s primary regional strategy is to build security and economic development partnerships to stave off insecurity
and extremism next door in Libya. Additionally, Tunisia seeks to stem the flow of young Tunisians joining ISIS, as

Strategy Tunisia is its largest contributor of foreign fighters.

Powerful Individuals

Rachid Ghannouchi (leader of Ennahda), Beji Caid Essebsi (leader of
Nidaa Tounes), Houcine Abbassi (leader of the UGTT)

Internal

Conflicts major concerns.

Memberships
ARAB LEAGUE, AU, IAEA, MEDITERRANEAN DIALOGUE, OIC, UN

Partners
ALGERIA, IRAN, LEBANON Government, MOROCCO Government, NATO, PALESTINE Fatah,
SAUDI ARABIA

Adversaries

Aid Recipient

Potential Negotiation Moves

Restart Western Sahara peace talks - Mediate peace talks between
Morocco and Polisario Front/Algeria on the subject of Western
Sahara. Direct attention and assistance from Western powers to the
conflict using Tunisia’s status as the success story of the Arab Spring.

Tunisia’s internal political structure is still in many ways transitioning out of authoritarian rule. The main struggles exist between the
Islamist and secular parties, and between progress in coastal and regional development. Corruption and police abuse are also still

Allies
EUROPEAN UNION, FRANCE, TURKEY, UNITED STATES

LIBYA Government of National Accord

Active Armed Opponents
AQAP, ISIS

External Sponsor

Aid Donor
EUROPEAN UNION, KUWAIT, QATAR, SAUDI ARABIA, TURKEY, UNITED STATES
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TURKEY

Kemalism and the common Muslim identity have been the pivotal points around which the Turkish State and society
have revolved during the last century. Turkey has remained non-interventionist as long as states are politically stable
and turns interventionist when states go through political transition. A large part of this interventionism stems from its
threat perception of Kurdish separatism, which in turn has its roots in Kemalist. The transnational political networks
of PKK in Syria and Iraq are seen as a direct threat to territorial integrity. Post WWI events also have likely had a lasting
impact on Turkey’s policy formulation. At the end of the war, the allied powers signed the Treaty of Sevres, dividing
the Anatolian region. Turks launched an armed struggle to drive out the foreigners and scrap the treaty of Sevres. After
several years of struggle, Turks did succeed, but the legacy of Sevres continues in resistance to imperialist policies.

Party
Portrait

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Extend area of influence to Syria, Iraq, and beyond
Have supportive Syrian government that can limit autonomy of YPG

Soft Power - The greatest source of leverage to Turkey are its historical ties
with Arabs, which make it easier to forge relationships. This is reflected in the
(considered a franchise of PKK). Establish buffer zone in Syria close to way Turkey was readily accepted by the Arab countries under AKP, despite the
Turkish border to create bulwark between Kurd populations in Turkey fact that it had turned its back on the region after WWI.

ENCSYE] Geography- Turkey’s geo-strategic location allows it to influence decisions in
Push back ISIS through direct military intervention in Syria Middle East.

Strengthen KRG in northern Iraq Economic/ Military - Turkey has an advantage in the region in aggregate
Take part in any military offensive launched against ISIS in Mosul. economic, military and geo-strategic strengths

Turkey is using its own military alongside Arab militias in Syria against ISIS and YPG. It was also supporting Jabhat al
Fatah al Sham to fight Syrian government forces. Currently, its strategy is to keep northern Syria under its influence.
Turkey is using its ties with Russia to limit the influence of YPG. In Iraq, it has established a mutually benéeficial,
economic relationship with the KRG. It also supports Turkmen and Sunni Arabs in northern Irag.

Regional
Strategy

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Syrian Solution - In the short term, agree to the proposal that would keep Assad in power
during the transition period in Syria, with the caveat that Assad will be replaced eventually.
Aim for a loose federal structure in Syria with areas of influence of different countries.
Balance Powers - Keep a balance in its relations with the US and Russia to have more
flexibility in its decisions in the region.

Ceasefire with Kurds - Negotiate a ceasefire with Abdullah Ocalan in order to focus
exclusively on ISIS.

President Recep Tayyep Erdogan (AKP), Prime Minister Binali Yildirim,
Speaker of the Grand National Assembly Ismail Kahraman

The conflict between the Turkish State and the PKK is the most prominent cleavage in the Turkish society. The PKK engaged in a devastating guerilla war with the Turkish State during the
Interna l 1990s, resulting in deaths of over 40,000 people. Between 2013-2015, a ceasefire was enforced after an understanding was reached between PKK and Turkish government. But in June 2015,
CO nfliCtS Erdogan’s reluctance to extend military support to Syrian Kurds in Kobane against the Islamic State forces in Syria led to the truce breaking down. 2015-16 was one of the deadliest years in
the history of Turkey’s PKK conflict. The impact of Kemalist policies were limited to urban centers, while rural Anatolia remained aloof of these policies and conservative. A number of recent

attacks in Turkish cities were claimed by the PKK.

Memberships
IAEA, NATO, OIC, OECD, OSCE, UN

Partners

SAUDI ARABIA, ISRAEL, EGYPT Muslim Brotherhood, LIBYA Government of National Accord, KURDS of Iraq, JAPAN, JORDAN, PALESTINE
Fatah, IRAQ Secular Nationalist Parties, SYRIA Other Opposition Groups, IRAN, UNITED STATES, HOLY SEE, TUNISIA, QATAR, EUROPEAN
UNION, RUSSIA, HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, SOMALIA Government

Adversaries

SYRIA Other Opposition Groups

Aid Recipient

Allies
UNITED STATES, TUNISIA, GERMANY, PALESTINE Hamas

Rivals
IRAN, EGYPT Government, KURDS of Iran

Active Armed Opponents
ISIS, KURDS of Turkey, SYRIA Government

External Sponsor
PALESTINE Fatah

Aid Donor
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UNITED ARAB EMIRATES

The UAE, while a small state, is a key regional player as a result of its economic strength, particularly in
oil, finance, tourism, shipping. Furthermore, it has gained political strength in recent years as a result of
its increased role in regional affairs, ranging from intervention in Libya to intervention in Yemen. Though

Pa rty its regional and global ambitions are increasing, its main interests lie in strengthening economic growth
Portrait in the long term, continuing its modernization and diversification agenda, and ensuring the continuity

of the current regime.

Key Interests

For the most part, the UAE acts primarily on its economic
interests. To this end, the country aims to paint itself as
the cosmopolitan business capital of the GCC and the
Arab world.

Critically, it also focuses on regime stability, and
maintaining a stable federative relationship among the
various emirates

Sources of Leverage

Economic - Its economic might and role as an investment and business hub in
the Arab world are a significant source of soft power.

Political - Regime stability, particularly given a region characterized by conflict
and instability, is a strong source of leverage.

Convening Power - The UAE’s strong partnerships with key GCC allies, as
well as Western states (including hosting a French military base), contributes
to being seen as a responsible actor in the region that can be counted on to
support key regional initiatives (including military missions).

Its regional strategy is largely anchored in strengthening its economic position as a hub for investment in the MENA
Regional region. Recently though it has assumed a greater regional leadership role, participating in air strikes in Libya in 2011,

and most recently in Yemen.

Strategy

Powerful Individuals

President Khalifa bin Zayed Al Nahyan, Prime Minister Mohammed
bin Rashid Al Maktoum

Internal

. political dissenters)
Conflicts

Memberships
ARAB LEAGUE, GCC, IAEA, ISTANBUL COOPERATION INITIATIVE, OIC, OPEC, UN

Partners
OMAN, UNITED STATES, UNITED KINGDOM, FRANCE

Adversaries

Aid Recipient
EGYPT Government, YEMEN Government

Potential Negotiation Moves

Strengthen ties with GCC allies - The UAE may further strengthen its ties
with Saudi Arabia and other GCC partners, therefore fortifying the GCC as an
economic and political bloc, and increasingly as a military alliance.
Consolidating ties with Western partners - Strengthening ties with the
United States and European partners are key interests in order to maintain
external legitimacy and financial/military support.

Perceived threat of political dissenters and in particular Muslim Brotherhood factions, terrorist threats (often related to perceived

Allies
SAUDI ARABIA, BAHRAIN, KUWAIT

IRAN, QATAR

Active Armed Opponents

External Sponsor

Aid Donor
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UNITED KINGDOM

The United Kingdom is third most populous state in the EU and the second largest economy. The UK voted to leave
the EU in June 2016. As a result, the UK remains primarily focused on negotiations of future economic and political
relationships with the EU. The UK has been an active player in world politics. In addition to membership in NATO
Pa rty and permanent seat on the UN Security Council, the UK wields influence through longstanding cultural and political
. relationships, with the experience of centuries of diplomacy and crisis management. Actors in the Middle East remain
PO rtrait skeptical of the UK as an impartial actor, given the UK’s history of imperialism and intervention. Domestic conflict over
the course of the UK overshadows the UK’s interest in the Middle Eastern conflicts. With terms for the UK’s exit from the
EU far from settled, Brexit has widened cleavages in the major political parties.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Ensure its own stability and the stability of its neighbors and the EU Convening Power - Although the UK is losing global influence by leaving the
by eliminating the threat of Islamist terrorism, limiting the impact of EU, it maintains a strong influence through its permanent seat on the UN
refugees Security Council, its membership in NATO

Retain role as one of Europe’s most important powers post-Brexit Economic- Increasing economic investment in the region, and is a large UK is
End Syrian Civil War also a bilateral donor of development and humanitarian aid

DETEEHNN Military - Founding member of the Global Coalition to counter ISIS, and second
Aid Middle East Peace Process biggest contributor to the military campaign. Provides close air support and
Strengthen global trade through economic ties and investment intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance activity as well as a military

training mission in both Syria and Iraqg.

The UK’s approach to the Middle East is limited by domestic concerns, especially in the wake of the uncertainty
Regional surrounding the UK’s exit from the EU. Any potential moves are considered first by their impact on security
and commercial interests, and then from a desire to define a new role in international politics and to strengthen
international institutions. The UK seeks an end to the Syrian civil war, to concentrate military efforts on the fight
against ISIS.

Strategy

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Prime Minster Theresa May (Tory Party); Jeremy Corbyn (opposition Syrian Settlement - Support Syrian-led political settlement based on a transition away
Labor Party leader); Nigel Farage (leader of the nationalistic right- el R ASE (Gl

. . . . . Military Involvement - Constrained by reliance on outside support, domestic challenges,
wing UK Independence Party); First Minister of Scotland Nicola 2nd the demands of international law.

Stu rgeon Soft Power - Will likely remain one of the leading development actors in the region.
Two State Solution - Remains committed to a negotiated two state solution, by binding
practical, concrete improvements on the ground to de-escalate the conflict and drive
forward political progress.

Internal Domestic political leaders remain split on the UK’s international role. Prime Minister May has called for further engaging with the region, while opposition Labor Party leader Jeremy Corbyn
has called for UK withdrawal from NATO and opposes all military intervention unless explicitly approved by the UN. Nigel Farage, leader of the nationalistic right-wing Independence Group
COnﬂICtS has gained international recognition. It remains unclear if a post-Brexit UK will turn to isolationism, international irrelevance, or seek to demonstrate that it is still a force in the world.

Memberships Allies
EU (anticipated departure by 2019), IAEA, NATO, OECD, OSCE, UN (Security Council) UNITED STATES, FRANCE, GERMANY, BAHRAIN, LIBYA Government of National Accord, HOLY
SEE, HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, JORDAN

Partners
ISRAEL, INDIA, LIBYA House of Representatives, SOUTH SUDAN, KUWAIT, OMAN, QATAR, RUSSIA
SOUTH SUDAN, UNITED ARAB EMIRATES

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents
SYRIA Government AQAP, ISIS

External Sponsor
KURDS of Irag, KURDS of Syria

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
JORDAN
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UNITED NATIONS

The two most significant actors in the UN are the Secretary-General and the Security Council. The new
Secretary-General largely views strife in the Middle East as a failure of the international community to
effectively lead the region and a lack of international capacity to prevent and/or solve violent conflicts
there. He therefore seeks a proactive leadership role in the region to promote peace and stability. The
Security Council, however, views conflict in the Middle East as disparately as the countries that compose

Party
Portrait

it.

Key Interests

The key interests of the UN are as varied as its member states.
Secretary-General Antonio Guterres’ primary interest is alleviating
the humanitarian refugee crisis in the Middle East. Within the
Security Council and other organs of the UN, there is no consensus
on key interests (such as the Syrian conflict) outside of the nominal
ideological interest of preserving international peace and security.

Sources of Leverage

Political - The Secretary-Generals’ primary source of leverage is his
influence and high visibility within his position. In addition, he has
the ability to rearrange, restructure, and refocus the agencies that
make up the Secretariat.

Military/Economic/Convening Power - The Security Council has
more tools available, including military action (peacekeeping
operations), economic sanctions, and legally binding resolutions.

Secretary-General Guterres’ regional strategy is squarely aimed at achieving great power consensus and participation
in conflict management. His overarching goal is to address the refugee challenge and, then, to develop and improve
the regional capacity to prevent and solve the violent conflicts that lead to large-scale displacement. Within the
Security Council, there is no clear regional strategy, and division on key regional conflicts has been the norm in recent

Regional
Strategy

years.

Powerful Individuals

The most visible unitary actor is Secretary-General Guterres, the
chief administrative officer of the UN Secretariat and spokesperson
for the UN. Within the Security Council, the permanent five members
(P5) - China, France, Russia, UK, and US - are undoubtedly the
most powerful states due to their veto power over Security Council

Potential Negotiation Moves

The Secretary-General may:

Pressure Great Powers - Use public pressure against great powers or obstructionist states to encourage
productive conflict resolution

Restructure agencies to focus on certain conflicts or regional challenges such as forced displacement.
Shuttle Diplomacy - Vigorously engage in shuttle diplomacy to mitigate or end conflicts

The Security Council may:

Sponsor Political Resolution - Seek to sponsor a political resolution to the Syrian conflict through the Geneva

resolutions. talks or similar fora that is acceptable to all P5S members

Due to the sprawling bureaucracy of the UN and the diversity of interests and positions within each committee and each member state, the UN can often appear to send disparate and, often,
conflicting signals on the various issues it discusses. Given the structure of the different committees - the Security Council, which can be bogged down by the threat of a P5 veto versus the
more-open General Assembly, which passes resolutions with 50 percent plus one vote - certain organs offer smaller states the opportunity to play an “activist” role and “get ahead” of the
UNSC or other committees.

Internal
Conflicts

Memberships Allies
Quartet on the Middle East

Partners

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents

External Sponsor

Aid Recipient
SYRIA Government, PALESTINE Fatah, LEBANON Government, JORDAN, SUDAN, SOUTH
SUDAN, EGYPT Government

Aid Donor
UNITED STATES, JAPAN, GERMANY, UNITED KINGDOM, FRANCE
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UNITED STATES

Since World War Il, the U.S. has been a significant stakeholder in the Middle East. From WWII to the end of the Cold
War, the US parried the USSR’s moves under a strategy of “offshore balancing,” primarily relying on partners in the
region, such as Saudi Arabia, to pursue US interests as allies and clients. In this balance, each major power ordered
its priorities in the region based on the other’s movements. Later, from the end of the Cold War to the mid-2000s, the
US reigned undisputed as the most influential power in the Middle East. However, US power has begun to wane in
the past decade. US popular fatigue from military interventions in Afghanistan and Iraq, in concert with uncertainty
born of the 2008 financial crisis, have encouraged US allies like Turkey and Israel toward warmer relations with Russia.
Although the US still exerts the largest influence in the region, in recent years Russia and China have stepped up to
more aggressively pursue their own interests.

Party
Portrait

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Energy - Despite lessening dependence on Middle East oil, the US maintains access to significant energy
resources in the region

Military - The US boasts the most powerful military in the world, allocating hundreds of billions of dollars
more budget than its closest competitor, China.

Convening Power - Funds peace negotiations and uses its considerable motivating power to bring warring
parties to peace talks

Soft Power - Exercises public diplomacy, private diplomacy and persuasion tactics, as well as exporting
culture through popular music, movies, fashion, etc

Economic - Since the 1950s, the US has sent about $170 billion in financial assistance to countries in the Middle
East; Israel alone received another $62bn

Political - The US holds partnerships and alliances with powerful local stakeholders, like Israel and Saudi
Arabia, and coalitions in Syria and elsewhere

Technological - The US has the most advanced technology in the world, to be used destructively (drone
strikes) or peacefully (technology transfers).

Promote national security/counterterrorism by degrading and deterring
terrorist groups through intelligence sharing/coalitions

Maintain balance of power/regional alliance; do not allow Russia or
China to obtain dominance in the Middle East

Enhance energy security for substantial imports of oil

Partner with Israel to protect security and democracy in the region.
Support peace between Israel and Palestinian Territories

Encourage human rights and democracy, especially in the face of Russian
and Chinese ascendance in the region

Still exerts wide influence through soft and hard power. Strong interest in maintaining energy security, resolving the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict, promoting human rights and democracy, and partnering with regional allies to combat
terrorism. Lessening energy dependence by lowering consumption and developing domestic resources. New US
administration’s negative view toward the Iranian nuclear agreement may threaten its implementation. A new
strategy has been for the US’ allies to bear more of the brunt of maintaining stability in the Middle East.

Regional
Strategy

Powerful Individuals

Donald Trump (President), Steve Bannon (Chief Strategist), Reince
Priebus (Chief of Staff), Gen. James Mattis (Secretary of Defense),
Gen. Joseph Dunford (Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff), Rex Tillerson
(Secretary of State), Dan Coats (Director of National Intelligence),
Earle Litzenberger (Acting Permanent Representative to NATO), Nikki
Haley (Ambassador to the UN)

Internal
Conflicts

Memberships
IAEA, NATO, Quartet on the Middle East, OECD, OSCE, UN (Security Council)

Partners
ALGERIA, ARAB LEAGUE, DJIBOUTI, HOLY SEE, HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, INDIA, INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS, IRAQ Secular
Nationalists, IRAQ State of Law Coalition, KURDS of Iran, KURDS of Turkey, KUWAIT, LIBYA Government of National Accord, LIBYA House of
Representatives, OPEC, PALESTINE Fatah, QATAR, SAUDI ARABIA, SOMALIA Government, SOUTH SUDAN, SYRIA Other Opposition Groups,

Adversaries

IRAN, IRAQ Islamic Supreme Council, IRAQ Sadrist Movement, LEBANON Hezbollah, PALESTINE Hamas, SOMALIA Al Shabaab, SYRIA
Government, SYRIA Jabhat Fateh al-Sham, YEMEN Houthis

Proxy
LEBANON Government, KURDS of Irag, KURDS of Syria

Aid Recipient
ALGERIA, HUMANITARIAN ACTORS, IRAQ Secular Nationalist Parties, IRAQ State of Law Coalition, ISRAEL, JORDAN, KURDS of Irag, KURDS of
Syria, LEBANON Government, MOROCCO Government, PALESTINE Civil Society, SOUTH SUDAN, SUDAN, TUNISIA

Potential Negotiation Moves

Pursue collaboration over confrontation - US can choose to engage
positively with China and Russia, and pool resources over shared interests like
political stability and energy security.

Organize joint efforts around universal concerns - If US could organize
efforts toward finding solutions for scarce water resources, it would benefit
from the critical mass of resources and publicity

When characterizing Democrat and Republican political parties, it is important to note that many smaller factions within the parties
have differing views on U.S. interests. Nonetheless, in terms of broad strokes, the Republican party tends more toward hawkishness
and hard power, while the Democratic party tends toward dovishness and soft power.

Allies

BAHRAIN, EGYPT Government, EUROPEAN UNION, GERMANY, ISRAEL, JAPAN, JORDAN, KUWAIT, MOROCCO Government, TUNISIA, TURKEY,
UNITED KINGDOM

CHINA, RUSSIA, SUDAN

Active Armed Opponents
AQAP, ISIS

External Sponsor

Aid Donor
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YEMEN GOVERNMENT

Yemen’s ongoing civil war limits the ability of President Hadi’s administration to govern. Having fled to Riyadh, Hadi
has now returned to Yemen but is limited to the second city of Aden, unable to operate out of the capital Sana’a.
Yemen is a major source country of refugees in the Middle East, with many millions of IDPs within the country’s
Pa rty borders. Hadi’s government faces significant challenges in meeting the immense humanitarian needs of his people,
PO rtrait with insecurity limiting the ability of international development agencies to access vulnerable populations in need.
Hadi has depended on the military intervention of a coalition of Arab states, led by ally Saudi Arabia, to counter the
threat of the Shia Houthi rebels - and to challenge their control of Sana’a. The Yemeni government has also depended
to a significant degree on Western powers - and in particular the US Government - to counter the threat posed by AQAP.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

End civil war in the country. Political - Yemen’s ability to secure its borders and
Disarm and neutralize the Houthis and AQAP. potentially decrease the volume of people leaving the

Revitalize the economy and export industries. country is a potential source of leverage for engagement with
other Middle Eastern and European states.

Regional Yemen’s capacity to influence wider events in the Middle East is significantly constrained, given its preoccupation with
the crisis at home. However, maintaining its alliance with Saudi Arabia is a critical priority for Hadi’s government -
Strategy particularly given Riyadh’s ability to mobilize other Arab states to take military action against the Houthis.

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

President Abdrabbuh Mansur Madi; Prime Minister Ahmed Obeid bin Leverage the knowledge of Yemen’s military, defense and intelligence
Daghr communities on AQAP and the Houthis’ locations in engaging with
external powers intent on neutralizing these groups’ threat.

Internal

. The Yemeni government is engaged in a civil war involving the Houthis, also seeking to neutralize AQAP.
Conflicts

Memberships Allies
ARAB LEAGUE, IAEA,0IC, UN DJIBOUTI, ERITREA, INDIA, SOMALIA Government, EGYPT Government, MOROCCO
Government, JORDAN, SUDAN, KUWAIT, UAE, QATAR, BAHRAIN, TURKEY, CHINA

Partners
UNITED STATES, EUROPEAN UNION, FRANCE, UNITED KINGDOM, INDIA IRAN, ERITREA

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents
ISRAEL AQAP, YEMEN Houthis

External Sponsor
SAUDI ARABIA

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
UAE, UNITED STATES, EUROPEAN UNION, JAPAN, TURKEY, RUSSIA, KUWAIT
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YEMEN HOUTHIS

The Houthis, also known as Ansar Allah, are a Zaydi-Shi’ite organization currently engaged in a loose
coalition with Yemen’s former president, Ali Abdullah Saleh. Having mobilized a broad coalition of
religious parties, leftists and rebels, uniting in a radical anti-establishment movement, the Houthis

Pa rty are a potent political and military force. While the Houthis’ capacities have been damaged by Saudi-
Portrait led airstrikes, they retain control of Yemen’s capital city of Sana’a. Their capacities are buttressed by
extensive financial and material support from Iran, the Houthis’ main external sponsor.

Key Interests Sources of Leverage

Establish new, independent state in northeast of Yemen Military - The Houthis have the potential to threaten the
Restore the Zaydi Imamate and rule over Yemen Yemeni government and its allies with violence. This could
Return of former President Saleh also include stoking Sunni - Shia tensions.

Continue flow of weapons and resources from Tehran

Defeat AQAP

Ensure dominance of Shia groups

The Houthis’ regional strategy has consisted of recruiting allies to provide political, military and financial support to the rebellion.
Regional Most importantly, this includes Iran, a natural ally to this Shia political-religious movement. The Houthis have also built alliances
with Hezbollah, Russia and Syria. Furthermore, they have also engaged former President Saleh in a coalition, given his widespread
Strategy popularity amongst many Yemenis and the armed forces. The precise ultimate objective of this strategy, however, remains unclear -
and different factions of the Houthis may articulate different objectives.

Powerful Individuals Potential Negotiation Moves

Abdul-Malik al-Houthi (leader), Yahia al-Houthi (brother of leader) Secure more direct engagement from Iran, escalating tensions from a
proxy war between Tehran and Riyadh to direct conflict between the
parties drawing in much of the Sunni and Shia alliances in the region.

Internal

. The Houthis are engaged in a civil war with the Yemeni Government, while also fighting to weaken AQAP.
Conflicts

Memberships Allies
SYRIA Government, RUSSIA, LEBANON Hezbollah, IRAN

Partners

Adversaries Active Armed Opponents
SAUDI ARABIA, UNITED STATES, UNITED NATIONS, EUROPEAN UNION, ISREAL, EGYPT AQAP, YEMEN Government, ISIS
Government, MOROCCO Government, JORDAN, SUDAN, KUWAIT, UAE, QATAR, BAHRAIN

External Sponsor

Aid Recipient Aid Donor
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1. Identity, Conflict Narratives, and Threat Perceptions'

After gaining independence from France in 1962, Algeria witnessed increased Arabization and conflict, particularly
in its eleven-year-long civil war. Presently, the Algerian state is plagued by domestic rivalries among the Army General
Staff, the Presidency, and the recently dismantled spy agency, the Department of Intelligence and Security (DRS). This
splitis further complicated by internal clan and factional conflicts within the groups. These groups compose the shadowy
business, intelligence, military, and political forces controlling the nation. They act behind the scenes in pursuit of their
own various interests, either through the elected government or around it.

Pouvoir, or “power,” in Algeria, refers to the shadowy business, intelligence, military, and political forces really
in control of the nation who act from behind the scenes for their own interests, often through the elected government or
around it. In any negotiation with Algeria, two essential factors must be understood: first, the economic context within
which these forces and the country operate and second, the governmental and extra-governmental power structure itself.
Both of these elements will be discussed in brief before analysis of how the central actors present in the country interact
within these parameters.

Economic Context of the State:

Algeria is one of the largest natural gas producers and among the top three oil producers in Africa, as well as the
second largest external supplier of natural gas to Europe.” The country is often described as resistant to change and guilty
of only adopting surface level reforms to its state-run oil and gas industry.” Throughout Algerian history, economic reforms
in times of crisis triggered by lower oil prices have been met with violence and instability that threatened the state system.
As a result, the government has been cautious and incremental in its movements toward reform in all arenas.*

Today, revenue from hydrocarbons fund 60% of government spending and account for 90% of total export revenue.
Historically, the government has distributed this wealth across the society with a focus on social spending and the aim of
helping to maintain stability by creating a sense of fairness. As a result, an expectation for subsidies on food, free health
care, free education, government jobs and other handouts has become commonplace. This fundamentally connects the
energy industry and the revenue it generates to social stability in Algeria. This connection is starkly evident in the events
of mid-1986, when the oil price per barrel dropped suddenly from ~$30/barrel to $10/barrel. This precipitated a drop in the
country’s revenue, from approximately $14 billion early in the decade, to $7 billion by 1986.° As a consequence, the Algerian
government was forced to cut social welfare spending, in particular, food subsidies, causing social and economic crisis.
The onset of this financial crisis triggered protests and demonstrations and in 1988 hundreds were killed in these events.

To deal with this social and economic crisis, the government put forward measures to open up and liberalize the
economy and political system. However, opening the economy exacerbated some of the economic issues due to lack of
competition, high unemployment, and fewer price controls. In 1989 discussions began about a process of constitutional
reform and political liberalization, including the creation of political parties and the holding of open and free elections.
From 1990-91 a coalition of political Islam groups won the local and the first round of the parliamentary elections. This was
a stunning defeat for the traditional state powers. Some of these parties called for imposing sharia law on society, though
the state had opted for a more secular society post-independence. The military nullified the election results sweeping
the politicians who had sanctioned the reforms and the election from power as well as deferring the election itself. The
winning party, Islamic Salvation Front (FIS), was banned and civil war began, ultimately taking 150,000 to 200,000 lives and
lasting until 2002. This violent period and its beginning with the basic reforms to the national oil and gas industry are not
forgotten today in the aftermath of the Arab Spring, as Algerians look at their neighbor Libya, or further afield to Egypt and
see the difficulties that change has brought.

Two factors brought this period of violence to an end. First was President Abdelaziz Bouteflika’s election in 1999
on a platform of national reconciliation and consensus building in both society and the political system. Second, and
more important, was the welcome increase in oil prices and oil production allowing for a revival of state spending on
the welfare subsidies that helped stabilize society. In 2011, with unrest breaking out across the region, Algeria was in a
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position to increase this spending and weather the storm. A massive $286 billion spending program® on infrastructure and housing
subsidies, and the raising of public wages across sectors, including in the security services and military, as well as increased spending
to meet security concerns on its borders, kept the situation from erupting into chaos once again. With oil prices slumping, this remedy
cannot continue indefinitely however.

Due to lower oil prices Algeria is again faced with cost cutting decisions in a climate of political and security uncertainty. In
2016, Algeria faced the lowest growth since 1997 at 1.4% and government revenue has again halved due to declining prices and output
of maturing fields as well as growing domestic consumption. The budget deficit, at 6.2% in 2014, reached 11.5% in 2016. Past levels of
spending cannot be maintained. Cuts to overall spending have already hit 9% in the new budget, mostly through cuts to transportation
infrastructure and to ongoing projects. Gas prices, value added taxes, and import duties on some products have also gone up. In tandem,
construction of refining capacity has been scaled back and foreign reserves have been drawn down to fill budget holes and maintain
subsidies. Luckily, Algeria previously built up foreign reserves, as of 2013 possessing some $200 billion, but these have now sunk close
to $120 billion and the oil stabilization fund, extra money set aside for social spending, has dropped to $32 billion in the last few years,
about half of what it was in the past. Clearly, the situation is untenable in the long term without significant reform and there is a broad
acceptance of this fact among many Algerians and foreign observers.” The big question then is how to navigate such big changes through
a political power structure split between the competing factional interests within the presidency, Army General Staff, and what remains
of the military intelligence service (DRS), and whether such changes will alter the power structure itself.

Deep Roots of the Power Structure:

Algeria’s long colonial history plays a key role in understanding its national psyche and interactions with Morocco, Tunisia,
and other possible negotiation partners. Familiarity and sensitivity to this history are needed to understand its role in any negotiation.
From 1830 to 1962, Algeria was controlled by France. During this period, Algeria had the status of an “overseas province,” meaning it
was effectively a part of France. This was in contrast to the colonial status of Tunisia and protectorate status of Morocco and was likely
a cause for Algeria’s particularly bloody national liberation struggle. This struggle, and the experiences of those who took part in it,
continue to shape politics in Algeria today as the aged members of the revolutionary generation still cling to positions of influence, and
a power structure born of necessity during the war. In particular, the “need to foster cooperation and solidarity in the face of a more
powerful enemy, engendered an enduring sense of national identity and political purpose...[while] in addition, it created a tendency to
justify political control from above as necessary to combat “enemies” of the state, whether external or internal in origin.”®

Since its earliest conception, the state of Algeria has had a bifurcated personality between the civil and military wings of the
National Liberation Front (FLN). In a meeting in 1956, a rule imposing the supremacy of the civil, as opposed to the military, dimensions
of the party was agreed upon to limit the already evident tensions between the two simultaneous Algerian nationalist wings, at that
time divided between the leadership in exile and the partisans of Ahmed Ben Bella.’ With the end of the war for independence in 1962,
the FLN was “absorbed into the army in the form of a populist ideology which preserved the FLN’s role symbolically; the army thereby
came to embody [the entire] historical heritage of the FLN,”!* while standing behind the office of the presidency who was left in official
control of the country.

The conceit of equilibrium between the army and the presidency, was ruptured in the 1990s as an internal enemy emerged
in the form of the coalition of Islamist parties behind the victorious Islamic Salvation Front (FIS), the army coup to nullify the elections
results, and the subsequent civil war. This conflict gave the military leaders, notably those of the Département du Renseignement et de
la Sécurité (DRS), the military intelligence service, in particular its head, Mohamed “Tewfik” Mediene, and members of the Army General
Staff, defacto leadership, and immense influence, as it was their job to prosecute the war and ensure the stability and continuity of the
country.' Upon his election in 1999, Abdelaziz Bouteflika was motivated to shift this balance of power back toward civilian control,
though how much he was immediately able to do this is uncertain.'

The power structure in Algeria today has changed somewhat from this situation. Though it is certainly still characterized
as “a cabal of shadowy figures within the state’s military-industrial complex, operating at times cooperatively and at other times
conflictually...as the final arbiter[s] of national policymaking and selections to high office,”"* this power dynamic seems to have moved,
for now, in the president’s favor. In response to either the 2013 terrorist attack on the In Amenas gas plant, a reassessment of interests
and alliances, or some combination of the two, the powerful DRS has been dismantled. Its various organs have been dissolved or shifted
under the responsibility of branches of the Army General Staff, which has theoretical accountability to the Office of the President, though
in practice it has historically been this body that selects the person who actually fills the office of “president.” Even the head of the DRS,
Mohamed “Tewfik” Mediéne, “the world’s longest incumbent head of a country’s intelligence services,”'* and a central powerbroker, was
retired in 2015.

There is strong disagreement among sources as to whether this restructuring of the DRS was primarily the prerogative of
the president and his close advisors,'® whether it is ultimately still the Army General Staff in charge behind the scenes who sanctioned
this restructuring to consolidate their own power,'s or some combination of the two along shared lines of interest and temporary clan
alignment. What is clear however, is that the primary actors left standing in a public capacity are President Bouteflika, surrounded by
a core group of close advisors in his ill-health, including his brother Said Bouteflika, and General Ahmed Gaid-Salah, the Army Chief of
Staff and Deputy Defense Minister.

As there are not clearly “official” party-actors vying for power and influence in the country, further analysis shall focus on the
likely motivating factors for the internal elements of this network of elite competition, notably on those of the close circle of President
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Bouteflika, General Gaid-Salah and the Army General Staff, and the potential for recently deposed elements, like Mohamed “Tewfik”
Mediéne and the DRS, to serve as spoilers. The first two groups are essential to any domestic or international negotiation, and the third,
despite being officially dismantled, remains a potent network that could undermine any proposed agreements.

1. Sources of Leverage

Algeria seeks to maintain its military dominance of North Africa, and to strengthen military and intelligence cooperation with
Western powers while seeking non-threatening economic innovations. To that end, the Algerian military boasts the largest defense
budget in Africa; at $13 billion USD, it is over twice the size of its Egyptian counterpart. Algeria also possesses robust military power
projection capabilities and widely acknowledged counterterrorism experience. Diplomatically, Algeria aims to become more engaged in
the region, and avoid being isolated for its strong support of self-determination and national sovereignty in the case of Western Sahara.
Algeria desires to settle the Western Sahara dispute in favor of the self-determination of the indigenous Polisario Front.

11l Internal Conflicts
Algerian politics are complicated by the strong internal conflicts among the Army General Staff, the Presidency, and the former
DRS. The former DRS is still able to manipulate extremist groups, civil society, and media; it is unknown whether the erstwhile agency

retains influence in the government.

Actors in the Drama:

The Army General Staff:

One fundamental interest drives the Army General Staff— its need to protect the sovereignty and integrity of the nation.
In order to do this, the Army General Staff must maintain its role as the central pillar in the Algerian power structure. These tiered
interests are embodied in the revolutionary ideals it inherited as successor to the FLN and National Liberation Army (ALN) soldiers of the
independence struggle against France, which reify a unified and strong Algeria in which the army serves as the protector and guarantor.
After independence, the ALN envisioned a state that would serve the people of Algeria, one not controlled by the bourgeoisie who would
use state capital to their advantage. In service to this design, the army traditionally designates the president, suggests ministers, filters
candidates for legislative and municipal elections and surveils functionaries in different ministries. The Army General Staff has not
directly occupied itself with this task, but instead created a “political police” service to do the job (the DRS), while it plays something
akin to the role of the “Velayat el Fakih” in Iran, the difference being that while in Iran there is a single “supreme guide,” in Algeria there
are many generals exercising power behind the scenes.!” This power stems again from the historically legitimate role of the military as
originator, during the independence struggle, and protector of the state. Most elite members of the military typically view themselves as
the closest to this “historical legitimacy, and believe that they are uniquely placed to set the ideal standards of nationalist behaviour and
policy.”** As a consequence, they take the strong position that the emergence of competitive political parties is “useless and harmful for
civic harmony,” as all Algeria requires “is competent administration, the legitimacy for which”'® comes from the Army. Any increases in
power by other actors or reforms that might affect this historical identity and role are seen as a threat.

Where the current Chief of the General Staff and Deputy Defense Minister Ahmed Gaid-Salah stands on this is uncertain. As
a member of the armed forces, he came up through a system built on this worldview, however, sources differ on his relationship with
the army and the Bouteflika faction. He has been called a “loyal zealot of Bouteflika”® and “the only member of the military chiefs
who can be certain of Bouteflika’s confidence,”*! which are not altogether congruent statements, one implying actual loyalty, the other
merely that he has Bouteflika’s confidence, what he might do with that is unknown. Equally, others have surmised that he, or a faction
within the armed forces acting with or without him, may be the new power behind the throne.* Retired general Hocine Benhadid called
him weak and without obedience from the heads of the military regions,” the important leaders of Algerian forces in the six military
commands of the country. A former minister says of General Gaid-Salah, that he “owes [President Bouteflika] everything, beginning
with his post,”*! which would seem to support the premise of his loyalty, and potentially signal the coming to fruition of Lahouari Addi’s
Machiavellian view of Algerian politics®.

Bouteflika & the Presidency: Transition?

The interests of the presidency are and have been for some time the interests of President Abdelaziz Bouteflika. Though at age
79 and rarely seen in public since a stroke in April 2013, it is not clear how decisive he remains. However, the publicly communicated
actions and aims of his office and allies do still seem to largely adhere to the position he has long advocated, an independent and
authoritative role for the presidency. Much like the Army General Staff, Bouteflika’s interests seem to extend from those of the Algerian
war for independence (in which he fought) - a sovereign and strong Algeria with a government that represents the Algerian people,
in reaction to the French Colonial Administration, which decidedly did not. Yet, Bouteflika as a sharp diplomat and worldly leader (he
served as Foreign Minister under presidents Ben Bella and Boumedienne) is also aware that the current system is not working efficiently.
Whether or not he still seeks to change the order of things is not clear, nor is it clear whether those surrounding him have any intentions
of doing this. They may instead seek to use his name and their association with him to assume power themselves in any possible
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succession struggle, or at the least, negotiate a situation in which they are immune from prosecution by the next regime.

A series of names has been suggested as likely replacements when Bouteflika leaves power. Though any succession period is
likely to be an uncertain one, as expectations of a constitutional amendment introducing a vice president, and thus anointed successor,
were not met in the recently introduced new text.? Said Bouteflika, the president’s brother and advisor, has at times been suggested as
a possible successor. More recently, Ali Haddad, a businessman and owner of a major construction business, several media outlets and a
football club has been suggested.? Both could face potential resistance from members of the Army General Staff, as well as the remnants
of the DRS, who are particularly resistant to the idea of Said Bouteflika assuming power.? The current Prime Minister, Abdelmalek Sellal,
is another name put forward.? Whatever the verdict when the time comes, the apparent uncertainty at the top, combined with the
frustrations in Algerian society at being left only to approve pre-made decisions in elections, spells trouble for this group, and means the
presidency will be an uncertain negotiating partner.

General Mediéne & the DRS:

Understanding the current political climate among those names publically acknowledged as members of the political class is
important, but there is also a deeper, yet unofficial state structure at work, that of the extra-legal, non-institutionalized forces commonly
associated with Algeria’s former military intelligence services, the DRS and its legendary chief Mohamed “Tewfik” Mediéne. It is widely
recognized that “the bipolarization of the regime is not recognized in the official discourse because the legitimate power of the army is
neither institutionalized, nor constitutional,”® however within this non-institutionalized structure is a yet deeper element. There is an
idea that the military and the intelligence service that it generated during the war of independence cannot be dismantled by any one
person, president or otherwise, because it existed prior to the state. Further, it is posited that individuals like Mohamed Mediéne are
only a guardian or step in the current manifestation of this entity that is essential to the life of Algeria.*! While this cannot be proven, the
sentiment is well taken. Those like Mediéne who can tap into this network have significant power and are unlikely to disappear from the
scene unwillingly.

Due to the secrecy of his work, there are few photos even of Mediéne, and it cannot be certain what his specific goals and
interests might be. He does, however, seem to have a strong loyalty to fellow DRS officers and great pride in the work of the DRS since the
beginning of the Algerian Civil war. This is evidenced by his first ever public letter in support of General Hassan, a former DRS general in
charge of anti-terror operations, in particular the operation at the In Amenas gas plant that resulted in the deaths of foreign hostages.*
This loyalty to friends and particularly pride in the DRS should not be dismissed as a possible threat to reforms as Mediéne may seek
to protect this legacy or even return to power given favorable circumstances. Mediéne and those like him in the DRS and military see
themselves as the rightful guardians of the state system, and reforms to the political process that might alter this system or diminish
their power become threats.

Interestingly, beyond its connections to violent extremist groups such as Al-Qaida in the Islamic Maghreb (AQIM) investigated
by such scholars as Jeremy Keenan,* the DRS also has connections and influence in national media outlets and civil society groups.*! It
has been alleged in the past that the DRS has used such levers to destabilize domestic reforms,* and it could easily do the same during
any international negotiations. Beyond slowing reforms and damaging government credibility, these accusations can have drastic
economic effects, particularly in light of the government’s desire to attract increased foreign investment. Uncertain, poorly managed,
and possibly corrupt partners in an already unstable and remote area are not strong contenders for such contracts. The possibility for
Mediéne or others from the former DRS to act as spoilers should not be ignored.

IV. Potential Negotiation Moves

Algeria’s most powerful negotiation move would be to come to the table for Western Sahara peace talks, in response to
Morocco’s allegation of its use of the Polisario Front as a proxy against Morocco’s claims of the territory. Since Morocco refuses to come
to the table without Algeria’s participation, this would be a positive step toward settling the conflict. However, Algeria’s internal fractures
may impede Algeria’s ability to engage in negotiations.
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Introduction

With size estimates at around 4,000 fighters, Al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula (AQAP) punches far above its weight in terms of
geopolitical influence. It is seen as a top priority for U.S. counterterrorism officials and a destabilizing force in Yemen, a country already
wracked with governance issues. It threatens powerful regimes like the Saudi royal family and Sultanate of Oman. In many ways, it has
become the face of Al Qaeda (AQ) since the death of founder Osama Bin Laden in 2011 and the dismantling of AQ in the Afghanistan-
Pakistan region. Yet at the same time, it remains a strongly Yemeni outfit, dedicated to the parochialism of Yemen as much as it is to
global jihad.

To AQAP’s benefit, Yemen has all but collapsed as a functioning state and now provides fertile ground for AQAP operations
and even governance. It is a tremendous opportunity that AQAP has leveraged into territorial control and greater financial resources.
That said, the group is not without challenges to its power. ISIS has emerged as a peer competitor both in Yemen and for the leadership
of global Sunni jihad. The U.S. and Saudi Arabia (among others) are able to disrupt the organization when they invest the necessary
resources such as military strikes or intelligence operations. In 2015, AQAP expanded its control over large areas of Yemen, including the
port of Mukallah, and it saw some reversals of fortune in 2016 that threaten the group’s long-term survival in Yemen. While overall the
group is more powerful than it has been in years, AQAP must take decisive action not to lose these gains - as has happened before - and
make sure the group has long-term longevity.

AQAP will try to do everything in its power to disrupt the current Middle East powers and competing regional actors, be they
in Yemen, the region, or around the globe. Both from a legitimacy and identity perspective, AQAP benefits from selectively taking on the
system of power. It will look to further its agenda where it can and prevent losses in critical areas like funding and recruitment. AQAP is
a remarkably adaptable actor, one that learns from its mistakes well and expect it to continue to do so.

1. Identity, Conflict Narratives, and Threat Perceptions

The story of Al Qaeda, and by extension Al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula (AQAP), is just as controversial and contested as the
group itself. This paper will try to incorporate sources from varied authors and viewpoints, but also acknowledges the western-centric
and security-oriented nature of most Al Qaeda scholarship in English.

Al Qaeda’s identity grew from four key sources: a decades-long Islamist rejection and anger on Western colonialism, the Afghan
resistance against the Soviets in the 1980s, and the vision of a wealthy Saudi construction heir, and the growth of Wahhabism in the
Islamic world. Al Qaeda the formal organization was founded by Osama bin Laden and Abdullah Azzam in 1988 but its ideological routes
go back to at least to the 1940s and, as the organization would argue, back to the foundations of Islam. Rohan Guaratna explains the
confluence of these factors well in his paper “Al Qaeda’s Ideology.”

“Shortly before the Soviets withdrew from Afghanistan, Azzam and bin Laden decided to form a new vanguard group— al-
Qaeda al-Sulbah (The Solid Base). This concept is commonly attributed to the Egyptian theorist Sayyid Qutb. He envisaged
a revolutionary Muslim vanguard that would overturn un-Islamic regimes in the Middle East and establish Islamic rule. The
concept draws on the stories told about the early Muslim generation who received education and guidance from the Prophet
Mohammed (pbuh) in the house of Arqam Bin Abi Argam”*

It is important to note that Guarantna cites Middle East regimes (regimes that rule over majority Muslim populations) as the
first and most important target for Al Qaeda. Though much of its last 15 years have been defined by Al Qaeda’s struggle against the West,
it is and has always will be focused first on securing a place in the Islamic and specially the Arab world.

The concept of offensive, outward jihad is, as described, nothing new in the Muslim consciousness. Jihad, the Arabic word
for struggle, is a central tenet of Islam, indicating a believer’s internal and external struggle against a lack in faith and ignorance in the
teachings of Muhammed (pbuh). The concept of jihad, like other aspects of the Islamic tradition, has been interpreted in a number of
ways throughout the 1400 years of Islam’s existence.? A small minority, such as bin Laden and Azzam, interpreted this as an external,
violent struggle against the ‘jahiliyya’, or the ‘nonbelievers’.

Just the same, a small minority like Al Qaeda have taken the larger counter- globalization, counter-imperialist in the Islamic
world and adapted it to an extreme, revolutionary ideology aimed at religious purity. In a move that gives the group more ideological
cohesion than previous Middle Eastern and Islamist terror groups such as Hamas or Hezbollah, Al Qaeda married the idea of violent
jihad against apostates and Western influence (an idea emanating from the Muslim Brotherhood and other anti-Western Arab leaders)
with the religious purity of the Wahhabist movement.* Wahhabism is a sect of Sunni Islam centered on a fundamentalism and a return
to practices from the time of the Prophet Mohammed (pbuh). It is the official sect of Saudi Arabia and, most importantly, has grown
in influence throughout the rise of Saudi Arabia in the 20" century. Many cite Saudi Arabia’s attempts to spread Wahhabism at home
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and abroad as a key reason for Al Qaeda’s existence.* What is important about Al Qaeda’s use of Wahhabism is that, until the rise of the
Islamic State in Iraq and the Sham (ISIS), it made them a unique entity. They were never limited by the regional and ethnic considerations
of other violent organizations in the Muslim world.

AQAP:

AQAP’s identity and conflict perception is wrapped up in the story of Al Qaeda overall. Osama bin Laden identified strongly
with his Yemeni heritage. Bin Laden believed that Yemen would be the perfect location for Al Qaeda given its poor central government,
vast tracks of mountainous territory, grievances of the population with traditional Middle East regimes, and an abundance of weapons
in the hands of the local population.® Yet, it has some important differences in its identity.

The first and most important point is that AQAP is a marriage between Saudi and Yemeni identity. Al Qaeda in Saudi Arabia
was a long-struggling branch of the organization. Though its aims were perhaps the most in line with Al Qaeda’s goal of a truly Wahhabi,
Western-free state in the Middle East (given Saudi Arabia’s control of Mecca and Medina), the authoritarian nature of Saudi Arabia crushed
the organization’s infrastructure by 2009.¢ While AQ in Saudi Arabia successfully conducted some attacks (the Khobar Towers attack
the most famous of them), it never operated comfortably. Saudi Arabia’s intensive surveillance state and ruthless counterterrorism
tactics made sure AQ could never find solid footing in Saudi Arabia. Meanwhile, Al Qaeda in Yemen had struggled to attract recruits and,
importantly, funding since coming into prominence with the bombing of the USS Cole in 2000. So when the organizations merged in
2009, it was seen largely as a marriage of the Saudi resources and fervor with Yemen’s conducive environment.

While the Saudi branch’s motivations and actions are much more in tune with the traditional view of Al Qaeda (a transnational
terror group oriented toward defeating Western influence and reclaiming Muslim nations), the Yemeni branch is far more localized in
identity and motivations. Given Yemen'’s fructuous political situation, Al Qaeda there aims to fill the space of southern Sunni grievance
against the government of President Abh Rabbuh Mansour Hadi and Sunni fears of a Houthi-dominated government under previous
president Ali Abdullah Saleh. Moreover, Al Qaeda plays on the anti-American sentiment in Yemen (one of the highest disapproval ratings
for the US”) and the US alliances with Israel as well as Saudi Arabia.

The question remains, what is the identity of AQAP? In some parts, it is an southern Yemen insurgency against the relative
wealth and power of the northern part of the country; this division seems to have not been addressed since the unification of Yemen in
1990 and offered an opening for a group like AQAP to advocate a different form of governance. At the same time, it has the transnational
elements of Al Qaeda central. It has tried to attack the U.S. and other Western states numerous times® and sought to undermine other
Middle Eastern regimes.

While there is a strong theological basis for AQ, issues of survival dominate how a group like AQAP apply that theology. In the
case of AQAP, they chose the identity of religiously guided rebels against the system. Identity of terrorist groups like AQAP is shifting
and case specific by the crisis nature under which these groups operate; with the exception of other violent extremist Wahhabi groups
(Boko Haram, other branches of Al Qaeda, Jabhat al Fatah in Syria, etc), no other international actors legitimate their existence. This,
in a perverse way, empowers AQAP. They stand as rebels against the system, religiously-minded revolutionaries fighting inadequate
government and Western encroachment in the most ardent fashion. By marrying the heady idealism of global jihad and the local
grievances of Yemenis, AQAP has formed a fertile and coherent identity in chaotic Yemen. Moreover, it has set a model for other al Qaeda
affiliates trying to establish footholds in conflict zones.

1. Sources of Leverage

For a non-state entity, AQAP boasts a surprising diversity of resources. Most of these result from its location in Yemen, and are
directly related to Yemen’s current political distress. Politically, AQAP has taken clear advantage of the Yemeni Civil War, and has used
the government’s distraction to take control over large swaths of isolated and underdeveloped territory. The Yemeni government’s
poor central governance also contributes to this situation, as the country’s political infrastructure is insufficient and unable to provide
services for much of the population.®

Furthermore, the government’s lack of support to its rural populations contributes to AQAP’s accumulation of soft power.
In the absence of government services, AQAP capitalizes on and encourages the grievances of the local Yemeni populations with the
Yemeni government and other Middle East regimes. In particular, Saudi Arabia’s coalition forces have indiscriminately bombed large
numbers of civilians in the Kingdom’s fight against Houthi rebel forces. As Saudi Arabia is AQAP’s enemy, it is in their interest to nurture
the Yemeni people’s hostility against them.*

Additionally, AQAP has military leverage, as it has been able to integrate into local groups, making it difficult for them to be
attacked without harming civilians. The local Yemeni population is heavily armed, which AQAP can use to its advantage, particularly
with the assistance of its local allegiances. Finally, Yemen’s mountainous territory presents a steep and rocky challenge for military
intervention. Such geographic leverage was noted by Bin Laden when choosing the location in which to found Al Qaeda. Bin Laden
realized the harsh terrain would be difficult to navigate for troops unfamiliar with the landscape, thus allowing AQAP an advantage.**

Il. Internal Conflicts

AQAP is a hierarchical organization with clear delineations between where each member stands in regards to the others.*?
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This is particularly true with mid-level leadership who oversee most of the day-to-day operations in different geographic regions.
Commands flow out of the top to foot soldiers through a bureaucratic, multilayer process. AQAP is also broken down into specialties,
with a distinct military, administrative/political, and media wing that all oversee their own fiefdoms. Besides its hierarchical nature,
AQAP is an extremely resilient organization to leadership loss. Throughout the group, positions have training and education in place
that ensure quick, competent replacements for any slain or captured leaders. Another defining element of AQAP’s structure is how much
they rely on local militia and tribal leaders to partner and govern with them.**The resiliency, hierarchy, and alliance structure that are all
characteristic of AQAP give the organization longevity despite its small size and constant threats.

The main military and governance wing (while not the same, they have much more crossover than any modern state military
would) break down as follows. The Military Committee of AQAP (or as they would refer to themselves, Ansar al Sharia) communicates
directives to governorate commanders. The Military Committee is thought to be made up of top leaders who, threatened by US strike
abilities, remain hidden and constantly moving. There are at least 13 governorate commanders (out of 21 provinces in Yemen) and these
men oversee the militants in that area as well as the operations of the district commanders. District commanders will not only oversee
militants in a certain area but critical infrastructure and administrative issues like public sanitation, electricity, and sharia courts.
Underneath these commanders are a whole range of other leaders, many overseeing a key area or group of issues related to governance
or military operations.

There are two distinguishing factors that make AQAP an effective group and keep rivalries to a minimum. Foremost, AQAP
builds a system of “next man up” in which mentored leaders quickly replace their superiors when the latter is eliminated. Considering
how many mid-level commanders have been killed or captured in AQAP,** there is ample opportunity for young recruits to rise through
the ranks. And given the structure of the organization, along with its small size, there are opportunities for low-level leadership. The
movement and constant change is a great incentive to remain loyal to the group and likely quells internal dissent.

Adding to the sense of loyalty and structure, AQAP trains its fighters and leaders extensively on leadership strategy and military
tactics as well as methods of effective governance in Yemen.* These classes range from philosophy to rural and urban warfare tactics to
military strategy. In a way, AQAP molds its future leaders in these trainings and demonstrates how important their collective institutional
memory is. New recruits with little knowledge and little education in the ways of jihad owe the senior leadership for this expertise. In
layman’s terms, you don’t bite the hand that feeds. Young recruits would abandon or rebel against that knowledge at great cost.

As much as AQAP needs an effective military and political branch, it, like all political organizations, has a public relations
element. These individuals not only help it recruit new members, foreign and Yemeni, but also convince the Yemeni public that AQAP
governance is a desirable alternative to Houthi control or Hadi reinstallation. Most famously, AQAP has published Inspire Magazine, an
English-language jihadi publication meant to radicalize and inspire those in the West, since 2010. The brainchild of the late Anwar Al
Awlaki, the magazine and Awlaki’s English lectures hoped to inspire more attacks on the West like Nidal Hassan’s Fort Hood attack and
later on the Charlie Hebdo attacks. Still, as with many other elements of AQAP, media has a wing more devoted to internal Yemeni politics
and a Middle Eastern audience. Al Ather is the Arabic language media arm. Recently, AQAP adapted their tactics from the typical AQ
release of highly choreographed videos and speeches to more of a rapid release of propaganda.'® This was in response to the impressive
media arm of ISIS. Unlike ISIS, however, AQAP de-emphasizes brutality and instead plays up its social services and respect for the Yemeni
population.

Leadership and Participants

The leadership of AQAP is the element of the organization most shrouded in mystery. The current head of AQAP appears to
be Qassim al-Rimi, who survived the US’s Navy Seal raid targeting him in February 2017.*" Due to the deadly rate by which the US has
killed AQAP leaders, they rarely operate in the open and mostly serve to give directives from the shadows. Most of the senior leadership
is Yemeni, with some notable exceptions including bombmaker Ibrahim Al Asiri, and that dynamic continues through the ranks. Some of
the earlier generation (particularly founder Nasir al-Wahayshi) had spent time in prison and had fought in Afghanistan under Bin Laden.
In fact, it was a jail break in 2006 which freed Al Wahayshi among 22 others that reignited AQ in Yemen. Some, including killed deputy
Said Al Shihri and Othman Ahmed Othman Al Omairah were Guantanamo prisoners.

These personal experiences reverberate down the ranks and AQAP has found good recruiting grounds within prisons. Just as
the education discussed above creates a sense of loyalty, so does recruiting from prisons.’®* When the rest of society had abandoned
someone, AQAP was thereto providethem purpose. This strategy is not limited to prisons and the idea of empowerment of disenfranchised
individuals is one of the constants in AQAP recruiting, both in the West and in Yemen.

One possiblefissurein AQAP is perhaps at the center of its dual identity as a global terrorist organization and Yemeniinsurgency:
the divide between mainly Saudi foreigners in the organization and the majority of leaders who are Yemeni. There is no evidence that
this dynamic has heretofore caused discord within the group (again, acknowledging that AQAP is an incredibly opaque organization).
However, there is evidence that AQAP has in the past shirked orders from AQ central, specifically the directive from AQ central not to
establish Islamic governance.®

Funding:

The other organizational element of AQAP besides a hierarchal, resilient organization and loyal recruits taken from the
disenfranchised is funding based in criminality and hidden patrons. Foreign and Yemeni patrons have been a large part of sustaining
AQAPs operations.? These individuals usually are taken with either the ideological components of AQ or unwitting accomplices in
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charity scams organized by AQ sympathizers.?* AQAP’s geographic placement (Yemen shares a long, ungovernable border with Saudi
Arabia) make transfers of funds from typical patrons in the Gulf all the easier.

Outside this direct support, AQAP sustains itself with robbery, kidnapping, and smuggling. AQAP has shown a willingness and
ability to kidnap individuals in certain areas of the country at will. Previously, these individuals were foreigners from the West of Gulf
countries.”2 However, as the situation in Yemen has worsened, AQAP has turned to robbery and oil smuggling (particularly when they
controlled the port of Mukullah for a year) for funds.”® The group even taxed citizens in territories they have controlled. A reality few
like to acknowledge in Yemen is that many have enabled this criminal network. Different sides in the conflict, desperate for fuel, have
accepted smuggled oil. European countries have given the group millions in ransom payments. These different criminal schemes have
given the group millions of dollars. While the US others has tried to clamp down on these funding schemes, it seems AQAP has set up a
resilient network that keeps the group funded and armed in all seasons, particularly in the chaos of 2017 Yemen.

IV. External Conflicts

This paper separates AQAP’s external conflicts into the existential and the adversarial. While AQAP has little love for the
‘heretical’ Shia regime in Iran, as they do not pose the same existential threat as the Saudi or American government. The variation in
how AQAP views its foes is sometimes hard to parse out (as it is with many fundamentalist revolutionary groups). Taken on face value,
the whole world that does not support a Muslim caliphate and sharia law are enemies of AQAP, but we know from practice that not all
‘heretics’ are made even. While AQAP does have allies, the defining element of their external relationships is hostility.

There are two enemies that will be perpetually at the top of the AQAP’s list for both their existential threat and ideological
opposition to AQAP: the United States government and the Saudi monarchy. The United States has been the chief enemy of Al Qaeda
since Osama Bin Laden’s “Declaration of War Against the Americans Occupying the Land of the Two Holy Places,” a reference to the
staging of US troops in Saudi Arabia during the Gulf War. Since that document in 1996, Al Qaeda central and many (if not all) of its
affiliates have viewed the US as the primary enemy.

In many ways, it is because of what the U.S. represents that make it the perfect enemy for Al Qaeda.* The US is the Judeo-
Christian superpower, the strongest ally of Israel, and the main external contributor to ‘apostate’ regimes in the Middle East. Moreover,
the presence of US troops in Saudi Arabia from 1991 until 2003 created the sense of occupation from which Al Qaeda could frame its
resistance. From a purely strategic sense, American influence in the Middle East is one of the biggest obstacles to the establishment of
‘truly Islamic’ states in the Muslim world.

While the U.S. does not have the same record of military bases and interference in Yemen as elsewhere like SaudiArabia, there
is still a palpable American presence. For years the U.S. has kept troops in Djibouti and Aden and supported long-time president and
strongman Ali Abdullah Saleh, making Yemen fertile ground for the AQ conflict narrative. Moreover, the harsh tactics that the U.S. has
used against AQAP (namely drone strikes and violent clandestine operations) have made this conflict a reality. In response, AQAP has
been the most active planner of attacks against the US in recent times, with three well-developed plots foiled in 2009, 2010, and 2012.%
Since then, the US has only increased efforts to destroy AQAP.

Saudi Arabia presents the other major threat to AQAP’s existence. Many AQAP plots, including two of the three mentioned
above, were foiled by Saudi intelligence.? The Saudi monarchy has every reason to fight AQAP. Everyone in the royal family will remember
when Islamic insurgents seized the Grand Mosque in 1979 for two weeks on the claim that the monarchy must be overthrow to purify
Islam. And it will remember every AQ attempt to disrupt stability in the Kingdom (the Khobar tower attacks in 1996 and the Al-Khobar
massacre in 2004 among the most famous). While Iran is Saudi Arabia’s greatest geopolitical foe, AQ stands as the greatest threat to
Saudi’s internal stability and legitimacy.

From the perspective of AQAP, the fights with Saudi and America present both challenges and promise. The peril is in the
massive power of both enemies. Saudi Arabia has the financial resources and intelligence apparatus to devastate AQAP (a large reason
that the Saudi branch of AQ merged into Yemen was the Saudi campaign to eradicate AQ in the Kingdom). Moreover, Saudi Arabia, as
guardians of the two holy cities and arguably leading Muslim nation, has the ability to delegitimize the ideology of AQ. Meanwhile, the
US poses a different risk. Saudi Arabia is by no means militarily weak, but the reach of U.S. military power is incomparable. The U.S.
has shown itself willing and able to pursue AQ affiliates around the world. Debates about effectiveness aside, US drone strikes have
killed numerous AQ central and AQAP leaders.?” As recently as 2015, AQAP lost leader Nasir Al-Wuhayshi to a US drone strike. The US has
continued to apply diplomatic pressure on Hadi-led Yemeni forces and Gulf states intervening on their behalf in the civil war to focus
some of the their resources on AQAP. It’s clear that AQAP is the top U.S. priority in Yemen and that the American government will continue
to strike at the group as long as AQAP operates in Yemen.

While Saudi Arabia and the US present the biggest threat to AQAP, they also are the best enemies. As touched upon in the
identity section, AQ and AQAP run on a conflict ideology. By attacking AQAP, the US gives the group legitimacy as an enemy and adds
to local Yemeni grievances with each drone strike. In a similar fashion, AQAP can present Saudi Arabia’s fight against AQ as evidence of
western influence in the Kingdom. Of course, per the AQ narrative, Saudi follows the directives of the US and others; Islam is being sold
out for petro-dollars. AQAP operatives would point to the long history of private citizens in Saudi that finance them as evidence of the
Saud family’s betrayal and to tacit Saudi acceptance of their presence in Yemen.? In short, AQAP’s global legitimacy (any appeal outside
of a very narrow Yemeni concept) is reliant on fighting the US and Saudi Arabian royal family.

But AQAP’s external enemies and rivals are not limited to America and the Kingdom. As an international terrorist organization
crosses with Yemeni insurgent elements, AQAP was not designed to attract many international friends. Western nations like those in the
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EU are just as despised as the U.S. if less feared due to the European’s more limited reach.? Other Arab states are seen as apostates under
Western puppet dictators. Egypt holds a special place as an enemy due to both the Sisi regime’s continued oppression of Islamists and
Egypt’s long history of interference in Yemen.* Iran is undoubtedly an enemy of AQAP; the terrorist organization has launched numerous
attacks on Iranian officials in Yemen and perceives Iran as the true power behind the Houthi movement.®

Inthe view of AQ and AQAP, other GCC states, perhaps with the exception of the occasionally defiant state of Qatar, are extensions
of the Saudis. The UAE, given its active role in Operation Decisive Storm, the Saudi-led operation to reinstall the Hadi government, makes
them a large threat and enemy to AQAP. In fact, it was UAE soldiers that really pushed AQAP out of their de-facto capital of Mukallah.
Just like Saudi, the governments serve as a threat but contacts within Gulf states are also through private citizens who sometimes have
financial ties to AQAPs operations (criminal and jihadi).

Oman is an interesting case and poses a unique threat to AQAP. Given its religious composition (a majority of Omanis belong
to the minority Ibadi sect that fundamentalists consider heretical), Oman is set up to be an enemy. And given the Sultanate’s large land
border with Yemen, it has both history and modern interest in Yemen'’s stability. As explained, “Modern history heavily influences the
Omani perspective on Yemen'’s crisis. Officials in Muscat have not forgotten the Dhofar Rebellion, a South Yemen-sponsored Marxist
insurgency that destabilized southern Oman before Qaboos defeated the rebels early on in his reign.”*> Oman offers a unique threat to
AQAP’s position as the Sultan has proven to be a great intermediary between the Saudis and Iran. What that means is that if there is a
diplomatic solution to the crisis in Yemen, Oman will likely have a hand in it. As a group that profits immensely off of the current chaos
of Yemen, AQAP could have no more disastrous outcome than a stable peace.

Within Yemen, the situation is on the surface just as hostile. But beneath the surface, different actors tolerate AQAP to varying
levels. First you have the large coalition controlling half the country right now, the Houthi movement. AQAP has repeatedly attacked
Houthi-controlled areas and railed against the Shia rebels. Yet, AQAP influence is weakest in Houthi-controlled areas and it has chosen to
target government forces, particularly in the de-facto capital of Aden, more often.** AQAP found fertile ground in the years following the
2011 transition from President Saleh to President Hadi and it makes sense that they would continue to target the latter’s government.
President Hadi’s forces (along with Saudi and Emirati troops in Yemen) have proven to be the main adversaries when it comes to
holding land. Still, Hadi and the Saudi-led intervention have treated this conflict as a side project. From the perspective of the Hadi-led
government and the Houthi, AQAP is an enemy but not the enemy.

When the Islamic State in Irag and the Sham (ISIS), otherwise known as the Islamic State (IS), first appeared as a prominent
player in the civil war, AQAP expressed their support for the group.?* This quickly changed, however, when IS tried to expand to Yemen
following the outbreak of civil war. While the group rarely have open hostilities (ISIS is too small of a force in Yemen for that), the two
cannot be seen as anything other than rivals. They are competing for the mantel of Sunni Salafist jihadi leadership and in many ways
that has seen AQAP steal a lot of ISIS’s playbook from Syria/lraq.*® As the chaos of the Yemeni civil war continues, AQAP will certainly seek
to quash any ISIS presence in Yemen and avoid the mistakes of Jabhat al Nusra in Syria.*

AQAP, though an adversary for many, does have a few allies in the world. Mostly they are other AQ affiliates and Salafi jihadi
groups.®” The most notorious of the other AQ affiliates, Al Qaeda in the Maghreb (AQIM), Al Shabaab in Somalia, and the newly formed Al
Qaedain the Indian Subcontinent (AQIS), all have expressed support for AQAP.* From an organizational standpoint, these groups do not
offer much in terms of resources or logistical support to AQAP. This is in part because AQAP is among the most skilled group in terms of
bomb making and fighting.® Still, this interaction has the effect of presenting a global jihadi front and thus adding a sense of legitimacy
to AQAP.

The last set of relationships important to AQAP is a set of relationships best described as external private citizen relationships.
As touched on in the earlier section on internal structure, AQAP obtains most of its funding from illegal activities such as smuggling,
kidnappings, and trafficking in arms or drugs. Still, a large percentage of their funds have always come from external patronage.*® As
leaked State Department memos indicate, these supporters are mostly private citizens in GCC countries, particularly Saudi Arabia. Using
charities and other organizations as fronts, AQAP has received large sums of money that fund their operations both in Yemen and abroad.

In addition to courting and obtaining support from Gulf donors, AQAP cultivates relationships with Muslims all over the world
as a method to recruitment and enhanced capabilities. Aforementioned foreign fighters and agents are just one component. While the
organization has maintained an active media wing, most famously under American-born cleric Anwar Al Awlaki, its main recruitment
method has been personal relationships.* For example, the perpetrators of the Charlie Hebdo attacks in 2015 and the 2013 attempted
Christmas day bombing had personal ties established from time in Yemen and other jihadi relationships. AQAP seems likely to continue
to cultivate these personal ties.

If there is one defining feature of AQAP’s external relationships, it is antagonism. This is not to say that AQAP and AQ don’t have
sympathizers scattered throughout the globe or that all enemies are equal. However, AQAP does not fit into the accepted international
order and its relationships reflect that. Thus AQAP’s existence is one of perpetual existential struggle against a whole system designed
to crush it. That do-or-die mentality translates through their goals.

Goals:

For a group with such fiery rhetoric, AQAP is not an easy target of analysis. What to take seriously as goals and what to simply
ignore as chest thumping is the difficulty understanding a small and opaque group. From a number of perspectives, AQAP benefited
from the onset of the current Yemeni civil war that started in 2015.> Now there is some debate as to whether their rapid expansion
(described in the internal relationships section) will end up hurting them more than it initially helped, but there can be no doubt that
they benefit from chaos.* Moreover, the perceived sectarian threat of the Houthi movement on Sunni areas provides fertile recruiting for
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being able to direct their resources against them.

As much as is possible, AQAP will hope and work toward keeping the war between the Houthis and the Hadi coalition as
a stalemate. In truth, AQAP would even benefit in an uptick in fortunes for the Houthis as to drain resources from Hadi forces in the
southeast. In the coming months and as the war seems to stagnate, AQAP will try to do everything in its power to continue that reality.

Relatedly, AQAP will try to continue its growth in size and funding. Having quadrupled in size since 2014*, AQAP will want to
extend this period of growth and build on it for a more sustainable future. This goal has both a foreign and domestic element to it. As
with other AQ affiliates, foreign fighters and leaders bring skills that others cannot. American-born Anwar Al Awlaki brought an ability
to communicate with Western recruits. Saudi-born Ibrahim Al Asiri brings his immense technical abilities and clever bomb design to the
group. Still, as discussed above, foreigners are a limited component of an organization that is largely Yemeni in nature. So, it seems likely
that AQAP will aim to cultivate and solidify its network in Yemen with the hope of gaining (or regaining) a number of tribal leaders in the
southwest. The secondary goal will be to bring on foreigners when possible.

These two broad goals feed into a larger goal and one that has defined AQ since the rise of ISIS. In Yemen and perhaps in other
locations, AQAP must seek to win back the narrative of the global jihad from ISIS. Since its meteoric rise in 2013, ISIS has dominated the
global Sunni jihadi narrative. In practical terms, this has meant recruitment of foreign fighters and resources that might otherwise be
directed to AQ affiliates. As AQ ‘most dangerous branch, AQAP is a leader in the global Sunni jihadi movement and would do well to take
back much of the momentum that has gone ISIS’s way.

There are two layers to the this larger narrative approach. First, AQAP would need to clear the nascent branch of ISIS out of
Yemen. It undermines AQAP’s legitimacy and weakens any sense of leadership in Yemen that they might have. In a larger approach, they
must keep themselves relevant in the worldwide audience. Attacks by ISIS member in Paris and Brussels, along with numerous ‘lone
wolf’ attacks in which a radicalized individual pledged allegiance to ISIS, have given the group huge notoriety. It should be a near-term
goal for AQAP to get more attacks on Western nations or more pledges of allegiance from lone wolves.

AQAP must also have tactical, on-the-ground goals for its base in Yemen. If 2015 was a great success for the group, 2016 has
seen the pendulum swing the other way as it has lost territory and buy-in from locals. If AQAP is wise to this trend, 2017 and future years
should be centered around solidifying and expanding on existing ties in a way that does not produce the same backlash as the group
experienced in 2016. Unlike some of the other goals listed, AQAP does not need a new playbook to accomplish it. In a strong difference
from ISIS in Iraq, AQAP has employed a tactical retreat strategy in Yemen whenever it controlled territory.*® In fact, when it was expelled
from Mukallah, “AQAP then issued a statement saying its fighters retreated from the city in order to protect the civilian population. This
message demonstrated how AQAP, and al Qaeda in general, wants to increase its popular appeal in Yemen and elsewhere.”*

In all likelihood, AQAP will look to defend it’s territory and personal networks critical to funding (smuggling rings, hostage-
taking locations, etc) first and foremost. Control of actual municipalities- in partnership with local tribesmen - will be of a second priority
but still critical. AQAP militants need locations where they can hide and operate without fear of constant attack by Hadi forces or US
drones. And as more of a tertiary priority, AQAP should want to reclaim Mukallah when politically expedient. The reasoning behind this
order is, as discussed in the internal structure section, AQAP is not as dependent on holding territory as a group like ISIS. The latter bases
its legitimacy around it while AQAP sees it as a temporary benefit from chaos. As quoted above, AQAP retreated from Mukallah to keep
the city and its allies there intact. Why do that if you don’t plan on coming back relatively soon?

On the ground in Yemen, AQAP seems to value patience and resilience over rapid expansion. It will have applied the lessons
of 2016, too, and learned more about the exact points in which other actors (such as Saudi Arabia) make it a priority. Last time it was
only when AQAP threatened the economic lifelines of Aden that Saudi Arabia and the UAE brought down enough pressure to force the
burgeoning caliphate from their capital in Mukallah. AQAP will push territorial control up only up to the point where it feels certain the
Hadi government will not react to counter it. Moreover, as has been seen with ISIS, territorial control and formal governance can make
a group vulnerable to conventional military power. AQAP has proven to be a group that learns from others (and their own) mistakes. Do
not expect them to make the same mistake of territorial overreach twice.

V. Potential Negotiation Moves

In order to advance its strategic and tactical goals, AQAP might take the following negotiation steps. It isimportant to remember
that while the group has power and influence, its playbook is far more limited and far different that a state. The chief aim of these moves
would be to keep up the chaos in Yemen, regain the global jihadi narrative from ISIS, reestablish relationships with allies in Yemen, and
insulate the group from attacks by the US and the Saudi-led coalition. These moves may feed into one or more of the previously stated
goals, but all would lead to positive outcomes for AQAP.

AQAP’s strongest negotiation move would be the one which destabilizes its enemy governments while strengthening its
influence and network. To that end, AQAP would best reach its goals by reconciling with ISIS to form a combined or closely affiliated
Salafist terrorist organization. This move would likely require ISIS to first be weakened by Western forces, but this turn of events is
probable, as the Trump administration has taken concrete steps to develop and implement a quick-moving anti-ISIS strategy.*” By
working with ISIS toward their shared goal, AQAP could increase its scope and resources for carrying out its destructive ends.

Since AQAP and ISIS are currently at odds with each other, this move would require a shift in mindset. This option will likely be
weighed against the benefit AQAP could accrue from watching ISIS be destroyed, as AQAP would no longer have a rival for the mantle
of predominant Salafist group. Alternatively, if AQAP decides to remain at odds with ISIS, it may consider a direct attack on ISIS’ Yemeni
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affiliate. ISIS has not caught on in Yemen in the same way that it did in Syria, but that doesn’t mean AQAP should leave the group to its
own devices.* Instead, AQAP may choose to eliminate ISIS in Yemen for good. By killing ISIS members and threatening the rest, AQAP
would eliminate local competition and prove their power to possible local allies.

The best way to do sois to provide a different, more persuasive form of the movement. AQAP media has already shown this with
concerted media campaign playing up their social services such as clean water and food supplies.®® It would be foolish to compete with
ISIS in the form of brutality and try to copy their admittedly successful model in Syria. Instead, it should do more in media to distinguish
themselves and work with the local population as partners, not conquerors. This would mean only striking military/government targets
in Yemen and avoiding the slaughter of civilians.

A second strategic move AQAP may consider is more anti-negotiation than pro-negotiation: to maintain dominance over its
acquired territory, AQAP may do everything it can to scuttle any peace negotiations to end the Yemeni civil war. Oman has proven most
likely to broker a peace between the sides. AQAP could try to push Oman away from involvement by destabilizing the country, particularly
the Dhofar region which once gave Muscat so many problems. Given the sultanate’s sensitivities to rebellion in the southwest of Oman,
the Sultan could turn away from Yemen and turn internally. This could involve weapons smuggling and forming connections with Omani
dissidents across the vast border between the two countries. Alternatively (and perhaps at a lower cost), AQAP could scuttle Oman’s
participation by killing the diplomats involved in the negotiations. If Oman’s envoy to Yemen is killed, few in Oman’s government would
be eager to replace him and everyday Omanis could question the cost of meddling in Yemen’s internal politics. As with many moves, this
one has the potential for backlash, but given AQAP’s history of revival and survival, that is a risk they should be willing to take.

Another negotiation move that would further their goalsis a general (and extremely secretive) truce with the Houthi movement.
The war in Yemen has ground to a deadly stalemate and this suits AQAP well. Still, the ability of Hadi and Saudi forces to fight them in
2016 shows that AQAP benefits when the Houthis have the upperhand and Hadi forces are busy holding the line. Not only is the group’s
sectarian rhetoric bolstered by Houthi successes, but it’s an opportunity for AQAP to reacquire lost territory. AQAP could communicate
with the Houthis suspected patrons, Iran, and form an alliance of convenience. This wouldn’t be the first time AQ formed an alliance and
AQAP could easily break it off without any near-term consequences (as stated previously, the Houthis are least powerful in AQAP zones
of operation).

While avoiding civilian-oriented attacks in Yemen, particularly on fellow Sunnis, AQAP would be well served by looking to
launch more attacks abroad. Keeping their names on the front pages draws attention, resources, and foreign recruits to their cause.
For example, AQAP suddenly jumped back into Western consciousness (and global jihadi consciousness) after the January 2015 Charlie
Hebdo attacks perpetrated by the Kouachi brothers. As it was later discovered, AQAP had given the jihadis $20,000 for weapons and
explosives.*® AQAP’s attack on the West was only eclipsed when ISIS launched an even bloodier, deadlier attack in Paris later that year.
As ISIS continues to lose territory and face an existential threat to its base of operations in Syria and Irag, AQAP should try to launch a
spectacular attack on a Western target, especially if it can hit a target of great symbolic values (a monument, person, or place). If AQAP
has any active contacts in Europe or the US, it should try to rush out an attack as soon as possible in the next year.

AQAP lost extensive territory in 2016 because local tribesmen turned against them; however, the group will may reverse its
fortune if it dedicates its efforts in the future toward winning back this demographic. AQAP leadership can, as it has done before, learn
from its mistakes and strategize how to avoid them. Once it has circulated those lessons, it must establish the foundation for AQAP
control wherever the Yemeni government has a weak territorial hold.

Conclusions:

There are four key takeaways on AQAP as negotiating actor: 1) the group is highly adaptable and can re-emerge despite
concerted efforts by adversaries to eliminate it; 2) it thrives off of chaos and sectarian fears in Yemen; 3) it is at both times a global
terrorist group and a local insurgency/militia and these dual identities actually enhance the organization; 4) it can hurt much larger
actors in Yemen and abroad which inflates the group’s influence. All revolve around the group’s constant struggle for existence and
ability to bounce back after numerous ‘defeats.” Part of this has to do with the complexity of what it stands for and who is involved.
Despite its small size and lack of recognition on the global world order, the group presents an interesting negotiation stance and one
that will continue to confound its adversaries.

Unlike many large states and even larger political movements, AQAP is much more able and much more willing to change.
And this applies not only in strategy and tactics but allies and funding sources. Due to their precarious position, AQAP can take a
number of positions that allow for its continued existence. A casual observer might point to its Salafi ideology and public statements to
characterize AQAP as medieval fundamentalists, but the reality is that their ideology and identity are simply ways by which to create a
cohesive, revolutionary group. Its ideology provides meaning to their self-interested actions. Why else would the group recruit so heavily
in prisons, places rife with grievance and existential issues? Other negotiators would be careful to underestimate the degree to which
AQAP will contort its rhetoric to satisfy this existential need.

Other negotiators might be careful, also, to play into AQAP’s narrative (one its most powerful elements as an actor) in Yemen
and abroad. US drone strikes have done much to bolster the group’s reputation, even when degrading it logistically. Saudi Arabia’s
prosecution of the war in Yemen, a strategy based around sectarian fears, actually enhances AQAP. Even ISIS, which operates in the same
sphere as AQAP, has enhanced AQAP’s reputation as advocates for the local community with the former’s brutal tactics. Adversaries must
be prepared for specific moves and actions directed at AQAP to backfire or be adapted by the group into an asset. And they must be
conscious that AQAP will find any opportunity to use the situation in Yemen to its benefit.
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Most of the world sees AQAP as a fringe element, a group of radicals so far outside of the norm that they commit heinous acts
of violence. But the reality is far more complex, far less static. AQAP is a small but rising power in Yemen and one that presents a massive
asymmetric threat to Western nations. Depending on the steps taken by its adversaries and by the organization itself, AQAP will either
grow in this power or be pushed back underground. But, given the group’s history, full eradication or incorporation into a larger entity
seems unlikely, particularly in the near future. Its existence is resistance, resistance to the American-led global order, resistance to the
typical powers in Yemen, and resistance to Saudi Arabia’s grip on the region. And that, is perhaps, its greatest power as a negotiator and
actor in the Middle East.
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Introduction

The League of Arab States (LAS), or Arab League, was founded in 1945 with the vision of bringing together both Arab-majority
and Arabic-speaking states “on matters of common interest.” The LAS Charter declares its purpose as “strengthening...relations
between the member-states;” coordinating their policies; “safeguard[ing] their independence and sovereignty;” developing close
cooperation on “economic and financial affairs...communications...cultural affairs...judgments and extradition of criminals...social
affairs...health affairs;” and working with international bodies to “guarantee security and peace and regulate economic and social
relations.”? Today, there are 22 member states in the LAS (including Palestine and currently suspended member Syria). While the LAS
does engage on international relations issues, each member of the LAS is still responsible for conducting its own foreign policy. Thus,
this paper will feature an in-depth discussion of the interests, threat perceptions, partnerships, and potential negotiation moves of the
LAS as an organization, rather than of the individual member states.

Identity, Threat Perception, and Role

The LAS is an organization focused on building cooperation between Arab states, defending their sovereignty, and working
with international bodies on issues of economics, peace, and security.”® The LAS Charter places a premium on state sovereignty by
prohibiting “any action calculated to change established systems of government” and making unenforceable any LAS decision against
a state’s independence or sovereignty. Further, any decision of the LAS Council that is not unanimous is “binding only upon those states
which have accepted them.”

When mixed with regional tensions and rivalries, this rule of unanimity has often made the LAS “a cross between the forces
of fiction and futility” that is unable to manage inter-state rivalries and open conflicts among members.® After decades of “the total
inability of the Arab world to address the years of bombings and assassinations”” and several failed intervention efforts in Syria, Iraq,
Oman, Yemen, Lebanon, Kuwait, and Palestine,® the “Arab public has grown wary of what is perceived to be an incompetent and
ineffective LAS.? In the midst of the Arab Spring, the Secretary General of the LAS recognized these sentiments, commenting that the
League is “impotent in the face of any crisis which strikes Arab states and threatens their people.”*°

Since the turn of the millennium, however, the LAS has begun a reinvention of sorts. After some members signed onto the Arab
Charter on Human Rights, the League ratified a commitment to international human rights law in 2008.!* Soon thereafter, the LAS played
a key role in ending Lebanon’s presidential crisis.’> The Arab Spring presented the LAS further opportunities to “engineer change” and
reform itself.”®> While it continues to deal with problems of legitimacy, leverage, credibility, and unity, the League is “more relevant to
regional geopolitics than it has been in years.”** One prominent example of its more proactive foreign policy was its support for a United
Nations Security Council resolution authorizing the use of force in Libya in 2011.

Security Threats and Causes of Conflict

Intra-League Threats

For some LAS members, the greatest security threats come from inside the LAS itself, to include interstate wars, civil wars, and
the rise of non-state actors.” As the late Muammar Qaddafi stated at one LAS Summit: “We hate each other...we are our own enemy...
we share nothing beyond these halls...we are enemies of one another.”! In addition to the Sunni/Shi’a fault lines, many of the smaller
Gulf states view regional hegemons as a key source of conflict. Iraq’s 1990 invasion of Kuwait brought into sharp focus the threat of larger
regional powers such as Iraq and Saudi Arabia against the smaller, more vulnerable Gulf states.'”

Even within the states themselves, domestic challenges and power struggles represent a serious perceived security threat
to regimes and leaders throughout the Middle East and North Africa (MENA) region.'® At their root, Arab leaders view the “revolution
in media and communication, a rise of Islamist social and political movements,” and “new norms and popular expectations regarding
participation in public life” as the causes of recent domestic conflicts.® These factors of “domestic unrest and societal pressures for
reform” then threaten the ruling elites and existing power structures.? Even more worrisome to the ruling elite, these internal rifts also
offer an excuse to foreign “protectors” to intervene and advance their own regional agendas.? In these ways, the non-interventionist
and state-centric bent of the LAS Charter is designed to guard against some of the largest security threats in the region: domestic politics
and uprisings.?? As previously mentioned, though, the LAS did take a strong stance in the domestic affairs of one of its member states
when it publicly sought a resolution authorizing the use of force against Qaddafi’s regime in Libya. In addition, the LAS also suspended
Syria’s membership given its brutal crackdown on its own citizens

While extremist, non-state actors are a key driver of instability in the region, the League has been notably reticent to address
that threat.” Although the LAS has occasionally made collective calls to action against ISIS - without endorsing air strikes or concrete
military action? - and passed watered-down resolutions agreeing to “take urgent measures to combat extremists,”” the League has
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largely resisted actively addressing the issue of terrorism. “The lack of reaction from the Arab and wider Muslim world”?® in response to
terrorist attacks indicates that League members are more focused on preventing the power vacuums that lead to non-state actors than
on addressing the rise of the non-state actors themselves.

External Threats

Historically, the LAS has perceived two primary external existential threats: Israel and Iran. For decades, “Israel has served as
the binding glue for pan-Arab movements.”?” After years of exclusion, boycotting, and hostile policies towards Israel, Arab public opinion
is still “quite hostile to normalization of ties with Israel” due to an Arab belief that Israelis are a fundamental “threat to their survival.”?®
As recently as 2009, 48 percent of Arab citizens viewed Israel as the greatest threat to the Arab world;* in 2015, 85 percent of the Arab
public remained “consistently opposed” to “diplomatic recognition of Israel.”*° Even for authoritarian leaders, this “important ‘cognitive
fact’” of anti-Israel public sentiment is still a crucial factor “with which Arab leaders have had to deal.”

Prior to the Arab Spring, the only other cause celebre for security cooperation in the LAS was Iranian power in the region and
Iranian “influence and interference in Arab politics.”*> Where anti-Zionism was a unifying factor among Arabs, Iranian influence often
exacerbated domestic or regional unrest and divided the League into proxies of Saudi Arabia or Iran or, more broadly, along Sunni and
Shi’a fault lines.® Despite some LAS members’ better relations with Iran, 62 percent of Arabs view Iran’s policies in the MENA negatively.*
This perception contributed to the LAS’s decision to create a 40,000-strong joint military force intended to, in part, counter Iran’s growing
influence across the region.*

In addition to these perceived regional threats, 65 percent of Arabs in 2015 view US foreign policy towards the Arab world
as negative® and 18 percent of Arabs in 2009 perceive the US to be the “greatest threat to the Arab world” - second only to Israel.*”
Historically, Arab leaders shared these concerns due to the US alliance with Israel. However, the US-led effort to liberate Kuwait in 1991
proved to Arab leaders that - despite public opinion - an interdependent relationship with the US could be beneficial during a crisis.*®

Renewed Role of the LAS

The Arab Spring has brought about an opportunity for the LAS to play a larger, more assertive role in the region, as seen by
the League’s “uncharacteristically decisive” actions against Libya and Syria.* Recently, the LAS has taken on active roles as a conflict
mediator, crisis manager, and international intermediary. It is clear that the LAS now wants to play a more “meaningful political role that
responds to the sentiments and values of the Arab people.”*

Internal Conflicts and External Behaviors

In 1965, Malcolm Kerr described ongoing tensions in the Arab world as an “Arab Cold War.”** While the divisions and sides are
different now, Kerr’s title still accurately describes the region. Throughout its history, the LAS has often been paralyzed by significant
divisions, to include Soviet and Western-aligned members during the Cold War and the “traditional monarchies” (i.e. Saudi Arabia
and Jordan) versus “revolutionary states” (i.e. Iraq and Nasser’s Egypt)* versus “moderate” states (i.e. most Gulf states).” The major
ideological differences among its members led to failures to coordinate military, foreign, or economic policies* and often resulted in a
perception of the LAS as nothing more than a “glorified debating society.”*

As previously mentioned, one of the largest dividers in the MENA is the Sunni/Shi’a split.* While this issue does not neatly
describe every internal conflict in the region, it does shed light on many of the ongoing proxy wars and power struggles within the LAS.
Member states such as Bahrain, Iraq, Syria, Lebanon, and Yemen often find themselves at the center of proxy fights between Iran-backed
Shiite elements and Saudi-supported Sunni factions.*” Even the ongoing conflict in Syria is framed not as a struggle between democracy
and authoritarianism; instead, “the GCC states leading calls for international pressure to oust Assad...aim...to topple a largely Alawi
(and hence, in their view, Shi’a) regime allied with Iran.”*® These alliances and conflicted ideologies often lead to fractured and non-
unanimous LAS behaviors towards Iran and prevent the LAS from developing a coherent, collective stance on ties with Iran.

Personal conflicts and ties also play a part in determining League actions that may seem incoherent or inconsistent. Some
efforts, such as toppling Qaddafi, have been tied to deep personal conflicts between LAS leaders.* Other League initiatives are due to
close ties between members, such as Saudi Arabia’s support of Palestine® and Qatar’s championing of the Lebanon crisis.>* Despite
suspending Libya, sanctioning Western action against Qaddafi, and recognizing the opposition in Syria, no condemnation was issued
and no similar actions were taken against Bahrain or Yemen®? during their respective upheaval, human rights abuses, and crises.*

External Relationships

International Ties

The historical inability to foster regional cooperation and manage conflicts have led the UN, US, and other major international
actors to perceive the LAS “as a second-tier actor” incapable of overseeing the region.>* While the LAS has been gaining in prominence
after actions in Libya and Syria, it is still restricted in its capacity for action given the constraints imposed by its own member states.>
Nonetheless, the LAS has sought to establish ties with other regional organizations, including the Association of Southeast Asian
Nations,* and the European Union - the latter of which the LAS has regular ministerial summits®” and has issued joint statements
condemning terrorism, atrocities in Syria, and the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.*®
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Individual States

Generally speaking, the Arab League does not coordinate or conduct foreign relations on behalf of its members outside of
crisis management and conflict mediation. As such, key relationships between LAS members and outside actors should be studied
on an individual level. The only formalized bilateral relations in the LAS are those of the four observer states: Brazil, Eritrea, India,
and Venezuela.® One regional relation of note is Pakistan, who has ties throughout the region, including “probably one of the closest
relationships in the world between any two countries” with Saudi Arabia.®® Turkey also has ties with several LAS members and the LAS
itself,®* but “high cultural and nationalist obstacles”® combined with its ongoing struggle against the Kurds and involvement in Iraq
have led to major tensions between Turkey and the LAS.®® As previously discussed, Iran represents a partner for some and a rival for
other LAS members.® Despite anti-US public sentiment, unease with Iran has pushed many LAS members into closer relations with the
US,% however, these ties remain on an individual, bilateral basis rather than as a formalized LAS-US partnership. As expected, hostility
towards Israel remains the “lowest common denominator” of unity in the LAS.®® However, with Egypt®” and Jordan notably leading the
way, most Arab states have reluctantly accepted the importance of even informal relations with Israel as a key stepping stone en-route
to an Israeli-Palestinian peace accord.®®

Past Negotiating Efforts

lrag
Initially, the LAS was “divided in its reaction” to Saddam Hussein’s 1991 invasion of Kuwait.®® Though the LAS failed in attempts

to mediate the war,” it did join UN embargoes against Iraq and, at Saudi Arabia’s urging, ultimately supported the US-led military
campaign to evict Hussein from Kuwait.” In 2003, the LAS displayed more “despair” than resolve in response to the US invasion of Iraq.”
What post-invasion mediation efforts the League did attempt were an “ill-prepared and largely symbolic attempt to show the League’s
activism” in the region.”

Arab Peace Initiative

In 2002, Saudi Arabia led the LAS’s first diplomatic foray into solving the Arab-Israeli conflict since the “three No’s” of the
1967 Khartoum Resolution.™ This effort, the Arab Peace Initiative (API), called for Israeli withdrawal from its occupied territories, the
establishment of a Palestinian state, and diplomatic recognition of Israel.” The APl was unanimously endorsed by all LAS members,™
but Israeli leaders declared the API - issued the day after the “Passover massacre”’ - a “non-starter.””® Despite numerous attempts to
return to the API, adoption of the plan has to date not been seriously discussed by either Israel or the international community.™

Lebanon

In 2006, the LAS waded into the Lebanon-Israel conflict. Outside of League declarations and attempts to influence UN
Resolutions and shape international pressure towards Israel, the LAS did not significantly contribute to the outcome.®

After numerous failures in the MENA and years of impotence in the face of Lebanon’s ongoing violence, 2008 marked a change
for the Arab League.®! Led by Qatar, the LAS brokered an agreement between combatants that broke the “political deadlock and
intermittent violence in Lebanon.”®? For the first time in nearly 20 years, the League was the primary factor in ending a crisis.®* Thanks to
LAS efforts, Lebanon elected a president, created a unity government with minority representation, and largely returned to the status
quo; never before had the League’s “contribution to regional security been so effective or indeed so vital.”®

Libya

Led by Qatar and the UAE, the League suspended Libya’s membership in early 2011to “protest against the violence” on
civilians.® Using the same logic as with Iraq in 1991, the LAS referred the Libya issue to the UN, leading to the Security Council authorizing
a NATO operation against Qaddafi’s regime.®® In support of the NATO operation, Qatar joined airstrikes, provided weapons and special
operations assistance, and provided non-military financial aid.®” The League’s ability to successfully respond to and manage the Libya
crisis by reaching consensus on a no-fly zone, approaching the UN, and giving legitimacy to the NATO intervention marked another
success for the LAS.%

Syria

As instability and human rights violations spread to Syria, the LAS was faced with another intra-League challenge. While the
“level of intensity was still low” in Syria, LAS took on an active role in mediating that conflict. This “reconciliatory approach” continued
even as the UN Security Council was unable to get a condemnatory resolution past Russian and Chinese vetoes.*

During an emergency meeting, LAS members surprised the world by coming together and presenting a “united front in their
views towards Syria.”® Spurred on by the Secretary General, the League dispatched a mediation mission to convince Bashar al-Assad
to stop violence, accept an LAS monitoring mission, and begin a monitored dialogue with opposition forces.”* When Assad refused,
the League suspended Syria’s membership and imposed sanctions against it - the first time the LAS ever approved sanctions against
a member.”> The monitoring mission eventually deployed but quickly broke down due to lack of training and equipment and “disunity
among member states regarding to its mission [sic] and mandate.”®® Eventually, the UN joined a League-led monitoring mission to Syria
in late 2012° and the LAS made the unprecedented decision to give Syria’s seat to its opposition party in March of 2013.%

Although the League was largely replaced and overshadowed by the UN,* the Arab world viewed the actions in Syria as a
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“major step forward” for the LAS.”” The “active and interventionist role” the League has played in both Libya and Syria, indicates that a
“change in the League’s traditional status-quo oriented policies” may be on the horizon.*

Leverage

After several failed efforts to become a defense-oriented organization, the only leverage options available to the LAS revolve
around soft power - and those, too, are limited.® In the past, the League’s use of soft power sticks - suspensions and sanctions - were
unable to be used as “leverage to convince the parties of a resolution.”'® Instead, the League’s greatest source of leverage is in soft
power carrots. Ultimately, the greatest way the LAS can gain legitimacy in the MENA region, as well as globally, is by demonstrating a
willingness to tackle the most important issues and exhibiting a unified stance - as they did in the case of Syria, for example. Western
powers likely want to cooperate with the LAS in order to gain legitimacy in the region, but they need a strong and unified partner.

The next best source of leverage for the LAS is simply diplomacy grounded in its credibility and legitimacy as the only pan-Arab
organization. In a negotiation, its best tool is simply the bully pulpit as the representative of the Arab world that can be used to coax or
coerce parties, legitimize or de-legitimize international intervention, demand accountability of international actors, and, generally, act
as amoral and authoritative voice in the MENA region. Recent successes in Lebanon, Libya, and Syria show that the League is more ready
and able to handle its own crises. While these interventions reflect “the hardheaded, geopolitical calculations” more than “attentiveness
to the public mood” or the “Tahrir spirit”,*! these interventions can nonetheless be used to reassert the League’s legitimacy as both the
face and the will of the Arab world.**?

Potential Negotiation Moves

Pre-Conflict Moves

Emboldened by the last decade of varying successes, the LAS could seek to intervene earlier in potential regional or intra-
state conflicts and conduct mediation efforts before any conflicts erupt into outright war.!® If mediation efforts are unsuccessful, the
LAS could choose to emphasize its proactivity by issuing calls to action for regional and international partners - likely the UN .2** While
this action would have been unfathomable in the past, the League is gradually demonstrating a shift away from its customary non-
interventionist status quo.!® Continuing this trend, it is foreseeable to see the League position itself as the arbiter of choice for MENA
conflicts. In addition to expanding its mediation efforts, it may attempt to get involved in any external (UN, NATO, or bilateral) missions
to the region to better influence the outcome of any negotiations.

Conflict Moves

In the event that League mediation efforts fall apart or show no progress, the League will likely refer the conflict to the UN
Security Council. These referrals could request or recommend further mediation efforts, ceasefires, or outright military intervention
either from League members or from outside actors under a UN mandate. By emphasizing acceptance of the UN as the primary and
only legitimate international body, the League will maximize its leverage over international actors and their MENA-related discussions.
Further, by engaging regional and international players on the League’s terms instead of standing idly by as external powers meddle in
their affairs, this option will effectively render non-UN sanctioned efforts to intervene illegitimate.

Another potentially valuable - but much less likely - option is that the LAS could capitalize on member states’ relations
with neighbors like Turkey and Iran. Through Kuwait, Oman, or Qatar, the League could seek to influence Iran and “ensure a gradual
disengagement of Hezbollah”, for example.*® While this is risky and unlikely given the intra-League factionalism and rivalries, such
engagement could further build the LAS’s credibility as the legitimate regional mediator, and better position the League to respond to
future crises.

Post-Conflict Moves

After a conflict ends, the League could assert itself as the guarantor of a resolution deal. It could use its bully pulpit to demand
public accountability and follow-through on international pledges of humanitarian aid for victims or sanctions against aggressors. The
LAS could also spearhead post-war planning in the MENA region. The League could rally support for and seek to lead a Marshall Plan in
Syria by securing international donors and overseeing the plan’s implementation.*” These actions would have far-reaching impacts on
the credibility and legitimacy of the LAS in future mediation efforts and could eventually become a source of leverage for future League
initiatives.
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Introduction

When anyone looks at a map of the Middle East, it is tempting to overlook Bahrain. At first glance, its small size and modest
military and economic power could lead anyone to conclude that Bahrain does not have much to offer the region. While its small size is
a reality that cannot be ignored, Bahrain is capable of influencing the region and helping to confront some of the problems that inspire
terrorism. In every sense, Bahrain is a below the line player. However, Bahrain has the capacity to cross that line and make a big impact.
To do this, Bahrain must be willing to change years of thinking and policy and take risks.

Identity, Conflict Narratives, and Threat perceptions

Because of its size and the strategic location, Bahrain has historically been overshadowed by larger regional players.
Sandwiched between two historic rivals, Saudi Arabia and Iran, Bahrain’s identity, conflict narratives, and threat perceptions have been
influenced greatly by the neighborhood it resides in. The following section will break down these three categories in terms of what they
mean for Bahrain.

Identity
The Bahraini national identity is a relatively new phenomenon.! There was no great struggle for independence or baptism by

fire to formulate a national consciousness. Independence from Great Britain in the 1970s came relatively easy. Bahrain did not experience
a sweeping anti-colonial movement that other nations in the region went through. As a result, identity in Bahrain relies primarily on
religion and tribal affiliations. However, there are growing cleavages that have become more pronounced in recently.

Tribal affiliations and religion has defined Bahrain’s identity since 1602, the year the Al Khalifa tribe invaded and conquered
Bahrain from Persia. Those forces are still in play today. The Al Khalifa monarchy clearly favors those associated with the Al Khalifa tribe,
both domestically; through government policy, and internationally, by aligning themselves with regional monarchies that can trace
their lineage to similar Arab tribes.

Religion is an even more salient identity, arguably. There is a clear Sunni-Shia divide within Bahrain that permeates society.
The Sunni monarchy has ruled over a majority Shia population since the establishment of the monarchy in 1602. Current and historical
government policies have favored Sunnis. For example, the government denies Shia Muslims basic political rights and access to
economic opportunities. Shia Muslims are constantly harassed and prevented from practicing their religion. Leading members of the
Shia community, like Isa Qassim, the spiritual leader for most Bahraini Shia, are jailed, denied legal rights, and consistently harassed.
Meanwhile, the monarchy lavishes its Sunni citizens with the very things it denies to Shia citizens.

When Bahrain was first conquered, the Al Khalifa tribe essentially destroyed the fabric of Shia thought in Bahrain by killing
clergy and destroying Shia religious institutions.? Centuries later, the monarchy, by practice and law, has further solidified religion as a
major identity marker. With the survival of the regime tied so intimately with a distinct interpretation of Islam coupled with the reality
that a large portion of citizens adhere to a different and perhaps antagonistic version of Islam, it is unsurprising that religion acts as a
major identifier.

The Sunni identity influences Bahrain’s foreign policy. The monarchy has aligned itself chiefly with Sunni Arab monarchies as
a way to both bolster its domestic stability and to hedge against a resurgent Shia Iran. Through organizations like the Gulf Cooperation
Council (GCC), Bahrain has sought to play a role in coordinating and with and supporting other Sunni states. This association has mostly
benefited Bahrain’s government while also cementing the religious, Sunni dimension of Bahrain’s identity. The other members of the
GCC and Saudi Arabia have a stake in keeping Shia populations throughout the region politically weak.

Finally, ethnicity and race influence identity in Bahrain. The country is home to thousands of migrant workers from South Asia.
According to some estimates, these migrants represent nearly 50% of the current population, if not an outright majority.®> However,
the government does not grant many political rights to migrant workers since they are not citizens. Furthermore, most migrants are
relegated to working low skilled jobs like construction.

Although Bahrain has needed foreign labor in the past, the massive influx of low-skilled workers is unprecedented in Bahrain’s
history. Society appears to treat these workers as a distinct alien group. While many may actually be Sunni Muslims, they are not Arab.
In Bahrain, the Arabs are the politically-dominant group. Even Shia Arabs, while denied many rights, still enjoy citizenship and receive
certain privileges that are commonly denied to migrant workers. However, the government does use Sunni migrants to boost overall
Sunni support for the monarchy as a way to counter Shia pressure.*

While there may be other factors of identity at play, this analysis suggests that the religious component is the primary identifier.
Tribal affiliations, ethnic backgrounds, and class all have a role, but they are influence by the Sunni-Shia divide.
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Conflict Narratives

Bahrain has been relatively spared from violence and wars in recent history, with the exception of the GCC sanctioned invasion
in 2011. Even a Shia insurgency during 1994-1999 was relatively tame compared to similar campaigns in the region. However, one should
not assume then that there is not a conflict narrative within Bahrain. The country is still intimately involved with regional conflicts. The
chief conflict narrative revolves around religion and the way Sunni and Shia Islam define conflict.

Historically, Sunni and Shia Islam have differed greatly on conflict definition and when is it appropriate to engage in conflict.
The initial Islamic jurisprudence on conflict, in both Sunni or Shia Islam, has gone through various changes over time and does not
necessarily reflect current, mainstream arguments and thinking. It is important to understand where the divergence starts. The
monarchy relies on its Sunni identity to define policies in the region and the majority of Bahrainis, by virtue of being Shia Muslims, reject
many Sunni arguments. For these reasons, understanding the cleavages will clarify where these two groups overlap and where there is
division.

While the point of this paper is not a rehashing of the history of Islam, some basic background is helpful. Fundamentally
speaking, the divide between Sunnis and Shias stemmed from a discussion over who should rule over the Muslim world. One side, which
would become Shia Muslims, argued that the leader should be someone from Prophet Muhammad’s family. Because blood relations
of the Prophet are considered more pure and closer to God, they called for his cousin Ali. The other side, which would become Sunni
Muslims, believed that the eventual successor to Prophet Muhammad, Abu Bakr, was the appropriate person to lead the community since
his appointment was essentially made through a consultation, or shura, of current Muslims. Despite attempts to mollify disagreements
between the two camps, both sides fought each other through bitter civil wars and assassinations. Over time, each side’s identity
hardened. The Sunni side grew to be the dominant force in Islam, with Shia Muslims forced to live as minorities in many areas, facing
various forms of oppression and violence.

Since Shia Muslims are constantly under threat of violence, various Shia scholars and clergy argue that, it is permitted to
practice their faith in silence and in private. Furthermore, it is appropriate for followers to deny they are Shia in the face of oppression
or persecution, according to some Shia jurists. This is called tagiyya. Shia Muslims still believe that the true leaders of the Muslim world
or of any Muslim leader must have a direct line to Prophet Muhammad’s family. Ideally, these people would be the Imams, individuals
who are granted the authority to lead by God. In their absence, people who have studied Shia Islam intimately are better suited to rule
than others. Conceptually speaking, this thinking is inherently revolutionary since it advocates to its followers that those who are not
religiously qualified to rule lack the mandate to do so. This leas Shia Muslims to view Sunni monarchies, in many ways inheritors of Abu
Bakr’s legacy, as governments or regimes unworthy of allegiance.

The Sunni response to the turmoil over battles of succession was to develop the quietist argument. This argument posits that
Muslims should follow the ruler who is most capable of maintaining stability and providing for the people, religious piety or knowledge
notwithstanding.> People should notfeel compelled to overthrow leadersifthey do not adhere to specificreligious doctrines. Furthermore,
participating in campaigns to overthrow governments or leaders who have fulfilled the basic requirements to rule is prohibited. While
rulers may not be perfect religious models and may not implement Islamic law flawlessly, they can still be the legitimate authority
worthy of allegiance.

These dynamics playout in Bahrain since the monarchy has a stake in supporting the quietist approach to governance.
Meanwhile, the monarchy and other Sunni states are incentivized to view Shia Muslims within their borders as a fifth column. They
view Shia Muslims as potentially disloyal because these governments believe Shiism says that the regimes in power are illegitimate.
Furthermore, certain Sunni groups, like ISIS, reject the quietist argument. These groups believe that religious piety and knowledge must
be precursors to rule and those who do not follow these guidelines are unfit to rule.® In many ways, these groups overlap with traditional
Shia arguments, but they reject the Shia view that only the Imams and those who can interpret the wills of the Imams are fit to rule. The
governing authorities in Bahrain, therefore, must fight against Shia arguments of legitimacy and must defend itself from radical Sunni
groups who believe the government is not religious enough.

While one could argue that some Shia Muslims in Bahrain have adopted taqiyya as a method of avoiding conflict, the history
of Shia protests in Bahrain, (especially the 2011 protests) would suggest that Shia Muslims are becoming more confident in defending
their rights. However, it is incorrect to characterize mainstream Shia thought in Bahrain as one that is geared towards overthrowing
the monarchy. The brand of Shia Islam practiced in Bahrain is very different from its Iranian counterpart.” It tends to be more open to
working within the current system. However, it does not deny that the most qualified person to rule is still either the Imam or those who
can accurately legislate God’s law.® There is a space within Bahrain’s Shia community to work with and submit to the government, but
there remains a strong justification for action against the government if it oversteps it bounds.

Threat Perceptions
The greatest threat to Bahrain, from the monarchy’s perspective, is Iran. While ISIS does pose a security threat, it pales in

comparison to the government’s fear of a resurgent Iran. The perception that the U.S. is withdrawing from the region and creating
space for Iran to increase its influence has only added to this fear. Further, with the aforementioned religious divisions in society, the
Bahraini government appears to treat the Shia population as possible collaborators with Iran. This perception has guided Bahrain’s
foreign policy, their choice of allies, a choice in policy.

Bahraini fears of Iran stem from the establishment of the Al Khalifa monarchy on the island. Ever since the monarchy seized
Bahrain from Persian control, there has been a fear that Iran would seek to take Bahrain back or, at the very least, bring it back into its
orbit. Such fears are perpetuated when news agencies in Iran publish statements about how Iran still considers Bahrain a part of its
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historic territory and wants it to return to Iran. Such events usually elicit protests in Bahrain.®

The latest iteration of Iranian fears stem from the successful Iranian Revolution. The Shah’s relatively friendly regime was
overthrown by a Shia theocracy that sought to export its brand of political Shia Islam across the region in 1979, a decade after Bahrain’s
independence. Given the previous tense relationship between the ruling Sunnis and the Shia, this new development was interpreted as
an existential threat. Bahrain, therefore, continued its policy of allying itself with a stronger power for protection and containment of
Iranian power. During the 1800s, this power was Great Britain, but after independence in 1971, Bahrain has generally pursued a policy of
closer ties with the U.S. followed by further integration with its Sunni neighbors and fellow monarchies.

Notable manifestations of Bahrain’s closes ties with the U.S. include the stationing of the American Fifth Fleet and the
admission of Bahrain into the GCC. Both address two historic weaknesses Bahrain feels when faced with Iran: the lack of a military
power and the need for economic development. The military presence provides security assurances despite angry retorts from Iran.
Furthermore, Bahrain is protected by America’s nuclear umbrella, especially important if Iran develops nuclear weapons.l® The GCC
provides economic support, allowing the Bahraini welfare state to continue to satisfy constituents. The GCC also disincentives Bahrain
from pursuing economic ties with Iran. Bahrain is bound even closer with the Sunni Arab monarchies.

Nevertheless, there are signs of fraying in the traditional guarantors of Bahraini security. The recent nuclear deal with Iran may
indicate the U.S. is interested in engaging with Iran, although President Trump’s campaign rhetoric has rejected the deal. Questions of
American military commitment due to recent fiscal issues have increased uncertainty as to whether the U.S. will continue to defend
Bahrain and will be aggressive enough to counter Iran. The GCC is also experiencing strain as it struggles to determine a modern strategy,
unsure of where it should deploy its military and economic power.!

The fear of Bahraini Shia instigating a coup at the behest of Iranian officials has driven much of the Bahraini government’s
domestic policy. The monarchy observed what happened to the Iraqgi Sunnis with much apprehension and adopted the emerging Shia
Crescent language used by Jordanian King Abdullah to view Shia Muslims as tools of Iranian expansionism.*? The favoritism shown to
Sunnis and discrimination to Shia Muslims is a manifestation to this fear. The constant government harassment, however, only grows
resentment within the Shia community, helping to spur the 2011 protests. The monarchy seemingly wants the Shia population to be
content enough not to demand regime change but oppressed enough to deny Iran the opportunity to use them as a conduit to encourage
instability or to challenge the monarchy. These two forces are clearly in conflict with each other. As long as the divide between Sunnis
and Shias remains as salient as it is in Bahrain, the government will continue to view Shia as a potential threat due to Iranian influence,
regardless of how credible that threat is. When terrorist attacks do occur, like the recent car bombing in Manama or the killings of police
officers in Shia neighborhoods, the government is quick to blame Iran for supplying weapons and explosives to Shia dissents, regardless
of limited supporting evidence.®

While the Iran threat looms large in the minds of some Bahrainis, they also consider ISIS to be a threat, albeit a lesser one.
ISIS has not carried out attacks in Bahrain, despite threatening the country several times. ISIS has called on Sunni Bahrainis to Kkill
Shia Bahrainis, and some Bahrainis have traveled to join to ISIS, including people with links to the ruling family and security forces.*
Since ISIS continues to call for attacks to occur, the government is increasingly concerned with homegrown terrorism. However, the
government may be too embarrassed to address this problem openly, given the defections of some Bahraini security forces to ISIS. The
lack of a direct and specific threat seems to put the government in a state of complacency. Bahrain provides support financially, letting
other nations carry the burden of fighting ISIS. From the perspective of the government, allowing America to station a battle fleet in its
territory is proof enough that Bahrain is doing its part against ISIS.?* Bahrain does not belittle the threat of ISIS, but it is clear that it does
not treat it with the same seriousness as Iran.

Sources of Leverage

It is easy to dismiss or undervalue Bahrain’s leverage because of its size. Most nations in the region leverage their economic
wealth, religious authority, diplomatic power, or military strength. While Bahrain does have elements of the aforementioned sources, on
a one-to-one basis, Bahrain cannot match others in the region. To put it bluntly, other countries have more of everything compared to
Bahrain. However, Bahrain possesses significant leverage if utilized properly. There are four main sources of leverage that are unique to
Bahrain and not easily replicable elsewhere: geography, refineries, American military presence, and convening power.

Because Bahrain is an island situated in the Persian Gulf, it will always be strategically important. Going back decades, regional
powers like Iran and Great Britain have used Bahrain’s location as a way to project force and to control the Gulf. Similarly, American
policy focuses on ensuring that the Gulf remains open for naval traffic, especially for the transportation of oil to the global market.*¢ With
aggressive actions taken by Iran in the Persian Gulf (like harassing naval vessels or detaining sailors from various countries) Bahrain’s
location is a key staging area for American forces to defend the Gulf. Furthermore, the causeway connecting Bahrain to the Arabian
Peninsula allows for easy access to and from the mainland. The American Fifth Fleet’s stationing in Bahrain merely underscores how
important Bahrain is in American military geographic strategy.

Although previously a major source of oil, Bahrain has moved away from oil extraction into oil processing due to a price
decrease in global oil prices and the growing lack of domestic oil supply. Today, Bahrain has one of the largest oil refineries in the world
- the Bahrain Petroleum Company (Bapco) refinery. The refinery is capable of producing 267,000 barrels per day, with expansion plans
to increase to 360,000.'" Barrels transit directly out of Bahrain, cutting down on transportation costs. The ease of transport is particularly
helpful for Saudi Arabia since it is able to extract the oil and ship it directly to the refinery. Bahrain is a key component in the regional
oil production system, any disruption or expansion to its facilities will dramatically affect global supply. This provides Bahrain with
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substantial economic leverage, despite its relatively small economy and lack of major oil reserves.

Unsurprisingly, Bahrain’s military is small. Recent figures place the total size of active military personnel at around 15,000
people, making it the 99t largest military in the world and one of the smallest in the region.!® To supplement its military, Bahrain
has allowed American and British forces to station their forces in Bahrain, with the American forces provide the largest presence of
foreign troops. The monarchy, requested American troops to leave in the early 1970s but requested their return after regional threats
become more pronounced. The American and British presence in Bahrain stems from many of the same security fears that the Bahraini
government has in the region - namely countering Iran. While other nations also have American bases, like Qatar, Bahrain’s influence
and importance is disproportionate to its size because of the major battle fleet stationed within its borders. Bahrain can use its role as
a major component in the American military strategy as a way to elicit concessions from the U.S. or to push for advocating its interests.
The same possibility exists with the British, although the British military presence is significantly smaller. As long as foreign powers use
Bahrain as a military staging ground, Bahrain can try to leverage that relationship.

Finally, Bahrain possesses some convening power. Qatar or the UAE arguably have greater power in convening regional
summits or initiatives, but Bahrain is attempting to follow their example. Bahrain’s Manama Dialogue, a government backed annual
summit designed to bring policymakers from around the world together to discuss the most pertinent regional and global issues, is a
way for Bahrain to establish prestige and credibility. Playing the role as convener allows Bahrain to present itself as a serious diplomatic
and cultural player, potentially turning Bahrain into a key deal broker like Oman during the Iran nuclear deal. The government is eager
to build upon the success of the Manama Dialogue and grow Bahrain’s reputation accordingly.

Internal Conflicts and Network of Relationships

As mentioned previously, Bahrain faces intense internal conflicts. The most salient internal conflict in Bahrain is around
religion. Sectarian religious conflict colors almost all dimensions of Bahrain. The Arab Spring and Iran nuclear deal accentuated this
division. The government of Bahrain treats its Shia Arab compatriots as a security threat because the government believes they are
pawns of Iran and Iran’s attempts to expand its power.

Anti-Shia discrimination is a matter of policy in Bahrain. In almost all aspects of society, Sunni Arabs have greater economic
opportunities and political rights, especially those who are members of the Al Khalifa ruling tribe. The discrimination has translated
into much of the economic wealth being held by Sunnis while Shias remain economically deprived and chronically unemployed.
Economic disenfranchisement led to growing frustration and resentment within the Shia community, helping to spur the 2011 protests.*®
Furthermore, with Bahrain’s economy struggling to diversify and grow, one should expect the economic inequality to continue to
undermine the regime. There is not enough wealth in the country to satisfy the monarchy’s allies and the poor Shia.?® To bolster its
power base, the government has offered citizenship to various Sunni migrants. Despite not having the deep ties to Bahrain, these newly
anointed citizens enjoy more economic and political rights than the Shia.

The government also blocks or disrupts the work of civil society, especially groups seen as close to the opposition. The
government routinely jails opponents of the regime and their supportersincluding religious leaders, doctors, human rights campaigners,
and laypeople. The government has intermittently jailed several high profile human rights campaigners, like Nabeel Rajab, to intimidate
then and obstruct their work. Groups like the Bahrain Institute for Rights and Democracy are routinely prevented from working in
the country with staff members occasionally threatened with legal punishments. However, there are groups based abroad that work
towards strengthening Bahrain’s civil society or supporting the opposition, like Freedom House or the London-based Bahrain Freedom
Movement.

While there have been moves towards greater equality, the consistent fear of Shia takeover has either derailed plans for greater
liberalization or turned back years of progress. For example, while the government has held parliamentary elections, the power of the
legislature was extremely weakened by the National Action Charter of Bahrain because it gives the King power over all the branches of
government. Within the legislature, the monarchy has attempted to co-opt Sunni parties to form a bloc to stop any legislation upsetting
the current balance of power and blocking Shia activism both within and outside the legislature.?! A law passed in 2005 made it illegal
for any Bahraini to form a political party or a political association based on class, profession, or religion.? As a result, Shia Bahrainis are
severely underrepresented in the government. A large part of the public is denied an opportunity to work within the system to air their
grievances and advocate for policies.

Toaddinsulttoinjury, the government has deliberately sought to attack and oppress various leaders within the Shia population.
As mentioned earlier, Isa Qassim, the spiritual head of the Shia Arabs, was stripped of his citizenship by the government and removed
from the public sphere. The government also arrested another opposition leader after he returned from a trip to Iran on accusations
that he was financing terrorism.? When the government does try to reach out to the Shia opposition, it often ends in further oppression.
In 2013, the government attempted to restart discussions with the Shia opposition to bridge the political divide, but the process was
suspended in 2014 when the government arrested one of the opposition leaders involved in the talks for criticizing the government.
The government privileges its security concerns over political reconciliation. The result is a muddled policy mixing symbolic overtures
and government oppression and harassment.

The government has also skillfully convinced many Sunni groups to remain loyal to the monarchy. Most prominently, the
monarchy has successfully cooperated with the Muslim Brotherhood’s Bahrain affiliate and with some Salafist groups, like the Al-Asalah
Society, to remain loyal to the regime. These groups remain loyal to the government’s sectarian policy, with the leader of the Al-Asalah
Society going as far as to say he entered politics to prevent the greater “evil” of Sunnis losing power to Shias.? In return, Bahrain avoids
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labeling them as terrorist groups and provides them with some international cover. For example, Bahrain was one of several countries to
recall its ambassador from Qatar in protest to Qatari support for toppling President Morsi of Egypt. The monarchy needs Sunni support
in the face of the larger Shia population to survive. The monarchy is willing to work with Salafists and the Brotherhood if it accomplishes
that goal, even if their allies view them with suspicion.

The Arab Spring, the Iran Deal, and the rise of ISIS have all affected this dynamic in Bahrain in different ways. The Arab Spring
and the Iran Deal have, as mentioned before, underscored the fear that the government should view the Shia population as a security
threat. This fear has been reinforced by Bahrain’s alliances. Saudi Arabia and the GCC, for the most part, adhere to the same logic. These
nations have seen Iran’s influence in the region grow without the expected American pushback. The American willingness to pull support
from Mubarak only feeds into the fears that the Sunni Arab nations cannot rely on the U.S. to defend their interests. Bahrain has mostly
been on the receiving end of this regional fear. When the Arab Spring arrived to Bahrain, the government was overwhelmed by the
protests and unable to stop them. They permitted Saudi Arabia and the GCC to occupy the country and put down the protests.

Itis clear that the regional players view Bahrain has a battlefield against Iran. Therefore, they share many of the same concerns
about the Shia population as the ruling monarchy. It remains an open question, however, if the regional players would accept further
liberalization in Bahrain to empower the Shia. Many of Bahrain’s allies mimic Bahrain’s discrimination against Shia Arabs and could view
liberalization as dangerous.

ISIS has also attempted to leverage this internal conflict between Sunni and Shia Bahrainis. ISIS has called on its members and
supporters in Bahrain to attack the Shia and join their cause. As a result, Bahrain joined the international coalition fighting ISIS. Although
Bahrain sent aircraft to Jordan to assist operations, its overall military contribution has been small compared to other nations. Some
Bahraini citizens have left to join ISIS. Many of the techniques Bahrain uses to decapitate Shia activists are used against ISIS sympathizers
within Bahrain.?® Bahrain’s biggest concern with ISIS is not just terrorism, but also ISIS’s attempt to enflame sectarian tensions into an
all-out war. ISIS’s anti-Shia ideology is well known. If the Shia Bahrainis, already marginalized by the state, believe Bahrain is not doing
enough to protect them from ISIS, their frustrations may boil over once again into 2011 style protests.

External Conflicts and Network of Relationships

Bahrain is a small nation squeezed between major regional actors. Given its strategic importance, it was inevitable that
external forces would play an outsized role in its future to achieve their ends. Today, Bahrain finds itself on the frontlines on the war
against ISIS and amidst changing regional dynamics. For Bahrain, the key external conflict is the ongoing battle for influence between
Iran and the region. While the fight against ISIS is important, the new political environment created by the Iran deal and the 2011 Saudi
invasion occupies Bahrain’s international and external policies.

The chief external conflict that defines Bahrain is the growing conflict between Iran and other regional powers, most notably
SaudiArabia and the US. Since the 1979 Iranian Revolution, hostility towards Iran has been the norm. However, the JCPOA, coupled with
the perception that the US is reducing its regional commitment, has only heightened the tension between Iran and its regional rivals.
Therefore, most of the significant external relationships are defined by this conflict, including Bahrain’s continuing battle against ISIS.
Bahrain has adopted and internalized this conflict, influencing Bahrain’s relationship with external actors.

As stated before, Bahrain has historically sought to align itself with a larger power. Doing so grants Bahrain greater security
and increases its diplomatic heft. Today, that power is the US and, to a lesser extent, Great Britain. The stronger power acts a guarantor
of Bahrain’s security.

While the relationship between the US and Bahrain is not without bumps, it is clear that Bahrain views it as an extremely
important one. For example, during the 2011 protests, Bahrain kicked out several American diplomats for meeting with opposition
figures, but still welcomed new US naval warships to Bahrain.”

The relationship is not strictly military. Bahrain and the US signed a free trade agreement in 2005 and the US Chamber of
Commerce has a US-Bahrain business council designed to increase and deepen business relations. The US has, for the most part,
remained absent from directly engaging in Bahraini domestic politics, perhaps because of the diplomatic spat from 2011. Regardless,
the deep commitment between the nations is unlikely to weaken. Having withstood the 2011 protests and facing a resurgent Iran,
a Trump administration is probably less interested in decreasing US presence in the country. In fact, the government could benefit
from a US administration less interested in promoting and defending human rights abroad, shielding Bahrain from blistering public
condemnations.

Another key external actor is Saudi Arabia. By supporting the monarchy in 2011, Saudi Arabia has ensured in the near term that
Bahrain will remain friendly and a steadfast ally. Moreover, the government frequently points to Saudi Arabia as a reason for delaying
reforms since Saudi Arabia is likely to squash any liberalization.?® Along with the US, Saudi Arabia has historically sought to hedge and
contain Iran, viewing the revolutionary Shia Islamic government as an existential threat to the Saudi Arabian Sunni monarchy. The
Saudi reaction to the JCPOA has not been positive. Some in Saudi Arabia believe it signifies a potential US rapprochement with Iran
or withdrawal from the region, although it is unlikely that President Trump will ease US-Iranian relations.”® Regardless, Saudi Arabia
has leveraged its diplomatic and economic power to counter what it perceives to see as a resurgent, aggressive Iran. Diplomatically
speaking, Bahrain has mostly followed Saudi policy towards Iran, like cutting diplomatic ties with Iran when the Saudi embassy was
attacked in Tehran in 2016. Bahrain joined Saudi Arabia in its anti-Iran campaign, most notably in supplying troops and support for Saudi
Arabia’s campaign against the Houthis in Yemen. While Bahrain has suffered some military losses in Yemen, it appears that Bahrain is
unlikely to back out of this coalition against Iranian influence.
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The next critical actor is the GCC. As stated before, membership in this exclusive club has elevated Bahrain’s regional standing
and provided Bahrain with tangible benefits. As one of the least prosperous members, Bahrain receives substantial economic aid from
the GCC.*® GCC also provides security since member nations have a stake in ensuring that the ruling monarchies do not fall, as seen
by the GCC’s 2011 intervention. Like other Sunni nations, the GCC has adopted anti-Iranian posture. GCC nations have participated
in several military campaigns designed to counter Iran, including the current war in Yemen. GCC believes that Iran is attempting to
destabilize their governments and wants to continue to deepen defense ties within the GCC and with other nations, especially the U.S.**

Clearly, Iran looms largely in Bahrain’s external conflicts. This conflict dictates which nations to align with and what policies
to follow. Despite the upheaval of the Arab Spring and the continuing war with ISIS, Bahrain’s response to both is grounded within the
overall geopolitical goal of containing Iran. As discussed earlier, after successfully surviving the 2011 protests, the government clapped
down on its Shia population, viewing them as possible Iranian agents. Shia leaders were imprisoned, the civil rights of Shia Bahrainis
were restricted, and whatever civil society existed, especially in the Shia community, was clamped down on. It is clear that operating in
a neighborhood where the consensus is that Iran is a threat has trickled down from Bahrain’s foreign policy objectives to its domestic
politics. Despite pleas from the US to create a more inclusive society, Bahrain continues to follow the example set by its neighbors to
keep a tight leash on its Shia inhabitants. Furthermore, while Bahrain participates in the international coalition against ISIS, even that
campaign’s primary justification appears to be countering Iran.® Bahrain is concerned that ISIS will recruit or inspire Sunni Bahrainis
to attack their Shia compatriots, possibly pushing Shia closer to Iran and cause some to try and overthrow the monarchy.* Bahrain did
declare it was willing to commit troops to Syria, but only after Saudi Arabia did the same. Bahrain treats the fight against ISIS as the
battle of the moment, but the greater threat, in Bahrain’s eyes, is with Iran.

Bahrain is trapped in an echo chamber. Bahrain has internalized the fear of Iran toppling Sunni monarchies. This fear governs
much of its domestic policies and its foreign relations. Presumably, this fixation on Iran is unlikely to change in the future, especially with
a relatively anti-Iranian administration entering Washington.

Possible Negotiation Moves

While Bahrain’s small military, economic, and diplomatic power may lead one to conclude that Bahrain has few negotiation
moves, there are potential moves that will increase Bahrain’s overall power and address some of the underlying causes of radicalism
in the region if done properly. The moves are as follows: Bahrain could become a leader in Sunni-Shia reconciliation; Bahrain could
leverage its relationship with the US, specifically the bases, to gain necessary concessions; Bahrain could increase the number of players
in the region by bringing in nations from outside. While many of these moves have reasons or obstacles to why they have not happened,
if Bahrain can accomplish them, it will dramatically reshape the region.

The inability of Sunni governments to integrate their Shia citizens is a problem that bedevils the region. While this paper has
focused on how Bahrain has treated Shia Muslims, many of the same tactics to disenfranchise and oppress Shia Muslims are practiced
regionally. Some states go even further by utilizing more violent tactics. The oppression faced by Shia Muslims has pushed some to
embrace extremism, confirming the view in Sunnis’ eyes that they are a third column. More repression follows, and the cycle continues
unabated.

However, Bahrain has an opportunity to break the cycle and show the region that it is possible to have a Sunni monarchy rule
over a large Shia population. The key distinction for Bahrain is that Bahraini Shiism is very different from Iranian Shiism. Most current
Bahraini Shias can trace their theological roots to Irag, where many current religious leaders received their training. The type of Shia
Islam taught in Iraq is one that is more open to aspects of Sunni rule than what is taught in Iran.** There are clear breaks between
the Bahraini Shia religious establishment and the Iranian equivalent. The recently banned Shia Al Wefaq party, the largest opposition
party in the country, has taken great pains to argue for an inclusive Bahrain where government and economic opportunities are open
to all. In fact, their slogan of “we protect our homeland” suggests a desire to dismantle sectarianism, which has dominated politics,
and to protect Bahrain from foreign intervention.®® Isa Qassim, the most prominent Shia leader, delivered several sermons decrying
sectarianism and promoting the idea of an inclusive Bahrain society without revolution. He has argued for bridge building between
Sunnis and Shias and even called Sunni Muslims his “brothers.”*® Qassim has declared that the nation “belongs to all its members”
regardless of tribal affiliation and the nation does not belong to “one sect and not the other.”*” Qassim, the first among equals in the
Shia religious community, was promoting a more open and inclusive society without advocating overthrowing the monarchy. However,
Qassim was stripped of his citizenship and essentially placed under house arrest for allegedly conspiring with Iran, instead of being
embraced by the government as a key ally.

Shia Bahrainis have developed a theology where they can seemingly accommodate some aspects of Al Khalifa rule, building
upon what some have argued is a slow move in Shia Islam towards embracing political dialogue instead of violence.*® Furthermore,
Bahrain can claim a tradition of Shia theological innovation. Before the Al Khalifa clan invaded Bahrain and conquered it, Bahrain was
the site of several schools of Shia thought, although most were destroyed. Leading Shia groups are also aware of public opinion and
want to disassociate themselves from foreign influence in the public eye. Leaders have publicly distanced themselves from Iran and
Hezbollah, with one leader saying “[W]e are independent in our decisions and do not allow anyone to interfere in our internal affairs.”*
While Bahrain has accused many Shia of collaborating with Iran, human rights groups routinely criticize show trials and confessions
made under duress.

Although the monarchy makes sectarianism a government policy, there appears to be an opening for Sunni-Shia reconciliation.
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The Bahraini Shia have laid the foundation for a Bahrain that is open for all. Such an outcome would elicit strong international support,
especially from the US, which has urged the monarchy for years to treat Shia Muslims better. There is an opportunity for Bahrain to
become a model for the region. By endorsing a version of Shia Islam that is distinct from Iranian Shiism and inclusive enough to allow for
a Sunni government, Bahrain could become an example for other Gulf nations, showing that Shia Muslims are not inherently dangerous.
Likewise, it will undercut the sectarianism that fuels many extremist groups like ISIS who thrive on the Sunni-Shia divide as a source
of support. Lastly, adopting this approach will make Bahrain safer since ISIS calls for attacks by Bahrainis against Shia Muslims will
find a smaller audience. If Sunni Muslims no longer view Shia Muslims as threats to the status quo, then ISIS calls for attacking them
will resonate less. Shia Bahrainis have met the monarchy half way. It is up to the monarchy to follow through on its many promises to
safeguard the rights of its Shia citizenry and expand opportunity.

To be clear, many Shia groups and leaders, like Al Wefag and Qassim have mixed records. Al Wefaq’s stance on women’s rights
has raised questions and Qassim has battled the monarchy over codifying family, among other actions in conflict with peaceful, political
dialogue. It would be a mistake to view these players as progressive forces. Yet these influential figures have not openly advocated
overthrowing the government, despite the treatment they have received in the past. There exists a middle ground for common
interests to be addressed and for the two sides to come to terms. Furthermore, during the 2011 protests, many Sunnis joined their Shia
compatriots, some wearing buttons declaring “No Sunni, No Shi’i, Just Bahraini.”* There exists a scenario where sectarianism can be
mitigated within Bahraini society, a future that many Sunnis apparently want to embrace. The window of opportunity may be closing.
By banning Al Wefaq and stripping senior leadership of citizenship, the government merely widens the gap between the two groups,
increasing the cost of an eventual reconciliation.

There are several challenges that prevent reconciliation. First, the fear of Iran may push Bahraini’s to stop it. With so many
adopting hostile positions towards Iran and continuing with anti-Shia policies, they may want to prevent reconciliation from happening
within their own political reasons. Second, Bahrain may struggle to change course since the government’s current tactics to protect the
monarchy have worked so far. Bureaucratic inertia may continue the oppression. Additionally, there is no guarantee that enough Shias
are interested in reconciliation. As the government continues harassment the Shia public may lack the appetite for cooperation without
major concessions.

There are also domestic political barriers. The Al-Minbar Islamic Society, a Muslim Brotherhood linked group, has come out
strongly against Shia, despite sharing many policy goals with Al Wefaq.** The leader the National Unity Assembly, a pro-government
group, has declared Shia protests as Iranian “projects” and believes the Shia are trying to avenge the 7" century death of Husayn, the
third imam.*’By pushing the sectarianism angle for so long, the government may face intense pressure from pro-government groups for
not being sectarian enough. After being told for years that the Shias are Iranian pawns, it will be tough for some Sunnis to change their
thinking. These groups may spoil any move towards reconciliation.

Finally, the monarchy’s legitimacy may be threatened by reconciliation. By opening up the government and the economy to
Shias, the monarchy loses some of its power. The monarchy may believe this alternative path is too dangerous. Although some research
indicates the monarchy can stay in power if it compromises with Shias, there may not risk it.*

Bahrain can leverage its relationship with the US to get the US to commit further to the region, weaken Saudi Arabia’s hold on
Bahrain, and advocate for Bahraini interests. The region believes the US is shifting away, but Bahrain can push the US to commit even
more to the region by demanding the US the increase its military presence as a future precondition for keeping bases in Bahrain. Further
investment binds the US with Bahrain and signals to the region that the US is committed. This signal alleviates some of the concerns
allies have of a power vacuum and may moderate some of their policies. The bases also become increasingly too valuable to lose. As a
result, Bahrain’s leverage over the US would grow since the base could become, in a way, too big to fail. Bahrain may have an easy time
convincing the US to invest more since President Trump views Iran more dangerously than Obama did. Bahrain could use its privileged
position with the US as a way to offset Saudi influence and potentially reassert more control. Doing so will provide some flexibility
domestically, especially in regards to how to work with Shia Bahrainis.

This tactic also has some problems preventing its use. First, it is unclear what President Trump will want to do with the navy
base. Trump has consistently opined that nations should pay for US troop presence. Presumably, Bahrain could be one of those nations,
and it is unclear if Bahrain would be willing to pay for the base. A scenario where Bahrain pays for the troops could be another avenue
for negotiations. Second, this move assumes that as the US increases its presence in Bahrain, it can act as a buffer between Bahrain and
Saudi Arabia. However, the US may not want to engage with the Saudis directly to weaken Saudi influence. The US may believe that
the status quo is better for American interests. Finally, increasing the troop presence could have adverse domestic and international
effects. While the monarchy appears content with the American presence, it is unclear how the Shia will view it. The Shia could see
the presence of US troops as tacit American approval of government oppression. The result could be increasing overall discontent and
possibly pushing some Shia closer to Iran or to protest.

As the US presence increases, it could make Bahrain a bigger target for ISIS or future terrorist groups. ISIS inspired attacks have
occurred in Bahrain, and as more hardware is stationed in Bahrain, terrorist groups like ISIS could call on its followers to attack the base.
Bahrain could become too big to ignore.

Finally, a dramatic increase could spur Iran to counter either through its own buildup or through some other aggressive action,
both covertly and overtly. By pushing America to investment more into its bases, Bahrain risks turning the Persian Gulf into an even more
militarized region. The consequences of an accidental or deliberate military confrontation in this scenario are potentially worse, and
Bahrain is a prime target any hypothetical war.

Another move would be to increase the number of actors. Right now, the major players have settled relations with Bahrain
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and how to solve many of the regional challenges. By bringing in other nations, Bahrain could spur new thinking and deal-making
while also increasing its own stature since Bahrain will be viewed as the convening power. This privileged position could allow Bahrain
to act as an above the line player. Most of the nations in the region are already involved in the ISIS conflict and in fighting terrorism in
some form or another. Bahrain must look beyond the Arab world and the US. The best place to look may be South Asia since many of
the migrant workers in Bahrain come from there. Recent research suggests that the majority of migrants come from India, Bangladesh,
and Pakistan.* Not only do these nations want remittances to continue, they are concerned about their citizens’ security. The Gulf has
experienced a massive influx of migrants from South Asia, a trend likely to continue. Given these ties to the region, Bahrain could use its
convening power to bring these nations into the discussion. With the rest of the region locked in a struggle against Iran, bringing in new
nations that do not have a role in the conflict could provide a necessary reprieve.

Bahrain could also look to Russia and China. Russia is a dynamic actor in the region because of its Syrian campaign. Moreover,
inviting Russia could have domestic support from people who distrust the US. Russia wants to increase its regional presence, as seen by
the possible reopening of a Russian base in Egypt.** An opportunity to extend Russian influence in the Persian Gulf could be an enticing
opportunity. A Trump Administration may even welcome a Russian presence. China, one of the largest, growing economies in the world,
has an interest in keeping the oil shipping lanes open. China recently overtook the US as the Middle East’s largest net importer of oil.*
Like Russia, China is looking to play a larger role in the region and China may jump at an opportunity. As with the South Asian countries,
bringing these two into discussions could break the tension between Iran and the region. They can also provide military and economic
help that South Asian nations cannot.

However, this move also has risks. Expanding the table could upset the current players. Bringing Russia and China into a region
that America has traditionally dominated may anger the US. It is not in Bahrain’s interests to anger its security guarantor. Russia and
China may not possess enough military or economic capacity to play the same role America plays. Therefore, what they can offer the
region may not be enough.

South Asian nations may not want to engage either because they fear upsetting the US, are wary of engaging directly with
ISIS lest they become a target, or lack domestic support to engage because of Bahrain’s record of migrant abuses. On the last point, it
is unclear if Bahrain wants to change the way business is done to protect migrants. South Asian countries also lack the economic and
military heft that is required to make significant impacts in the region. Finally, there is a danger that by increasing the players, Bahrain
only makes the process more confusing and complex. Each nation will bring its own set of interests and prejudices and there is always
the risk that a nation will hijack any attempt to solve the ISIS or terrorism issue to serve their own ends. Bahrain may not be strong
enough to stop it.

These moves all have their various advantages and disadvantages. They are not politically easy to implement and they all
require Bahrain’s leadership to take bold, unprecedented actions. They all challenge the status quo. However, if Bahrain wants to really
make a difference and solve not just the ISIS problem, but some of the underlying sources of terrorism, it cannot follow the same, tired
playbook. Bahrain has an opportunity to make a difference in the region, but doing so will require bold action and risk taking.
Conclusion

Bahrain’s monarchy was only able to survive the 2011 protests because of outside intervention. There is no guarantee, however,
that Saudi Arabia or another third party would do the same in the future. In the meantime, the relationship between the government
and the opposition has not improved. The government continues its policy of oppression and discrimination. The fear of a resurgent
Iran among Sunni states will likely cause them to dig in and continue sectarian policy. Bahrain cannot expect to continue with what has
worked in the past. The domestic problems that inspired the 2011 protests (and many protests prior) remain unresolved and there is no
reason to expect that they will be fixed if the government does not change its behavior. As sectarianism continues to grow, groups like
ISIS will have the necessary recruiting material to inspire attacks.

However, none of this is preordained. Bahrain has a unique opportunity. Bahrain can become a laboratory for addressing
some of the deep divides that exist in the Middle East, potentially becoming a model for the rest of the region. But in order for this to
happen, Bahrain must be willing to take risks and think creatively. If Bahrain is unable to innovate, it will remain simply a pawn in a
wider geopolitical game without addressing the underlying problems that have rocked the nation in the past and are endangering the
monarchy in the meantime.
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China: Investing Financial and Political Capital in the Middle East

China has a five-dimensional approach to the Middle East: oil, trade, arms, politics, and culture. Within this model, oil is by far
the most important, although not China’s only concern. The Middle East is an important source of raw materials for China’s ever-growing
economy, and, with new economic initiatives like the “1 belt 1 road” project, it will also be a key trade route through which China
connects with the rest of the world.

As China increases its trade links with the Middle East, it has sought more influence there. In doing so, however, China has gone
to great lengths to differentiate itself from “American-style” interventionism. China’s foreign policy, rooted in the century of humiliation?,
prizes sovereignty over any form of humanitarian intervention.? China has trade with all the governments in the Middle East, while
avoiding troop deployments (with the exception of military and police contributions to UN Peacekeeping contingents). China hopes
to leverage the economic resources of the Middle East, to wield influence in the region, but yet to avoid committing military resources.

1. Identity, Conflict Narratives, Threat Perceptions

China, ruled by the Chinese Communist Party (CCP), has the largest population in the world, the second largest economy, and
is the third largest in territorial size.® Han Chinese, which make up 92% of PR China’s population, also form the vast majority of its ruling
elite classes. There are 55 recognized ethnic minorities and, while there are some fractious ethnic divisions such as with the Uighur
Muslims in Xinjiang, even these do not pose a significant threat to the state.*

China believes that the unrest in the Middle East is primarily caused by foreign intervention and economic underdevelopment.
China’s official foreign policy is dictated by the “five principles of peaceful co-existence,” which embraces sovereignty over foreign
intervention. Any military intervention must take place under the UN mandate, and only after that country asks for UN assistance.®
While China recognizes the danger of Islamic extremism in the region, it believes it to be the result of economic issues, rather than being
driven by political or social dynamics. As a result, China’s policy has been to address the “root causes” of terrorism through massive
infrastructure projects. Its “Arab Policy Paper,” which outlines China’s Middle East policy, has twice as much on economic considerations
over security issues.” China has been investing in projects throughout the Middle East for years, and with the creation of the Asian
Infrastructure Investment Bank (whose founding members include Turkey, Iran, Jordan, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, The United Arab Emirates,
Oman, Qatar, Kuwait, and Israel), this trend will only continue and intensify.®

China has started construction of its first overseas naval base in Djibouti, which is scheduled to open in 2017. China has been
careful to downplay any military role, underscoring that this is merely a logistics base. Professor Li Weijian, a professor at the Shanghai
Institute for International Studies, has said that “the facilities in Djibouti serve to protect China’s economic interests in Africa and to help
safeguard regional peace,” and has denied it will be used for China to project its military power abroad. This base is an important part of
securing China’s “New Silk Road,” and creates the potential for China to take a more active military role in the region.® China’s biggest
concern is the disruption of energy exports from the Middle East. In 2012, China warned Qatar that it viewed the Strait of Hormuz as a
“vital interest,” and would take any steps necessary to ensure its safety.

While it is unclear the role history has played in the development of China’s policy, it has been a major part of its rhetoric. In
discussing China’s planned “New Silk Road,” it uses every opportunity to refer to the historical connections between China and the
Middle East.’ During Xi Jinping’s first visit to the Middle East in January 2016, he visited Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and Iran, all of which Xi
stressed, are, like China, ancient civilizations.* The CCP views China historically as a great power, and plans to reclaim China’s rightful
place in the world.

More recently, China’s policy has been shaped by what is sees as an unfair system and an aggressive West. It fears American
intervention, and so is opposed to military intervention in any form (in a rare exception, it did vote for UN military force in Afghanistan,
but only as part of a deal with the US).*? China believes the current system is stacked against it, and is engaged in a zero-sum game.
Because of this, China has been reluctant to play by America’s rules. Instead of the “free market,” China has secured its oil resources
through bilateral agreements that secure oil at fixed prices.”® In general China is distrustful of West, creating a narrative of Western
oppression of China since the first Opium War.

The recent terrorist attacks in Beijing and Yunnan, and the ongoing violence in Xinjiang, have played a relatively small role in
influencing Chinese policy towards terrorism. Domestically, it has engaged in heavy handed tactics in Xinjiang, such as banning fasting
and requiring Muslim shop owners to sell alcohol.** China also points to the “double standard” of Western nations, linking the Paris
attacks to Xinjiang dissidents, and expressing frustration of criticism of China’s approach to Xinjiang.’ Despite recent ISIS attempts to
recruit in Xinjiang, with Beijing estimating that over 300 Uighurs have joined ISIS, the evidence suggests that this figure is likely to be
exaggerated. ISIS does not pose a significant threat to China at this time.®

Since Xi Jinping assumed leadership of the CCP in 2012, there has been a significant divergence in Chinese policy. While China

171




THE MENA NEGOTIATION REPORT

172

has largely been governed by consensus for the last 30 years, Xi Jinping has consolidated power among his faction. The full extent of this
has yet to be seen, but it does remove many of the restrictions past Chinese leaders have had."”

While China has invested heavily in renewable energies, it still relies on Middle Eastern oil and gas. By 2025, China’s oil imports
are expected to more than double relative to 2013 volumes, reaching 12.8 million barrels a day.*® Oil and gas from the Middle East will
continue to be a crucial part of China’s economic health.

11. Sources of Leverage

China’s main source of leverage in the Middle East is its financial resources. As outlined in its Arab Policy paper, China has been
pursuingthe “1+2+3” policy, which has: “energy cooperation as the core, infrastructure construction and trade and investment facilitation
as the two wings, and three high and new tech fields of nuclear energy, space satellite and new energy as the three breakthroughs.”*
China has invested in a series of high profile massive infrastructure projects across the Middle East, from high speed rail lines in Saudi
Arabia to ports in Iran. China is also one of the few countries actively building nuclear plants, making it a very attractive partner for
Middle Eastern countries looking to diversify their energy sources.?

On the diplomatic front, China is a member of the UN Security Council. China has also sought to act as a neutral mediator, a
role that can no longer be filled by the United States or Russia. Recently China has tried to use the China-Pakistan Economic Corridor
to improve relations between Pakistan and Iran. After the raid of the Saudi embassy in Tehran, China’s Deputy Foreign Minister flew
to Tehran and Riyadh to try and mediate between the two nations. Since the two no longer have direct diplomatic contact, China can
potentially play an important role as a mediator. 2! China has also promised increased military aid to several countries in the region, but
this support has not yet materialized.?

Chinese weapons sales in the Middle East have been significant since the 1980s, and have only increased in the decades since.?
In 2014, China was responsible for “54 per cent of Pakistani arms imports and 82 per cent of Bangladeshi imports.”?* From 2009-2013
China was the 4™ largest arms exporter in the world (6%), behind Germany and ahead of France.?

Primarily, China has sought to keep the political status quo and opposes any form of military intervention, to the point of vetoing
several UN resolutions on Libya, and later Syria. While China sought to demonstrate its opposition to American hegemony through these
votes, Beijing lost political capital in the Middle East as a result and its popular reputation suffered. Because China has simply supported
the status quo and existing governments, including authoritarian regimes, its initial response to the Arab Spring was confused and
harshly criticized by those in the region favoring democratic transitions.?

China has pursued a tridimensional approach towards diplomacy in the Middle East, balancing interests between competing
sides. One of the most important is the “Chinese, Iranian, and Saudi Arabian dimension.” In the 1980s, China provided Iran with much
needed weaponry. Today, China provides Iran with technology and engineering experience in exchange for Iranian gas and minerals. It
has also brought Iran to the negotiating table for the P5+1 talks, but has been careful not to provide so much aid as to alienate Saudi
Arabia.”

China has also been trying to expand its soft power. China has worked to attract students from the Middle East to study in China,
opened Confucius Institutes across the Middle East to consolidate China’s soft power standing in the region, and even created a multi-
billion dollar Islamic amusement park in Yinchuan, China.?® Government and private actors are aligned, and the three main Chinese oil
corporation operating in the Middle East are state owned enterprise (SOEs).?

11l. Internal Conflicts and Network of Relationships

While there are many different factions within the CCP, the Party has been extraordinarily successful in presenting a unified
front to the world, with a mostly consistent policy towards the Middle-East. Some CCP leaders want China to continue to play a more
restrained role, but at present there is no significant challenge to Xi Jinping’s leadership. It remains to be seen how effective Xi Jinping’s
consolidation of power among the military and party will be. There have been some calls for his resignation from within the party,
however those responsible were quickly punished.*

Since Deng Xiaoping took power in the late 70s, China has consistently followed a public policy of “peaceful development,”
although Xi Jinping’s recent actions in the South China Sea have challenged this.* Xi Jinping is China’s most powerful leader in over 20
years; it remains unclear how and if he will seek to change and reform China’s governing structures.
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V. External Conflicts and Network of Relationships

Following the Arab Spring in Syria, China feared domestic revolution within its own borders and struggled to develop a coherent
response to the popular uprisings across the Middle East. China’s initial policy was to veto any UN action regarding Syria, and to engage
exclusively with the Assad government. Recently, China has since started meeting with Syrian opposition leaders, and dispatched a
“Special Envoy on the Syrian issue.” While these relatively minor steps are unlikely to yield any major change in the conflict dynamics
on the ground, it is evidence that China is beginning to take a more proactive diplomatic role in the Middle East.*> China has managed
to maintain a positive reputation in the Middle East. More than half of Arabs surveyed in a 2016 Pew Center poll support Chinese actions
in the Middle East, while less than 1/3 feel the same about American actions.*® China has attempted to maintain good relations with
every country in the Middle East, but that has become increasingly difficult. Following the Iran Deal, China has moved closer to Iran, even
trying to bring it into the Shanghai Cooperation Organization. Saudi Arabia has opposed this, forcing China to take steps to reassure
Saudi Arabia.*

While China opposes most US actions in the Middle East, it is also reliant on the US to do the “heavy lifting” in the region. China
cooperates with fellow UNSC P5 member Russia in resolutions pertaining to the Middle East, often voting with Russia on the Security
Council.

China wants a stable multipolar system where it is at the negotiating table, but in which it is not required to commit the military resources
that America and Russia have. And while China is frequently criticized by the West for its own human rights violations, many Middle
Eastern governments have come to see the “Chinese model” as a viable alternative to Western-style government, with Beijing offering
“no strings attached” support and refusing to make economic development assistance in the Middle East conditional upon improving
human rights records.®

V. Potential Negotiation Moves

China does not desire to replace the United States in its historical role in the Middle East, but remains nonetheless concerned
with mounting US disengagement with the region and is willing to take a more active role to secure its interests. China’s preferred source
of negotiating leverage is economic in nature, utilizing financial incentives. While China’s role in past regional negotiation attempts
has been limited, it has started to play a role as a neutral mediator in select contexts. In meeting with Syrian opposition leaders and
increasing its contributions to UN peacekeeping forces, China is clearly considering a wider range of non-economic options to increase
its influence in the region. By maintaining communications with all parties, and significant economic relations with most, Chinaisin a
unique position of influence.

One of China’s greatest strengths is its positive image in the region, and ability to deal with virtually every party. If China were to
increase its military capacities in the region, such a stance would undermine its status as a neutral arbitrator. While it is not impossible
that China will pursue a more aggressive, unilateral military policy in the Middle East in the years and decades to come, this remains a
highly unlikely prospect.

Japan: Expanding Security and Economic Interests

Japan is typically regarded as having had limited interest and influence in the Middle East, beyond its economic and energy
considerations. The region tends to be considered as having little strategic or core national security consequences for Japan. This paper,
however, considers Japan’s growing engagement and widening interests in the Middle East, and the potential for Tokyo to assume a
more multidimensional role in the region.

1. Identity, Conflict Narratives, and Threat Perception

Japan’s Identity
Japan’s current identity and security narratives were largely shaped during the post-World War Il era. Its defeat to the US and the

nuclear bombing in its territory remain as a national trauma, which resulted in public revulsion at militarism. Japan has thus, evolved
into an economic and a non-military great power. However, Japan has been incrementally departing from a pure economic power to a
more traditional military power.

Japan’s Interests Regarding the Middle East

. Economic interest and energy security: Japan is one of the most energy-resource dependent countries among developed
economies. More than 80% of its crude oil imports come from the Middle East; Japan is heavily reliant on the Persian Gulf’s liquefied
natural gas and the level of dependency has only increased after the Fukushima nuclear disaster in 2011.3" Japan has thus expressed
strong interest in maintaining a good relationship with Middle Eastern countries. Japan has observed the volatile political situation in
the Middle East with concern, putting its energy supplies at risk. Therefore, it has come to view stability and peace in the region as a
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necessary condition for its domestic energy security and economic performance.

US alliance and East Asian regional security: US hegemony is seen as largely serving its own interests by providing a security

umbrella in East Asia, where Japan’s primary security concern lies. Japan’s limited military capabilities, while situated in a volatile
regional security with a rising China, makes it vulnerable to US demands, including on providing assistance to US efforts in the
Middle East.®®

Re-militarization: Japan’s anti-militarist norms after World War 1l have been institutionalized in the constitution and have

constrained Japan’s military approaches to security.*® However, some Japanese conservative elites are increasingly cherishing the
idea to expand the Japanese Self Defense Force (JSDF), seeing it as an opportunity to reduce Japan’s vulnerability in East Asia
and also to increase Japan’s international standing. The Middle East is seen as a place where they can test the boundaries of their
military ambitions.

Japan’s Position towards the Middle East

e Promoting good trade and economic relations with the Middle East countries

As the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan states, Japan’s relations with the Middle East countries have been mainly
centered on resources and energy.“’ Since his second inauguration in 2012, Japanese Prime Minister Shinzd Abe has visited
the Middle East over six times with the stated objective of strengthening Japan’s economic and business relationships with
the Middle East countries.** Japan recognized the importance of establishing direct ties with Middle East oil-producing
states during the oil crisis in the 1970s when the Arab states took control of the oil fields and the US failed to guarantee oil
supplies.®? Despite efforts to diversify oil import sources, Middle East imports still remain the greatest share in its total crude
oil imports and the Japanese government is actively involved in securing resources abroad.*

Under Japan’s New National Energy Strategy in 2006 and the Strategic Energy Planin 2010, the government committed itself
to secure physical upstream assets to support Japan’s energy security.* This involved expanding the financing capabilities
of Japan Oil, Gas, Metals National Corporation (JOGMEC), a governmental organization that financially supports Japanese
companies’ overseas oil investments.* The Japan Bank for International Cooperation (JBIC) and Nippon Export Insurance
Agency (NEXI) also expanded financial support and arranged insurance risk reduction for Japanese companies investing
in GCC countries.* In addition, recognizing the steady economic development, increasing consumer market, and growing
opportunities for investment, Japan has been promoting a number of infrastructure projects in the region.*”

o Upholding diplomatic neutrality in Middle East conflicts

Since Japan is not a major political stakeholder in the Middle East and is geographically distant, Japan pursues diplomatic
neutrality in the region’s various political disputes and armed conflicts. For example, Japan is a supporter of a two-state
solution whereby Israeli and Palestinian states and societies coexist harmoniously.

At the same time, Japan’s dependence on the Middle East oil-producing states for energy security and the US for military
security has resulted in a critical dilemma. Japan’s strategy to politically balance Middle Eastern countries and the US came
to the forefront in the 1990s, when US foreign policy in the Middle East grew particularly contentious in the eyes of many
governments and populations in the region.

While Japan has more often closely aligned with the US in its Middle East strategy, it has also sought to maintain a visible
“distance” from American actions in the region to preserve its neutral stance, preserve bilateral ties with Middle Eastern
countries, and to avoid incidents such as the Iraqg War from tarnishing Japan’s reputation on the international stage. When
the U.S. attempted to isolate Iran after the 1979 Revolution, Japan nevertheless sought to maintain good ties with Tehran
despite American complaints. Tokyo even attempted to mediate talks between American and Iran in the 1980s.%

1. Sources of Leverage

The principal source of leverage that Japan holds in the Middle East is its soft power, through its consistent emphasis on
economic development and non-coercive engagement. Japan, overall, has been able to establish a benign image through its economic
partnership, financial aid, and humanitarian and peacekeeping missions in the Middle East. And with its soft power, despite limited
political and military leverage, Japan has been able to promote projects that facilitate the peace process in the region.

D Economic Resources

Japan’s economic leverage in the Middle East has increased over the years, not only because it is one of the most significant
purchasers of resources but also through growing economic interdependence with the GCC countries. One example of
mutually beneficialenergy cooperationinvolves Saudi Aramco, which began to usefacilitiesin Japan asabase forits business
in Asia with the proviso that, in a state of emergency, Japan has access to the inventory at the facilities.* Furthermore,
Japan has established legal frameworks with its Middle East partners, such as Economic Partnership Agreements and Free
Trade Agreements.® Strengthening interdependence through these mechanisms, Japan is now considered as “one of the
most influential economic actors in the Persian Gulf — something that is unlikely to change in the near or medium term.*”
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«  Military Resources

«  As Article 9 of the Japanese Constitution prohibits the Japanese military from engaging in offensive activities, the role
of Japan Self Defense Forces (JSDF) has been limited to humanitarian and peacekeeping missions in the Middle East.*
Japan has, on numerous occasions, turned down a US request to send its troops. In cases when it did support military
intervention, Japanese troops often only engaged towards the end of the war after lengthy debates.

«  Japan, however, is slowly expanding its military capacity in the region. While Japanese civilian personnel were deployed
throughout the 1990s in Palestine, Iraq and Afghanistan, after the 9/11 terror attack, the JSDF began to participate in non-
UN peacekeeping operations in US-led military attacks in Afghanistan and Iraq.> In addition, during this time, Japan also
amended the 1992 Act on Cooperation for United Nations Peacekeeping Operations to facilitate JSDF participation in a
wider range of activities, such as monitoring of disarmament of local forces and expanding the use of weapons by the
JSDF.%¢

« In2011,in accordance with the international anti-piracy effort, Japan established an anti-piracy base in Djibouti and seeks
to use it for UN peacekeeping activity, as well as for emergencies and counterterrorist activities.*” In 2015, Abe’s government
overcame domestic opposition and passed legislation allowing Japanese forces to use minimal force in overseas combat,
for the first time since 1945.% These changes are, indeed, indicative of Japan’s increasing use of hard power on the world
stage, including in the Middle East.

1Il. Internal Conflicts and Network of Relationships

The Internal Conflict Surrounding Japan’s Involvement in Middle East Conflict

The most relevant internal struggle in regards to Japan’s Middle East policy centers around Japan’s military involvement
overseas. Scholars have identified four ideological groups that represent divergent perspectives on the interpretation of Article 9 of the
constitution and the role of the JSDF in international disputes, which directly affect Japan’s Middle East policy.*

1) The Pacifists adhere to the strict interpretation of Article 9 and claim that the JSDF are unconstitutional. Pacifists are opposed to
any type of Japanese involvement in international conflicts.®®

2) The Mercantilists emphasize economic development over defense spending. They have less coherent or unanimous reading of
Article 9. While mercantilists tend to view the JSDF as legitimate, they believe that the JSDF’s role must be limited to non-combat
activities under the UN.®

3) The Normalists are interested in seeing the gradual normalization of the military for national defense purposes and also agree to
the deployment of the JSDF to maintain international peace and security.®

4) The Nationalists are on the far right and strongly urge Japan to remilitarize and possess its own nuclear capabilities. They support
the revision of Article 9 to promote remilitarization of Japan.®

External parties often overlook these domestic political cleavages within Japanese politics. The members of the Liberal
Democratic Party (LDP), which is the ruling and predominant party in Japan, tend to be nationalists while the members of the Social
Democratic Party (SDP) and the Japanese Communist Party (JCP) are oftentimes pacifists. The mercantilists and normalists, on the
other hand, consist of members of both the LDP and the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ). Factional affiliation (habatsu), rather than
party lines, divides the mercantilists and the normalists.®* The mercantilists primarily consist of members of the LDP’s Kochikai faction
and three factions of the DPJ (Riberaru no kai [Liberal Group], Kuni no katachi kenkyt kai [Research Group on the Form of a Nation], and
Shin-seikyoku kondan kai [New Political Situation Consultation Group]).®® Normalists largely consist of members of the LDP’s Machimura
faction [Seiwa Policy Research Group] and Aso faction, and DPJ’s Isshinkai faction [Ozawa Group] and Seiken Kotai o jitsugen suru kai
faction [Group Aiming at Realizing Government Change].*

The fact that scholars, interest groups, and the public are also divided among these four ideological groups complicates matters
even further.®” As far as public opinion is concerned, the general public continues to show strong support for Article 9; most Japanese
view war and maintaining a military as incurring excessive financial cost. But since the 1990s, even the public has shifted away from a
non-tolerance stance towards the JSDF.®

Since the end of the Cold War, normalists have become the most influential political force. The three most recent prime ministers
including Koizumi and Abe are also normalists.® Led by these normalist leaders, however, there is a new generation of Japanese elites
with ambitions to overcome the increased security imbalance in East Asia through remilitarization. These elites strategically began to
exploit US pressures on Japan for military burden-sharing in the Middle East to advance their agenda.™

IV. External Conflicts and Network of Relationships

External Alliance: The US

Japan’s alliance with the US has been one of the dominant factors determining Japan’s foreign policy decisions. The alliance was
forged by the end of the war, alongside the US-Japan Mutual Security Treaty, a military agreement by which US forces would remain on
Japanese territory to provide its security needs.” The Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security, revised in 1960, grants the US the access
to military bases in Japan in exchange for US defense of Japan in the event of war.”? The alliance has endured geopolitical transitions
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and strengthened with the rise of China.” As some argue, Japan sees itself as politically distant from East Asia and geopolitically more
closely aligned to the US.™

Apart from East Asia, the Middle East is a region where the resilience of US-Japan alliance has been tested the most. The
US has often asked Japan’s military assistance in the region. Yet, Japan’s reservations in sending troops for combat-purposes while
mainly supporting the US with economic aid were not well-received by its ally. During the 1991 US-led military operation in Irag, Japan
contributed $13 billion and other non-military support. Yet, this was considered “too little, too late” in Washington.”™ US Secretary of
State James Baker criticized Tokyo as “a free-rider...reluctant to act as a responsible stakeholder.”™”

Such criticism led to the passing of the International Peace Cooperation Law in 1992, which enabled and strengthened Japan’s
engagement in UN-peacekeeping missions.” According to the interview with the officer of the JSDF, the dilemma Japan faces in its
alliance with the US is that while Japan fears being entangled in any external war the US requests it to be involved as an ally, it equally
fears that the US will not come to its rescue in the event of an attack. In some cases, Japan has even voluntarily contributed to military
activities in the region in order to prove its commitment to the US. After the 9/11 terrorist attacks Prime Minister Koizumi was quick to
deploy the JSDF to the US-led War on Terror despite significant domestic objection. Remarkably, it was the Japanese diplomats who
lobbied the UN Security Council member states for a resolution authorizing an attack and thus, sought to facilitate a war. This was
clearly an unprecedented departure from its anti-militarist norms and its usual posture of neutrality in Middle East conflicts.

External Rivalry: China

Despite growing economic interdependence, Sino-Japanese relations are marked by competition and this rivalry is recently
being extended to the Middle East. For one, there is rising competition over access to energy supplies that is gradually turning into “a
potential source of conflict.”®” For instance, the Japanese-Iranian agreement to develop the major Azadegan oil field was seen as Japan’s
response to China’s increasing oil concessions in the Middle East.™ Since the early 2000s, Beijing and Tokyo are also fighting ‘a sales war’
for Middle East markets and infrastructure projects there.®

The most controversial issue that lies at the heart of Sino-Japanese rivalry in the Middle East is Japan’s military activity there.
Japan’s military involvements in the region followed by legislative reforms were perceived as a direct threat to Chinese national
security.® Indeed, the very reason behind Japan’s remilitarization efforts and stronger assistance to the US engagement in the Middle
East is China’s accelerated military buildup.®> When Japan passed the 2009 Anti-piracy Law, a Xinhua article alleged that Japan was
exploiting Middle East conflicts to loosen its constraints on the use of force.® Furthermore, Japan’s plan to enlarge its anti-piracy base
in Djibouti and its participation in collective self-defense missions was received by the Chinese “as an actual break of the status quo.®*”

China has often attempted to stir domestic Japanese opposition by accusing Prime Minister Abe of misleading Japan, and by
warning the Japanese public that Abe’s “military ambitions” could leave Japan “embroiled in war.®” China’s official press agency, Xinhua,
has even suggested that the 2015 execution of Japanese citizens by ISIS was due to Japan’s increasing engagement in international
counterterrorism efforts in the Middle East.®® As some of China’s quasi-military activity in the region is a direct response to Japanese
involvement there, the Middle East could be a place where Sino-Japanese rivalry will continue to be observed, even expanding to
military and political arenas.®’

V. Potential Negotiation Moves

Japan, despite its growing interest and expanding economic and military activities in the region, has not been a dominant
stakeholder in Middle East negotiations. This is mainly because Japan has been considered lacking traditional political resources and
the country itself avoids being involved in the region’s political muddle. However, Japan could nevertheless play a crucial role in the
region’s stabilization and development.

Strengthening Japan’s soft power campaigns

Japan’s utilization of soft power to improve the prospects for stability in the Middle East makes Japan a potentially influential
stakeholderin the region’s peace process. Japan has a history of rebuilding itself after a destructive war and becoming a major economic
power. From this experience and through its distinctive national security culture, Japan has advocated non-coercive measures and
economic development as solutions to Middle East conflicts. For reconstruction efforts and as part of its anti-terrorism strategies, in
Afghanistan and Iraq, for example, the Japanese government has consistently provided financial aid to promote social integration
by encouraging economic growth and enhancing security capability.®® The long-term commitment Japan has shown in investing in
fragile states in the Middle East affords it influence in forming coalitions amongst the international community to support the region’s
sustainable development.

With regards to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, Japan initiated a project called the Corridor of Peace and Prosperity in 2006,
which includes Japanese teachers working in Palestinian refugee camps in Jordan and the establishment of the Jericho Agro-Industrial
Park to support and catalyze the Palestinian private sector.® Furthermore, Japan’s position as a third party makes it an ideal facilitator of
forums or dialogues on reconciliation that involves a diverse array of parties. For instance, Japan offered a series of seminars on the topic
of national reconciliation in which representatives belonging to different sects in Iraq were provided ideas for achieving reconciliation
and reconstruction in Iraq.*® Such initiatives can be most effectively carried out by a third party and therefore, Japan’s unique strategies
of promoting reconciliation between sectarian and ethnic groups must be recognized and further strengthened.
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Mediating between Middle Eastern stakeholders as a third party
Japan, being a neutral party and with little historical baggage in the Middle East is in a promising position to mediate Middle
East negotiations.”* Japan can play an important role in mediating dialogue and conflict resolution in Syria, for example, convening
the warring parties as a neutral and independent arbiter. This can include broader regional engagement, drawing upon Tokyo’s strong
ties with Israel, Saudi Arabia and Turkey.
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India: Making Friends on All Sides in the Middle East

Identity, Conflict Narratives, Threat Perceptions

Identity: Between the Old and the New

Many scholars and journalists take note of a lingering “third worldism” and “anti-Western framework” in Indian foreign policy
and conflict narratives shaped during the colonial period and the Cold War.> At the same time, India increasingly regards itself as rising
to great power status, fueled by its sustained economic growth, military modernization, and rapprochement with the U.S. This has led
to extensive discussions about changes in foreign policy, particularly concerning India’s departure from strategic restraint.”® Both India’s
identity of the old and the new, however, seem to justify and suggest that the strategy of restraint will endure. India’s Middle East policy,*
along this line, is largely characterized as “reactiveness and incrementalism,” despite India’s substantial and growing interests in the
region, both in economic and security concerns.®

India’s Interests in the Middle East

o Economic and Energy Interests

Instability in the Middle East is a concern to India primarily due to economic and energy considerations. Middle Eastern
countries have been important trading partners for India over multiple centuries. Today, even excluding oil, the region accounts
for approximately one-sixth of India’s total foreign trade.*® India has been actively involved investing in various Middle Eastern
countries’ energy sectors.”” In addition, inward remittances from migrant workers play an important role in India’s economy.*
Due to a rapid increase in India’s energy demands following rapid post-1980s economic growth, one of India’s central foreign
policy goals in the Middle East has been to secure long-term supply agreements for crude oil and natural gas. Indian oil
companies have been actively engaged in oil-exploration activities in Egypt, Iran, and Syria, and India holds a decades-long
natural gas contract with Qatar.” India has opted for energy cooperation with Iran, even when this behavior brings about
American discontent. India’s need to ensure hydrocarbon supplies was the drive behind the Iran-Pakistan-India gas pipeline,
which the US has strongly opposed.'® Furthermore, government subsidies to both public-sector domestic oil companies and
consumer oil products take up over a tenth of the budget, which makes India vulnerable to shifts in energy price.* Considering
that Indian grand strategy is heavily centered on economic growth, securing energy supplies in the Middle East is of great
importance in India’s national interest.

As demonstrated by the case of India’s engagement in Iran, New Delhi has not shied away from taking an opposing stand
from Western countries in maintaining its energy security in the Middle East. Economic interests, however, “cut in multiple
directions” and sometimes force India to stand with the US.1

o The US Factor

With improving bilateral ties between India and the U.S. over past decades, the Indian government pays increasing heed to
America’s perspectives in its strategic foreign policy calculations. The 1991 Gulf War offers one example of these constraints.
Facing a balance of payments crisis which forced India to seek assistance from the IMF, India decided not to antagonize
the U.S. by opposing the intervention for fear that it would not receive the financial assistance it had requested. India also
complied with American demands and curtailed imports of Iranian oil in 2014, despite its history of trade and engagement
with Tehran. % India therefore carefully weighs the U.S. stance on a given foreign policy issue in the Middle East before
elaborating its own position.

e National Security Concerns and the Pakistani Factor

India’s national security concerns towards the Middle East largely involve terrorism and Pakistan. Despite the growing
ambiguity regarding the significance of the Pakistani factor in shaping India’s Middle East policy, Pakistan’s relations with
Middle Eastern countries has often influenced India’s own relations with the region, especially with Iran and Saudi Arabia.
Indeed, India’s close ties to Iran reflect the counterpoint to Pakistan’s relations with Saudi Arabia.

From the 1960s, Pakistan has maintained an extensive military presence in Saudi Arabia, and Pakistan’s relationship with
Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) members has only intensified since the Arab Spring.'* India has been particularly skeptical
about Saudi Arabia funding Sunni extremist groups, especially in Pakistan and elsewhere. Along with growing concern
over Islamic extremism reaching Indian shores, reports by police officers in Muslim-majority states including Jammu and
Kashmir that Saudi-funded mosques were a major contributor to radicalization and warnings from India’s Intelligence
Bureau of Saudi Arabian preachers giving extremist sermons across India have been more than alarming.’® Although
India has pursued counterterrorism cooperation with Saudi Arabia, it has been rarely satisfied as Saudi authorities have
repeatedly noted that “they wouldn’t necessarily act against Pakistan nationals wanted for terrorist acts in India.*®®”
Therefore, despite strains in its relationship with Iran in recent decades, India continues to see Iran as a natural ally while
its distrust for Saudi Arabia persists.

Furthermore, India’s strategic partnership with Israel is centered on arms sales. Despite being supportive of Arabs in
Palestine, India’s defense relationship with Israel continues to flourish in recent decades.’ Israel’s antagonism towards
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Pakistan may be one of the factors that strengthened bilateral relations between India and Israel.1%®

India’s Position in the Middle East: Strategy of Balance and Strategic Restraint

Based on these interests, India employs a strategy of balance, mainly between Saudi Arabia and Iran; the US and Iran, and
between the Israelis and Palestinians. Despite the fact that India has favored one side or another in practice, it focuses on and has
succeeded in maintaining “the appearance of a fine balance, and thereby preserve a freedom of manoeuvre.’®” India no longer attempts
to take sides in inter-Arab disputes, especially due to its previous failed “proxy” policies and economic development at home. One
strategy that India pursues to maintain a delicate balanced engagement with the Middle East is by developing relations with each
country in a bilateral and separate fashion.

One of the most distinct attributes of India’s foreign policy is “its reticence to use force as an instrument of policy.**” Indian
policymakers interpret Middle East conflicts through a particular lens, shaped by India’s own colonial experience. India tends to
view American and Saudi Arabian policies as the main cause of instability in the Middle East. In particular, there is a shared view that
extremism and transnational Islamist terrorism are due to “direct or indirect western intervention, not western absence.!'*” Clearly,
India’s approach to the region from the Cold War to the present is one of anti-interventionism, largely shared by India’s political elite.

In the Middle East, India’s opposition to foreign military intervention has been noted on numerous occasions. In 1991, as the
government attempted to discreetly allow the US to access refueling facilities in India during the US-led coalition’s war to expel Saddam
Hussein from Kuwait, the plan could not further develop due to massive domestic opposition and accusations that the government was
abandoning its commitment to non-aligned policy and of making India a tool of the US.*? Two decades later, the Congress Party-led
Indian government also strongly opposed NATO’s 2011 intervention in Libya against Gaddafi. It argued that Libyan repression was an
internal affair, and sided closely with Russian and Chinese positions on the airstrikes.!*®

1. Sources of Leverage

Diplomatic influence

India is hesitant to use its potential political leverage in the Middle East due to its preference for strategic restraint. This policy
of restraint has sometimes played in favor of India, allowing it to play the role of neutral mediator on several occasions.!** Two examples
illustrate the negative ramifications for India of failing to fully leverage this diplomatic influence. In the early 2000s, Syria, the Palestinian
Authority, and even Israel all welcomed India’s active intervention in the Middle East Peace Process. Yet, apart from sending a special
envoy between 2005 and 2009, India failed to engage in a more meaningful fashion.!** Indeed, there are two factors that keep India from
becoming a more active stakeholder in the region.

Firstly, Indian officials note that these invitations made by Middle Eastern countries for India to play an active role in their
regional politics often turn out to be “little more than diplomatic niceties.!**” At the same time, however, India also sees advantage in
being distant from the political and security morass of the region when it has more to lose as an emerging global power. As an illustrative
example, in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, India wants to be seen as “supportive from a distance, associated with the success rather
than the failure of the process.'™”

Economic Strength
India also has economic leverage in the Middle East, but has made sparing use of this negotiating capital. India has become an

attractive trade partner for countries such as Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and Qatar that have been exploring various investment opportunities
in India.'*®* However, its economic power is not effectively translated into political influence. For instance, India did not take the
opportunity to act as a buffer between Iran and the US by offering Delhi as a venue for talks between the two countries even when, as a
major economic and trading partner to both countries, it had the capacity and stature to do so.™**

Military Resources
With its expanding economy, India’s defense capability has improved dramatically over the past decades. Especially since Prime

Minister Rajiv Gandhi’s tenure, India’s rearmament and the 1998 nuclear tests suggest a shift in Indian strategic culture.® Furthermore,
India has been a pioneer in contributing forces to UN peace operations in the Middle East since the 1950s.** However, such increased
engagement does not necessarily signify a wholesale departure from strategic restraint. India’s current rearmament efforts clearly lack
strategic planning and “the effective use of force have failed to proceed.’®” Strategic restraint seems to be a dangerous option when it
comes to India’s military resources, which remains fragmented and uncoordinated.

11l. Internal Conflicts and Network of Relationships

As previously mentioned, India views the Middle East through three prisms: The Saudi-Iran rivalry, the US-Iran relationship,
and the Israel-Palestine conflict. India’s policy towards these nations has been a balancing act that is becoming increasingly difficult
to maintain. The main internal conflict in India is the rivalry between the Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP), which took power in 2014, and
the Indian National Congress (INC). The BJP represents a “Pan-Indian, ethnocultural nationalism” while the INC has a “secular, anti-
imperialist” outlook.’?®” While the BJP manifesto on foreign policy is critical of certain INC policies, and pushes for India to play more of
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a leadership role, there are no major differences between them.**

There is also the strong pull of previous policy. In 1991 a deal to allow US planes to refuel in India during the Gulf War was
scuttled due to popular protest. The 2005 and 2008 civil-nuclear initiative with the United States led to a vote of no confidence in the
presiding government. While it is possible this issue was only being used for political purposes, it still shows the political danger of
deviating from decades of established policy towards the US, and the rest of the world.?*®

Political decision making in India is focused around the Prime Minister, accompanied by an informal consulting process which
“results in slow but sure decision making.” While the creation of foreign policy has historically been the sole prerogative of the Prime
Minister, the recent creation of a national security council has started to formalize the process.’® While the constitution does grant
the Lok Sabha, India’s lower house of parliament, a role in the creation of foreign policy, “the influence of parliament in foreign policy
making is marginal.””” The committee on external affairs primarily acts as a “link between the parliament and the cabinet.”*?

V. External Conflicts and Networks of Relationships

There have been changes in recent Indian foreign policy, such as improved relations with America and Israel. However, these
changes are not as significant as some make them out to be.?® India’s foreign policy agenda in the Middle East continues to be defined
by its traditional policy of restraint and non-intervention. India is a democracy that the INC has dominated for much of its history. The
previous government was an INC-led coalition government which was in power for 10 years before BJP took over in 2014. While the full
ramifications of that election have yet to be seen, there have been minimal resulting changes in India’s engagement in the Middle East
and broader foreign policy.

Throughout the Cold war, India was a leader of the “third-world” of non-aligned states. India still prizes its independence, but
has moved closer to the US. Despite this, India and Iran continue to have close economic ties that are expanding since the Iran nuclear
deal.

In November Iran finally passed Saudi Arabia to become India’s largest supplier of 0il.*** In May India and Iran finalized a deal for
India to invest in Chabahar portin Iran. This allows Indian goods to bypass Pakistan, and presents Indian investment as an alternative to
Chinese funds.** While there may be increased competition between China and India (as well as resentment due to Chinese investment
into Pakistan), both countries are wary of foreign intervention, in the Middle East and elsewhere. Despite only officially recognizing
Israel in 1992, relations between the two have flourished, with Israel being India’s second-largest arms supplier in 2014.13

Since the end of the Cold War, India has replaced its realist/independent foreign policy with one based on multilateralism. Since
the 1990’s India has joined, and sought a leadership role, in several international organizations, becoming increasingly connected to
the world economy. While India wants a stable Middle East, it believes military intervention is the root cause of many of the region’s
problems, and won’t take an American-interventionist approach.’** At the same time, the Middle East is vital to India’s prosperity, and so
India will likely continue to take steps to increase its influence in the region.

V. Negotiation Moves

India can take a more active role in negotiation efforts in the Middle East, through both official and unofficial channels, while
continuing its multilateral approach to foreign affairs. Officially, India can become more involved in regional negotiation efforts, like the
P5+1, and Syria. In the Israel-Palestine conflict, India is one of the few countries viewed positively by both sides, and can act as a neutral
mediator in a way that America is unable to.

Like China, India can increase its soft power in the region by funding developmental projects, facilitating education and cultural
exchanges, and, if India can successfully develop its domestic arms industry, an arms supplier. India has a strong civil society that can
engage in track Il diplomacy without risking India’s reputation.

While India has the potential to use its military more aggressively in the region, it would go against decades of Indian policy, and
would severely damage India’s reputation, which is one of its greatest assets.
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VI. Djibouti, Eritrea, Somalia, al-Shabab Edited by: Tom O’Bryan

Djibouti: Strategic Gateway to the Middle East

Introduction

Djibouti has come to assume an essential role in many countries’ Middle Eastern engagement, hosting military and naval
facilities for an array of global and regional powers that provide critical access across the Gulf of Aden and beyond. This analysis will
explore the country’s own self-identity, how it perceives threats, and its own supporting role in other countries’ foreign policy towards
the Middle East region. It will explore Djibouti’s sources of leverage, largely anchored in military and logistic considerations and the
country’s opportune strategic location. We explore the regional strategy that Djibouti has adopted to maintain positive relations with
most Middle Eastern countries, prioritizing bilateral ties with the region’s Sunni powers such as Saudi Arabia. The chapter examines
Djibouti’s external relationships: its allies, partners, rivals and adversaries. We proceed to consider potential negotiation moves that
Djibouti might consider making in the future, leveraging concessions from the countries operating bases in Djibouti; committing forces
to multilateral peace operations in the Horn of Africa or Middle East; or in offering to host some of the refugees fleeing neighboring
Eritrea into Europe in exchange for concessions from the EU.

Identity & History

The Republic of Djibouti, a predominantly Muslim country, historically formed part of French Somaliland before voting to
become an independent country in 1977. Djibouti straddles the Gulf of Aden, Somaliland, Ethiopia and Eritrea, spanning approximately
23,000 square kilometers?. Its population is estimated to have risen to around 800,000 people in total in 20162. France’s presence in
Djibouti endured for over a century, beginning in 1862. The region was known as the ‘Territoire francais des Afars et des Issas’ for the final
decade under French administration, after Djibouti voted against joining the newly-independent Somali Republic and elected instead to
remain with France.

Despite Djibouti’s relatively recent formation as an independent sovereign state, a national identity has been “rapidly
consolidated.?” The population can be broadly divided into two ethno-linguistic groups: the Somali and the Afar. Both groups
predominantly “follow Islam and are nomadic pastoralists*”, a traditional lifestyle necessary to survive amidst Djibouti’s harshest, most
arid terrains. French and Arabic are Djibouti’s official languages, with “sizable Yemeni and Somali diasporas®” living and working in the
country. Tensions have escalated between Somali and Afar communities in previous decades, and neither group’s language is officially
designated a national language partly in order to mitigate the potential for violent contestation of legitimacy.

The 1990s represented a decade of deep instability and recurrent violence for Djibouti. In 1992, fighting erupted between the
government, then led by the Somali-dominated People’s Progress Assembly party, and the Afar Front for the Restoration of Unity and
Democracy (FRUD). While FRUD’s political leadership signed a political deal with the Djibouti government in 1994 that yielded power-
sharing in the Cabinet between Somali and Afar, FRUD’s “most radical faction continued to fight until 2000°” when a peace agreement
ended the civil war.

The 2000s witnessed the re-emergence of more authoritarian governance in Djibouti. President Guelleh, first elected in 1999,
stood unopposed in 2005 to win a second term in office. A coup d’état attempt several years earlier was “brutally crushed™, and the
sacked police chief allegedly responsible was charged and imprisoned. As the NATO intervention in Afghanistan was launched in 2001,
a raft of countries including the U.S. and Germany began to increase their use of Djibouti territory to install military and naval bases, to
facilitate their military engagement in the Afghan theater and beyond. In 2010, Guelleh pushed Parliament to amend the constitution
and allowed him to run for a third term in office. He went on to win the controversial 2011 elections which were boycotted by the
country’s fragmented opposition parties.

In June 2008, “years of escalating tensions®” between Djibouti and Eritrea over the disputed Ras Doumeira border area finally
culminated in armed violence in which a score of Djiboutian soldiers died. The international community firmly sided with Djibouti in the
dispute, condemning Eritrean aggression and stepping up sanctions against Eritrea for allegedly funding and arming militant opponents
of Somalia’s government.

Even by this stage, Djibouti had “firmly established itself as an ally of influential world powers®” by facilitating their military
access to the Middle East and Horn of Africa - partly explaining these powers’ decision to back Djibouti in its dispute with Eritrea. By
2011, Djibouti had begun its regular contributions to multilateral peace operations in fragile neighboring countries including Somalia,
and had further opened up its ports and territory to use by international powers - from the U.S. to China, and from Saudi Arabia to Japan.
The international community, in turn, largely turned a blind eye to President Guelleh’s highly controversial electoral victory in April
2016, in which he won an unprecedented - and unconstitutional - fourth term of office. Human rights groups have accused Guelleh’s
government of “intimidating political opposition and civil society groups, violently disrupting protests, and peaceful marches,'*” charges
that Djibouti has vociferously disputed.
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Threat Perception & Role

Djibouti is a comparative island of stability within a deeply destabilized region. Yemen, facing protracted civil conflict and
the presence of Al-Qaeda and Islamic State affiliates, is a short distance from Djibouti across the Gulf of Aden. Djibouti shares a border
with Somalia, albeit with the more peaceful Somaliland territory which considers itself to be independent of Mogadishu’s rule, but
where nevertheless acts of terrorism have been committed by groups including al-Shabab. Eritrea also straddles Djibouti’s northern
frontier, “a totalitarian country*” which has violently disputed the border area. Given Djibouti’s strategic location, and its important role
providing access and territory for international actors’ militaries and naval fleets, President Guelleh’s government is concerned about
the potential spillover effects of these various conflicts upon Djibouti’s stability.

Perversely, Djibouti also has a stake in continued instability in the broader Middle East, although in countries farther from
its own borders where Djibouti is less directly menaced by potentially destabilizing spillover effects. While Djibouti does not have the
clout to effectively influence these dynamics, the country certainly benefits from international powers’ use of its territory for military
bases - and the need for the existence and expansion of these bases is only greater when there is armed violence in the greater region.
Given Djibouti’s close strategic alliance with Saudi Arabia, such interests in continued instability and foreign military intervention likely
dovetail most directly in those regions and countries where Riyadh is accused of supporting one or several parties to conflict.

The volatile neighborhood in which Djibouti is situated has generated mass population movement and displacement, creating
one of the primary threats lambasted in Djibouti’s domestic political discourse: immigration and refugees. Beginning as early as 2003,
Guelleh’s government began to “detain and expel immigrants en masse.'?” Djibouti has become a critical transit and destination point
for migrants and refugees fleeing conflict in Yemen and Somalia, and for those fleeing a highly authoritarian and repressive government
in Eritrea. Various migrants from other eastern and central African countries have also migrated to Djibouti, in search of security and
economic opportunity.

These various groups of migrants have “faced discrimination when attempting to integrate into Djibouti’s society and
economy®®”,and have been “widely blamed for economicills**” in the country and youth unemployment. President Guelleh’s government
is aware of this social dynamic, and is eager to control and reduce the flow of migrants and refugees entering Djibouti. Similarly, Djibouti
is once again ‘useful’ to Western powers - particularly to those countries situated in the southern reaches of the European Union, where
most Syrian refugees make their first point of entry into Europe - in limiting the northerly flow of migrants and refugees. Migrants and
refugees are therefore a critical perceived threat to the Djibouti government, while also potentially representing a source of diplomatic
leverage over countries of the European Union.

To a limited degree, President Guelleh fears domestic unrest and the potential for protests to turn violent, or for a coup d’état
to unseat him. Keeping the country’s military on side is a key priority, and is addressing successive droughts and the looming prospect
of famine that have the potential to spark popular discontent with Djibouti’s political leadership.

Sources of leverage

Djibouti has relatively limited foreign policy leverage in the Middle East itself; its capacity to project power in the Horn of Africa,
North Africa and the wider Middle East is constrained. Nevertheless, for a country of less than one million people, it has a remarkable
degree of potential leverage over influential international stakeholders. To a significant extent, this results from the presence of Saudi,
Chinese, American, French and Japanese military bases in Djibouti. As instability worsens in neighboring Yemen, the more crucial these
powers’ facilities in Djibouti become. As will be explored in the following ‘Potential Negotiations Moves’ section of this chapter, this gives
President Guelleh potential leverage by which to extract concessions. The extent of this leverage should not be exaggerated, however.
These countries all operate multiple facilities in the region and are not entirely dependent on Djibouti for this access. Djibouti also
benefits financially and politically from their presence.

A further important source of leverage for Djibouti is its capacity to absorb, integrate or expel migrants and refugees from
surrounding countries. With the European Union particularly eager to stem the flow of refugees from Syria, and the surprising volume
of refugees fleeing Eritrea seeking safety in southern Europe, Djibouti has the potential to absorb some of these flows in exchange
for concessions - in a similar fashion to Turkey’s agreement to restrict Syrians’ migration through the country in exchange for such
concessions. Djibouti’s capacity to affect population movements from central and eastern Africa, the Horn of Africa, and the Gulf
(particularly Yemen) offers it a source of leverage.

Internal Conflicts

Elite-level political competition in Djibouti can be broadly characterized by the divide between the Issa and Afar clans, but not
should not be simplified to the extent that this is the only source of inter-elite cleavage. It is also worth underscoring that to recognize
the existence of political competition between the Issa and Afar is not to make a primordialist argument that these ethnic groups are
destined to clash, or that their contemporary political differences are inevitable or ancient feuds. The Issa have nevertheless “dominated
Djiboutian politics for many decades, both during and after French colonial administration.*” President Guelleh, his senior advisors, and
the most influential members of his Cabinet are Issa. Both ethno-linguistic groups are also present in neighboring Ethiopia and Eritrea,
and conflict between the groups in Ethiopia and Somalia in particular has intensified inter-ethnic political competition and volatility in
Djibouti in recent decades.
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The Afar underwent “rapid politicization after Djibouti’s independence”, and at various times in the country’s history have
resorted to violence to claim political authority, assert their legitimacy, and challenge perceived Issa dominance. But as this chapter has
already demonstrated, the Afar are not a unitary group. The FRUD’s political leadership accepted a power-sharing deal in the early 2000s,
but the most extreme FRUD elements refused to lay down their arms until later that decade. These tensions persist among Afar elites
within Djibouti today, who “continue to feel marginalized'®” under President Guelleh’s four-term presidency.

Guelleh’s government has been able to stifle most political competition and prevent vociferous contestation of his four terms
in office. The main opposition coalition, the Union for National Salvation (USN), remains divided; at the last election, both Mohamed
Daoud Chehem and Omar Elmi Khaireh laid competing claims to lead the party and failed to recognize each other’s legitimacy as leader.
The UNS mustered only seven per cent of the vote, while other opposition parties boycotted the election and refused to legitimize
Guelleh’s ultimately successful contestation of a fourth term. By sentencing ally-come-rival Abdourahman Boreh to 15 years in prison on
“trumped up charges'””, Guelleh has been able to marginalize a further potential political challenger and strengthen his grip on power.

External relationships

Consistent with its objective to maintain positive relationships with countries in the region, Djibouti is a member of numerous
multilateral institutions including the Arab League, Organisation of Islamic Cooperation, and African Union. It leverages its membership
of these institutions to strengthen its relationships with regional actors and build its own political legitimacy. Djibouti’s most important
diplomatic relationship-building is exercised on a bilateral basis, however. It has developed strong alliances with the Yemeni and Somali
governments recognized by the international community, sharply rebuking Iranian influence and support for proxy groups and allies in
both countries.

Djibouti has expertly forged partnerships with global powers seeking to build military, naval and logistical infrastructure
within its borders and along its coast - including with international actors which are competing rivals. President Guelleh has successfully
brokered partnerships with China, Japan, the United States and Saudia Arabia - among other countries - to establish facilities in the
country. Thisisanimportantsource of revenue, leverage, and legitimacy for Djibouti, and helps President Guelleh to preventinternational
condemnation of his efforts to alter the constitution and prolong his stay in office.

Eritrea is Djibouti’s most important adversary in the region. The two countries clashed militarily a number of years ago over
the disputed territory on their respective shared border, but armed hostilities have largely been evaded since. Djibouti’s Issa leaders fear
collaboration and cooperation between Afar in Eritrea’s southern provinces and Afar communities in Djibouti’s neighboring northeastern
regions; Djiboutian political elites remain alert to this potential threat.

Potential negotiation moves

One negotiation move Djibouti might consider would be to absorb a much greater share of the migrants and refugees passing
through its borders, particularly from those fleeing conflict in Somalia and Yemen. President Guelleh might use this as a tactic to extract
concessions from southern European states such as Italy, Greece, and their European allies. This might include advocating before the
European Union’s leadership to leverage greater development assistance to stave off successive years of famine and drought in Djibouti.

Similarly, President Guelleh might threaten to expel a greater proportion of those migrants and refugees unless certain
conditions are granted from those partners. Given the degree of political importance afforded to this issue within Europe at presence,
and the agreement that Turkey was able to secure in exchange for reducing the number of Syrian refugees passing through the country
towards Europe, there is evidence to suggest that this may be a promising strategy for Djibouti. Given negative domestic sentiments
towards immigrants in Djibouti, the former may be a particularly high-risk strategy for President Guelleh.

President Guelleh may also threaten to close foreign powers’ military bases in the country unless certain conditions or
concessions are provided. From the United States to China, and from Japan to Saudi Arabia, there may be potential to either secure
political support for President Guelleh if he were to attempt a fifth term in office, or to leverage greater development assistance from any
of these parties. All of these actors already provide development financing to Djibouti.

Djibouti has already committed military personnel to the African Union peacekeeping mission in Somalia, AMISOM. Djibouti
may consider contributing a greater number of its civilian and military personnel to peace operations - in Lebanon and Yemen, for
example - to generate further revenue, begin to have a greater influence on regional security dynamics, and secure greater international
goodwill.

Conclusion

For a small country nestled on the coast above the Horn of Africa, Djibouti wields a disproportionate amount of leverage over various
global and regional actors’ access to the Middle East. For the U.S., Saudi Arabia and the Asian powers of China and Japan, Djibouti is a
critical gateway to the wider region, essential to their logistical operations to engage militarily in Yemen and to contribute to regional
peace operations. Through hosting these powers’ military bases within its territory, President Guelleh has gained the tacit support of
influential actors on the world stage. Djibouti’s capacity to absorb refugees and migrants from Yemen, Somalia, eastern and central
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Africa also gives it influence with southern European states. While President Guelleh fears the spillover effects of chronic insecurity in
Somalia, civil war in Yemen, and a totalitarian regime in neighboring Eritrea, these conflicts justify foreign powers’ continued operation
of military bases in Djibouti and provides a critical source of revenue and tacit political support for Djibouti and its political leadership.

Eritrea: A Thorn in the Horn of Africa

Introduction

Eritrea is a totalitarian country that has been described as “Africa’s North Korea.*®” The exodus of migrants and refugees fleeing
President Isaias Afwerki and his government’s extreme repression is “unrivalled for a country not facing an active civil war.?*” Heavily-
sanctioned by Western nations including the U.S. and E.U., Eritrea has been accused of fomenting destabilization and supporting
terrorism in Somalia. Nevertheless, Eritrea has long-standing ties with Israel, providing early and enthusiastic recognition of the Jewish
State, and has forged partnerships with Sudan and the United Arab Emirates, helping to circumnavigate the West’s efforts to isolate
Afwerki’s government. Eritrea has minimal power to affect political or security dynamics in the Middle East beyond its immediate sphere
of influence but is able to leverage vital support from Israel to maintain and consolidate Afwerki’s rule.

Identity & History

The territorial configuration of the state we today have come to know as Eritrea was forged through colonialism and war.
Italian colonialists first acquired this territory in 1890, announcing it would be known as ‘Italian Eritrea’, before subsequently integrating
it into Italian East Africa as the ‘Eritrea Governorate’ in 1936. Eritrea’s subjugation to Italian rule ended in 1941 when British troops
assumed control of the area and established a military administration. When Britain proposed to divide Eritrea up among Sudan and
Ethiopia, Ethiopia’s Emperor Haile Selassie moved to annex the entire territory in 1953.

Elements of Eritrean society “soon grew restive?®” under Ethiopian rule, clamoring to secede. In 1958, Eritrean students,
professionals and academics came together to form the Eritrean Liberation Movement (ELM), which would go on to lead an armed
struggle for independence. 1962 saw the start of a 30-year war between the ELM and Selassie’s forces which only ended in 1991 with
the expulsion of Ethiopian troops. A 1993 self-determination referendum administered by the United Nations saw Eritreans vote
overwhelmingly for independence. It soon gained international recognition as an independent, sovereign state.

These halcyon days of optimism for an open and liberal Eritrea were short-lived. The EPLF, the political successor of the ELM
which was led by Isaias Afwerki, rapidly seized power. Afwerki and his colleagues quickly established a “one-party state and banned all
subsequent political activity®” in a jarring and sudden shift to authoritarianism. Since Eritrea’s 1993 independence referendum, there
have been no elections or democratic plebiscites in the country whatsoever. In the decades since, Afwerki has further consolidated his
power base and rule; further clamped down on human rights; and prevented the emergence of any political contenders.

The collective national Eritrean identity that political entrepreneurs in the Afwerki regime have attempted to instill is grounded
in the country’s bloody history of liberation, celebrating the glorious martyrs who gave their life in battle to rid Eritrea of Selassie’s
rule. The government has sought to portray foreign governments as “intent on undermining Eritrea’s economic and political stability*”,
relishing its pariah status in the eyes of Western governments.

Threat Perception & Role

Eritrea’s foremost national security concern relates to the integrity of its borders. The undemarcated border with Ethiopia
resulted in a bloody war from 1998 to 2000 to claim the territory, in which almost 150,000 people lost their lives?. Tensions persist today
between Asmara and Addis Ababa on where the border line should be, and there is continued potential for armed conflict. Similarly,
Eritrea disputes Djiboutian control of the Ras Doumeira and Doumeira Islands, and there is always “latent potential for violence?*” over
this territorial dispute. Yemen also has a stake in whether Djibouti or Eritrea controls the Doumeira Islands, given its proximate location
just across the Gulf of Aden, although the civil war in Yemen has left the country’s leaders with more immediate concerns than the
Doumeira Islands.

In 1995, Eritrea also engaged in armed conflict with Yemen over its control of the Hanish Islands, one of the largest islands in
the stretch of ocean dividing the countries. Eritrea defeated the Yemenis, allegedly with “military and financial support from the Israeli
government®”, with Jerusalem relishing the opportunity to undermine a regional actor that did not recognize Israel. A 1998 Permanent
Court of Arbitration ruling established that the territory was Yemeni leading the Eritreans to withdraw, but the incident established that
Eritrea has the desire and - with Israeli support - the military capacity to unexpectedly annex territory in its surrounding neighborhood.

Similar to many other authoritarian and totalitarian regimes, President Afwerki is threatened by any potential challenge to his
regime - either from political rivals, non-state armed groups, or a coup d’état from within the military. Given Afwerki’s “ironclad control
of domestic affairs?” within Eritrea, a public uprising appears to be an extremely unlikely prospect in the short to medium term. Eritrea
has seen an “exodus of asylum seekers and refugees fleeing the country*” to surrounding countries and to Europe in recent years;
perhaps the main political threats to Afwerki will come from the overseas diaspora, which operates largely beyond the scope of the
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authoritarian reach of his regime. Afwerki is a septuagenarian and will soon have to develop succession plans. However, authoritarian
leaders in other countries in the region have clung on to power beyond the age of 90, such as Zimbabwean President Robert Mugabe.
Implementing a smooth succession plan will one day be an issue of concern for Afwerki, but is also not a major threat to his survival in
the short-term.

Eritrea’s most important ally and benefactor is Israel. Its biggest rival and historic adversary is Ethiopia. Yet Israel also enjoys
an “excellent bilateral relationship?” with Ethiopia, straddling an awkward middle ground between Asmara and Addis Ababa. Without
Israeli military and financial support, Eritrea would be significantly more isolated in the region and world. If the pendulum of Israeli
diplomacy swings towards Ethiopia and away from Eritrea - not implausible, given Ethiopia’s comparatively greater levels of economic
development, trade opportunities, and political influence in the region - this would represent a deeply troubling development for
Afwerki and his government.

Sources of Leverage

Eritrea has limited political, economic, or military leverage. Its history of unexpected annexation campaigns in the Doumeira
Islands and on Hanish demonstrate that Eritrea can be a volatile spoiler in the region. Its major military losses in the 1998 - 2000 war
with Ethiopia also shows that Afwerki is not loss-averse in military campaigns, and willing to incur many tens of thousands of deaths to
ensure Eritrea’s continued territorial integrity. This history of bellicose adventurism is in some ways a source of leverage for President
Afwerki, who is able to signal a credible threat in this regard - despite Eritrea’s relatively limited military capacity.

Eritrea has also been accused of providing funding and military support to al-Shabab rebels in Somalia. With al-Shabab a
designated terrorist group, considered by Western powers to be a “jihadist terrorist group®”, Eritrea has potential leverage in so far as it
caninfluence al-Shabab’s actions. While Afwerki certainly does not have the influence over al-Shabab to convince them to lay down their
arms, and Eritrea’s alleged assistance is not a truly essential lifeline to al-Shabab, Afwerki can nevertheless make it somewhat harder
for this Somalian terror group to access small arms. Given the proliferation of these weapons in neighboring Yemen, however, al-Shabab
would be unlikely to struggle to access the weapons and munitions they need in the event that Eritrea cut off its support.

Israel has proved largely unwilling to integrate Eritrean migrants into their society, refusing to grant refugee status to more
than 99% of Eritrean arrivals®. While the UN Refugee Convention prevents Israel from sending Eritreans back to their home country due
to the threats they would face from Afwerki’s government, Eritrea can exercise leverage over Israel by tightening or loosening its controls
on those escaping. Most Eritreans escape via Sudan and ultimately through the Sinai desert to Israel, and the extent to which Eritreans
police this border and monitor illicit flows of people across the border gives them some leverage over Israel. This can be leveraged in
exchange for military aid, technological and agricultural assistance from Jerusalem. Given the large volume of Eritreans fleeing the
country for the European Union, arriving in countries such as Italy and Greece with many then heading northwest to countries such as
the UK, Eritrea also has leverage to extract increased development assistance from the European Union with regards to its migration and
border controls.

Internal Conflicts

There are relatively few internal conflicts within Eritrea’s borders, thanks in part to the highly repressive nature of President
Afwerki’s rule and zero-tolerance policy on dissent and political opposition. Vocal criticism of the government can result in “torture and
imprisonment®!”, and Afwerki has successfully cultivated a climate of fear in which conflicts or disagreements with his rule are seldom
voiced.

Most of Eritrea’s “internal conflicts” occur beyond its borders. Eritrean diaspora communities are restive, politically active,
and largely vociferously opposed to President Afwerki. As generations of Eritrean refugees and asylum seekers have integrated into
societies around the world and built an economic base, their voices and capacity to disrupt Afwerki will continue to grow - for example,
broadcasting dissident content remotely via radio or satellite into Eritrea.

The Red Sea Afar Democratic Organization (RSADO) is based in Ethiopia but is an Eritrean political and armed insurgent group,
amember of the Eritrean Democratic Alliance seeking to overthrow Afwerki and his regime. RSADO launch occasional attacks on Eritrean
military facilities, seize weapons and supplies, and claim to execute national intelligence officials, posing a thorn in the side of the
government. However, neither RSADO nor any other insurgent group “poses an existential threat®” to Afwerki or his government.

External Relationships

Eritrea’s most important ally is Israel, a critical provider of military aid that keeps Afwerki’s government safe from the likes of
RSADO and internal challengers. Israel’s support is also critical to Eritrea’s ability to signal a credible threat that it will launch military
campaigns to annex territories controlled by Djibouti and Yemen in surrounding areas. Israel’s close relationship with Ethiopia makes
Eritrea uncomfortable, but Asmara’s dependence on support from Jerusalem leaves it unable to influence this dynamic. Israel also
provides important technological and agricultural support to the Eritrean government, to offset the threat of famine in the country -
caused by a “combination of seasonal droughts and ineffective authoritarian government.®“
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Eritrea has a long-standing partnership with Sudan, and has also developed positive bilateral ties with Kuwait and the United
Arab Emirates (UAE). The UAE has provided financial assistance to Eritrea to develop its infrastructure, particularly its “roads, electricity,
and hydroelectric projects.®” This support extends over multiple decades since Eritrea’s independence, but has decreased in size since
the early 1990s when regional powers hoped that a less belligerent regime would take control in Asmara.

Eritrea’s main rival and perceived historical oppressor is Ethiopia. The bloody 30-year battle for Eritrea’s independence lives
on in Eritrea’s national social and political consciousness; the devastating 1998 - 2000 war over the border area has also cemented a
“legacy of mistrust and animosity.*” Tensions persist between the countries today. Despite no longer being active armed opponents,
the prospect of armed conflict or strategic miscalculation between Eritrea and Ethiopia is still a threat to regional peace.

Eritrea also has hostile relationships with Djibouti, Somalia and, to a lesser degree in the contemporary context, Yemen. This
stems from historical border disputes with Djibouti and Yemen, and is linked to Eritrea’s support for al-Shabab in Somalia. The Federal
Government of Somalia in Mogadishu has sharply rebuked Eritrea’s role in fomenting instability in Somalia, with international sanctions
on Asmara apparently having had little impact on the Afwerki regime’s ability or proclivity to send small arms to jihadists in the Somali
theater.

Potential Negotiation Moves

With only limited political, economic, and military leverage, Eritrea’s possible negotiation moves are somewhat limited. As
previously mentioned in this report, Eritrea’s capacity to reduce or prevent the flow of asylum seekers and refugees fleeing its own
borders gives it leverage over Israel and some European countries. By relaxing or tightening its border controls to the north, Eritrea may
be able to secure greater economic or military support from Israel, and greater development assistance from the European Union.

With increased military might, Eritrea has more potential negotiation moves in launching a new offensive to claim the
Doumeira Islands, the Hanish Islands, or a greater share of the border area with Ethiopia. Such moves would have limited geopolitical
consequences for the Middle East, but could pull the Horn of Africa into further conflict. Eritrea could also increase its supply of arms and
munitions to al-Shabab, and further undermine the security situation in Somalia. To the extent that Asmara can influence the behavior
of al-Shabab commanders in Somalia, Eritrea may be able to position itself as a partner to Western governments interested in stability
in Somalia - although given the totalitarian country’s pariah status on the world stage, such open collaboration appears to be rather
unlikely.

Conclusion

Eritrea can be best characterized as a thorn in the Horn of Africa. A major source of undesirable refugees and asylum seekers in
Europe and Israel, it has been able to secure the military and economic support necessary to prop up its totalitarian regime. Partnerships
in the Gulf have buttressed this support. Eritrea continues to undermine security in Somalia, and to dispute borders all around it in
the Horn of Africa. As one of the most totalitarian regimes in the world, and Afwerki’s record of decades of crimes against humanity
and egregious human rights violations, diplomatic engagement and partnership with Eritrea throws up political and ethical challenges
surrounding “negotiating with the devil.”

Somalia: The Most Failed State?

Introduction

Somalia is one of the most volatile, poorest, and fragile states in the world. After more than a decade without an effectively
functioning government, the Federal Government of Somalia and democratically-elected President provide grounds for optimism for
the country’s future. Yet despite the immense financial and technical assistance of Western, African and Middle Eastern partners, Somalia
nevertheless remains mired in a bloody war with al-Shabab: one of the region’s “most potent and well-armed terrorist groups.*®” The
proliferation of small arms in, and exodus of refugees from, Yemen as civil war continues there has also complicated stabilization efforts
in Somalia. Aside from Al-Shabab, Eritrea and Iran, however, the Federal Government has few adversaries and maintains overwhelmingly
positive relations with regional and global powers.

Identity & History

Parts of what are today considered part of Somalia came under British and Italian colonial control in the early 20™ century,
before merging to form the United Republic of Somalia in 1960. Somalia’s first-ever President, Aden Abdullah Osman Daar, embarked on
a project of forging a singular “Somali” identity and uniting the region’s northern ethnic “Somalis” and southern minority groups. Within
years, Somalia had developed “acrimonious relationships with its neighbors®””, violently challenging its established borders with Kenya
and Ethiopia in 1963 and 1964 respectively. The optimism sparked by the free and fair elections of 1967 in which incumbent President
Daar lost to newcomer Abdi Rashid Ali Shermake, was to be short-lived however. Just two years later, in 1969, the military staged a coup
resulting in the assassination of President Shermake and the installation of Mohamed Siad Barre, who would go on to rule the country
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for over twenty years.

Domestic discontent with Barre’s rule grew steadily in Somalia, with “southern tribes feeling excluded from the government,
which was filled with leaders from Barre’s own Marehan clan.®®” When Barre was violently ousted in 1991, a violent power struggle
between different Somali clan warlords emerged, leading to a bloody civil war that continued for over a decade without a strong central
government in Mogadishu. The 2000s witnessed a rapid intensification of violence, with assassination attempts made on the President
of Somalia’s fragile fledgling government; the deployment of a series of international peace operations seeking to stabilize Somalia; and
the emergence of the ICU and al-Shabab terrorist groups, seeking to impose sharia law on the country and challenge foreign military
intervention. Al-Shabab steadily “increased in influence over the course of the 2000s*”, eventually seizing the southern port of Kismayo
after dislodging its rival armed group, Hizbul-Islam.

2010 heralded a new wave of renewed optimism for the future after Somalia’s first parliament in more than two decades
launched in Mogadishu, and a series of important strategic locations were re-captured by government forces - supported by an African
Union peacekeeping mission, AMSOM - from al-Shabab. 2012 witnessed Somalia’s first presidential election since 1967, with the victory
of Hassan Sheikh Mohamud, and increasing financial support and development assistance from international donors and governments.
At this time, Somalia’s government began to offer basic public services to the domestic population after decades of limited to nonexistent
central governing authority in the country. Nevertheless, these services are not uniformly available; are not routinely available; and
great swathes of Somalia are untouched even by these efforts.

The Somalian people witnessed immense suffering through these decades of armed conflict and ineffective governance.
Somalia continues to have one of the lowest rankings in the Human Development Index*; to be the “most corrupt and least transparent
country in the world*”; and to face enormous obstacles to the promotion of socioeconomic development. The entrenched poverty in
the country may have facilitated recruitment for non-state armed groups, and “contributed to the proliferation of the Somali piracy
phenomenon*” in the Gulf of Aden. Much of the country remains in a perilous security state - despite the election of Mohammed
Abdullahi Mohamed as Presidentin early 2017 - and armed conflict and violence are very much part of the Somali national consciousness
after decades of war.

Threat Perception & Role

The single greatest threat facing the Federal Government of Somalia is continued insecurity and violence within its own
borders. Neutralization of al-Shabab is the stated priority of President Mohamed’s government, and is also that of Somalia’sinternational
partners, donors, and the UN and African Union peace operations stationed there. Al-Shabab does not pose an existential threat to
the government but has the “potential to launch major terrorist attacks at any moment®” on critical government infrastructure and
institutions, both in Mogadishu and beyond. This persistent threat limits foreign investment in Somalia and, in turn, social and economic
development.

The intensification of civil war in Yemen is also of concern to Somalia’s government, given the two countries’ proximity across
the Gulf of Aden. The spillover effects of the Yemeni conflict upon Somalia may include the ever-increasing proliferation of small arms*,
aiding non-state Somali armed groups such as al-Shabab, and increased migrant and refugee flows into Somalia. These migrant flows
also include Somalian nationals, who had fled civil war in Somalia in the 1990s and 2000s, now returning to their native country to flee
violence in their adopted homeland of Yemen. Substantial increases in “population growth through human displacement®*” has the
potential to strain already limited public services offered to the Somali people by the Federal Government.

Somalia’s central government is also concerned about its various provinces and regions “seeking greater autonomy or even
secession.*” Somaliland is the region with the greatest degree of autonomy today, seeking but not receiving international recognition
as an independent sovereign state. The restive autonomous regions of Puntland and Galmudug also provide cause for concern for
President Mohamed, as his government seeks to champion a unified federal Somalian state and unified Somali identity.

Sources of leverage

As a fragile and impoverished state, Somalia has extremely limited leverage over regional or global politics. Somalia continues
to be the “source of enormous volumes of refugees and asylum seekers in search of protection and safety in African, Middle Eastern, and
European countries.*”” With a weak state security apparatus, Somalia has only limited capacity to control its own population movements.
Yet, similarly to Djibouti and Eritrea, it may exercise some leverage over destination countries concerned about the “migrant crisis” in
relaxing or tightening controls on population movement. Somalia has significantly less capacity to implement this than Djibouti or
Eritrea, however.

The capacity of Somalia’s security apparatus to neutralize the threat of al-Shabab and Somali piracy attacks in the Gulf of
Aden also gives it scope to potentially extract concessions from concerned parties. The Federal Government of Somalia may invoke
the magnitude of the threat posed by this dynamic to extract international development assistance, particularly focused on security
sector reform to build the offensive capacities of a Somali navy force or the Somali military. For President Mohamed’s government,
this international security sector reform assistance may prove useful in pursuing an array of other policy objectives. This presents a
somewhat contradictory set of incentives: the drive to provide security and stability to Somalia, but the reality that the greater the
magnitude of these security threats are, the more development assistance and security sector reform support the Somali government
may be able to marshal.
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Internal Conflicts

The continued presence of armed militia within Somalia continues to present the single greatest and most concerning internal
conflict in the country. While, as described in the following section, the motivations and grievances driving combatants’ enrolment in
al-Shabab may “vary drastically by region*®”, and al-Shabab may be less of a unified actor than is commonly portrayed in the media,
clashes between the Federal Government of Somalia - backed up by the AU and UN - and al-Shabab is the most significant internal
conflict within Somalia. The Government also battles to control territory historically controlled by a gamut of other, smaller non-state
armed groups contesting Mogadishu’s legitimate governing authority.

Somaliland’s clamor to secede from Somalia and Mogadishu is another form of internal conflict, albeit a nonviolent one.
Somaliland “lacks the international recognition to formally secede*” as an independent sovereign nation - despite efforts to hire
lobbyists to secure that recognition®® - and Mogadishu has granted a substantial degree of autonomy to the province. Nevertheless, the
Federal Government of Somalia remains fervently opposed to Somaliland breaking away from Somalia - and would also strongly reject
Puntland and Galmudug’s claims to breakaway, if their mainstream political leaders were ever to stake such a claim.

Political elites have vociferously contested President Mohamed’s rule, passing a motion of no confidence against him in August
2016, “citing incompetence and calling for his impeachment.*'” Speaker of Parliament Mohamed Sheikh Osman Jawari controversially
dropped the motion a month later, outraging the political opposition, who were informed that “their differences with the president
could instead be resolved through negotiations.®?” The government in Mogadishu also struggles in its relationships with newly formed
subnational and provincial administrations in Puntland, Jubbaland, South West State, and Central Regions State.

External relationships

The Federal Government of Somalia enjoys largely excellent relationships with key regional and global powers. Somalia is
a member of the Arab League, African Union, and Organization for Islamic Cooperation. It is a firm ally of the Djiboutian Government,
the Egyptian Government, Qatar and the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. Furthermore, President Mohamed’s government has received
financial support and diplomatic backing from powers such as the United States, European Union, China, Japan, Saudi Arabia, and
Turkey. London has hosted a number of consultative forums of international donors and diplomatic actors to “pledge and coordinate
international assistance for stabilization and prosperity in Somalia.®*” It has proved a willing and able partner to international powers’
efforts to address piracy; to tackle al-Shabab; and to host a number of the refugees and asylum seekers fleeing conflict in Yemen.

The Federal Government has challenging relationships with actors accused of funding and supporting al-Shabab, such as
Eritrea and al-Qaeda. While Iran is also “accused providing backing to al-Shabab’s predecessor the ICU*, Somalia’s stated opposition
to Tehran is likely linked to its important partnership with Saudi Arabia - and the fact that most Somali citizens are Sunni. Mogadishu
severed diplomatic ties with Iran in early 2016, and ordered all Iran-affiliated organizations, such as the Iranian Red Crescent, to leave
the country within 72 hours.®

Potential negotiation moves

Constrained by the combination of state fragility and ongoing armed violence, the Federal Government of Somalia has
extremely limited capacity to influence events beyond its own borders - and even within swathes of its own sovereign jurisdiction.
As discussed above, Somalia’s security forces have the potential to help alleviate foreign powers’ concerns about Somali piracy in the
Gulf of Aden and the presence of al-Shabab. Somalia may use these threats - and increase or decrease its relative prioritization of
these concerns - to extract concessions from international powers, particularly in the form of development assistance or technical and
financial support for security sector reform. Nevertheless, Somalian security sector actors have only limited capacity to tackle these
issues and remain heavily dependent on the support of African Union and United Nations peacekeepers to do so.

Somalia may seek to re-open diplomatic ties with Iran, to curtail the potential risk of Tehran once again providing financial
or military support to a Somalian armed group. However, Somalia likely gains more from its alliance with the Middle East’s Sunni
powers, including Saudi Arabia. To embrace Iran may have negative repercussions for the volume of assistance that Sunni-majority Gulf
states provide to the Federal Government in Mogadishu. President Mohamed and his government may also seek to either reconcile its
differences with Eritrea, or to further escalate rising tensions between the two countries over Eritrea’s alleged support to al-Shabab.

Conclusion

Somalia faces one of the most challenging humanitarian and security situations on the planet; it inspired the term “failed
state.” It is a major source of migrants and refugees bound for Europe and the Middle East, and continues to host an array of violent
extremist groups such as al-Shabab with the capacity to conduct terror attacks in the Horn of Africa. President Mohamed’s government
is largely preoccupied with addressing these challenges, not to mention the piracy crisis in the Gulf of Aden that appears to be worsening
once again in early 2017. The Federal Government of Somalia lacks the capacity to meaningfully impact events beyond its borders, let
alonein the wider Middle East, and has limited leverage and scope to negotiate. Nevertheless, this fragile state may seek to build bridges
with its adversaries Iran and Eritrea, or may seek to further escalate tensions. It may meaningfully seek to address al-Shabab and piracy,
or merely use these dynamics as tool to leverage increased development assistance and support for security sector reform.
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Al-Shabab: Balancing Middle Eastern Terrorist Sponsors

Introduction

Al-Shabab is one of the most potent violent extremist groups in Africa, if not the most potent. With up to 9,000 active
combatants®, al-Shabab has the capability to conduct terror attacks across the region. Targeting key Somalian government institutions,
infrastructure, and neighboring countries contributing to the AU peacekeeping mission in Somalia, the group has demonstrated itself
to be a “significant spoiler to the Horn of Africa’s regional stability.”” The group’s leadership face a constant battle to drive unity among
al-Shabab’s different factions, and to provide common purpose in the face of the divergent motivations and grievances that drive young
Somalians and others to enroll. Violence is the foundational basis of al-Shabab’s capacity to influence regional dynamics; by threatening
the use of violence to influence the actions of the Federal Government of Somalia or its regional partners with a military presence in
Somalia. Al-Shabab has also demonstrated itself capable of building its own partnerships with state and non-state actors alike, including
Eritrea and al-Qaeda.

Identity & History

Al-Shabab, meaning “the youth” in Arabic, is a radical offshoot splinter group of the Islamic Courts Union (ICU), a group that
attempted to form an Islamist administration in Somalia in the late 1990s and early 2000s and which controlled Mogadishu up until late
2006. The youth military branch of the ICU that later became al-Shabab considered their leaders’ efforts to implement Islamist rule in
Somalia as “too moderate®®”, insisting on a more radical interpretation and harsher enforcement of Islamic law in the country.

Al-Shabab regrouped in December 2006 after Ethiopian troops drove the ICU out of Mogadishu, and soon began to “expand
its recruitment of young men and women from across Somalia*®”; from neighboring countries such as Kenya, with robust recruitment
networks in the port city of Mombasa in particular; and from societies all around the world, leveraging digital communications networks
to reach overseas audiences. Directed by Aden Hashi Ayro, al-Shabab conducted “brutal attacks that drew condemnation from local
and international communities... including multiple killings of international aid workers... and the use of violent retaliation against
employees of Somalia’s Federal Government.®”

Al-Shabab soon began to shift towards al-Qaeda, and has since “intensified its use of suicide attacks and targeted civilian
populations®” to meet its political objectives of ousting the government from Mogadishu, and to rid Somalia of perceived foreign
imperialist presence. With the deployment of Kenyan and Ugandan soldiers to Somalia as part of AMISOM, an African Union peacekeeping
operation, al-Shabab has also conducted terror attacks within Kenya - for example, targeting a shopping mall and school in Nairobi -
to attempt to undermine Kenyans’ support for their troops to be stationed in neighboring Somalia. Such attacks have led to “further
stigmatization of Somalian migrants in Kenyan society®”, and facilitated recruitment for al-Shabab of marginalized young immigrants in
Nairobi and Mombasa to cross the border north and join in their terrorist activities.

While these objectives - challenging the authority of the government in Mogadishu, ridding Somalia of the presence of foreign
troops, and furthering a common global jihadist agenda - may represent the priorities of al-Shabab’s core leadership, this may not offer
a “comprehensive explanation of all the factors driving combatants’ enrolment®®” in the group’s ranks. A lack of economic opportunities,
dissatisfaction with local ruling elites, and a wide variety of other factors drive al-Shabab’s recruits; not all are violent ideologues, or are
driven exclusively by a rejection of Mogadishu’s authority.

Relatively little is known about Ahmad Umar, al-Shabab’s leader since the 2014 killing of Ahmed Abdi Godane in a U.S. airstrike.
However, it is believed that Umar “prefers continued alliance with al-Qaeda®” and will continue to eschew the Islamic State’s overtures
to join its own ranks. In the event that al-Qaeda substantially drops its material support to al-Shabab in the future, however, there may
be the potential for Umar to lead al-Shabab into a formal alliance with ISIS.

Threat Perception & Role

Al-Shabab faces a number of critical threats. The African Union and United Nations have deployed peacekeeping operations
with the explicit mandate of neutralizing it, supporting troops of the Federal Government of Somalia, with billions of dollars and tens
of thousands of peacekeepers invested in the fighting. The Ugandan and Kenyan governments have proven “willing to suffer troop
casualties in the pursuit of al-Shabab®”, in a dynamic that is relatively rare for troop contributing countries to multilateral peacekeeping
missions. The U.S. has launched airstrikes and covert operations within Somalia that have “successfully neutralized al-Shabab’s
leaders®”; President Trump appears to support “an intensification in American military activities in Somalia®””, explicitly targeting al-
Shabab.

Al-Shabab is also “dependent on external actors for financial support®®” to continue its operations, particularly from al-Qaeda,
and those actors’ ability to circumnavigate international sanctions on smallarms and weaponry applied to Somalia. As discussed, Islamic
State stands ready to fill the gap if al-Shabab’s leaders decide to switch allegiance. Nevertheless, al-Shabab’s extensive dependence on
these external actors necessitates ““continued diplomacy and relationship-building in the Middle East®” to gain support it requires to
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carry out its operations against the Somali government and foreign troops.

Efforts to disrupt al-Shabab’s recruitment networks have not yet posed a significant threat to the group’s operations. Despite
the best efforts of platforms such as Twitter to block recruitment and propaganda accounts used by al-Shabab, the group has the ability
to “constantly spawn new accounts to continue to share the group’s materials and recruit online.™” Similarly, efforts to prevent violent
extremism in targeted communities in Kenya, particularly in Mombasa, “do not appear to have prevented al-Shabab from effectively
recruiting combatants™” from the region.

Sources of leverage

Al-Shabab’s leverage is grounded almost entirely in its capacity to use, or threaten the use of, violence. Through suicide attacks
targeting civilian populations, government infrastructure, and foreign nationals - including venues frequented by international aid
workers and peacekeepers - al-Shabab seeks to extract leverage through fear. The group seeks to leverage this fear to push foreign
peacekeepers out of the country, and ultimately to drive President Mohamed’s government from power - and to relinquish territory that
al-Shabab would like to control and govern.

Al-Shabab’s links to piracy in al-Shabab may also offer the group a form of leverage, in so far as the group can curb the behaviors
of pirates in the Gulf of Aden. Private sector actors from countless Middle Eastern regional and global powers “depend on safe access
through the Gulf to deliver their goods and conduct business™”, and have limited confidence in the Federal Government of Somalia to
provide that safe access. Al-Shabab is “alleged to have collaborated with the pirates™”; in territory that it controls, al-Shabab may seek
to privately extract concessions from those foreign powers if it is able to mitigate, reduce or prevent piracy in the Gulf. However, the
extent to which al-Shabab has the capacity or desire to reduce piracy is highly questionable; this is a hypothetical source of leverage that
it may wield.

Given Iran’s previous financing of the ICU, there may be scope for potential arms and funding for al-Shabab to come from
Tehran. Some analysts have alleged that support is already forthcoming™, although there is limited evidence to suggest this has taken
place since 2006. In so far as Iran - al-Shabab collaboration is possible in the future, however, one potential threat may be closer ties
between the Federal Government of Somalia and Iran. Somalia has currently broken off diplomatic relations with Iran, as described
in the previous chapter. This status quo benefits al-Shabab, and makes it more likely to receive support from Tehran. A diplomatic
rapprochement between Somalia and Iran might threaten al-Shabab’s future capacity to secure funding and arms from Iran.

Internal Conflicts

Al-Shabab has been beset from internal conflicts, with much of the groups “top leadership purged as a result of infighting in
2013.” In June 2013, combatants loyal to the then-leader Ahmed Godane killed Ibrahim al-Afghani and his colleague Maa’lim Hashi. Al-
Afghani had earned Godane’s scorn by arguing that Godane himself had “violated the Qur’an in violently targeting critical voices within
the group™”; al-Afghani faced a similar end in voicing these criticisms of Godane’s leadership. Godane allegedly also “ordered the death
of well-known American jihadist, Omar Hammami””, in September 2013. Hammami had previously uploaded a video online criticizing
al-Shabab’s weak leadership and ineffective military strategy, which he came to direct personally at then-leader Godane. The political
leadership of al-Shabab has therefore long been wary of threats from other elites, engaging in a campaign of targeted assassinations to
ward off potential leadership challenges.

In 2011, al-Shabab underwent major internal reform to “decentralize authority and grant more command-and-control
leadership to its provincial and clan-based leaders.”™” While this has prevented the group from splintering, it has led to a less unified
single goal or objective motivating the group’s operations; has weakened the extent to which ideology drives al-Shabab’s rank-and-file;
and led to the rise of potential challengers controlling different geographies of al-Shabab.

External relationships

In 2008, al-Shabab first began to develop its relationship with al-Qaeda. After Ayro was killed in an American missile strike, al-
Shabab’s new leader Ahmed Abdi Godane drove a new strategy to align more closely with al-Qaeda, and “explicitly began emphasizing
the struggle in Somalia as part of a global jihad.”” The group subsequently began to adopt both al-Qaeda’s ideology and tactics,
targeting civilians through suicide attacks on a much more frequent basis. Al-Shabab has since leveraged its partnership with al-Qaeda
to “secure financial resources and attract foreign fighters to enroll in its ranks.®°” Al-Qaeda has also supported overseas training for al-
Shabab’s fighters as part of its own training camps.

Al-Shabab has collected a wide array of adversaries including France, Russia, China, India, Japan, Saudi Arabia, the United
States, the UK, and the European Union. It remains engaged in armed conflict against AU troops from Uganda and Kenya, and has also
faced airstrikes from the U.S. military. Al-Shabab remains a close ally of Al-Qaeda, and Iran remains a partner - even if direct military and
financial support akin to Tehran’s support to the ICU has not yet been forthcoming.

Al-Shabab enjoys an uneasy relationship with Somalian pirates. In many cases, al-Shabab controls the territory from where the
pirates conduct their operations into the Gulf of Aden. There are reports that al-Shabab has regulated their operations, “imposing taxes
on pirates and informally collecting revenue®'” to fund their terrorist operations. In other geographies, there is evidence that the two
groups have enjoyed a more collaborative relationship. In reality, this dynamic demonstrates that al-Shabab is not a unitary actor - it
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has different objectives and priorities in different geographies - and that there is no single, unitary actor convening all those individuals
engaged in piracy in the Gulf of Aden, either.

Potential negotiation moves

Terrorist attacks from the basis for most of al-Shabab’s potential negotiation moves away from the table, with few parties
willing to engage them in dialogue or negotiations as things stand. Al-Shabab may conduct attacks within Somalia, Kenya, or Uganda
to target those governments engaged in military operations against it. It might conduct attacks on foreign military bases - particularly
American facilities in nearby Djibouti, as well as French bases there. Djibouti presents a potential opportunity for al-Shabab to target
American military officials in response for an apparent surge in American airstrikes and covert operations under President Trump’s
administration.

Al-Shabab may also seek to more actively reach out to Tehran, to leverage greater financial and military support for its
operations from Iran. In the changing kaleidoscope of Middle Eastern alliances, it may also calculate that a shift from al-Qaeda to ISIS
would be strategically beneficial to al-Shabab. Given ISIS’s links to terrorist groups in other regions of Africa such as Boko Haram in
Nigeria and its established presence in neighboring countries, al-Shabab might have much to gain from sending its combatants to ISIS
training camps and benefit from ISIS’ vast financial resources. Such a move - or threatening such a move - may allow al-Shabab to
extract certain concessions, although few state and non-state actors would consider entering into formal negotiations with the group.

Conclusion

Al-Shabab’s influence, leverage, and negotiation moves are grounded in violent means. With only 9,000 combatants, the group
has the capacity to wage terror in countries as disparate as Somalia, Uganda, and Kenya - and with limited resources, to recruit fighters
from across Somalia and across the world. While their tactics have resulted in many deaths, they are yet to come close to succeeding
in their core objectives. The Federal Government of Somalia, although embattled, is making progress in cementing its authority from
Mogadishu. Despite losses on the battlefield, neither Kenya nor Uganda appear likely to withdraw their troops - and the U.S. Government
is stepping up its aerial campaign and drone strikes against al-Shabab’s leaders. Al-Shabab continues to ally with al-Qaeda and resist
the urges of ISIS to join with it in partnership; al-Shabab has also not been able to leverage the financial or military support that its
predecessor, the ICU, received from Iran. While al-Shabab does not have significant influence to shape events in the Middle East, it can
be a powerful and violent spoiler of peace and stabilization in the Horn of Africa and beyond into Yemen and surrounding countries.
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Written by: Harry Begg

VII. Egypt: Post-Revolutionary Decline or Authoritarian Resurgence? Edited by: Miguel de Corral

Identity, conflict narratives, threat perceptions

Since the overthrow of Egypt’s monarchy in 1952 and Gamal Abdel Nasser’s Presidency from 1956, Egypt has been subjected
to “strongman” rule. Today, this formula for statehood and statecraft continues to frame the way that Egyptian politics and policy
functions. There is a “deep state” involving a dominant military and its own political economy, which is perceived to be the gatekeeper
holding together the Egyptian state. At present, military interests align closely with those of the Presidency, Egypt’s wider security
apparatus (including the Supreme Council of the Armed Forces, hereafter “SCAF”), and the Judiciary. There was a major shift in these
relations during the Presidency of Mohamed Morsi (30 June 2012 - 3 July 2013), when the Judiciary and the Military were largely at
loggerheads with the President, the Muslim Brotherhood, and the Freedom and Justice Party - the Brotherhood’s political party during
Egypt’s brief democratic experiment.

Egypt’s historicimportance and its population of almost 100 million present anillusion of its continuing geopolitical leadership
in the region, which has waned in the past decades in part due to the economic and political rise of the Gulf states. However, despite the
domestic upheaval Egypt has faced, its historical geopolitical influence, the size of its population, and its ability to act as a peace broker
in the region mean that there is certainly the potential for a reassertion of regional influence down the line.

This paper focuses in particular on the role that Egypt can have in brokering an Israeli-Palestinian peace deal. However, it is
reiterated that the main difficulties that Egypt faces in brokering this deal relate to its limitations in the domestic sphere. In the case of
Israel and several other regional political issues, “enmities” have been sustained and encouraged in Egypt’s public consciousness that
do not hold for Egypt’s governing classes. To this end, while military and state-level relations with Israel are arguably closer than ever,
anti-Israeli sentiment, stemming from the 1967 and 1973 wars, as well as support for the Palestinian cause, can be seen in state-run and
privately-owned media.

Egypt can often be perceived as a united party in the Middle East, in the sense that there is a largely unified government that
functions through a complex alliance of the Military, the Judiciary, the SCAF, and the Presidency. However, within the Egyptian state
there is a considerable degree of fragmentation: internal interests and positions are largely fragmented. The main actors that stand
against the current government are the Muslim Brotherhood and certain secular civil society groups, as well as Islamist extremists.

This section explains the considerable differences within these groups interests. The main focus is on the military, as the driver
holding the Egyptian state together, and the Muslim Brotherhood, as the main opposition actor throughout the history of the modern
Egyptian state. This section analyzes the specific identities, conflict narratives, and threat perceptions of the major parties able to affect
negotiation attempts in the region.

SCAF

The SCAF’s identity begins with the Free Officers’ Movement, a secret group of military officers that seized power from King
Farouk’s monarchy and involvement by the British government in Egyptian national affairs in 1952. This group of officers ruled Egypt
as a junta until establishing a Presidency, constitution, and the Supreme Council of the Armed Forces in 1954. This opened the way for
the rise of the “Officers’ Republic,” where a network of officers penetrated all levels of the government bureaucracy and, later on, the
economy.! Comprised of senior officers from all branches of the military, this group’s identity can be seen as one of the linchpins to the
founding of the modern Egyptian state, and is affiliated with all but one of Egypt’s Presidents (Mohamed Morsi, elected after the January
25" revolution and ousted by a military coup).

Over the years, the Egyptian military was active in several conflicts: in 1956 during the Suez Crisis; between 1964 and 1967
during the Yemeni Civil War; and between 1967 and 1974 where the SCAF completely planned and controlled Egypt’s military policy
towards Israel. Though Sadat had decreased the SCAF’s influence during his tenure, the landmark 1979 peace treaty with Israel helped
the military regain much of its economic and political influence. Two years later after the assassination of President Sadat, the SCAF
began to regain relevance throughout Mubarak’s reign and maintained a large presence in business, bureaucracy and the public sector
of Egypt.?

Ultimately, the SCAF sees itself the only actor in Egypt that possesses the necessary experience, maturity and wisdom to
protect the country from domestic and external threats.?> The Muslim Brotherhood is the most serious threat to military control of Egypt,
and likewise the military is the highest hurdle preventing the Brotherhood from seizing political power.*

Muslim Brotherhood

The Muslim Brotherhood is the most important Islamist organization in Egypt, and arguably across the Middle East. Since its
founding in 1928, the group has sought to promote political Islamist ideology in Egyptian society. It is an important social and political
actor, particularly given its history of providing public services to disadvantaged communities. Its influence peaked with the election
of Mohammed Morsi as President in 2012 before being deposed by a military coup in 2013. The group is now considered a terrorist
organization, with thousands of members imprisoned.
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The Muslim Brotherhood believes that the military illegally seized power from Morsi and the party in the July 3, 2013 coup.
Members see the seizure of power as part of a coordinated attempt by anti-Islamists and the military to usurp the will of the majority of
the country who supported the Brotherhood in free and fair elections. Due to the group’s labelling as a terrorist organization, as well as
its history of oppression dating back to its founding, the Muslim Brotherhood currently sees itself as closed into a corner, with extremely
limited leverage in influencing the current political-military establishment.

In the short-term, further crackdown by government forces may lead to an increasingly militarized response by either the
Brotherhood or other Islamist factions within Egypt. The extent and impact of the Brotherhood’s response will depend on how well it
can coordinate through its underground networks, and its financial and other support from external supporters.

In the long-term, a more existential difficulty for the Muslim Brotherhood is whether its pan-Islamist philosophies can be
integrated within the established nation-state order. Its flirtation with democracy in Egypt through 2012-2013 proved to be its undoing.
Sharia law’s integration into the judicial system is a non-negotiable position for the Brotherhood in any negotiation where it sits at the
table. The Muslim Brotherhood’s status in Egyptian society may plausibly remain outside institutions of governance, but for it to be at
the negotiation table, it must be recognized as a legitimate political, religious and social entity in the region. The Egyptian state’s and
other countries’ ongoing hostility to the Brotherhood makes this recognition of legal status unlikely.

Sources of leverage

SCAF

The Egyptian military can count on their dominance over the domestic political sphere, as well as their prominent external
relations, as their primary sources of leverage. Within Egypt, the armed forces have control over the economy, bureaucracy, and the legal
system. They are one of the top military forces in the region. They also maintain their strong relations with regional powers - such as GCC
states and Israel - as well as global powers. To this end, the Egyptian military receives USD 1.5 billion annually from the United States.®
Importantly, it also wields an international reputation for mediating in Israeli-Palestinian negotiations.

Muslim Brotherhood

The Muslim Brotherhood’s main source of leverage is its ability to garner popular support in Egypt, especially in conservative
sectors of the population and parts of the country. However, since the crackdown on the Brotherhood in Egypt by government forces,
the character and force of the organization has changed considerably.

The Muslim Brotherhood of Egypt cannot at present influence “at the table” negotiations, given that it is currently an illegal
organization in Egypt and much of the Middle East. However, the Brotherhood’s ability to leverage popular support means that its status
effectively limits the possibility for future democratization or significant popular participation in Egypt. The Brotherhood therefore has a
de facto rolein political transitions in Egypt, especially when it comes to reaffirming Islamic law within proposed constitutional changes.

The Muslim Brotherhood of Egypt’s role on the domestic stage must also be understood as part of regional conflict dynamics.
The Brotherhood plays a significant role in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, despite suggestions that its relationship with Hamas may
have become more distant since Sisi’s ascendancy.® The Brotherhood’s place in these regional negotiations therefore largely relates
to helping support Hamas in its currently marginalized position. This is in itself part of the Muslim Brotherhood’s “identity narrative”
because of the oppression that the Brotherhood itself faces in much of the Arab world. If the tables were turned, and the Palestinian
cause were no longer a defining part of Muslim Brotherhood’s regional identity, this could significantly change the Brotherhood’s self-
positioning in the region.

A leading Middle East political scientist wrote in December 2016 that “the Egyptian Muslim Brotherhood no longer has
a strong overt presence in society or an elaborate public network of social services. Its organization now faces internal opposition.
The nonviolence it espoused is being questioned by its own members. Its dispersed leadership is less able to exercise control. And
the Brotherhood can no longer contest elections.”” Whilst the current political situation sees a Muslim Brotherhood with considerably
weaker influence in society, the ability for the organization to reorganize and redefine itself should not be underestimated. Thus, the
ability of the organization, or at least the values of its (former) members, to block negotiations - including in the crucial case of Palestine
- continues in spite of the Brotherhood’s current suppression.

Internal conflicts and network of relationships

Whereas during the Mubarak Presidency, a single strongman was able to direct public policy, since the Revolution there
has been a realignment in authority: there are now multiple strongmen, operating in strong institutions, that hold the Egyptian state
together.2 Commentators write of a “deep state” that operates as a separate state within the actual Egyptian nation-state, consisting of
the General Intelligence Directorate, the Military, and the Ministry of the Interior.® Importantly, though, power balances are difficult to
measure, and the military balance of power and internal functioning are notoriously opaque.

We therefore offer an analysis of the main actors dealing with the areas of security, economics, the rule of law, and foreign
affairs. These are the President and his Cabinet, the SCAF, Homeland Security (Amn al-Dowla), the General Intelligence Directorate
(Mukhabarat), Central Security Forces, the Ministry of the Interior, the Ministry of Defense, and the Police. Thereafter, we consider the
“behind the table” actors: the Judiciary, religious organizations, the business community, political parties, and the diffuse “Arab street”.




THE MENA NEGOTIATION REPORT

194

Presidency and Cabinet

President Sisi’s cementing of power in Egypt has centered around the twin strategy of securing economic growth for Egypt and
ensuring state stability.!® This has come at a significant cost, and his reforms and repression of liberties will continue to be a difficult
pill for the Egyptian populace to swallow. In August 2016, Sisi secured a USD 12 billion IMF loan,!! following a series of significant public
management reforms, including the imposition of a value-added tax, and the floating of the Egyptian pound - which halved its value
against the dollar. The loan has also spiked inflation, which hit almost 20 percent by November 2016. The ongoing strain that these
reforms cause for Egyptian citizens must be placed in the context of the security environment that the military and police sustain.
Popular dissent is sniffed out by the security services, and the mobilization of opposition groups is quelled pre-emptively.*

Sisiuses an anti-terror campaign against the Muslim Brotherhood, AlQaeda and ISIS to justify the state’s strategy of suppression.
Whilst the latter two organizations can arguably be contained over the short to medium-term, given the Muslim Brotherhood’s historic
and pervasive place in Egyptian society, it is clear that the Brotherhood has a more secure footing in the future of Egypt. Given this
reality, Sisi’s approach to the Brotherhood is part of “statecraft” that sustains a “ruling pact” with the Egyptian people: Much like his
predecessors, Sisi presents the Brotherhood as a terror threat which must be quelled before political transition towards democracy can
be achieved. In light of how unfeasible Sisi’s goals to eradicate the Brotherhood are, it is fair to say that this is an internal conflict in Egypt
which will be an enduring cleavage until there is regime change.

SCAF

Due to the SCAF’s rising privilege throughout the Mubarak years and recent prominence in Egyptian politics following the 2011
revolution, as the group conflates its own well-being with the country’s well-being, it clings further to its elite status including secret
budgets, immunity from prosecution, economic privileges, and its own court system.*

Despite the rise in economic favors, at the end of the Mubarak years, the SCAF had become anxious of the President’s favoring,
and investing in, the Interior Ministry and the Police. Police salaries increased six-fold while the militaries had only doubled, and
senior police officials began to amass similar wealth and perks as the military. Furthermore, the Interior Ministry was twice the size
of the military. Many interpreted the rising power of the police force as Mubarak’s way of ensuring power and the presidency could be
transferred to his son, Gamal Mubarak, who would be the first non-military leader of Egypt and whose preference towards neoliberal
economic policies would threaten the military’s economic empire.**

Therefore, when January 2011 hit, many military interests aligned with the protesters, and the SCAF took advantage of the
opportunity to nullify a possible Gamal Mubarak reign, block neoliberal policies, investigate corruption of Mubarak’s crony capitalists,
and solidify their own power. However, beyond toppling Mubarak, those interests diverged. Therefore, those groups who continued to
protest after Mubarak’s fall were perceived by the military as threats aiming to weaken the unity of the nation.

Ministry of Defense
The current Minister of Defense, who also holds the roles of Commander-in-Chief of the Egyptian Armed Forces, and Chairman

of SCAF, is Sedki Sobhi.** Given the close relationship between Sisi and Sobhi, military and presidential interests are now more tightly
intertwined than they arguably ever have been in Egypt. This makes it more difficult to see how Sisi might be “sacrificed” by the military
in any power struggle, unless there were also to be a significant shift in internal military authority structures simultaneously. In addition,
since 2011, the Ministry of Defense has taken a more primary role, especially in strategic areas such as around the Suez Canal and Egypt’s
border zones.*

Ministry of Interior and the Police

Egypt’s Ministry of the Interior (MOI) is responsible for the national police forces, Central Security Forces, and Homeland
Security. MOl employs around two million employees, outnumbering active-duty military troops by three-to-one and accounting for
around one-fifth of all central government employees.!” Attempts to reform the MOI since the Revolution have been largely unsuccessful.
Due to continued abuses by MOI officers, Western governments have a strained relationship with the MOI. As the UK-based consultancy,
Oxford Analytica, summarizes:

Western governments are wary of providing MOI with enhanced intelligence capabilities and training because of its continued
abuses against peaceful activists, journalists and civil society organizations. For example, the US State Department rarely works
with Egypt’s MOI because the latter will not fulfil requirements under the Leahy Law that ensures those receiving US training are
untainted by human rights violations. US policymakers have been more willing to provide the Egyptian military and border guards
with technical training.*®

The current Minister of the Interior, Magdy Abdel Gaffar, has been in office since March 2015.* Though he has called for
bureaucratic reform, analysts suggest that changes to the MOl and security services are superficial, and do little to correct the long-term
dominance of the MOI and its history of civilian abuse.?

Homeland Security (El Amn El Watani)
Egypt’s Homeland Security was previously named Amin el-Dowla (State Security Investigations Sector [SSIS]) prior to the
Revolution. As of 2009, it was a body with 400,000 officers. SSIS was a was an unpopular organization with the Egyptian population, given
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its brutal abuse of civilians and legal impunity. Discontent at the organization was a primary target for revolutionaries. For example,
in March 2011, the Amin el-Dowla offices were stormed by protestors in Cairo, Alexandria, and other cities to prevent the organization
destroying evidence of its use of torture and other illegal security measures.* Though el-Amin el-Watani is a new organization, most
Egyptians view it as a reconstitution of the former organization following Morsi’s ouster and continue to refer to it as “Amin el-Dowla”*

General Intelligence Service (Mokhabarat)

The General Intelligence Service is Egypt’s security and intelligence agency, responsible for providing both domestic and
foreign intelligence. Since 2014, the Director has been Khaled Fawzy.?* Former Director, the late Omar Suleiman, became a primary actor
in discussions with Palestinians after Israel’s Prime Minister Sharon’s decision to disengage from Gaza in 2004. Suleiman took the helm
in the training of Palestinian security forces, and had close contact with the United States and Israel in this process.?*

Judiciary

The Supreme Constitutional Court (SCC) has played a highly politicized and active role in Egyptian politics since the Revolution.
The SCC acts within a certain balance of power with the military and the Presidency, and is of course limited in terms of its ability to
control their actions. Though the SCC sees the “deep state” as the protectors of the country, all domestic and foreign policy decisions
are subject to considerable judicial review.

A recent article by Nathan Brown looks at the role of the SCC and how it might consolidate its authority and operate with the
government as Sisi himself tries to solidify his control.” Dissenting opinions are not published, and neither is the vote split made public,
so judicial processes are opaque. However, the SCC has the potential to act as a spoiler over government actions, including for example
electoral processes.

In addition, the Supreme Administrative Court of Egypt, also referred to as the State Council, also has considerable “spoiler
potential” for governmental activities both domestically and in the foreign policy arena.?® On January 16,2017, it threw out a government
appeal over the legitimacy of handing over the Red Sea Islands of Tiran and Sanafir to Saudi Arabia. This will likely be the cause of a
further impasse in relations between Cairo and Riyadh moving forward.”

Egyptian Parliament

Sisi’s government uses the Parliament as a fagade to reflect the inclusion of diverse voices in the political process. It would
reflect badly on government policy if a bloc or party decided to boycott the next election, or if a significant number of parliamentarians
resigned from their positions. In this light, as Nathan Brown summarizes, the Parliament has been “born broken,” in the sense that its
role has been constitutionally positioned in a way that it cannot challenge military or police authority.”®

Though, the 567-person strong body of representatives has exceptionally limited political influence, in certain ways it can
act as a barometer of support for or opposition towards presidential and military action. For example, in 2016, when passing a law
which aims to ease the strict procedures for building Churches,® this caused significant dissent for the Nour Party’s Salafist electorate.*®
Likewise, a law which increased the penalties for those who practice Female Genital Mutilation on girls was seen to create a rift between
certain religious groups in Parliament and a coalition of “secular” parliamentarians and the government.3!

Religious Organizations

Muslim Brotherhood: The Muslim Brotherhood is seeing significant challenges to its existing internal power structures. The
outcome of these changes will shape the Brotherhood’s domestic and regional strategy. Its powerful youth wing may end up dominating
the less radical older leaders. At present, many senior figures are imprisoned or in exile, including Supreme Guide Mohammed el-Badi’e
(sentenced to death) and his Deputy, Khairat el-Shater. Mahmoud Ezzat - who is suspected to be based in Turkey - is the Acting Supreme
Guide, and therefore holds the most senior office in the wider network of the Muslim Brotherhood.

Elections were held in February 2015, in which 65 percent of the leadership were replaced, with 90 percent of new leaders from
the younger generation. Young members increasingly hold sway, with the older leadership in exile or in jail. Though internal dynamics
are under-reported and too fast-moving to judge new leadership dynamics, it seems that younger leaders hold considerable potential in
lurching the Brotherhood down a more radical path.® These youth leaders, along with militant theologians, therefore hold considerable
“spoiler” potential in any potential negotiation settlements, especially as Egypt’s present administration undertakes a crackdown
on Brotherhood activities. Furthermore, since the rise in Muslim Brotherhood youths who have shown support for ISIS activities® - a
phenomenon which has been capitalized on by Sisi’s campaign to delegitimize the MB as a political force® - Egypt is facing a radicalizing
domestic Islamist population. Moves by the Egyptian Government deemed counter to Muslim Brotherhood goals are therefore likely to
stoke the fire of discontent amongst the Brotherhood’s more radical members, tipping the balance against those who outright object to
the use of violence.

Hizb al-Nour and the Da’wa: Hizb al-Nour is the political party of the Salafi group called al-Da’wa al-Salafiyya (“the Salafi
Call”, or “Da’wa”). The party’s supporters are largely ultraconservatives, adopting a strict and literal understanding of Islamic texts and
Shariah. Whilst Da’wa was founded in Alexandria in the 1970s, the political arm, Hizb al-Nour, was founded in June 2011. It is a young
political organization, but it became the second-largest political party in Egypt in the 2012 Parliamentary elections, attracting 25 percent
of the vote.* Despite today holding just twelve Parliamentary seats in a largely powerless Parliament, it remains an important political
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actor in the region.

The Da’wa emerged as an organization opposing Muslim Brotherhood values in the 1970s, sustaining a fractious relationship
which continues to this day. Whereas Salafis view politics as heresy and a place where Islamic values are corrupted, the Brotherhood has
traditionally seen politics as the essential avenue for change. Accordingly, prior to the 2011 Revolution, Salafis did not participated in
elections: their role was solely religious and educational. This historic distance from politics continues to frame the Da’'wa’s identity and
its relationships with other actors, both domestic and regional.

In particular, the Da’'wa has never been a leading voice of revolution, and so is generally considered the most benign
Islamist force by the Egyptian military and governing classes. Since Salafism’s growth in Egypt since the 2000s, the government has
accommodated the Da’wa. As Stéphane Lacroix writes:

“From 2006 onward, the government gave broadcasting licenses to Salafi channels, starting with Qanat al-Nas and later Qanat al-
Rahma. Again, the government saw them as politically useful, because it assumed they drove conservative Muslims away from the
politicized discourse of the Muslim Brotherhood and jihadi groups. By the end of the decade, those channels had become among
the most widely watched in Egypt.”*

Repeatedly, the Da’'wa has shown itself to be remarkably apolitical, and yet it also finds itself with a significant place in the
political geography of Egypt. This political position has always been fraught with tension, and prior to 2011, the Da’wa Sheikhs lived
in perennial fear of a government crackdown. After largely denouncing the January 25, 2011 revolution as fitna (chaos, sedition), Hizb
al-Nour was created in order that the Salafis have a place in defining Egypt in the post-Mubarak era. Whilst the Nour Party agrees with
many of the Muslim Brotherhood’s aims, including the integration of Shariah in the Constitution (as was affirmed in the Nour-Muslim
Brotherhood alliance to produce the December 2012 Constitution), they showed themselves incapable of governing as a productive
coalition in Parliament. For example, when Morsi replaced members of the Ministry of Religious Affairs with Brotherhood loyalists, and
proposed the creation of a preachers’ syndicate, the Da’wa saw these acts as Brotherhood attempts to wrestle the reigns of Egypt’s
religious sphere from the Da’wa Sheikhs.

The Da’wa therefore formed a coalition with those opposed to Morsi’s premiership to prevent MB domination of the religious
sphere. Its leaders were largely supportive of the July 3, 2013 coup, as this would mean they could reassert control of the religious
sphere, over which Sisi and the military had only incidental interest.

Its pragmatic, reactionary approach to politics means that the Sisi regime tolerates the Da’'wa and the Nour Party’s role in
society. This is a double-edged sword, however. Its support of the military coup has led to criticism from Salafis in other parts of the
Muslim world, in particular Saudi Arabia.*” This fractures the regional cohesion of the Salafis, but there is still clear ideological and
financial penetration in the Da’'wa from the Saudis.*®

In the most recent elections, the Nour Party had a dismal showing. Yet its importance as a political actor continues. As Lacroix
highlights, “A Hizb al-Nour decision to withdraw from politics would be seen by the regime and public opinion as a disavowal of the
current political system”.* It is therefore “strong-armed” into continuing its political presence despite being a largely apolitical party.

However, this hyper-pragmatism comes at a cost, and is arguably allowing more opportunity for radicalization. In the 2015
Parliamentary elections, Hizb al-Nour had to work with the electoral law which required that there be a percentage of Christian
candidates in party lists. The Nour Party accepted this, with Sheikhs using the al masalih wa-I-mafasid principle (benefits and harms),
but faced condemnations from Salafis abroad, including in Saudi Arabia. Their exceptional pragmatism was probably a cause of their
poor electoral showing, along with the view that the party’s alliance with Sisi’s regime is profane. Recent legislation in the Egyptian
Parliament is also being seen as contrary to Salafism, including a law on building churches and increasing penalties for female genital
mutilation (FGM).“ However, if the Nour Party were to withdraw from Parliament, or boycott the next municipal elections, this could
undermine the legitimacy of the current regime.

This creates a difficult situation. In continuing activities under the Nour Party, Salafis must compromise religious beliefs by
participatingin a largely secular and politically castrated Parliament, which could alienate its base of support, including those vulnerable
to radicalization. If they were to withdraw, the Salafis risk a backlash from the regime, which currently represses and illegalizes many
other Islamist groups, whilst also losing any political influence they currently have. Losing political influence and being repressed could
also lead to radicalization of its members, as has been seen with the Muslim Brotherhood members who have been forced underground.
This would mean that the Da’wa would lose what has to date been a pillar of its recent collaboration with government, namely its fierce
opposition to terrorism, and ability to penetrate and influence fringe communities in the Sinai region. Given the historically intransigent
relations between the Brotherhood and the Da’wa, it is unlikely that an alliance could be formed between these groups to oppose regime
activities, particularly those that try to undermine the Islamization of society.

The future of the Al-Nour Party therefore depends on how far its activities are constrained by the Sisi regime, more than its
ability to garner popular support. The Sisi regime, along with the Judiciary, could effectively sideline the Nour Party. For example, in
November 2014, a lawsuit was filed which called for the party to be banned because the 2014 constitution prohibits religious parties.*
The party again barely survived 2015, after 1.25 million signatures were collected by the “No to Religious Parties” campaign.* Ironically,
the future of the Da’wa may be better positioned to survive by means of a political self-annihilation.

However, the Da’wa, despite its extremely conservative stance on social issues, is also a highly pragmatic actor, something that
extends into the foreign policy realm. As Khalil al-Anani writes, “It calls for enhancing Egypt’s regional role and upholding international
agreements and treaties...calls for good relations with foreign governments and nations based on mutual respect and peaceful
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coexistence”. On Egypt’s relationship with Israel, “party leaders have stated on different occasions their respect for--and commitment to
[the peace treaty].”** The Nour Party therefore has greater political access and a less obvious spoiler potential in negotiation attempts
than other Islamist actors in Egypt.

Al-Azhar: Al-Azhar is the most renowned and authoritative mosque-university in the world today. It is a champion of Sunni
Islam and trains professors, teachers and preachers who have authority throughout the Muslim world. Its most famous alumnus is the
Qatari-based Muslim Brotherhood leader, Yusuf al-Qaradawi. Al-Azhar’s role in Egyptian politics is complex, because whilst it usually
tries to present itself as “above politics,” it has nonetheless had a primary role in political transitions in recent years. Ahmed el-Tayeb,
the current grand sheikh of al-Azhar, appeared with Sisi on July 3, 2013, in a clear sign of its support of the military coup. This move has
setit up in clear opposition to the MB of Egypt, part of al-Azhar’s longer-term distancing from Islamic activists.

Given its prominence, Al-Azhar stands in a prime position to educate Muslims in far-to-reach areas which are relatively more
at threat to extremist forms of Islam. Since March 2014, al-Azhar has collaborated with Egypt’s Ministry of Religious Affairs to place all of
Egypt’s mosques under the control of the state. Imams have to be al-Azhar graduates, or require a tarkhis (license) to preach after taking
additional exams. Friday sermons in Egypt’s mosques now need to be standardized, and are sent in advance by the Ministry of Religious
Endowments.

Given its current relationship with the Sisi regime, and al-Azhar’s wariness about engaging in political issues, the organization
will likely not be a vehicle for political change in Egypt. However, as Ahmed Morsy and Nathan Brown have written, “for Egyptians of a
wide variety of stripes, al-Azhar represents the true and best face of Islam as it is understood and practiced in Egypt”.* Al-Azhar is the
source of significant friction with other players in Egypt, most notably the Da’wa and the Muslim Brotherhood. Yet it may also provide an
important peace-building role by engaging with radicalizing Egyptians in a country that otherwise has a dearth of civil society presence,
partly owing to Sisi’s crackdown on these organizations. Al-Azhar also has significant penetration in the wider Middle East, with a large
network of prestigious imams and scholars who are alumni of al-Azhar. Thus, al-Azhar is a “behind-the-table” actor (and “at the table”
actor on some internal negotiation issues), whose moderate teaching of Islam and authority in the Muslim world should be put into
focus in a time when Egypt’s main Islamist political actors no longer hold meaningful sway in Egyptian politics and policy.

Coptic Church and Christians: Coptic Christians are Egypt’s largest minority group, accounting for about 10 percent of the total
population. Along with the Muslim Brotherhood, the Copts are currently the most marginalized group in the country. They are subject to
attacks from ISIS extremists and Muslims, and face significant constraints in their activities, for example in the perennial difficulty that
they have in building churches. Like other religious organizations, the Copts have a clamoring youth movement whose membership
stands increasingly at odds with its leadership.

Throughout the Revolution, the Copts had to tread a fine line with political authorities and popular movements. As remains
the case today, the Copts’ relations with other religious and civic groups was highly inflammatory, and thus small fluxes in power could
put Christians across the country in a dangerous situation. So, whilst the Coptic Church encouraged its members not to join the protests
against Mubarak (a call ignored by some), the Church had to change tack after the Revolution, subsequently praising the revolutionaries
for their political participation, and the army for its guardianship of the State.

Pope Tawadros Il was one of the figures present at meetings convened by the military which decided to topple Morsi in the
2013 coup. Tawadros personally encouraged Sisi to run for President. This caused significant animosity in the months following the coup
and during the dispersal of protesters in Cairo, with at least forty-two churches attacked in August 2013.

Attacks against Copts are also being perpetuated by ISIS. In December 2016, the Islamic State Group was responsible for an
attack on a Coptic Church in Cairo which killed twenty-five people.* The Group has claimed that these attacks will be continued in
its “war against polytheism.” Given that violent discrimination against Copts is rife throughout Egypt, ISIS’s tactics are exceptionally
divisive, but also difficult for Sisi to respond to in a way that could alienate conservative parts of Egyptian society, where anti-Copt
sentiment is pervasive.

Scholar Georges Fahmy has criticized the Church’s own tactics as it responds to the violence and discrimination it faces.*® In
particular, the Church, in a strategy dating back from the Mubarak era, tries to establish sole authority over its constituents, preventing
Copts from integrating into other parts of civil and political society. The Church relies on often behind-closed-doors track Il diplomacy
with the state, and when these fall foul, affected Copts find it difficult to seek redress through the courts and other state institutions,
owing to these extra-judicial arrangements between Church authorities and the state. As an institution, the Church, through Pope
Tawadros Il, tries to unify its political voice, in doing so disallowing the cross-fertilization of political ideas and action into other areas of
Egyptian civil society.

Civil Society

Egypt’s current opportunities for democratic participation are extremely limited, as the repression of opposition civic activity
is all but total. Expressions of discontent against the regime face brutal crackdown. This clampdown on civil society activity makes
any prospect of awakening participatory processes of change in Egypt exceptionally difficult. The revolutionary spirit that captured
the imagination of the nation in 2012 is difficult to rekindle due to the fears of repeating the bloody civil conflict. The state’s current
activities indicate they will respond violently to any opposition momentum. Most recently, the Egyptian government has imposed travel
bans on three human rights activists, and the Parliament has approved legislation which brings all the funding of non-governmental
organizations under state control.
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Brownlee, Masoud, and Reynolds have noted the exceptionally weak penetration of civil society in Egypt vis-a-vis Tunisia,
arguing that this relative lack of cohesion and role in Egypt accounts for the failed democratic transition:

Table 5.3. Self-Reported Rates of (Present or Past) Organizational Membership in Tunisia and Egypt Compared

(2013)

Type of Organization Tunisia Egypt
Church or religious 1.2 0.8
Sport or recreational 5.5 0.3
Artistic, musical, or educational 3.9 0.3
Labor Union 1.9 0.3
Political party 1.7 1.3
Environmental 0.8 0.3
Professional association 1.8 0.4
Humanitarian or charitable 1.0 0.5
Consumer 0.4 N/A
Self-help, mutual aid 0.4 0.3
Other 0.1 N/A

Source: World Values Survey 6th Wave.

Figure 1: Table from Jason Brownlee, Tarek E. Masoud, and Andrew Reynolds, The Arab Spring: Pathways of Repression and Reform (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2015).

Whilst civil society, especially in the form it took in the pre-Sisi era, is currently weak in Egypt, it is still important to consider it as an
“actor”, for several reasons. Most importantly, it was a series of “civil society” actors and their coordination that ignited revolution, and
which proved important in the lead-up to the coup that would put Sisi in power.
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Major Civil Society Activity in Egypt since 2005

Movement/ Stated Means of Source(s) of Key Events and Current Status
Group Purpose Mobilization Funding Impacts
Kefaya Mass social Unknown, but Active from 2004; Not active
Movement for media and likely multiple opened the door to
Change Protests sources opposition against
regime
April 6 Originally Social media Training from Founded 2008. Called | Splintered after
Movement objection especially from Center for for and mobilized Mubarak’s fall. Still
to wagesin youth Applied Non- January - February active; activities
government- Violent Action 2011 uprising. officially banned,
owned textile and Strategies but new strategy
manufacturer (Serbia) developed in 2015
in Mahalla. and co-founded
released from jail in
January 2017.
We Are Khaled | Protest We Are Khaled Largely The Facebook page Not active
Said against police | Said Facebook unfunded catalyzed the January
brutality and page protest 25 protests (on
injustice under National Police Day).
the Mubarak
regime.
Tamarod Anti-Morsi Online petition Largely June 30 protests, Not active
Movement campaign unfunded which precipitated the
protest, military coup.
but likely
involvement
from UAE and
Saudi Arabia.
Rabaa Square | Muslim Protests in Largely August 6 military Not active; Muslim
Protests Brotherhood Raba Square unfunded, crackdown, with Brotherhood forced
protests roundabout area | perhaps with ¢.1,000 protesters underground
against Qatari backing killed. Created
military coup countrywide
instability.

Importantly, and contrary to what we may assume, under Sisi’s regime there are more protests on average than there were in
the last decade of Mubarak’s rule. In fact, as a recent article by Amy Austen Holmes and Hussein Baoumi shows, “there are approximately
five times as many protests taking place on average under Sisi as there were from 2008 to 2010 under Mubarak.”*" It is clear, therefore,
that despite the protest law passed by the interim President Adley Mansour, Egyptian citizens are still able to express their discontent en
masse, though many groups have been banned and permitted protests are often less cohesive and smaller in scale.

Journalists: The role of journalism in shaping the post-Mubarak era cannot be underestimated. As Marc Lynch writes, in the
lead up to the 2013 military coup, “Every event or political gambit would be filtered through dozens of highly partisan new media
outlets, creating two virtually irreconcilable narratives about Egyptian politics.”* Egypt’s media today is one of the least free in the
world, as a review of the 2016 Freedom House report on Freedom of the Press in Egypt shows us.” Though the media is far from free in
Egypt, journalists and news outlets are part of a complex environment and set of relationships. To this end, there is room for protest and
critique of the government, despite the heavy-handedness that these actions often precipitate by the government.

Business Community: Egypt’s business community has been hit by Egypt’s stuttering economy. In particular, inflation has
soared since the floating of the Egyptian pound;* a value-added tax has been introduced;* tourist numbers have plummeted since
Metrojet Flight 9268 was downed;* and the bungled Suez Canal expansion has cast doubt on the viability of the government’s business
strategy.*® It is useful to analyze the current business environment in the context of its changing influence and make-up since the
Mubarak years.
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During the Mubarak era, a small group of “crony capitalists” were leading Egyptian businessmen, and also held prominent positions in
the National Democratic Party. A lot of these figures were arrested, exiled, or dispossessed of their assets during Mubarak’s ousting, and
continue to be marginalized figures in Egypt’s business and political environment.

However, as the scholar Amr Adly writes, big business played an important role alongside the military and civil society in
precipitating Morsi’s fall from power some twelve months later. Adly writes: “Some played an indirect role, abstaining from investing
in the economy following Morsi’s rise to power. Others were more direct, using the media they owned and controlled against the
Brotherhood regime.”** Above all, Morsi and the Muslim Brotherhood failed to cultivate productive business relationships in their yearin
power, and the business classes formed part of the coalition that supported the coup and Sisi’s subsequent rise to power.

The main development since the coup has been the military’s increased role in the political economy, which has had several
effects. The huge increase in money flowing in from the Gulf has largely been pumped through the state, and more specifically through
military contracts facilitated through the National Service Projects Organization. Despite select businesses benefiting from this
arrangement, there are concerns about businesses confidence in the rule of law and fair access to the market.*®

The “Arab Street”

Popular Mobilization: The mobilization of citizens around the Arab Spring and the subsequent military coup have not been
seen again since Sisi’s rise to power. Whilst, as stated above, protests continue, these do not gain anywhere near the kind of traction or
numbers. However, there are clearly limits to what the “Arab street” is willing to accept in terms of day-to-day grievances and hardship.
The military’s intervention to import baby formula in October 2016 following a protest involving poor mothers carrying their babies is
one sure sign that Sisi is concerned about how the effects of poverty may incite popular dissent.*

Likewise, a lack of wheat is a potential trigger point for popular unrest for the world’s biggest wheat importer. In 2016, a
confused government policy over the fungus, ergot, effectively took Egypt off the international market and sent ripples through the
entire industry.>” Wheat consumption in Egypt is three times the average of developing countries, and the stability of its imports and
subsidies has implications both for Egypt’s geopolitical relationships and its internal stability. Food insecurity is therefore a real threat
for Egypt’s regime, and the use of the military a sign of Sisi’s desperation in keeping markets functioning and the population fed.

Women: The treatment and place of women in Egyptian society is highly variable. Women currently hold a significant 89 seats
in Egypt’s 596-member Parliament.®® Many women, especially those outside the main cities, live in highly patriarchal and conservative
communities, but this is certainly far from being the only reality that women face.*

There have been significant changes to the way that religious organization operates in Egypt since the 1990s. This, along with
women’s now significant place in Egypt’s Parliament, means that more up-to-date analysis is required as to understand how women
might mobilize social change in Egypt. For example, the women’s mosque movement, organized under the Da’wa’s Islamic Revival, has
transformed Egyptian society since the 1970s: “This includes changes in styles of dress and speech, standards regarding what is deemed
proper entertainment for adults and children, patterns of financial and household management, the provision of care for the poor, and
the terms by which public debate is conducted.”® In addition, it is important to note that sexual assaults by the security forces in Egypt
is a primary call to arms for radicalized Islamists.

Since the Revolution, changes in leadership have opened up different kinds of possibilities for political action, and different
realities of repression, for Egyptian women.®* The aforementioned example of poor women protesting with their babies demonstrates
that women’s mobilization can affect government policy. It is therefore possible that women’s political activity could instigate future
socio-political change in Egypt.

Labor Organizations: Labor unions played a role in both the ousting of Mubarak, and in the ushering in of military rule under
Sisi.®2 They were also an instrumental voice in the growing opposition to the Muslim Brotherhood, with around 400 strikes taking place
daily in Egypt between February and March 2013.%® Despite this, they have faced ongoing repression and severe restrictions since the
authoritarian-style military government came to power.% In April 2015, the Supreme Administrative Court outlawed workers’ rights
to strike, and a new Civil Service Law faced considerable opposition from the government’s approximately six million workers.®® The
ongoing repression of labor rights, together with spiraling inflation and economic woes, could combine together to catalyze more
significant popular dissent within Egypt’s working classes.

Armed non-state actors

A significant cause of Egypt’s current terrorism threat stems from Islamist’s desire for revenge against the groups that helped
oust Morsi, and who were responsible for the bloody crackdown that followed, most notably the massacre that took place in Rabaa
Square. Egypt currently faces an ongoing security threat from three main terrorist groups:
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ISIS Sinai affiliate, Ansr Beit al-Maqdis

Figure 2. Security Forces’ Deaths From June 2013 to August 2015
(per month and percentage of casualties in North Sinai)
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Note: ABM is Ansar Bet al-Magdis.

Sowrces: Original data set relied on open-sowrce reporting collected by Egyptian researcher Mohamned el-Sawy and the Global Political Trends
Center and amended by the authors, who also consulted data collected by the Taheie Institute for Middle East Policy. Soldies/officer names and
the nature of the attacks were reviewed to determine if an attack was caused by an armed group.

Formerly known as Ansar Beit al-Maqdis (ABM), and active since 2011, this group pledged allegiance to ISIS in November 2014.
ABM is based in the Sinai, and the figure below shows the escalatory nature of the threat. Many of the group’s recruits have come from
the Egyptian mainland, and they have attempted to recruit the “revolutionaries” who faced the full force of the Egyptian military during
the Morsi ousting and subsequent protests. ABM has been responsible for some high-profile attacks, including in March 2014, when
fourteen militants battled with security forces in the village of Arab Sharkas, Qalubiya, just a fifteen-minute drive from Cairo’s borders.
Figure 4 shows security forces deaths between June 2013 and August 2015, and provides percentages showing the scale of the problem
in Northern Sinai.
It is reported that there are tunnels between the villages on the Egyptian border which lead to Gaza. Through the tunnels, ABM

operatives and the Gazans exchange goods, supplies, and arms.% It is also clear that ABM receives funding through complex, cross-
border transactions with other ISIS affiliates.

Mainland Salafi Groups Affiliated to al-Qaeda : There are also Egypt mainland-based Salafi jihadists who tend to be supporters
of or affiliated with al-Qaeda. Some of these jihadists were affiliated with the ABM in the Northern Sinai before the group saw a split,
with ABM affiliates breaking into two factions. The group that affiliated with al-Qaeda is headed up by Hesham Ashmawy, who now runs
the terrorist group known as al-Murabitun, which according to recent reports uses access channels across the desert between Eastern
Libya and Egypt.*”

Another group known as Ajnad Misr, which is a supporter of but has not officially pledged allegiance to Al-Qaeda, was
responsible for particularly lethal attacks in 2014. It is speculated that this group is based in the Giza area.®® The group claims to seek
retribution for the events at Rabaa Square and for sexual assaults against Islamist women. It has an established online presence. Though
the group has faced significant setbacks in terms of declining resources and strikes against a number of high-profile militants, it has
continued to carry out attacks.®

Non-Jihadi Violent Groups: Ahybridized form of a terror group, which seemto be birthed as offshoots of the Muslim Brotherhood,
but who also maintain Salafi connections, has occurred in the case of the Revolutionary Punishment group. Revolutionary Punishment
announced its existence in January 2015 to coincide with the fourth anniversary of the 2011 revolution. Awad and Hashem discuss the
evolution of this group, and history and geographies of its attacks, in depth.”

Egypt’s Terrorist Threat: A Summary: Overall, there are three acute threats that Egypt faces as it responds to the ongoing
terrorist situation across the country. First, there is considerable potential for Egyptian-born radicals returning from places such as
Syria and Libya to continue with extremist violence in their home country. These individuals could also proselytize and help spread
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extremism in return, bringing with them expertise gained in conflict abroad. Second, the ongoing crackdown on the Muslim Brotherhood
by government forces plays into the hands of terrorist groups, who will accept these disillusioned Islamists with open arms. Third,
evidence suggests that the military has taken an exceptionally heavy-handed approach to countering the extremist threat in the Sinai
region. Such acts of aggression against an already socioeconomically disadvantaged, remote region risk communities in the Sinai
backing terrorist groups through providing shelter and other support.

External conflicts and network of relationships

The foreign policy issues in which Egypt can be a primary actor are:
1. Thelsraeli-Palestinian conflict;
2. Countering the threat of the Islamic State Group; and
3. Suppressing the regional activities of the Muslim Brotherhood.

The foreign policy issues that Egypt can provide some or limited influence over are:
The counter-insurgency in Yemen;

Countering the threat of the Islamic State Group in Libya;

Iranian influence in the region;

The war in Syria and the associated influx of refugees; and

The dispute over the Grand Ethiopian Renaissance Dam.

PN A

The first part of this section considers the nature of the external conflicts and networks of relationships that Egypt as a primary
actor faces. It looks at what might be the geopolitical aims of Egypt in each case, as well as the influence of third-party actors that limit
or help define the nature of this conflict or relationship. The second part of this section identifies the nature of Egypt’s influence over
these “second-tier” foreign policy issues. It looks at the reasons why these issues might be considered “second-tier,” and the influence
of third-party actors helping to define or limit Egypt’s involvement.

The Israeli-Palestinian conflict

The U.S.-Egypt-Israel Camp David Accords, signed in 1978, have placed Egypt as a primary actor in the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict for nearly forty years. Egypt has often acted as a chief mediator between Israel and Palestine, most recently during Israel’s
“Operation Protective Edge” in Gaza (2014). Analysts perceive that Israeli-Egyptian relations between the two governments are at an all-
time high.™ Relations during the Muslim Brotherhood’s ascendency were strained, most notably when the Israeli Embassy was stormed
in Egyptin September 2011. However, under President Sisi, rapprochement has been the norm: the anti-terror activities in the Sinai have
seen unprecedented military coordination between Egyptian and Israeli forces;™ the Egyptian Foreign Minister Sameh Shoukry met with
Prime Minister Netanyahu in Jerusalem rather than Tel Aviv; and the Egyptian Ambassador to Israel, Hazem Khairat, participated in the
sixteenth Herzilya Conference in Israel (2016).

There are opportunities for further coordination which would help develop Israeli-Egyptian relations. Hamas is now a
common problem for both governments, for example. In particular, despite being linked to the Muslim Brotherhood network, Hamas
is not designated a terrorist organization by Egypt since June 2015, when an appeals court overturned the government’s decision to
categorize it as one.” This apparently inconsistent approach to the Muslim Brotherhood is part of Sisi’s delicate balancing act: he and his
administration aim not be seen to undercut Palestinian claims to nationhood, even if closer ties with Israel would be mutually beneficial
for Israeli and Egyptian foreign policy.

Countering the threat of ISIS

ISIS-linked groups in the Sinai - such as ABM - are Egypt’s most internally disruptive active armed opponent. ABM’s activities in
the Sinai undermine internal relations between Egypt’s Copts and majority Muslim population, as well as within the Muslim community.
Furthermore, it perpetuates a climate of fear for the whole population, causes economic disruption in target areas, and prevents
economic development in the Sinai region. Importantly, the threat from ISIS is also employed by the government as a scare tactic
through the current regime’s coupling of this threat with that of the Muslim Brotherhood. This phenomenon in turn causes tension for
Egypt’s relationship with states which are traditionally more supportive of the Muslim Brotherhood, particularly Qatar and Turkey.

The threat from ISIS, and Islamist extremists more generally, is simultaneously a source of collaboration for Egypt and other
regional actors. This is particularly the case with the United States, the United Kingdom, the EU and its member states, Irag, and other
actors with strong counterinsurgency and military capabilities who are involved in the U.S.-led coalition against ISIS, including Saudi
Arabia and the UAE.

Suppressing the regional activities of the Muslim Brotherhood
The Muslim Brotherhood is active across the MENA region.™ Since Morsi’s ousting, Egypt has collaborated with the UAE
and Saudi Arabia in particular in trying to quell Brotherhood activities in the wider region. Egypt is well-placed to coordinate further
suppression of the Brotherhood with other actors who also consider the Muslim Brotherhood a terrorist organization: Bahrain, Syria,
and Russia.
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However, this suppression is likely to meet with substantial resistance, both domestically and from other actors. Given the
clear popular support for the Muslim Brotherhood in Egypt evidenced in the 2012 Presidential and Parliamentary elections, whilst the
Brotherhood is declared a terrorist organization, suppressing the MB would likely have to go hand-in-hand with even more undermining
of human rights and freedoms of the whole population. Additionally, coordinated suppression of other regional groups, such as Hamas,
would likely fuel popular dissent in Egypt. Coordinated anti-Muslim Brotherhood activities (e.g., rooting out underground meetings and
funding networks) would likely receive support of the UAE and Saudi Arabia.

Counter-insurgency in Yemen

Egypt is part of the Saudi-led coalition against Iranian-backed Houthi rebels in Yemen (Operation Decisive Storm). Egypt’s
contribution to the counter-insurgency has been limited relative to other coalition partners, perhaps owing to its ongoing military
operationsin the Sinai as well asits failed intervention in Yemen in the 1960s under Nasser.” There are trigger events which would almost
certainly mean that Egypt would become increasingly involved in the conflict. Testament to this, in 2015, when the Houthi rebels took
control of Sanaa, the head of Egypt’s Suez Canal Authority said that Egypt was “ready to respond” should the strategically important Bab
al-Mandab close.™ This crossing is not just of vital economic importance for Egypt’s economy: the Suez Canal is also a national symbol
whose closing the Egyptian government would not tolerate.™

Egypt sending ground forces would likely be a last resort. As Yezid Sayigh argues, it is questionable to what extent Egypt could
even afford this kind of involvement without funding from other backers.” That said, if Bab al-Mandab were taken, this would probably
precipitate Egypt’s more entrenched involvement, given Egypt’s naval capabilities, and the potential for the Bab al-Mandab-Hodeidah
crossing being used by the Houthis to ship arms to Sudan via Djibouti.

Countering the threat of ISIS in Libya

The desert between Eastern Libya and desert is known to be an area through which al-Qaeda and ISIS-backed operatives
transport money, goods and arms. In 2015, Egypt conducted air strikes on ISIS facilities after twenty-one Egyptian Copts who were
migrant workers in Libya were kidnapped and then executed by ISIS.” Egypt tried to form a coalition of support for further intervention in
Libya, however despite meetings with Jordan and Saudi Arabia’s Kings, Western actors were not supportive of this further involvement.®

Egypt would find it difficult to commit more military resources to combating ISIS on its western border with Libya. In fact, after
the limited air strikes against ISIS targets, it is likely that this hindered its capacities in the Western Sinai. In addition to the air strikes,
Egypt has to consider the security situation on the mainland and the Sinai, as there is a serious threat of counter-attacks from terrorist
organizations in response to Egypt’s own attacks.®

Egypt is undoubtedly predisposed to playing up its role in fighting ISIS in Libya. The West’s lack of appetite for further strikes
here means that Egypt has been more active, which may lead to a less condemnatory Western response over the military’s human rights
and democratic abuses.

Iranian influence in the region

Egypt has traditionally had the weakest relationship with Iran since the 1979 Iranian Revolution, and only recently did both
countries open embassies in the respective countries.®2 However, there have recently been signs of a tentative rapprochement in Iranian-
Egyptian relations.®* Most notably, Sisi has signaled his growing pro-Assad stance in Syria, in a dramatic reversal of Morsi’s position in
the early years of the Syrian Civil War.#* In October 2016, Iran reportedly lobbied for Egypt to be at the negotiating table in talks on Syria.
Relations with anti-Assad backers, in particular Saudi Arabia, have soured since Egypt has begun supporting Russia and Iran in UN
votes.®

Analysts note that Egypt does not see Iran as a direct nuclear threat, and there is small chance that Egypt will seek to develop
its own nuclear capabilities.® Thus, whilst the relationship has been acrimonious historically, this would not prevent Egypt’s developing
closer diplomatic ties with Iran.

However, unless there is a more substantial reversal of relations between the “Western-backed” regional actors (Saudi Arabia,
the UAE, Jordan) and Egypt, it is unlikely that Sisi and his government will warm towards Russia and Iran much more considerably.
Egypt relies on considerable financial and other kinds of aid from Saudi Arabia and the UAE, which was already put in jeopardy after
Egypt’s support of Russia at the UN over Syria. Some analysts have suggested that the “Sisi doctrine” is to back nation-states as against
opposition forces. More likely, Egypt’s changing stance towards Iran shows Egypt’s need to keep its options open in an uncertain
diplomatic environment (partly due to Donald Trump’s success in the U.S. Presidential elections). It is too weak to go it alone, and so it
will “test the waters” and not openly undermine any regional powers unless its hand is forced.

The war in Syria and the associated influx of refugees

It is also important to recognize Egypt’s role in the refugee crisis in the region. UNHCR had registered 178,723 “persons of
concern” in Egypt as of January 2016.%” By October 31, 2016, 115,204 Syrian “persons of concern” were registered by UNHCR in Egypt.®®
Egypt’s assistant foreign minister said that Egypt spends USD 300 million a year on the crisis, and has signaled that the financial and
other support that Turkey has received from the EU for taking in migrants increases Egypt’s responsibilities, without any funding being
provided from the EU.* Importantly, after Libya, Egypt is the second-largest departure point for refugees.”

Egypt’s policy on Syrian refugees has changed dramatically since 2013, before which Syrians in Egypt essentially enjoyed
the same benefits as Egyptian nationals.* Since 2013, when visa restrictions were imposed, Syrians arriving in Egypt without a visa
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have been put in detention centers. Those arriving by air are sent back to their country of transit (usually Jordan, Lebanon, or Turkey).
Additionally, more Syrians have been trying to cross the sea to reach Europe.

Given the ‘success’ that the EU-Turkey deal has had in stemming the influx of refugees into Europe, it is possible that the deal
will serve as a useful model to extend to other states. To this end, Egypt could potentially be a candidate for such a deal in the future, and
it is likely that Sisi would be willing to cooperate if it comes with sufficient financial and political support.*

The dispute over the Grand Ethiopian Renaissance Dam

Egyptis currently in a dispute with Ethiopia over the Grand Ethiopian Renaissance Dam, an Ethiopian dam on a tributary of the
Blue Nile, and near the Sudanese-Ethiopian border. Whilst Ethiopia is keen to stress that the dam can organize water flow year-round,
avoiding floods and water loss,” Egypt is concerned about the impact it will have on its water supplies from the Nile, as well as the
profits that Ethiopia will derive from selling energy from the hydroelectric project.** In October, Ethiopia accused parts of the Egyptian
establishment for funding anti-government protests, which has caused the government to issue a six-month state of emergency.” In
context, Sudan is also a party to the negotiations over the Renaissance Dam; and Israel is reportedly a key “behind-the-table” actor.® It
should also be noted that there is a long-standing border dispute with Sudan over the Hala’ib Triangle area of the Egyptian-Sudanese
border.” It has been reported that this border issue has prevented Sudan and Egypt from collaborating at the negotiation table with
Ethiopia over the Grand Ethiopian Renaissance Dam.%

Potential negotiation moves

Egypthasbeen an active partnerin certain regional dialogues and negotiations. This section will highlight potential negotiation
moves regarding the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, countering the Muslim Brotherhood and the threat of violent extremism, as well as its
larger regional role:

1. Negotiation moves enabling monitoring and surveillance of Muslim Brotherhood activities, with key negotiation partners
being Egypt, the United States, the United Kingdom, Israel, and Hamas.

2. Negotiation moves enabling a fair water distribution agreement for the Nile Basin countries, with key negotiation partners
being Israel, Sudan, the World Bank, and the UN, in addition to the Nile Basin countries.

3. Negotiation moves which aim to bring a more sustainable framework for refugees fleeing from regional conflicts, most notably
Syria. The key negotiation partners would be the EU, the United Kingdom, Israel, Jordan, Turkey, Sudan, and the UNHCR.

4. Negotiation moves which aim to reduce the frequency and scale of proxy wars being fought between Iran and Saudi Arabia.
Aside from these two countries, key negotiation actors are the United States, Russia, the EU, the United Kingdom, Syria,
Lebanon, Hezbollah, and Houthi rebels in Yemen.

Egypt’s negotiation moves for the Israeli-Palestinian conflict

As outlined above, Egypt is currently trying to process the ramifications of the Trump administration for diplomacy in the
region. Evidence so far suggests that given Sisi’s strong relationship with Trump, the Egyptian Government is positive about the outcome
of the U.S. Presidential elections.®® The main aim of Sisi will be to ensure that there is a continuity in the military aid package that has
been given to Egypt by the United States since the signing of the Camp David Accords.

However, given that Egypt’s last diplomatic attempts at the UN were unsuccessful, Sisi will be cautious in entrenching Egypt
further in the role of negotiator in the Israeli-Palestinian agreement. The U.S. will likely need to guide Egypt “behind the table” to a large
extent, which the “restart” in bilateral relations under Trump will make easier to facilitate. Sisi’s main fear will be aggravating other
regional actors, and his own population, neither of whom will look kindly upon greater camaraderie between Cairo and Tel Aviv. The
U.S. moving its embassy to Jerusalem would likely do harm to Cairo’s ability to leverage peace negotiations, because a move like this is
a “red line” for many parties in Egypt. Instead, focusing around reenergizing the two-state solution “camp” is Egypt’s best bet for being
a more active contributor to this seemingly intractable issue.

There is almost certainly more room for military collaboration between Israel and Egypt, given their common concern over
Sinai-based terrorists. Counter-extremism cooperation is likely to fit well with Trump’s foreign policy, which has focused around anti-ISIS
platform.

Egypt’s openness to acting as the primary diplomatic partner could be assisted through increased aid and development from
the U.S. and other Western powers, especially if the latter actors play down criticism of Sisi’s administration’s track record on human
rights abuses.

Cairo-Tel Aviv relationships could also be developed through more interdependency over water rights issues in the Nile Basin,
especially since Israel has been able to develop track Il dialogue with Egypt’s neighbors to the south. However, Israel should present itself
as an ally of Egypt with mutual concerns, rather than the primary economic partner of the Nile Basin.’®® Focusing multilateral relations
around future concerns like regional lack of water access owing to climate change could detoxify Israel’s role in MENA diplomacy. In fact,
putting these countries around the table as Nile Basin actors, rather than MENA actors, could refocus diplomatic debates more generally.

Countering the threat of violent extremism
As has been discussed, there isample room for cooperation between Israel and Egyptian given their mutualfocus on countering
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violent extremism in the region. The EU and the U.S. are the most important external backers, who can help to develop the two countries’
capacities to coordinate on this urgentissue. Israeli intelligence is likely already shared with Cairo, however, encouraging codependence
in intelligence sharing is an important avenue for increasing the countries’ reliance on one another.

The factors holding Egypt back in developing this relationship are similar to those that problematize Israeli-Egyptian
rapprochement more generally. However, the difference with intelligence sharing and similar initiatives is that decision-making is largely
in the hands of the military, Egypt’s most powerful actor, which has the support of the people and ability to manage the public narrative.

Clearly, countering violent extremism will aggravate relations with the Muslim Brotherhood and Hamas. This exposes the need
for Sisi to disaggregate the issues at stake surrounding the Muslim Brotherhood and those of ISIS. This will be a difficult task, given the
largely intractable nature of the standoff between the current administration and the Muslim Brotherhood. The hard work could be done
by “behind the table” actors such as al-Azhar imams, who can provide Sisi with a more nuanced picture of current Muslim Brotherhood
activities.

Thisissueisalso necessarily regional: cross-border transfers of arms and money fueling extremism can only be stopped through
multilateral coordination. The U.S., NATO, the EU, the UK, and agencies such as Interpol can provide (further) training and resources to
Egypt. Support from these actors can be tied to other issues, like recalibrating Egypt’s counterterrorism policies, or engaging more
positively with Israel over various diplomatic ventures.

Monitoring and Surveilling the Muslim Brotherhood

Given the Muslim Brotherhood’s current activities are of concern to most regional actors, as well as world powers, providing
more sophisticated methods of monitoring and surveillance would be in the interests of a range of actors. Support on this from Western
powers could be tied to reducing the Egyptian governments’ abuses towards members of the Brotherhood, which may further exacerbate
domestic tensions.

Enabling a fair water distribution agreement for the Nile Basin countries

In the longer-term, water access and issues associated with climate change and land management will likely become only
more urgentin coming years. This can be a key source of collaboration for Egypt with other regional actors - such as Israel and Sudan - if
the issue is coordinated effectively by third-party actors like the World Bank before these issues reach a crisis point.1*

Creating a sustainable framework for refugees fleeing from regional conflicts

There is an opportunity for Egypt to gain a funding agreement from the EU if it offers to be a partner in helping Europe stem
the refugee crisis. Clearly, the reasons for refugee flows from Egypt are due to underlying structural problems with Egypt’s economy,
rampant youth unemployment being one of them. Egypt can try to tie development money from the EU if it agrees to a deal similar to
that which Turkey has made with the EU. There are glaring problems with Egypt’s current refugee policy, and agencies like the UNHCR
will need to work with Egypt to bridge these gaps.

Egypt’s support for President Assad needs to be factored in. Refugee flows from Syria to Egypt are significant, and will likely
continue as long as the civil war rages. The sustenance of the current regime is probably not a red line for Sisi, but almost all cards
are stacked against regime change in terms of the balance of power with other regional actors. The glaring exception to this is Saudi
Arabia, which will not take kindly to moves by Egypt seen as “pro-Assad.” However, a refugee deal between the EU and Egypt does not
necessitate Egypt’s further entrenchment in the Syrian crisis per se. Egypt’s trump card here is its ability to voice that the region may
further destabilize unless it receives significant support from the EU (and, to a lesser extent, the U.S.) to support its ability to feed and
house Egypt’s swelling refugee population.

Mitigating the outbreak of regional proxy wars

The rift between Egypt and the Gulf countries is likely to develop as long as Sisi continues to flirt with Iran and Russia.'®
Egypt needs Saudi Arabia and the UAE’s financial support: these countries have consistently helped Egypt through crisis after crisis
since Morsi’s ousting. Yet Saudi Arabia’s halting of 700,000 tons of petroleum products sent to Egypt per month, and the failure of Sisi’s
government to facilitate the transfer of the Red Sea islands, are a sign of poor relations to come.

The United States has a part to play to salve these wounds, but a lot impinges on the approach that President Trump takes
towards Iran in the coming months. Certainly, Saudi Arabia and Egypt have too many mutual interests to cut ties, with the obvious
example of “mutual gains” being the stability of Yemen (closure of the Bab al-Mandab-Hodeidah crossing, and terrorist transfers to
Sudan, would send the entire region into turmoil, and upset global trade flows).
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VIII. Europe and the EU: Internal Divisions, External Shocks and Daniel Schade
Edited by: Ashley Miller

Identity, conflict narratives, threat perception

The European Unionis an international organization based on economic and political integration between 28 member states. It
is unique among regional integration schemes in the degree to which many legislative and executive competencies have been delegated
exclusively to the EU’s institutions. This allows for the possibility of majority voting against the wishes of some of its member states
in many policy areas. Integration has advanced furthest in the economic realm. The EU provides freedom to business across national
borders in a single market and allows its population of over 500 million to circulate and settle essentially unrestricted in all its member
states. Combining the economies of the different member states, the EU’s economy is one of the largest in the world, trailing only that
of the United States. Initially founded in the aftermath of World War II, the project is often credited with eliminating war between its
member states. For this achievement, it was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 2012, given that “for over six decades [the EU] contributed
to the advancement of peace and reconciliation, democracy and human rights in Europe™.

In recent years the European Union has come to be increasingly threatened by its incapacity to deal with the fallout of the
2008 global economic crisis and subsequent Eurozone crisis (the group of EU member states that use a common currency), disparities
between its member states, concerns over the transparency of EU decision-making, Islamist terrorism, and the rise of populist political
parties.? This cumulated in the United Kingdom’s vote by popular referendum to leave the European Union in June 2016. As one of its
largest member states, this decision will have many ramifications. The process for leaving the union, initiated in the spring of 2017, will
occupy European decision-makers for at least two years, and will significantly alter the balance and shape of the European Union in ways
that are hard to predict at present.

Given the diversity of the EU’s member states along economic, geographic and political lines, the perspectives on external
issues and the ways in which they affect them differ. For example, the EU was divided over the 2003 Iraq were. Some EU member states
supported the US-led intervention, while others radically opposed it.> Similarly, a divergence of what ought to be done in the 2011 Libyan
crisis led to the EU playing a limited role in it, despite relatively more unification on the issue.*

Currently, the issue of asylum seekers divides the union. Asylum seekers have arrived in a few EU member states in very large
numbers (e.g. Germany or Italy) while Eastern member states received very few.> EU member states have been very divided over a
common response to this issue, favoring national interest over a workable solution for the EU.® The EU has tried to externalize the
management of its migration policies’” and it has concluded a contentious refugee deal with Turkey under which Turkey promised to
retain refugees from the region in exchange for transfer payments and an upgrade in EU-Turkey relations.®

A second element of concern framing the EU’s current perspective towards the Middle East is the issue of Islamist terrorism.
Numerous terrorist attacks have occurred on EU soil in recent years, and more than 5,000 EU citizens have joined ISIS in Syria or Irag.®
Member states reached a preliminary consensus on the Syrian civil war, arguing that Bashar al-Assad needed to leave the Syrian
government.’® This occurred despite earlier EU cooperation with the Assad regime, including on trade matters. Nonetheless, the EU
was then quick to put in place sanctions against Syria in line with other international actors. This included prohibition on the use of
armaments and dual use items and the freezing of assets.™

Nonetheless, the EU is divided over military action in Syria, and only some EU member states partake in the international
coalition against ISIS despite the triggering of the organization’s mutual assistance clause after the November 2015 terrorist attacks in
Paris.

Despite these differences, the EU has been able to define some guidelines for its policy towards the Middle East in its recent
foreign policy strategy document in June 2016. Accordingly, the document states that it will aim to cooperate with Maghreb and
North African countries on a number of practical matters, including the fight against terrorism, the management of migration, and
the establishment of dialogue formats for on-going regional conflicts. Additionally, it will continue to cooperate with Turkey, including
negotiations for eventual accession to the EU, continue its cooperation programs with the Gulf Cooperation Council and open up to Iran
in several steps.’ The latter is particularly relevant as the EU participated as an actor in the Iran talks and there are tremendous business
opportunities for the EU in the country.**

Sources of leverage

The EU’s sources of leverage depend two factors: one, its capacity to act under powers that have been delegated to the
organization by its member states; two, the capacity of its member states to act independently as largely sovereign states. In the latter
context, it is mainly the EU’s larger member states that can maintain a voice and position of their own on the international stage. The
influence of smaller member states is increased through action in the context of the European Union.

Two of the EU’s main sources of leverage are the capacity to grant access to the EU market and the development assistance
that the organization provides. The EU has aimed to combine both in its policy towards the region via its European Neighborhood Policy
(ENP). While the ENP aims to disburse important amounts of funding in the region, the instability of many governments and actors in the



THE MENA NEGOTIATION REPORT

region has made it difficult for the EU to distribute funds in the wake of the Arab spring.’* Nonetheless, the EU has allocated an additional
€500 million in response to the Syrian crisis and €1,800 million to tackle illegal migration from Africa.’

Other aspects of the EU’s policy towards the Middle East have changed very little due to internal EU divisions on whether to
promote democracy in the region or to prioritize short-term stability.’” The refugee deal with Turkey mentioned above is an example of
this.

One of the main foreign policy tools of the EU is the possibility for establishing sanctions. The EU was remarkably quick to
establish an initial set of sanctions against Syria once the civil war had broken out, despite a requirement for member state unanimity
on the issue. While the EU’s sanctions against Syria have varied over time,*® they include export bans for armaments and related goods
that can be used for repressive purposes, import bans on certain kinds of Syrian exports, and the restriction of trade with the country
overall. Primarily, there was a blanket ban on such trade with Syria. The sanctions were later modified to distinguish between the Syrian
government and certain opposition groups.’ In addition, certain sanctions were imposed against members of the Syrian regime, such
as freezing assets and introducing travel bans for members of Assad’s government.

There are also various sanctions in place on other countries in the region including Iran, Irag, Lebanon, Libya, Tunisia, Yemen
and a set of sanctions targeted at terrorist organizations.® While some of these target the countries’ governments directly, others are
aimed at groups or entities operating within them. The leaders of some EU states proposed additional sanctions on Russia after the
autumn Aleppo 2016 bombings. The EU failed to reach unanimity on this issue.?

The EU also has the capacity to initiate diplomatic talks given the combined importance of its member states. The EU maintains
a de facto foreign ministry headed by the High Representative for the EU’s Foreign Policy Federica Mogherini in the European External
Action Service. For instance, the EU was represented at the Iran nuclear talks in addition to some of its most relevant member states.
Through its Common Security and Defense Policy (CSDP) the EU can also serve as the anchor for small- to medium-scale military and
civilian operations staffed by personnel seconded from its member states. Nonetheless, the institutional setup makes it difficult to
utilize this policy fully.

Internal conflicts and network of relationships

The EU’s political system is very dense, incredibly complex and hard to decipher from an outside perspective. Despite attempts
to streamline foreign policy action with the Treaty of Lisbon, the reforms have had the opposite effect in practice.?? Its many internal
checks and balances and possibilities to veto or block decisions make it a relatively inert political actor. There are several formal European
Union actors that have an influence over its stance towards the Middle East. Donald Tusk, the president of the European Council (the
regular assembly of EU heads of state and government) is responsible for leading high-level meetings and fostering compromise on the
most important issues facing the EU. Jean-Claude Juncker, the head of the European Commission, disposes of important powers in the
EU’s legislative processes and administering its budget. The European Parliament is separate from those of the EU’s member states. Its
role it is to approve and influence legislation of the European Union. Even though its role in foreign affairs is more limited than that of
other actors, it can still act as a powerful voice in the EU’s public discourse.

The EU High Representative for its Foreign and Security policy, currently held by Federica Mogherini, also disposes of a de facto
foreign minister with an attached diplomatic service, the European External Action Service. Magherini is perhaps the most visible face of
the European Union when it comes to the daily practice of the EU’s foreign policy. Nonetheless, the EU’s 28 member states each also have
their own foreign ministries and conduct foreign policies that are partially separate from that of the European Union. In consequence,
when it comes to important decisions it is critical that EU heads of state and government take the lead and act as the face of European
Union foreign policy.

Most EU action in the Middle East requires unanimous decision-making among the EU’s 28 member states per EU decision-
making processes. Furthermore, decisions then need to be initiated by the European Commission and require a vote in the European
Parliament, rendering decision-making even more complex. For example, the initiation of EU-led civilian or military missions under
the CSDP requires unanimity at first to formally launch an operation. It is then up to individual member states to make personnel and
equipment available under differing national provisions which sometimes require a vote in the national parliament.

Consequently, the possibility for the EU to take action in the Middle East is heavily dependent on the positions of its composite
member states - all of which retain the ability to act individually outside of the EU context. The positions of three of the EU’s largest
member states (France, Germany, and the UK - for now) are discussed in the following sections. It is relevant to note that the crucial
relationship between France and Germany for EU matters has been strained over a mutual belief that the other has not shown enough
solidarity over refugee and security measures respectively.?

One of the main dividing lines over the EU’s Middle East policy is individual member states’ willingness to take in refugees from
the region. While Germany and Sweden were initially very welcoming, Denmark and the entirety of Central and Eastern Europe did not
want to become host states.

Similarly, member states disagreed on whether to intervene in the Syrian conflict militarily, with states such as Belgium,
Denmark, France, the Netherlands and the UK participating in coalition-led airstrikes from the outset and others abstaining from direct
and sometimes even indirect participation.? Initially, EU member states were even divided on whether to impose sanctions on Assad’s
regime.?® Most recently, EU internal divisions over the conflict can be seen in the EU’s inability to impose further sanctions on Russia.”’
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External conflicts and network of relationships

The EU maintains some forms of economic and technical relationship with most states in the region. This
is due to its European Neighborhood Policy and aid programs to the region. These are defined by Association Agreements and ‘Action
Plans’ with actors such as Israel, the Palestinian Authority, Lebanon, Egypt and Jordan. Additionally, the ‘Union for the Mediterranean’
and regional organizations such as the Gulf Cooperation Council provide institutionalized forums for political dialogue and policy
initiatives.?

The EU’s attempts to externalize the management of migration have meant that it now maintains closer ties
with Morocco and Turkey, despite the fact that the power balance has shifted in their favor over migratory issues.? The best example of
such modified ties is the EU’s refugee deal with Turkey, which makes the EU heavily dependent on cooperation from Turkey and which,
in turn, could result in the EU’s agreement to provide €8 million in funding and important political concessions.*

Nonetheless, the EU’s relations with the region remain mostly an aggregate of the sum of its member states
positions, and it is thus more relevant to consider the positions of its most relevant member states as is done in later sections.

Potential negotiation moves

In practice, there is very little that the EU can do. This is due to its institutional limitations and the internal divisions of its
member states”.>

While it has a robust sanctions regime in place against Syria, any modification of the existing sanctions require unanimity
among the EU’s 28 member states. The case of the failed sanctions over Russia’s intervention in Aleppo demonstrates how difficult it is
to reach a consensual position. Decision-making requirements are relatively less strict for the disbursement of development aid under
the EU’s decision-making rules, but problems of disbursement capacity will likely remain acute.

The EU could theoretically serve as a host for military or civilian operations of various kinds in the region, but its current
internal divisions and primary occupation with issues such as the management of its migration policy and the exit of the UK from the
organization make this scenario unlikely.

EU’s main role is thus likely going to be that of a discussion forum for its member states on their policies towards the Middle
East. It could then act as a multiplier for diplomatic initiatives that are consensual among its members, such as renewed initiatives for
Syrian peace talks or international donor conferences on Syria. Furthermore, the EU has stressed its interest in serving as a mediator for
renewed talks between Israel and the Palestinian authority, providing talks with practical and financial support.*

France: Economic Crisis, Force Projection, and a History of Colonialism

Identity, conflict narratives, threat perception

France is one of the major economies of the European Union and one of its largest member states, with a population of over
66 million. Together with Germany, it has been a driver of European integration and holds considerable global influence through its seat
in the United Nations Security Council. Consequently, France has maintained a military that is capable of force projection outside of
Europe and at 1.78% has the sixth highest defense expenditures of all NATO states as a percentage of GDP.**

France has been directly impacted by the conflict in the Middle East in numerous ways, particularly through terrorist attacks on
its soil by Islamist groups. Recent notable attacks include the January 2015 attacks on the offices of satirical magazine Charlie Hebdo, the
subsequent attack on a Jewish supermarket, the November 2015 attacks on numerous sites in Paris, including the Bataclan concert hall,
and the July 2016 attack on national day celebrations in the city of Nice. These attacks led former French president Francois Hollande to
declare “war” on terrorism.** In consequence, the country has come to be more active in the Middle East conflict. Thus, the domestic and
international fight against ISIS and other terrorist groups is a priority for France.*® The country has also been one of the most outspoken
critics of Bashar al-Assad’s government.*

While France has not taken in nearly as many refugees as neighboring Germany, the country is nonetheless home to a large
population of first, second and third generation migrants, particularly from Northern Africa.*” This is partly the result of France’s long
history of colonialism which saw large parts of Africa and Lebanon and Syria belong to its colonial empire at certain points in time.
While the country defines itself as upholding universal republican values, such as human rights and the separation of church and state,
political rhetoric against foreigners and Muslims has hardened in France in recent years.®®

Aside from terrorism, recent public discourse in France has been dominated by France’s economic crisis which has caused
the country’s economy to stagnate and unemployment rise to about 10%. This has led to an imbalance compared to Germany, its most
significant partner in the EU and neighbor. Germany’s economy is stable and growing. Politically speaking, this contributed to former
French President Francois Hollande’s approval ratings tumbling to 4%* and his decision not to seek reelection. In parallel, the far right
populist party Front National under leader Marine Le Pen saw a popular support surge and Le Pen reached the second round of the
country’s 2017 presidential elections, but eventually lost to President Macron.

France has also maintained close ties to most countries in the Middle East, despite its colonial past. It supported the pre-Arab-
spring regimes in countries like Tunisia and Libya before radically altering its position.* Unlike other European countries, like Germany,
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the country also has a rich history of making use of its armed forces abroad. Together with the United Kingdom, France led the military
campaign against Libya. Since 2012 it has also been the driving force against Islamist insurgents first in Northern Mali, and then in the
Sahel region.*

Sources of leverage

As one of two European countries with a permanent seat in the United Nations Security Council, France holds significant
diplomatic clout and can advance or veto legally binding international initiatives to resolve the Middle East conflict. Its membership in
both NATO and the European Union further increase its voice on the world stage and provide it with an additional toolset to advance its
interests. France’s large diplomatic network in the Middle East and the close ties to many of the countries which were formerly part of its
colonial empire (such as Morocco and Tunisia) further increase the country’s understanding of and clout in the region.

In the realm of diplomacy, France was a party to the negotiations for the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action for Iran’s nuclear
program and it has recently undertaken unsuccessful bilateral attempts to renew the Israel-Palestine peace process.** France also
recently increased its diplomatic ties to the states in the Persian Gulf,”® where France maintains branches of some of its cultural and
higher education institutions, serves as a major provider of armaments, and maintains a military presence.

Together with the United Kingdom, France is the major military power of the European Union, maintains a nuclear deterrentand
operates an aircraft carrier. Furthermore, the country has two permanent military bases in Abu Dhabi and Djibouti, with further troops
permanently based in Northern Africa.* Unlike the militaries of other European states, France’s policy of regular military deployments
also means that its armed forces are well-trained and have recent combat experience.

Nonetheless, France’s military is heavily overstretched due to its various ongoing international and domestic security
operations. One of the main factors in this is Operation Sentinelle, a domestic policing operation first deployed after the terrorist
attack on Charlie Hebdo and reinforced after the November 2015 attacks. The operation has deployed more than 10,000 troops and is
unsustainable in the medium-term.* Aside from personnel constraints, the country’s military is also underfunded and important parts
of France’s equipment are coming to an end of their programmed lifespan.* The limitation of France’s military forces could be seen
during the 2011 NATO Libya intervention, when the air force ran out of ammunitions necessary to continue the bombing campaign.*’

Despite these limitations, France has been one of the most active Western countries in the fight against ISIS. It has participated
in bombing campaigns and provided aerial reconnaissance to the broad coalition against ISIS since 2014.* Such efforts were further
reinforced after each subsequent terrorist attack on French soil. Additionally, the country has made use of its special forces to directly
fight jihadists in Syria, Iraq and Libya* and continues its security cooperation against jihadists in the Sahel region.*®

To increase its domestic and international fight against terrorism, France used its leverage with the EU to use a mutual
assistance clause under the organization’s treaties. After the November 2015 terrorist attacks, the country was the first to invoke the
clause under article 42.7 of the EU treaty. This led to a larger involvement of other European Union countries in some of France’s ongoing
military operations and enabled the country to freely own military assets for the fight against ISIS.>

Internal conflicts and network of relationships

French society today is deeply divided as a result of the country’s on-going economic crisis and the numerous terrorist attacks
that have occurred on its soil. In consequence, the Hollande government was very unpopular and the established political system was
being challenged by the populist extreme right wing party Front National in the recent election.

Domestically, the government has aimed to counter the threat of terrorism through numerous repressive measures. They put
the country under a state of emergency after the November 2015 terrorist attacks, increased police powers, and limited civil liberties.*
While the government also discussed some harsher measures, including the possibility to revoke French citizenship, efforts have
ultimately failed and only divided the government further.

The terrorist attacks have also led to a further hardening of the rhetoric against Muslims as most political parties feel that
France’s way of dealing with diversity in society has failed. Despite an official prohibition on the gathering of data on religious affiliation
under the country’s constitution, it is estimated that the country is home to the largest Jewish population in Europe and the largest
Muslim population, which is estimated at 7-9% and growing.*®* The constitutionally mandated absence of policies meant to facilitate
and foster integration has contributed to portions of 2" and 3" generation migrants having no or very few job perspectives, which is
made worse by the country’s high unemployment rate. Ethnic and religious tensions have thus become more widespread in France.
Furthermore, among France’s Jewish community a feeling of insecurity has contributed to a steady rise of Jewish emigration from
France since 2012.%*

Despite these internal political tensions, France’s foreign policy remains largely unchallenged. A political tradition gives the
country’s president important executive prerogatives.® There is a wide-spread political consensus that French foreign policy ought to
be activist and make use of all capacities available. The only true challenge arose from the Front National’s contender for presidency,
Marine Le Pen, who heavily criticized the country’s Syria and Russia policy. For instance, she has blamed the rise of ISIS on France’s and
the EU’s hardline stance against Assad’s government in Syria and wanted to cooperate more closely with Russian and Syrian government
attempts to fight ISIS and rebel groups.* Le Pen lost the election by a wide margin.
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External conflicts and network of relationships

France has been one of the most outspoken critics of the Assad regime in Syria and has supported moderate rebel groups
from early on.>” Nonetheless, the country has also recognized from the beginning that concentrating on toppling Assad could prove
counterproductive, with an increase in the threat posed by ISIS.*® Thus, tackling the threat posed by ISIS has come to be the country’s
priority and France has concentrated its military efforts against ISIS on Iraqi soil.** While ties to Iran are somewhat difficult given the
country’s role in the Syrian civil war, France is mainly interested in improving ties over economic concerns.

The country continues to maintain good relations with most governments in the region, particularly those in Northern Africa
given its security cooperation with them to fight Islamists in the region.®® Nonetheless, the country has not yet reestablished ties as close
as those that it maintained with regimes that were replaced since the Arab spring.

France’s crucial working relationship with Germany has been somewhat strained due to differing positions over the EU’s
ongoing crisis.®* Externally speaking, France’s ties to Russia have worsened significantly since the beginning of the Ukraine conflict and
the repeatedly failed Franco-German attempts to mediate between Russia and Ukraine.

Potential negotiation moves

France’s main lever for influence in the Middle East conflict will remain its diplomatic position and its existing military presence
in the region. It will be the only EU member state that holds a permanent seat in the United Nations Security Council after the UK leaves
the organization. Consequently, the country can influence the formulation on legally binding resolutions to resolve the conflict and
will operate as the EU’s de facto voice in this context. France has attempted to influence developments in the region through bilateral
diplomatic channels in the past, such as attempting to relaunch the Israel-Palestine peace process, but its recent failure in this context
makes this unlikely. The country convened another Middle East Peace Conference in January 2017.%

While France’s military participation in the coalition against ISIS and its security cooperation with Northern African countries
remains a main source for France’s influence in the region, its military overstretch makes an intensification of its role unlikely. It remains
a possibility that the country is able to convince EU allies to take over some of its military responsibilities elsewhere so as to liberate
military capacities for its activity in the region.

Similarly, while the country is an important donor of development and EU funding in the region, its protracted economic crisis
gives it little room to increase its role through monetary means. France is also an important provider of armaments to the region and
the Gulf monarchies in particular, but economic considerations make any kind of increase in exports unlikely.

France’s strongest card to influence policy in the region remains its membership of NATO and of the EU. It is in this context that
it can influence sanctions policy and EU development funding towards the region, as well as convince EU allies to step up their efforts in
the region.

Germany: Quiet Leader, Reluctant Fighter

Identity, conflict narratives, threat perception

Germany is the European Union’s largest member state, with a population of over 80 million, and the largest economy,
the success of which depends heavily on international trade. While the country’s size and position would make it a natural leader in
international politics, its history has contributed to it being more reluctant to have an active foreign policy akin to that of France or the
United Kingdom. Given the traumas of World War Il and a lengthy division of the country, it has been particularly reluctant to make use
of its armed forces abroad and has been a champion of European Union integration.

Though not a direct party or directly affected by the ongoing instability in the Middle East, Germany has nonetheless been
vocal in its stance towards the crises affecting the region. In 2003 it was a prominent opponent of the US-led invasion of Iraq. They
have also been supportive of the developments of the Arab Spring, although it has not come to be actively involved in attempts to
topple Muammar Gaddafi’s government in Libya unlike France and the United Kingdom. As a non-permanent member, Germany even
abstained from the United Nations Security Council resolution which enabled the airstrikes against the regime.®® Concerning Syria,
Germany has been vocal in blaming the Syrian government for unleashing the civil war, and has repeatedly called for Bashar al-Assad to
step aside. Nonetheless, Germany’s government has not excluded direct talks with the Syrian government to resolve the conflict.*

Given its history, Germany has been a close ally of Israel and has even defined serving as the guarantor of the security of the
state of Israel as one of its core national interests.®® In doing so, it has also been a strong supporter of Israeli-Palestinian peace talks.
It has thus supported EU activity in this realm and criticized Israel when necessary, but has always stopped short of supporting moves
that would see Palestine being recognized as an independent country before a settlement between the parties had been reached.® The
country was also one of the EU member states that were strongly supportive of, and independently represented at, the talks for the
Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action for Iran’s nuclear program. This is closely related to important German economic interests in the
country.®

While traditionally not a country of large-scale immigration, Germany hosts nearly 3 million residents of Turkish heritage.®®
The country has been heavily affected by recent migration movements. Between January 2015 and October 2016 more than 1.1 million
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requests for asylum were filed, with over half in 2016 from countries in the Middle East.® At first the country struggled to manage this
influx in an organized manner. By now attention has turned away from providing for immediate accommodation and necessities to
determining legal status and asylum. Consequently, the management of migration from the Middle East has come to be a political
priority for Germany. While the numbers of asylum seekers from Turkey itself after the coup attempt are still relatively limited, there has
nonetheless been a significant uptick,” and these cases are highly sensitive politically due to the EU’s refugee deal with the country.

While Germany has so far been affected less by ISIS or ISIS-inspired attacks than France, the December 2016 Berlin Christmas
market attack confirmed the country’s officials’ belief that it remains a top target. A number of other small-scale incidents and foiled
attack attempts have demonstrated the risk to the country.” This issue is directly linked to the influx of refugees. Authorities fear that
ISIS operatives may have entered the country in disguise, or some refugees may simply be vulnerable to ISIS’ rhetoric. It is also believed
that a sizeable number of German citizens have joined ISIS locally and it is feared that they could organize or commit terrorist acts on
German soil.”

Sources of leverage

While Germany is an important (regional) power in its own right, the country’s leverage is considerably increased due to its
membership in NATO and de facto leadership of the European Union. In both contexts decisions having to do with foreign, security and
defense policy require Germany’s consent and it is here that Germany can help shape decisions taken by a large portion of the Western
world. Germany is also a member of the G8 and G20 formats.

Germany is also an independent, diplomatic actor that maintains contact with most parties in the Middle East and can thus
serve as an intermediary between opposing factions. For instance, in the past Germany could broker deals on prisoner exchanges
between Hezbollah and Israel.” It is also regarded more neutral than other Western countries due to it not having participated in the
2003 Iraq invasion. Its diplomatic stance gave it a seat at the negotiation table for the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action for Iran’s
nuclear program.

In addition to its contributions to EU development funding, the country remains an important bilateral donor of development
aid to the region. While its programs in Syria have been halted since 2011 (in line with EU policy), Germany maintains projects in countries
such as Lebanon, Jordan, Iraq or Yemen.™ It also directly funds projects for those affected by the Syria crisis. It has spent close to 1.5
billion euros since 2015, making it the third largest donor overall.

Germany is the EU’s 3" largest military power by military personnel and spending.” However, the country is generally reluctant
to make active use of its armed forces given its history. The careful consideration of German military involvement is ensured by a
requirement for parliamentary consent ahead of German military operations abroad. Nonetheless, it has come to be directly involved
in the conflict militarily through the intermediaries of its NATO and European Union membership. This involvement is indicative of a
change in the country’s attitude towards military engagement abroad as the international legal basis for its military involvement in the
conflicts in the Middle East is weaker than the standard that the country has traditionally applied.™

The country participated in a NATO-led operation until early 2016 to protect Turkey’s territory and airspace from missile
launches in Northern Syria through the provision of a Patriot surface-to-air missile system.” Since then, the country has taken part in
the international ‘Inherent Resolve’ operation in Syria through the provision of aerial and naval reconnaissance, aerial refueling and the
naval protection of France’s aircraft carrier in the operational theatre.” Germany is also directly involved in anti-ISIS operations in Iraq,
providing material, including armaments and military training to both the Central Government and that of the Kurdish autonomous
areas in Erbil. Germany has also been active in relieving France of some of its commitments in Mali by taking the lead of the European
Union training mission (EUTM) from mid-2015 to mid-2016. In the context of the refugee crisis the country also participates in NATO-led
naval reconnaissance operates in the Aegean Sea and the Mediterranean to monitor human smuggling operations.

Germany is also an important armaments exporter to the Middle East. These exports go to countries deemed largely
unproblematic by the Germany government and public, such as Israel, Kuwait and Qatar, but also include Saudi Arabia.” In addition to
these direct exports, the country also maintains long-standing and close military and armaments cooperation with Israel.®
Germany'’s intelligence agencies are also considered to have a particularly dense and effective network in the Middle East. Its main
intelligence agency, the Federal Intelligence Agency (BND in German) upholds contacts to most intelligence agencies in the region,
including those of the Syrian government.®

Internal conflicts and network of relationships

The country’s government and most of the established political class is largely aligned in their views on the conflicts in the
Middle East. However, the government’s reaction to the refugee crisis of 2015 has caused some discord between the governing parties,
with more conservative forces pushing for a more restrictive course. The country’s parliamentary opposition, in turn, has criticized the
government over its cooperation with Turkey despite the developments in the country after the failed military coup of July 2016.

The government’s relatively welcoming attitude towards asylum-seekers has nonetheless fueled support for the populist right-
wing party Alternative for Germany (AfD), which is now represented in 10 of 16 state legislatures, and is currently projected to be able to
enter Germany’s national parliament in the upcoming election in the fall of 2017. In addition to wanting to close the country’s borders
for asylum seekers, the party advocates for closer cooperation with the Russian and Syrian governments in the fight against ISIS.5

On a societal level, the sizeable population of Turkish origin in Germany also needs to be considered. While not a direct factor
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in political considerations, there are numerous demonstrations supporting the Turkish government or the Kurdish cause on a regular
basis.® Lastly, the influx of large numbers of asylum seekers since the summer of 2015 has proven to be an immediate challenge for
authorities and the cohesion of society alike. Concerns as to their accommodation and integration have eased somewhat with better
administrative procedures and a reduction in current migration levels, but there has nonetheless been a record number of hate crimes
against migrants since then.®

External conflicts and network of relationships

Overall, Germany’s behavior in the Middle East and its network of relationships has remained relatively stable over time. Its
NATO and European Union membership provide the anchor for most of its international activity. Its international stance is defined both
by the Atlanticism of its dominating political classes and a very close cooperation with France. While this set-up has remained constant
for a long period, it is feared that Britain’s decision to leave the European Union and the election of Donald Trump in the United States
could upset the balance of Germany’s international position. Consequently, one of the primary goals of the country is to ensure the
continued existence and cohesion of the European Union and NATO.®# While it is largely regarded in these contexts as a dependable ally,
it has been criticized for not doing enough internationally given its economic and political relevance.

While its position towards the Middle East has remained constant over time, emphasizing that the regions’ governments need
to respect the human rights of its inhabitants, Germany’s ambitions have changed somewhat recently given the influx of migrants from
the Middle East into its territory. As the champion of the migration deal with Turkey the country has had to take an ambivalent stance
towards the country in the aftermath of the attempted military coup.®

Russia’s relations with the country also need to be considered, given Russia’s direct involvement in Syria’s civil war. So far the
relationship have been dominated by concerns relating to the civil war in Eastern Ukraine and Russia’s occupation of Crimea. While
Germany has been a champion of EU sanctions against the country,® it has also led diplomatic attempts with France to negotiate a
settlement between Russia and the Ukrainian government.

Potential negotiation moves

While its membership in the European Union and NATO provide the country with increased leverage, these also limit the
country’s ability for autonomous action. First and foremost, German negotiation activity is likely going to consist in shaping decisions
taken within the EU and NATO. Its stance within the European Union is heavily influenced by its desire to ensure its continued existence
and a close cooperation with France now that the United Kingdom has taken the decision to leave the bloc. In contrast, German activity
within NATO is shaped by the country’s Atlanticist tendencies combined with its continued reluctance to make active use of its (under-
funded and relatively ill-equipped) armed forces.®®
German negotiation moves involving military involvement in the region are constrained by the fact that its military is already
overstretched, that any change of military activity requires a parliamentary mandate, and that the German population has reservations
against military adventurism. If anything, relatively small adjustments to its existing activity appear most likely. Germany could take
over military responsibilities from countries like France in relatively low-risk scenarios so as to free up French resources to fight ISIS. It
could also further increase its training programs for Kurdish militia and the shipments of armaments provided to them.

Germany has a lot of room to maneuver in the realm of soft power, be it diplomatic moves or the disbursement of development
aid. Given the country’s concerns over migration flows, a substantial increase in its funding for people who have been displaced within
the Middle East would be a way to discourage further migration to the country. In the context of the EU it could drive a process that would
alter existing sanctions.

Considering the Iranian nuclear agreement, the economic importance of Germany provides it with the capacity to adjust its
economic opening to Iran in line with progress on the conditions of the deal itself. Similarly, the country’s military exports to the region
and the aid to Israel provide it with the direct ability to influence decision-making in the countries concerned.

The United Kingdom: Global Ambition, Domestic Cleavages

Identity, conflict narratives, threat perception

The United Kingdom is currently the European Union’s third largest state in terms of population, with over 65,000,000
inhabitants,® and second largest economy.®® However, the UK voted to leave the EU in a popular referendum on 23 June 2016, referred
to as “Brexit”. As a result, the UK remains primarily focused on negotiations of future economic and political relationships with the
EU, which may continue until 2019. The UK has been an active player in world politics, first through its empire, then as a founding
member of the rules-based international order,”* which it remains committed to upholding.’? In addition to membership in NATO and
a permanent seat on the UN Security Council, the UK wields global influence through longstanding cultural and political relationships,
with the experience of centuries of diplomacy and crisis management.

While not a direct party in the ongoing instability in the Middle East, the UK has security, trade, and historical interests in the
region. Historically the UK has been involved in the Middle East in ways that have shaped the ongoing conflicts. British involvement in
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in the region has been driven by trade, and these motivations are unlikely to change, as foreign trade and finance will continue to serve
as key sources of wealth in a post-Brexit world.*

The vital national interests of the UK include protecting the people, territory, economic security, infrastructure, and way of life
of the UK,** against threats from terrorism, decay of international institution, financial crises, and resource insecurity. The UK seeks to
project global influence, invest in alliances and development, and build resilience and stability overseas.® The current instability and
ongoing conflicts in the Middle East pose indirect threats to the interests of the UK in terms of regional stability and the international
order. Additionally, with major attacks in European cities in 2016, the threat of an ISIS attack on European targets remains high.% This is
a concern for the UK since approximately 800 British nationals have travelled to Syria since the beginning of the conflict and half have
returned to the UK.’

Sources of Leverage

The UK’s leverage is based on its permanent seat on the UN Security Council, its membership in NATO, and its economic
investment in the region. Although the UK is losing global influence by leaving the EU, the influence of the UK will remain strong in
diplomatic and defense matters through NATO and the UN Security Council.%®

Brexit may be an opportunity for the UK to strengthen or forge new economic ties and trading relationships,* as the economic
future with the EU remains uncertain. The Middle East and North Africa region remains important for trade and investment, receiving
$18 billion worth of British exports in 2014.1%° In addition, the Suez Canal continues to be important for the UK, as the bridge to emerging
markets in Asia.** Trade between the UK and Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) stood at £30 billion in 2015, set to increase with new trade
agreement,’ and over £3 billion of investment in defense spending over the next decade.’®®* Additionally, the UK imports 40% of its oil'*
and has significantly increased gas imports from the Gulf.?®

The UK is also a bilateral donor of development and humanitarian aid. It is committed to meeting the UN target of spending
0.7% of GNI on development.i® In response to the Syria crisis, the UK has committed £2.3 billion since 2012 to humanitarian aid in Syria
and refugees in the region, as well as allocated £46 million to support local capacity and build stability in Syria, Jordan, Lebanon, Turkey,
Irag and Egypt.1”’

The UK military remains one of Europe’s strongest, with a nuclear force, formidable intelligence service, and strong ties to
the US and NATO. The UK is a founding member of the Global Coalition to counter ISIL (ISIS) formed in 2014, and is the second biggest
contributor after the US to the military campaign.®® The UK provides close air support and intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance
activity as well as a military training mission in both Syria and Iraq,’® and has contributed over 800 troops, and conducted over 300
strikes in Irag.!??

Internal conflicts and network of relationships

Conflict over the course of the UK far overshadows the UK’s interest in the Middle Eastern conflicts. With terms for the UK’s exit
from the EU far from settled, British domestic and international politics remain uncertain,'** and the outcome has widened cleavages in
the major political parties, between old versus young, and soured relationships with Scotland, Northern Ireland, and London.*? While
Conservative Prime Minister David Cameron had called for the referendum to quiet turmoil within his party, the immediate fallout
included his resignation, and the appointment of Tory Theresa May to the position of Prime Minister.!

Domestic political leaders remain split between opposing versions of the UK’s international role. Prime Minister May has called
for further engaging with the region,* while opposition Labor Party leader Jeremy Corbyn has called for UK withdrawal from NATO
and opposes all military intervention unless explicitly approved by the UN.!*> Nigel Farage, the leader of the nationalistic right-wing
UK Independence Group has gained international recognition and was the first foreign political leader to meet with US President Elect
Donald Trump.*¢ The conflict between the parties could constrain the Prime Minister’s ability to deploy military options, as there is a
new constitutional convention that Parliament can block the executive’s decision to go to war. After the precedents set by Parliament
debating and voting over actions in Iraq, Libya and Syria, the last of which took place in August 2013, a new parliamentary prerogative
has developed which may limit the UK’s ability to leverage its hard power.*” Parliament will now “expect the right to vote on proposals
to deploy the armed forces overseas, and that the legitimacy of military action will depend on the government winning such a vote.”*!
With contentious domestic politics and deep cleavages between parties, it remains unclear if a post-Brexit UK will turn to isolationism, or
seek to demonstrate that it is still a force in the world, and double down on its ties to the region, thus investing in its ability to influence
events.'?

External conflicts and network of relationships

The UK has long standing cultural affinities and relationships with many countries in the Middle East, yet may be hesitant
to intervene after international and domestic backlashes against, the outcome of the intervention in Libya, and the invasions of
Afghanistan and Iraq. Actors in the Middle East remain skeptical of the UK as an impartial actor, given the UK’s history of imperialism and
intervention.

The UK played a dominate role in the Middle East for much of the 19" and first half of the 20™ centuries. Through protectorates,
mandates, and treaties, the British Empire controlled or influenced modern-day Yemen, Saudi Arabia, Iraq, Bahrain, Egypt, Kuwait,
Israel, Occupied Palestinian Territories, Qatar, Jordan, and the UAE. The British Empire sought markets for trade, control of petroleum
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industries, and control of global trade routes, especially the route to India through the Suez Canal. The UK played a role determining
the breakup of the Ottoman Empire after WWI, including issuing the 1917 Balfour Declaration, which called for the establishment of a
national home for the Jewish people in Palestine. In the face of ongoing conflict, the UK relinquished the mandate for Palestine in 1947
to the UN, and has continued to support a negotiated two-state solution.'?

Relations between the British Empire and Iran date back to the 1590s, however Iranians distrust the UK for its long-term
monopoly of the petroleum industry, and political interventions, most notably their role in coups in 1921 and 1953. The UK withdrew
from Iran in 1971, then cut off diplomatic ties after the 1979 Iranian Revolution, resuming diplomatic relations in 2014. With the US,
France, China, Russia and Germany, the UK participated in the P5+1 negotiations, which led to the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action.'*
The UK has stated its intent to support the continued implementation of the deal, even in the face of potential US opposition.t??

After WWI, the UK united three disparate ethnic and religious regions of the Ottoman Empire into the mandate of Iraq, which
created conditions for future unrest. The UK maintained a military presence in Iraq from 1930 until the founding of the Republic of Iraq in
1958. With US leadership, the UK then participated in the Gulf War of 1990, and played a key role in the lead up to 2003 invasion of Iraq,'*
as well as participating in the resulting military operation as part of the “Coalition of the willing”. The UK remains engaged in Iraq, as part
of the global coalition to defeat ISIL.***

The UK’s interest in Afghanistan stemmed from protecting India from Russian influence in the 19" century. In total, UK has been
involved in four major conflicts, the conquest of Afghanistan in the First Anglo-Afghan War 1839-42, followed by wars in 1878-81 and
1919, and participated in the ongoing conflict from 2001-15. After 9/11, the UK joined the US in launching Operation Enduring Freedom
in October 2001, and continued to participated in the UN and NATO led International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) through 13 years of
conflict against a Taliban insurgency and unrest. The UK officially commemorated the end of its role in the Afghan war in March 2015,'%
having suffered 453 military and civilian casualties over the course of the conflict.'?

In a recent negative example of interventions actions in the region, the U.K. and France carried out airstrikes in Libya in 2011
that led to the downfall of dictator Muammar Gadhafi in support of the Arab Spring movement, but the ensuing power vacuum led to
political and economic collapse, inter-tribal warfare, a humanitarian and migrant crisis and the growth of Islamic State in North Africa’®,
and heavy criticism domestically and internationally.

Potential negotiation moves

The UK’s approach to the Middle East will be limited by domestic concerns, especially in the wake of the uncertain surrounding
the UK’s exit from the EU. Any potential moves will be considered first by their impact on security and commercial interests, and then
from a desire to define a new role in international politics, and to strengthen international institutions to preserve UK influence. Thus,
any UK negotiation action will take place through its roles in NATO and the UN Security Council.

In Syria, the UK supports a Syrian-led political settlement based on a transition away from the Assad regime, beginning with
a cessation of hostilities.’® UK negotiation moves regarding its military involvement in the region are constrained by its reliance on
outside support for military operations,'?® the domestic challenges of parliamentary prerogative, and the demands of international law.
The UK still faces questions about the legality of its earlier interventions in the Middle East, and will not commit to further action in Syria
if the international legal basis for action is not present through invitation or UN Security Council authorization.**

The UKis more likely to utilize negotiation moves through soft power, as the UK will likely remain one of the leading development
actors in the region, and is committed to working through the UN Security Council to sanction actors which violation international law.
131

In the conflict between Israel and the Occupied Palestinian Territories, the UK remains committed to a negotiated two state
solution,®*2 by binding practical, concrete improvements on the ground to de-escalate the conflict and drive forward political progress.'*
The UK’s moves will continue in the vein of the December 2016 UN resolution condemning Israel for violating international law with its
policy of building settlements on occupied Palestinian territory.'>*



THE MENA NEGOTIATION REPORT

Written by: Clare Gooding
IX. HOly See Edited by: Margaret Snyder

THE OLDEST DipLOMATIC CORPS IN THE CRADLE OF CIVILIZATION:
HoLy SEe DipLoMAcY IN THE MoDERN MipDLE EAST

“The Holy See believes that peace processes do not depend solely on formal negotiations, no matter how indispensable these may be. As

a cradle of great civilizations and the birthplace of the three main monotheistic religions of Judaism, Christianity and Islam, the

Middle East has the cultural, intellectual and religious resources that make it a fertile ground for civil society and track Il diplomacy,

including faith-based “informal diplomacy’) to play their role in promoting the values of encounter and mutual acceptance, thereby
equipping all citizens to become active protagonists in peacemaking and peacebuilding in the region.™

-Archbishop Bernardito Auza

Holy See Permanent Observer to the United Nations July 12, 2016, UN Security Council

Considered the oldest diplomatic corps in the world, the Holy See’s role in global affairs and diplomacy is arguably larger today
thanithaseverbeensinceitsfirst diplomatic envoyin the 1500’s. In the past century, the Holy See has developed diplomatic relationships
with 177 countries, close to 100 of these developed under Pope John Paul Il between 1978 and 2005. These relationships recognize the
formal, and yet ambiguous status, of the Pope as both the spiritual and temporal leader of the world’s one billion Catholics. The Pope is
both the head of the Holy See and the monarch of the Vatican. The diplomatic authority of the Holy See is not, as is commonly mistaken,
dependent on the sovereign nature of Vatican City. The territorial aspects of the Holy See’s power were an evolution until codified in the
1929 Lateran Treaty with Italy which granted the Church territorial sovereignty in the form of Vatican City State.? This offered the Church
authority via Westphalian political norms; however, the Holy See, as the official diplomatic envoy of the Pope, is not dependent on this
territory. The legal status of the Holy See and Vatican are an ongoing point of contention in international law with some considering
this as an “atypical status in international relations” while others argue the Vatican and the Holy See do not qualify for statehood or
their current diplomacy status.* This debate is outside the scope of this paper but important to understand as a lens by which analysts
commonly view the actions of the Holy See.

Unlike other corps, the diplomats of the Holy See are Catholic priests who have been trained at the Pontifical Ecclesiastical
Academy in Rome. They are subsequently stationed throughout the world at the equivalent of Holy See Embassies, called Apostolic
Nunciatures. Here they act as both the papal representative to the host government and a papal link to the Catholic churches of the host
country. The diplomats report to the Holy See’s overarching administrative body, the Secretariat of State, which is located in Vatican
City. In addition to their state bilateral relations, the Holy See has held permanent observer status at the United Nations since 1964.

Diplomatic

Relations
ther

No Relations

The Holy See has diplomatic relations with all but two states in the Middle East, Oman and Saudi Arabia.® Its current diplomatic
relationships in the Middle East are: Bahrain (2000), Iran (1954), Iraq (1966), Israel (1993), Jordan (1994), Kuwait (1969), Lebanon (1947),
Qatar (2002), Syria (1946), Turkey (1868), UAE (2007), Yemen (1998) and Palestine (2016). The Holy See has had relations with Palestine
since before 1948 and, as a proponent of the two state solution, recognized Palestine as a state in 2013 in lieu of UN formalization. The
Holy See completed their diplomatic treaty with the State of Palestine in 2015, taking effect in 2016.
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Identity, Conflict Narratives & Threat Perceptions

Over the past 1700 years the Catholic Church has held twenty-one different councils in which the Pope has gathered Catholic
Bishops, Patriarchs, heads of religious orders and other relevant theologians to discuss articles of the Catholic faith and define the
church’s response to current challenges and cultural changes.” The first council, “Council of Nicea,” was held in modern day Turkey in
the year 325. It produced the codification of Christian belief and defined the course of the young Christian church. The twenty councils
since have each played a similar role for the Catholic Church: refine the faith and define the Church’s reaction to cultural and political
changes around them. The most recent council of the Catholic Church, the Second Vatican Council (Vatican Il), likewise played such a
role. From 1962-1965, thousands of Bishops, theologians, observers, religious, and lay people gathered in Rome to address the Church’s
role and response to a post WWII world. Vatican Il brought numerous changes to the Church, most notably an opening up to ecumenism
and interfaith relationships. Vatican Il demarcated the Church’s mission to engage with the contemporary world, a world which had
recently been ripped apart by wars and was facing massive upheaval in the rejection of colonization, the push for democracy, and the
pluralization of religious practice.

Through the documents of Vatican II, the Church opened the door for interreligious dialogue and affirmed its diplomatic
mission for the future. Mater in Magistra (1971), Pacem in Terris (1963) and Pope Paul VI’s Populorum Progressio (1967) are a few of the
relevant documents that defined the aims of Vatican diplomacy to be the “preservation of the faith” and “the fostering of peace with the
consolidation of Justice, and the Church’s aim to act as a moral guide on issues of social justice, hunger, and the arms race.”®

In the Middle East, the realm of faith and politics are interlinked. While Judaism and Islam are both “religion and nationalism,”
Christianity represents only a faith of civilians within these nations. As Vatican Il opened the Catholic Church to interreligious dialogue,
the Holy See concurrently expanded the scope of its diplomatic efforts. Nostra Aetate: The Relation of the Church to Non-Christian Religions
(1965), a document from Vatican Il, set a new tone through the following statements on how Catholics should view Judaism and Islam:

(1) “..in her [the Church’s] rejection of every persecution against any man, the Church, mindful of the patrimony she shares with

the Jews and moved not by political reasons but by the Gospel’s spiritual love, decries hatred, persecutions, displays of anti-

Semitism, directed against Jews at any time and by anyone.”

(2) “The Church regards with esteem also the Moslems...Since in the course of centuries not a few quarrels and hostilities
have arisen between Christians and Moslems, this sacred synod urges all to forget the past and to work sincerely for mutual
understanding and to preserve as well as to promote together for the benefit of all mankind social justice and moral welfare, as
well as peace and freedom.”°

The first statement (1) on Christian-Jewish relations was a watershed moment in the warming of its relationship with Judaism,
a definitive move to purge anti-Semitism from the Church, and the beginning of formalizing its relationship with Israel. The following
statement (2) on Islam also struck a conciliar tone but it recognized the long conflictual history between Christians and Muslims in the
region. For a Church which had committed itself at Vatican Il to the principles of interreligious understanding and co-existence, it sought
to use all avenues of diplomacy to respond to the concrete struggles of Christians in the Middle East. Indeed, diplomacy became the
preferred tool to defend the existence of the Church in the Middle East and promote respect of international law where each person had
equal rights and freedom of conscience. As such, the Holy See has three main priorities that influence its role and decision making in the
Middle East:

1) The Protection of Christians & Maintaining a Christian Presence in “the Holy Land”

2) The Protection of Church Rights & Property

3) The Promotion of Peace

The Protection of Christians & Maintaining a Christian Presence in “the Holy Land”

The protection of Christians in the Middle East, a longstanding minority population, is the Holy See’s first and foremost priority
in this region.!* All actions revolve around this priority and it is a part of every decision made by the Holy See in the Middle East. During the
Ottoman Empire, coexistence with the Muslim majority was enabled by their common ‘Arab’ ethnicity. “The Holy See accepted centuries
ago that the continuation of the Christian presence in the Middle East depends on acceptance and recognition of its minority condition
and on a search for forms of coexistence with the Muslim and, in Israel, the Jewish majority.” ** While these forms of co-existence have
changed with the times, “the Holy See feels that it is much more realistic to think of a modernization that starts out from the principles
of the Arab-Muslim culture and is able to combine them with respect for democracy: in all countries where the Christian community
cannot but aspire to the role of a minority, given its small numbers, this model (of which Jordan is considered a good example) seems
preferable.”®®

“The Holy See has been uneasy for [many] years about the exodus of indigenous Christians. The fear is that the Holy Land will
become a museum, with no “living stones” of continuity with the Christian past.”** To encourage local Christians to persist, the Holy
See supports numerous educational and social services across the region.'* Their allies in this are the Catholic religious communities,
local dioceses, and Catholic INGOs such as Catholic Relief Services, CARTIAS and Catholic Near East Welfare Association (CNEWA). While
focused on providing the support needed to keep Christians in the area, these services have been offered for all residents with a firm
commitment to religious coexistence. The Holy See was adamant about such coexistence as seen during the Lebanese civil where they
insisted the Maronite Church of Lebanon not create a mini-Christian state.’® Likewise today, the Holy See is lobbying to keep Christians
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in Syria effectively preventing an Islamic state.’”
A unique feature of the Holy See’s commitment to keeping Christians in the Middle East is its refusal to evacuate their own
diplomatic missions. The Nuncios (Holy See Ambassadors) are required to stay at their post and remain with their people even during
war. The Nuncio in Baghdad during the 2003 US Invasion did not evacuate, nor has the Nuncio in Syria. As one Vatican official was quoted
saying, “The Popeleaveshisrepresentativestosufferwiththe peopleofthe country
to which they are accredited.”® The Holy See is on the ground, well connected I
through the local Christian network, and can speak from the authority their
consistent presence provides.

Exodus
Christians, as % of population

The Holy See’s concern about the “annihilation”® of Christians in Egypt 20
the Middle East has been well documented by the UN and other human rights
observers.? This chart (left)* from 2015 shows the expected exodus of Christians Syria 15
from the regions’ hot spots. The only increase of Christians, seen in UAE and
Saudi Arabia, is due to the foreign workers from the heavily Christian Asian Palestine
Pacific countries.? As long time Vatican correspondent John Allen said at a Q&A 10
session with the Council of Foreign Relations when asked about Pope Francis’ Israel
priorities in the Middle East, “[Pope Francis takes] the survival of Christianity Irag
in the Middle East extraordinarily seriously, because after all this is the land of UAE < :
Christ... And | think Pope Francis quite honestly does not want to be the pope Sa;u.di
on whose watch the Christian presence in the Middle East is extinguished.”” For Arabia : 0
a state with few citizens, the persecution of Christians anywhere in the world is 1910 70 2010 25*
the Holy See’s most serious security threat. Additionally, as Christians continue Available years
to flee the Middle East this greatly lessens their influence on society and the Holy Source: “Ongoing Exodus: Tracking the Emigration
See’s claim in the negotiations. of Christians from the Middle East” by T. Johnson X

g and G. Zurlo, 2015 Forecast

The Protection of Church Rights & Property

The protection of Church rights and property in the Holy Land, particularly in Jerusalem, goes hand in hand with the protection of
Christians as these properties protect the cultural and spiritual heritage of the Christian faith and are often local protection points
for Christian minority communities. This concern applies to all Church properties as well as those owned by Christian religious
communities. It becomes most controversial in the Church’s advocacy for shared religious access to the holy places of the Abrahamic
religions, particularly in Jerusalem.

The Holy See’s diplomatic relationship with Israel is heavily dependent on this priority of protecting Church property and
access to holy places. In 1993, the Holy See signed the “Fundamental Agreement” with Israel dealing with the property rights and taxes
of the Church which prepared the way for full diplomatic relations the following year. This document is a “commingling of theological
and diplomatic issues”* as the Holy See negotiated its recognition of Israel in exchange for maintaining protection of their property,
allowance for pilgrims, and certain tax standards which were “status quo” policies from the Ottoman era. Not all issues were resolved,
however, and there remains outstanding the legal status of the Church’s economic and land rights in Israel. Although numerous iterations
have been negotiated over the past 23 years to confirm in positive law the Church’s rights in Israel, they have not been ratified by Israel’s
legislative body, the Knesset. This tension is important to understand when viewing all Holy See moves in the region. Recognition of
the state of Israel is linked to the Holy See’s priorities of protecting Christians, protecting its property and access to the Holy sites, and
promoting peace in the region. Likewise, these priorities are seen in a parallel set of treaties with the Palestine Liberation Organization
which culminated, against the wishes of the Israelis, in full recognition of Palestine’s Statehood in January 2016. This recognition comes
as Israel has repeatedly stalled the ratification of their 1993 accord with the Holy See in the Israeli Knesset and thus left the resolution of
the Church’s legal personhood within Israel in limbo.?

The Holy See’s agreement with the Palestinian State secures the rights of the Catholic Church in Palestinian territories,
including the safeguard of holy sites for all major religions, in exchange for their support of a two state solution? of which the Holy See
has long supported.”” This move is a direct push back against Israel’s lagged resolution of Church rights and reluctance towards a viable
two state solution as perceived from Benjamin Netanyahu claim that no Palestinian State would be established on his watch.?®

While Church property in Israel and Palestine is especially important due to the high concentration of holy sites in this area, in
the rest of the Middle East the priority of property is most often the protection of Churches, schools, hospitals and compounds associated
with Catholic diocese and religious groups.

Promotion of Peace
“To the Catholic, true peace is not just the absence of war- as it hardly can be for anyone - unless it is a just peace: a peace that permeates
all of society. It requires a just distribution of goods, a just civil life where human rights are respected, and the honest investigation of
crimes and atrocities that may have been perpetrated during conflicts. Despite - or indeed because of - its great antiquity, Catholic social
teachings remain remarkably relevant to the problems
of the modern world.”®

-Dr. Janne Haaland Matlary, University of Oslo
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“Throughout her history the Church has always been committed, both as an institution and through her faithful, to the promotion of justice
and peace. We have the responsibility to continue along this path, proclaiming the Gospel of Christ...It will be slow and gradual work, as is
in the nature of leaven, but it will certainly be a work that will give a new sense to the course of humanity.”

-Cardinal Angelo Sodano, Holy See Secretary of State, 27 October 2004.

Because the Holy See regards itself as both a temporal and spiritual agent, its internal narrative prioritizes a pursuit of peace
and justice. In the Middle East this is no different. The Holy See’s third priority is to activity promote just resolution of conflict and peace.
This is an active priority for the Church and one that makes it an ally to those seeking diplomatic and negotiated peace treaties.

This priority is at the root of the Holy See’s modern agenda, much of which is conducted behind the scenes as second track
diplomacy. The Holy See has played a crucial role in many peace negotiations: Burundi,® Argentina & Chile,* Sri Lanka® and most
recently in Cuba & the US (2015),* DRC (2016),* Venezuela (2016),* and Columbia (2016).3 Pope Francis has emphasized this call
for peace at every opportunity since the beginning of his papacy. This includes in his personnel appointments. In 2016, Pope Francis
promoted his Ambassador to Syria, Italian Archbishop Mario Zenari, to the level of Cardinal. A telling break in Holy See protocol*” as
Cardinals are tasked with electing the next Pope. Indeed, Cardinal Zenari sees his promotion as a reflection of Syria’s priority to the Holy
See beyond the administration of the current Pope. The Holy See has maintained diplomatic relations with Syria consistently during
the civil war and by elevating “his ambassador [to Syria] to the dignity of cardinal, (the pope) is giving additional value to this presence
and to the diplomatic efforts aimed at resolving the crisis.”* Cardinal Zenari has made strong statements about stopping the Syrian civil
war and has maintained a fierce rejection of armed intervention calling it a “miracle” when the 2013 American intervention over Assad’s
use of chemical weapons was halted.* Francis has also insisted on a non-violent resolution to the Syrian civil war and, in December
2016 at the height of the government’s siege on Aleppo, sent Cardinal Zenari to Syrian President Bashar al-Assad to publically plea for
humanitarian corridors.® This is consistent with the ethos of Catholic support for non-violence, one that was similarly seen in Pope John
Paul II’s vocal opposition to the US invasion of Iraq in 2003.%

1. Sources of Leverage

Unlike other state actors, the Holy See has no economic or military means to leverage,* but must instead rely on its convening
power and the moral prestige of the pope, as well as the political and communal relationships it has built. The Holy See “is a unique
transnational actor [which] develops its diplomacy at the macro level - that is, policy is formulated from a global perspective and
reflects the universal character of the Church.”* In today’s world, a primary source of its authority is the adherents to Christianity that
recognize the Pope’s spiritual authority. The fewer Christians in the Middle East, the smaller the population they claim to represent and
the less weight the Holy See will have in future negotiations. Authority and recognition of the Holy See’s credentials comes not only from
Christians but also from those familiar with the role of the Pope. This includes the large network of graduates from Catholic institutions
in the Middle East such as the high schools run by religious and Catholic NGOs* as well as university education like Bethlehem University
which was a joint establishment between the Vatican and the De La Salle Christian Brothers in the Palestinian’ West Bank.

The Holy See’s insistence to stay on the ground with the remaining Christians establishes their credentials as a consistent and
knowledgeable party, and increases their soft power in the region. Not only does the Nuncio keep permanent residence but he is in daily
contact with local priests, religious, and other leaders. As an Economist article reported, “[a] former papal envoy to a war-torn nation
tells with pride how the American embassy would send a diplomat each morning to ask him about the war zones, knowing the pope’s
man would have been fully briefed by local nuns.”* This strength in consistent and persistent personnel who are connected and well
briefed is the key to the Holy See’s effectiveness and “unparalleled levels of local knowledge.”* The Holy See’s information flow comes
from all corners of each Nuncio’s country, traveling via the hierarchy of priest and bishops. This information is a “source about local
conditions, seen from the point of view of the inhabitants themselves and not from official presentations.”*” Additionally, priests are
unmarried men and expected to be fully devoted to their work in country. This is particularly true for those assigned to the Middle East
who feel the pressure and intensity of their position’s responsibility for the three priorities: protecting Christians, insuring Church rights
and property, and promoting peace.

Third, the Holy See exerts a certain kind of political power through its diplomatic relations with the majority of Middle East
nations. Unlike most diplomatic corps, the Holy See is made of men of different ethnicities and nationalities from all across the world.
The Holy See has the flexibility of sending its diplomats back to their national homeland or to troubled counties where their nationality/
ethnicity can play a strategic third party role. These personnel decisions are seen in the 2016 appointment of Italian Archbishop
Pierbattista Pizzaballa as the Apostolic Administrator of the Latin Patriarchate, which includes Israel, Palestine and Jordan. While this
is not a role of the Holy See diplomatic corps, it does overlap with the prerogatives of the Vatican Apostolic Nuncio to Israel and is an
example of the creative leveraging possible due to the unique character of the Holy See’s multi-ethnic personnel. Vatican correspondent
John Allen reports that in the last thirty years the position was held by ethnic Arabs due to the Vatican’s preference for local churches to
be led by priests from the respective culture. First was Palestinian Michele Sabbah (1987 - 2008) and second was Jordanian Fouad Twal
(2008-2016.) It was assumed this Arab leadership would continue but Allen argues that appointing a non-Arab, and one that is close to
Israeli culture, at this point in time could be a diplomatic masterstroke on the part of Pope Francis. “In the zero/sum political game of
the Middle East, in which a friend of Israel often is automatically seen as an enemy of Palestine and the Arab cause, Pizzaballa [is] suspect
in the eyes of some Arab clergy, and something of an arresting choice to lead a patriarchate whose membership is overwhelmingly
Arab...For the past thirty years, when many Israelis looked at Sabbah or Twal, no matter what they said or did, it was hard not to regard
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them at some gut level as the enemy - figures who represent peoples and points of view hostile to Israeli interests... Pizzaballa not only
doesn’t carry the same baggage, but he’s seen as a friend of both Judaism and Israel - someone who knows Jewish tradition almost as
well as the most learned rabbis, and whose long experience of living in Israeli society has given him an insider’s grasp of its dynamics.”
This 2016 appointment comes alongside the Holy See’s establishment of diplomatic ties with the State of Palestine. For a Church seen as
sympathetic to the Palestinians, personnel changeups friendly to the Israelis can open new negotiation avenues.”® There is also hope this
appointment can address the increasing violence against Christians by Jewish extremists seeking to drive minorities from the country.*

As mentioned earlier, the Holy See has diplomatic relations with every state in the Middle East except Saudi Arabia and Oman
although there have been high level talks with both including a 2007 visit of Saudi Arabia’s King Abdullah to the Vatican. The Holy See has
demonstrated a willingness to talk with all states regardless of creed or ideology and would be willing to have diplomatic relationship
with these two remaining countries once their legal systems provide for freedom of conscience and citizens can legally choose to be
Christian. The current Secretary of State and former Nuncio to Venezuela, Cardinal Pietro Parolin, has been a leading voice of the church
in maintaining all possible channels of communications. This is at the core of the Vatican’s effort to be a neutral party in negotiating
peace deals. In the last month (December 2016), such communication was seen in Columbia, Lebanon, Venezuela, Taiwan/China and,
most dramatically, in the Democratic Republic of the Congo where the Church brokered the December 2016 deal between political rivals
for a democratic transition.*® The Holy See has the flexibility to be effective in these negotiations because they are not restrained by the
traditional political motivations and influencers of economics and military. Instead, the priorities dictating decisions in the Middle East
are the ones articulated previously: protection of Christians, rights for the Church and its property, and peace.

Catholics in the world

% of Catholic population

Latin America CEXR Ty 41.3%

Africa 177m, 15.2%

Asia 137m, 11.7%

North America 85m, 7.3%
Oceania | 9m, 0.8%

Source: World Christian Database

With its ecclesiastical and lay network across the Middle East and its formal diplomatic relationships, the Holy See often plays a
role in interstate mediations. Its greatest power and leverage in the Middle East, however, lies in its global citizenry (chart) > and political
network. The HolySee and the Papal office set the tone and agenda for the Church’s advocacy, lobbying, and general education around
the world through its global ecclesiastical structure. This network crosses state lines and sovereignty and lends credibility to the Holy
See’s knowledge of transnational matters. This plays a powerful role in countries like the US and Great Britain where the local bishops’
conferences maintain advocacy arms and ensure the Church is “always heard, even if it is not fully heeded.”>2 The US Council of Catholic
Bishops (USCCB) located in Washington, DC has one such component to their work. From their office they issue official communications
for US Catholics as well as lobby and advocate in the US Legislature for global priorities and needs of the Church.> This ability to work
directly with the US Legislature communicates the priorities of the Holy See and of the Catholic Church to the United States, a key
negotiator and actor in the Middle East. This is not to say the USCCB has the full influence of the Holy See, rather it is another channel for
promoting the priorities of the Holy See as this paper will demonstrate later in the example of Iran.

The Holy See’s Permanent Observer Mission at the UN also plays a part in elevating its concerns as well as participating in
negotiations although it is a non-voting member. The Holy See at the UN is highly vocal on issue of humanitarian access, preferential
treatment of the poor, and protection of the family.>* Although its conservative view of marriage, sexuality, and reproductive rights do
at times make it an ally of Middle Eastern Muslim nations, these relationships can be simultaneously contentious over the protection
of Christians and Church property in the said countries. Additionally, these views align far more in regards to the primacy of the nuclear
family and sex education than to specifics within reproductive rights such as abortion or contraceptives.

Once again, due to the religious and political roles of the Pope, the Holy See has the flexibility to act in either capacity or both at
once. For example, this flexibility has allowed the Church to work directly with Iranian Ayatollahs through the USCCB in a solely spiritual
capacity, create diplomatic relations with Palestine under a political auspice, and negotiate the Lebanese civil war at times switching
roles depending on the evolving and complicated relationship with the Maronite Catholic Church.**

1Il. Internal Conflicts and Network of Relationships

In the Middle East there are seven Arabic speaking Catholic rites who are in “full communion’ with Rome, meaning they
recognize the Pope and adhere to the core tenets of Catholicism although differ liturgically and hierarchically. They are the: Maronite,
Melkite Greek, Coptic Catholic (distinct from majority Copts under the Egyptian patriarch), Catholic Syrians, Armenians, and Chaldeans.*
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The majority of Middle Eastern Catholics are in Lebanon and are a part of the Maronite Eastern Rite Church. They are led by their own
Patriarch who is elected by Maronite bishops across the region. He too appoints his own bishops for the Maronite Church although “their
appointments must be rubber-stamped by the Pope, as a show of deference to his spiritual authority.”"

In a patriarchal and family driven society, the mixed loyalties of the Christian factions in Lebanon are generational and
complex.®® The Holy See has long given these Lebanese factions a degree of autonomy yet the Holy See is one of the few international
actors who has long standing relationships with all of them. These relationships became contentious, however, during the Lebanese
civil war (1975-1990). Following Vatican Il, “Rome [had come] to consider Lebanon ‘a model of what could be throughout the Middle
East and, indeed, in other areas where different religious and cultural groups share the same geography.” Lebanon was to be of “prime
importance to the Holy See, and therefore a cause of considerable consternation when coexistence turned to conflict.”*® The Holy See’s
vision for Lebanon and Christians in the region clashed with the Maronite rejection of what they insisted was a threatening Muslim power
grab. They vetoed “any idea of pacific existence in an Islamic state like the dhimmis living in Arab countries (Copts in Egypt, Assyrians in
Iraq, etc.)” and many believed “Christian dominance was necessary to preserve their religious and cultural liberties.” ®° Bashir Gemayel,
the Lebanese President-elect who was assassinated in 1982, is reported to have said candidly, “the Vatican should understand that
Christians in Lebanon are not guinea pigs for the Christian-Islamic dialogue in the world.”®*

Tension with the Maronites lessened significantly with the end of the Civil War but it was not until the election of the most recent
Patriarch in 2011, Bechara Boutros al-Rahi, that a significant warming of relations took place. Together with Pope Francis, Patriarch
al-Rahi has a focus on uniting the quickly diminishing Christian populations in the region. Much like the aggressiveness of Francis’
diplomacy, Patriarch al-Rahi has taken historic actions that indicate the Church will no longer accept the stagnation of the regional
conflicts which has brought increasing danger to the Christian minority. On May 24, 2014, al-Rahi became the first Lebanese Patriarch to
enter Israel when he accompanied Pope France on a three-day tour of the Holy Land. Although Lebanon is still formally at war with Israel,
he was able to do this by traveling on a Vatican passport,®* a dramatic move by the Vatican whose visa restrictions were only lifted by
Israel in 2012.%% Al-Rahi insisted, however, that his visit was purely religious, an effort to reach out to Maronite and minority Christians in
Israel. Indeed, “Al-Rahi’s policies could reflect a wider Christian awakening in the Middle East where religious identity and solidarity now
take priority over nationalism and Palestinian solidarity. In this context, al-Rahi’s visit to Israel is preceded by his equally controversial
visit to war-torn Syria in February 2013. Al-Rahi has branded both visits as part of an effort to demonstrate Christian solidarity across the
region.”®

In dealing with internal disagreements within the Catholic hierarchy, it is important to understand institutionally that, “the
Pope is unlikely to dismiss a bishop the way a CEO might sack an employee, because a bishop remains a bishop, even if sacked, and
a ‘rogue’ bishop is a terrifying prospect for the church, as he can ordain priests and start his own schismatic Church” thus “there is a
delicate balancing act of authority within the Church, and why it is hard to pin down exactly where that authority lies when international
policy is formed and enacted.”®

However, the leniency with which bishops are treated and the diplomatic agenda of the day is often aligned with the personality
of the current Papal administration. “A very cautious Vatican policy in the 1940s and 50s, for example, was in part the result of Pope Pius
XIlI's generally cautious nature, as well as his abiding fear of leftism. John Paul II’s philo-Semitism clearly has had its effects on the “tilt”
of Vatican policy in the Middle East, especially in the decision to recognize the State of Israel. Conversely, the adversarial relationship
between Netanyahu and Vatican leaders, including the pope, served as a brake on Israeli/Vatican relations during this Prime Minister’s
entire tenure (1996-1999).”%° It remains to be seen how this relationship will fare with Pope Francis’ aggressive, almost urgent, brand
of diplomacy which has seen the Holy See’s diplomatic agreement with the State of Palestinian, direct communication with Syria’s
President Assad, and recognition of the Armenian Genocide.

“Vatican watchers say the confluence of the pope’s personality, his Jesuit background and the geopolitical situation all
combine to explain his assertiveness.”®” The Jesuits, a large religious branch of the Catholic church, stress prayer and action. Francis
appears to feel called to wade into the frozen conflicts of the Middle East, the long simmering tensions which are the largest threat to
the three priorities of the Holy See: protection of Christians, protecting the rights and property of the Church, and establishing peace.

IV. External Conflicts and Network of Relationships

The Holy See has two types of external relationships: internal & diplomatic. Under the spiritual role the Holy See fulfills for
the Church, its diplomats first establish “internal” relationships with the peoples and nations where they are assigned and are tasked
‘to serve’ pastorally. In theory, this role “provides the Holy See diplomatic service with a level of internal involvement in the life of
the societies and countries unparalleled in virtually any state foreign service.”®® The Church has thus developed an extensive network
consisting of not only local Catholic parishes but also with the local Catholic religious communities such as the Dominicans Sisters in
Iraq or the Christian Brothers in Palestine. Its next layer of internal relationships is with the other Christian denominations. Although
persecution has created collaboration in the recent years, relationships with other Christian groups, particularly the Greek Orthodox,*
has at times been contentious. Holy sites in Jerusalem are the most common hot spots for these Christian rivalries and fist fights have
been known to break out between monks who guard shines holy to the Christian faith.”

The Holy See has external relations next with the Catholic educational, social and humanitarian services, most often run by
International NGOs. Due to their Catholic mission, these services must be given to all, regardless of religion, and thus these INGOs play
a large role in connecting the wider community to the Church and expanding the Church’s sphere of influence. Catholic belief also
considers these services to be of “witness” and “in action” of the Church and are not to contain proselyting elements. Proselytizing
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is discouraged in the Catholic Church.™ Groups like Catholic Relief Services, CARITAS, and CNEWA are funded by Catholics around the
world and also partners of the US Government and the United Nations in providing humanitarian assistance. These organizations are the
service arm of the Holy See, particularly CNEWA which is the papal agency for humanitarian support.

As mentioned, Vatican Il played a formative role in opening the Church and the Holy See to interreligious dialogue and
collaboration. Former Secretary Relations with States, Cardinal Jean-Louis Tauran, has argued the rapid rate of established diplomatic
relations with Muslim states after decolonization is proof that the “Popes had nothing against Islam” and they are “convinced that it was
possible for believers to live in peace and to work together for the common good of their societies.””> The Holy See has been a prolific
promoter of inter-religious dialogue in the Middle East where they see dialogue as one avenue to protect the Christian minority and a
necessity for peace. The major exception to this is in reference to the Islamic State (IS). In comparison to the Syrian Civil War where the
Pope has continually called for non-violence resolution, the Pope has called for action, presumably including armed action, to stop the
advance of IS which has committed self-proclaimed genocide against Christians and other minorities.” In a 2014 press conference, Pope
Francis said, “Where there is an unjust aggression, | can only say that it is licit to stop the unjust aggressor. | underscore the verb ‘stop.’ |
don’t say ‘to bomb’ or 'make war, (but) ’stop it.”™

The fight against IS is deeply connected to the Holy See’s view of the Assad regime which was reflected in a quote by Aleppo’s
Melkite Greek Catholic Archbishop Jean-Clément: “For the time being, if Assad goes now, there is fear that everything may collapse and
there will be something terrible everywhere in the country.”” The Holy See views both Russia and Iran as crucial actors to resolving the
civilwar and securing the Christianity’s survival in the Middle East. “The Holy See’s ties with Russia are stronger than ever and Rome and
Tehran’s 30 years of quiet engagement has deepened over the last two years to the point that Vatican experts refer to a “Shiite option”
when discussing papal diplomacy. Today, Iranians can even read Saint Augustine’s Confessions and the Catechism of the Catholic Church
in Farsi—the product of a 12-year translation effort by Iranian scholars.””

Iran and the Holy See have been on a successful diplomatic track over the past two decades since Iran sponsored its first
discussion with the Vatican’s Pontifical Council for Interreligious Dialogue in 1995 with a commitment to regular meetings.” In 2005,
Iranian President Mohammad Khatami attended Pope John Paul II’s funeralin Rome, an “unprecedented sign of respect.””®In 2014, Iran’s
ambassador to the Holy See called Pope Francis “a virtuous figure...brimming with morality and modesty, and the Iranian people expect
him to resist oppressors and the powerful, with divine help, just like Jesus Christ.”” This flattering statement, made at the height of the
US-Iran nuclear program negotiations, reflect Iran’s hope for their relationship with the Holy See who they view as a communication
channel to the West. Theologically, some argue that “Shiite Islam resembles Christianity in a number of ways, in practice if notin dogma.
In Iran, religious authority is far more centralized than in Sunni-majority countries: The Supreme Leader is elected from the Assembly of
Experts, comprised of some 80 Ayatollahs popularly elected from 30 districts to serve eight-year terms. The system is analogous to the
Orthodox and Catholic systems of selecting patriarchs and popes. Shiite imams, like Catholic priests, are considered recipients of divine
grace. Many Christians and Shiites also share a devotion to a female spiritual figure, Mary, mother of Jesus, who plays a similar role to
Fatima (known as al-Zahra, the Shining One), the favorite daughter of the Prophet Muhammad.”®

This warming relationship made it possible for the US Conference of Catholic Bishops (USCCB) to take a historic trip to Iran in
April 2014 to meet with The Supreme Council of the Seminary Teachers of Qom, the preeminent center of religious scholarship in Iran
and connected to the Supreme Leader. Together the Bishops and Ayatollahs issued a joint statement against nuclear weapons saying,
“Shia Islam opposes and forbids the production, stockpiling, use and threat to use weapons of mass destruction. Catholicism is also
working for a world without weapons of mass destruction and calls on all nations to rid themselves of these indiscriminate weapons.”®
Under the direction of the Holy See, the USCCB was very involved in lobbying the US legislature® to approve the US-Iran deal and have
continued their theological exchange with the Ayatollahs, meeting with them in Rome in June 2016. This 2016 visit had originally been
planned for Washington DC but the Ayatollahs were not granted visas to enter the United States.

The Holy See’s calls for a non-violent resolution to the Syrian civil war have created an odd alliance with the once anti-religion
and hence anti-Catholic Russia.® Russia backs the Assad regime and, in 2013, was in agreement with the Holy See that the US should not
retaliate against Assad. Additionally, Vladimir Putin has been fostering an Orthodox nationalism via the Russian Orthodox Church® and
together they claim Russia’s backing of Assad’s regime in Syria is in part to protect Christians who the West is seen to have abandoned
in favor of a non-interventionist agenda.®® The Russian Orthodox and Holy See have had a famously strained relationship which was
recently been put aside for the sake of protecting the Middle East’s heavily persecuted minorities. After nearly 1,000 years since their
split, Pope Francis and Russian Orthodox Patriarch Kirill become the first Catholic Pope and Russian Patriarch to meet and embrace.
This took place in Cuba in February 2016. At this meeting the two leaders appealed to the world to protect the assault of Christians in
the Middle East, especially in Syria.®®

The Church is very familiar with being in uncomfortable position with regimes in the Middle East. Hosni Mubarak in Egypt,
Saddam Hussein in Irag, and Bashar al-Assad in Syria have all bartered “protection” for Christians in return for support or at the very least
acquiescence.®” This is another reason why the Holy See’s relationship with the Syrian government is so complicated and controversial.
The Holy See has condemned Assad’s abuse of power, including the recent bombing of Aleppo,®® yet it was Christians that have helped
keep Assad in power under a narrative of survival. For many, IS’ arrival has validated Assad’s narrative that without him Christians will
be expelled from the country, as they were from IS territory, killed in a genocide, or their rights as full citizens will be stripped under
Sharia law.

In a brazen attempt to continue this narrative, the Syrian State News Agency published a photo of Holy See Ambassador
to Syria Cardinal Zenari’s visit to President Bashar al-Assad in December 2016. They reported the letter Zenari presented from Pope
Francis expressed support and sympathy for the Syrian State.®? Although not common for the Vatican to release Papal correspondence,
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the Vatican clarified the next day that this letter was calling on Assad “to ensure that international humanitarian law is fully respected
with regard to the protection of the civilians and access to humanitarian aid”.*® The Holy See is keeping communication channels open
with Assad and, while Assad tries to frame this as support, the Vatican made an uncharacteristic clarification about this relationship.
The Holy See is known for its veil of secrecy and wiliness to be misunderstood by outside observers for the sake of the mission at
hand. This clarification by the Vatican on the contents of the letter can be understood as a firm rebuke of Assad’s siege of Aleppo and
disproportionate military response.

Finally, a wild card in the Holy See’s diplomacy in the Middle East may be Turkey. In 2015, Pope Francis received sharp criticism
from Ankara for calling the mass murder of Armenians by Ottoman-Turks a century ago, “genocide.” The Turks pulled their Ambassador
from Rome for 10 months until the Vatican was able to repair the relationship.”* However, six months after Turkish Ambassador was
reinstated, the Pope again called the Armenian slaughter a “genocide” when he visited the country in June 2016. This word had been left
out of the Pope’s official comments but, when giving the speech to Armenia’s political and religious leaders, he deliberately added it back
in, saying, “Sadly that tragedy, that genocide, was the first of the deplorable series of catastrophes of the past century, made possible
by twisted racial, ideological or religious aims that darkened the minds of the tormentors even to the point of planning the annihilation
of entire peoples.”® This statement received a standing ovation and the Pope continued by calling for the unity of all Christians to stop
religious exploitation like that of the Islamic extremist attacks on Middle Eastern Christians. The Pope’s dramatic words showed support
for the martyred Armenian Christians and a refusal to back down from naming genocide, even under pressure. The Pope has criticized
the West for its slow response to the current persecution of religious minorities in the Middle East, an undertone present in his Armenian
statement.” This row between the Pope and Turkey seems to have taken a backseat in light of the coup attempt in July 2016, a month
following these comments. It remains to be seen how this tension will be resolved in the future.

V. Potential Negotiation Moves

In today’s Middle East, the Holy See is using its international influence to push an agenda of dialogue and co-existence with
the intention of peace.®* As stated in its 1993 fundamental agreement with Israel, it “is solemnly committed to remaining a stranger
to all merely temporal conflicts, which principle applies specifically to disputed territories and unsettled borders.” With no military
or economic national interest, the Holy See is in a “unique position to act ethically and consistently in world politics.”®* Additionally,
“by refusing to take sides in a conflict the Pope preserves the ability to act as a go-between and mediator. The Holy See can then use
clandestine diplomacy to explore both parties’ positions and formulate possible compromises.” From its internal narrative, the Pope is
“not aforeign policymaker or a statesman. He is a pastor and not a politician, despite all the political consequences.”* The Holy See both
holds up moral values and calls consistently on all parties to mind them. Additionally, Pope Francis’ papacy has displayed an increasing
refusal to wait for intractable conflicts or to mind diplomatic protocol.

Although the Holy See’s relationship with Iran is mainly theological, they have opened channels of communication across
the Iranian religious leadership for the intention of peace building. Iran knows the Catholic Church is a communications channel to the
West, demonstrated by the USCCB’s lobby to the US Legislature during the US-Iranian nuclear deal. Likewise, the US Government has
acknowledged this channel as seen in 2015 when the White House asked Pope Francis to help negotiate a release of prisoners from Iran.
" In light of this, one wonders if the State departments’ refusal to grant visas to the USCCB’s Ayatollah guests in Summer 2016 was a
missed opportunity to strengthen this unofficial communications channel and display goodwill.

The USCCB and the Holy See have great hope in their relationship with Iran and this will be communicated to the new Trump
Administration. With a Republican House, Senate, and Presidency notoriously opposed to the Iranian Nuclear Deal, yet favorable to
religious institutions, Pope Francis may play a significant role in promoting US peace with Iran.® In particular, President Trump indicated
a desire for increased collaboration between the US and the Holy See in his May 2017 trip to the Vatican and the Middle East.*® A Vatican
official has confirmed that, “Iran is an integral part of the...negotiation that can lead to peace or, at least, the immediate cessation of
violence in the Middle East...in particular, with regard to Syria.”*® In line with this hope for Iran’s role is a Syrian peace deal, the Pope
has appointed Syrian Bishop Sarkis Davidian to serve in Iran’s Armenian Catholic community, an ally of Assad. These are bold moves
in a region where alliance with the US was once considered the smartest move. Francis is warming up the Holy See’s partners, opening
conversation, and refusing to be boxed by traditional diplomatic norms as was seen in the ‘genocide’ conflict with Turkey. In many ways,
the Holy See has refused to let the “pie” be limited. A striking contrast to the traditional axis of power in the region. The Holy See, instead,
is developed a pattern of ‘cooperating where possible’ while still holding aloft human rights and the common good.

With a significant number of Catholics and Christians in the US Republican Leadership, it would not be surprising to see the
Holy See leverage the spiritual capital of the Pope to promote its demand for peace. Former Pope John Paul Il issued a similar call for
peace 13 years ago condemning the US invasion in Irag. Although unheeded, his words encouraged protests around the world and an
uncomfortable debate within the US Catholic Church. Likewise, the Holy See’s odd relationship with Russia, also a member of the Iran,
Syria, Lebanon axis, holds noticeable similarly to President Elect Trump’s regional sympathies. The Holy See could use this axis as a
means to put pressure on President Assad’s response to the Syrian rebels and perhaps on President Trump to honor the Iranian Nuclear
deal and promote further peace negotiations in the region.

The priorities of how and why the Holy See acts are clear but its diplomatic strength lies in facilitating back room, clandestine
conversation between parties. Furthermore, while the Holy See has temporal responsibilities, it also has spiritual ones. This is a hard
concept for secular analysts to grasp but one that is critical to fully understanding the Holy See’s potential in the Middle East. Take the
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ongoing recapture of Mosel from IS in Irag. The Holy See has consistently maintained a presence in Iraq through the 2003 invasion to
present and has a front row understanding of the conflict. For a Church used to compromising with dictators to keep Christians safe
and with an internal narrative of justice and mercy, the Holy See could be a party prime to work with IS deflectors and/or be a part of
negotiating surrenders. The Holy See has positioned itself to take on these intractable elements of conflict not only to promote peace
but also due to their religious conviction. As this paper hopefully demonstrates, the Holy See may be a fringe player internationally but
one with high stakes in the Middle East, namely the existence of Christianity and regional peace.

Finally, the Holy See is a firm and clear supporter of the two state solution for Israel and Palestine. The Holy See has recognized
the State of Palestine consistent with this policy. They also have an amicable diplomatic relationship with Israel and have made clear
statements on the right of Israel to statehood and security. However, there are currently negotiations outstanding on the Church’s
economic rights in Israel which have yet to be agreed upon and ratified by the Knesset. This is a sensitive nexus of a negotiation
outstanding with an increasingly tense situation between Israel and Palestine. One may infer from Palestinian President Abbas’ visit
to the Vatican on January 14, 2017 (the day of this paper’s submission) that the Holy See is involved in these talks and, much like their
relationship with the Ayatollahs in Iran, is being viewed as a track Il channel to the US. It has been reported that Abbas talked with the
Pope about US President Elect Trump’s plans to transfer the US embassy to Jerusalem. Abbas suggested this move could remove the
US from the negotiation table and the PLO would consider revoking recognition of Israel.’* These statements made to the Pope are a
serious threat two state solution which the Holy See believes is the most sustainable path to peace. Although the last 25 years of peace
talks have failed to come to fruition, it remains to be seen if the Holy See’s increased urgency and priority of the Middle East, as laid out
in this paper, will be able to broker a deal or, at the very least, facilitate a best alternative to a negotiated agreement. Abbas’ visitin many
ways is a symbolic representation of the Holy See’s mission in the Middle East, not to choose sides but to be a negotiator for peace and
keep all channels of communication open where others cannot.




THE MENA NEGOTIATION REPORT

224

Written by: Anna Thomas
X. Iran: Pride, Divisions, and Persian Legacy Edited by: Ashley Miller

1. Identity, Conflict Narratives, Threat Perceptions

The Islamic Republic of Iran has always been a bit of an enigma. The home of the earliest human civilizations, the birthplace
of the legendary Persian Empire, the site of a major CIA-sponsored coup, the host to the world-changing Islamic Revolution, and now
the topic of heated global political discourse: Iran has more history, tragedy, grievance, and opportunity than most of its neighbors, and
arguably most modern countries worldwide. These cultural and political milestones have largely shaped Iran’s modern identity, and
have also provided conceptual guidance for Iran’s continued path toward regional influence and global respect. This section outlines the
underpinnings of Iran’s current national and political identity, Iranian perspectives and public opinions on internal and external conflict,
and Iranian perceptions of regional and global threats to stability and community progress.

Iran’s modern identity and behavior is heavily rooted in the country’s Persian history. As the descendants of some of the most
powerful leaders ever documented, and also of some of the most prolific and influential artists, philosophers, merchants, and scientists,
modern Iranians have much to be proud of. The highly concentrated culture and relative ethno-linguistic homogeneity of the country
hasyielded a modern history of self-reliance and a preference for regionalism.* In this context, Iran has defined its flavor of “regionalism”
as a focus on the Muslim world at the highest level, the Shia community at the next, and the Persian-speaking shared-history neighbors
at the most specific.2 The latter has had a particular influence on Iran’s approach to foreign engagement and defense; the country is
much more likely to invite Tajikistan and the Hazara populations of Pakistan and Afghanistan into the club than its much more distant
Sunni Arab neighbors in the Gulf. Iran has almost adopted a moral imperative that requires the country to guard its broader network of
Persian siblings.> However, Iran’s resulting attitude towards its Arab competition is much less about the Persian versus Arab dynamic
than it is a consequence of the ethnological map of the region.*

The past forty years have also shaped Iran’s internal and external identity and regional positioning through several globally
relevant events. One of the most significant modern national symbols is the Iran-Iraq war, also known as the “sacred Defense era”.
Collective memory of this massively violent conflict is still quite raw in Iran; streets throughout the country are lined with images of
fallen soldiers, a display that ensures that citizens continue to reflect on the struggles of their ever-changing country. The only positive
byproducts of the war were self-discovery and brief global integration. However, the end of the war - which only barely preceded the
US Operation Desert Storm in Iraq - also reinforced Iran’s sensitivity to being dominated by other powers and distrust of the hegemonic
intent of international institutions. The country returned to a focus on self-reliance for the sake of national security, with exception of
renewed relations with the Soviet Union, who was providing arms.

The dissolution of the USSR in 1991 and the subsequent power vacuum in the region put the spotlight on Iran. Iran lost a
powerful foreign partner, and most of the newly independent CIS nations did not see a relationship with Iran as a priority. However,
the collapse suddenly rendered Iran the physical, geographical, and political dominant in the region. Iran took advantage of this new
influence to build relationships with other countries, including Russia and China, seeking to balance the US’s influence and regain some
international support through participation in non-political organizations like the Non-Aligned Movement and OPEC. However, in the
years following, Iran saw more alienation than respect due to its fierce refusal to kowtow to global norms. This remained the case until
more recent political developments.

If Iran’s internal identity, as well as the identity Iran promotes in the broader Persian-speaking world, is one of pride,
accomplishment, community, and history defined by the country’s impressive Persian legacy, then the country’s identity beyond its
borders has been significantly shaped by its relationships with the United States and some powerful neighbors. The longitude of Iran’s
current identity has been limited by the pendulum that has swung from being a pro-West, progressive, secular state under the US-
backed Shah toward becoming an anti-West, conservative, Islam-governed country after the 1979 Islamic Revolution, during which
diplomatic ties with the US were officially severed. Some modernization has occurred in the past decade, particularly under the more
liberal leadership of Presidents Khatami and Hassan Rouhani. Now, even though relations are not yet thawed despite the nuclear
agreement, and conservative Muslim clerics continue to view the US as an aggressor, much of Iran’s population is ready to swing the
pendulum back toward a position of partnership with the West.® In fact, global respect might hinge on Iran’s willingness to compromise
with the West. As Maaike Warnaar writes, “The main constraint to the Iranian regime’s international legitimacy is its hostile relationship
with the United States.”® Indeed, the country’s behavior during the 2015 nuclear negotiations was often likened to that of a petulant
child.

The tumult of the last few decades combined with the rise of Sunni powers, both state and trans-state, in the region have
resulted in Iran turning inward rather than engaging in true multilateral regionalism. Likewise, Iran’s earlier attempts to export its Islam-
centered, anti-West revolution to neighbors was largely met with silence, and while many some powers have expressed interest in
regionalist partnerships, few have successfully promoted a collaborative agenda that engages Iran and Turkey. There are simply too
many religious, ethnic, linguistic, and ideological cleavages, mixed with resource dependency and political instability, to prioritize a
regionalist system.” An outsider might actually interpret Iran’s approach as on the binary: either there is a full suite of strong and allied
relationships in the Muslim World, or Iran participates in none. This attitude is both the privilege and the pitfall of a country so uniquely
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cultivated by history, language, and leadership.

Iran’s perception of the rest of the Middle East influences, but does not seem to fully drive the country’s behavior. Iran’s concern
for Sunni Arab domination triggers seemingly knee-jerk decisions (like rejecting OPEC price floors and supporting Bahraini militias
against Saudi military control). However, these could also have been motivated by Iran’s economic desperation and desire to protect
its Shia brethren. Similarly, Iran’s attempts to avoid engagement in the humanitarian crises in Afghanistan, Pakistan, and Iraq might be
caused by dispassion in the specific issues at hand, but it could also be sourced by a fear of embroilment and a return to the painful Iran-
Irag war context.

That said, the two trans-state issues that are currently top of mind - ISIS and the Israel-Palestine conflict - have received the
attention of Iran. Regarding ISIS, Iran was one of the first neighbors to pledge military support to the Iraqgi government during the early
spread of the group, back in 2014.8 Regarding the Israel-Palestine issue, Iran’s leadership has notoriously denied the existence of Israel
and the events of the Holocaust. Iran has continued to support the Palestinian cause and its militant proxies, despite the fact that the
population is Sunni. In both of these cases, Iran was likely behaving (perhaps overreacting) out of its national desire to defend “real”
Islam and support subjugated Muslims. It would be difficult to argue, however, that this alone was a sufficient motive; Iran is also clearly
vested in its desire to maintain internal security and remain staunch in its rejection of Western behavior.

11. Sources of Leverage

Iran has arguably earned its international reputation as a difficult diplomacy partner and a potential economic and military
threat. The country managed to storm the American Embassy and terrify hostages, continually publicly rejects the State of Israel,
regularly insults Western culture and leadership, has access to massive oil reserves, and is suspected to have developed the foundations
for a nuclear weapon. Because these factors can all strike the nerves of both neighbors and the global world, they can be considered to
be leverage for Iran.

Iran’s main sources of power in the region fall into three general categories, which will be elaborated upon below: security
leverage, economic leverage, and political leverage. Furthermore, Iran’s power is overwhelmingly derived of (and demonstrated as) hard
influence; the country has not yet managed to foster the dynamics of a negotiations-friendly, appeals-focused, soft-power approach. Iran
also has historically only responded to hard power. These preferences, however, exist primarily because of the headstrong and decisive
religious and political leadership. It is difficult to imagine that the population would not favor a transition to soft power, especially as
Iran becomes more desperate for economic and security relief. However, for now, the population is cut off from foreign resources, fed
censored media, and fearful of ever being labeled an “enemy.”

Security Leverage
Iran’s largest source of leverage is its two-pronged ownership over its clandestine nuclear program and purse strings for regional

militias. While few doubt that Iran is capable of developing a functional nuclear weapon, less are sure about Iran’s exact intention in
doing so, or even if the program is little more than an effort to demonstrate steadfastness. The mystery only increases the power of the
nuclear leverage. Iran is able to use it as a strong bargaining chip to achieve better economic and political outcomes or to incite fear and
the bifurcation between the “us” and “them” in the region. Nearly all international negotiations touch on the nuclear context.

Iran, as the single largest benefactor to Hezbollah, also wields a lot of influence in the direction of the Israel-Lebanon conflict.
Without Iran’s financial, moral, and military support, Hezbollah would likely fizzle.

Iran also has a very strong and capable military, which has grown even more intense and ordered following the Iran-Iraq war, it must
be taken seriously in any military-focused discussion, including those discussions of the Syrian Civil War.

Economic Leverage
The second strongest source of leverage for Iran is its burgeoning economy. Long closed off from international consumption and

investment, Iran has overwhelming potential. In addition to its impressive oil reserves, Iran has a productive and efficient sustenance
economy that can easily be converted into further production or expansion. Iran’s oil production, and refusal to kowtow to GCC requests,
has already created significant economic tension, while simultaneously pumping critical funds into the Iranian economy. Iran has the
potential to become a massive global exporter and consumer, and might be able to manipulate trade negotiations to serve national
interests.® The sanctions and political isolationism of the past several decades have resulted in a global marketplace that neither knows
nor anticipates the full strength of a restored Iranian economy.

Political Leverage
Iran’s weakest source of leverage is its political reach, both because of its inward-facing policies and as its clouded image abroad. As

a consequence of its isolationism, Iran has failed to establish deep relationships, and so - in addition to a lack of soft power competence
- the country has few partnerships to laud. Likewise, after the Iranian Revolution and Iran’s subsequent adoption of an (at least
outwardly) anti-West and Sunni-skeptical position, few major potential partners remain not insulted and fewer still can confidently
evaluate and assess Iran’s actual policy goals and direction. Iran’s credibility is therefore limited, and the country has no real political
clout or capital with which to negotiate. The only real source of political leverage is in Iran’s tight control of its borders, enabling the
government to prevent certain individuals from leaving and/or entering, and providing a wide berth of opportunity for detention and
potential collateral for prisoner swaps. Iran’s support for the Syrian government might be seen as a somewhat valuable political asset,
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but the country is unlikely to offer it up entirely as a bargaining chip.
Internal Conflicts and Network of Relationships

Like any country, Iran is a mosaic of differing religious, political, and cultural views and experiences. The largest ethnicity (Persian)
comprises two-thirds of the population, the largest religion (Shia Islam) is close to 90% of the population, and the largest language
(Persian) is spoken by half of the population.* Only 3% of Iran’s population is immigrants), which helps reinforce the strength of the
country’s shared history, culture, and identity. Because of this common interest in the success of the state, internal factions much more
naturally fit on a spectrum rather than in separate, discrete directions.

Political Power

Iran is a well-known anomaly in its approach to political administration. Iran is a true theocracy, but with educated and progressive
contingents, as well as a checkered past of Western partnerships and culture and diaspora engagement. The Islamic Republic presents
a complex system with both immense power and cracks in the foundation. As discussed in prior sections, a notable feature of Iranian
power is a ubiquitous support for Iranian history, culture, and relevance that also encompasses myriad social, economic, ethnic, and
religious predilections. Not surprisingly, this diversity wrapped in unity has catalyzed the ascendance of a series of charismatic and
persuasive leaders who have cut the country’s path forward, though not always in the same direction. This extant power vacuum means
that Iran’s current state of belligerence or conciliation is largely driven by who holds the reins, with the Ayatollah at the nadir of control.
As scholar Maaike Waarnar writes, “In a political system that unites different factions, all of which are loyal to the Islamic Republic,
but which differ in opinion as to what its policies should be, a powerful, balancing leader proves effective in securing stability and
continuity.”*! Historically, this power and balance of come in the form of conservative, system-oriented leadership.

However, the President is hardly the true leader of the country. The Supreme Leader, who theoretically responds to a broader set
of religious players, holds the strings to most political (and, therefore, cultural, social, and economic) guardians. Figure 1 showcases
some of these critical players, who typically blockade, rather than buttress, democratic reforms. As Figure 1 implies, nearly all official
power flows back to the Supreme Leader, often through triangulatory bodies. An omitted, but highly important, additional group are
Iran’s political parties. Estimated to be hundreds in number, they are highly fractured and often clandestine (opposition parties were
frequently banned following the Islamic Revolution). Politicians typically associate instead with either Left or Right leaning coalitions.

Figure 1: Iran’s Major Political Players

art Official Role Power Implications
Supreme Leader Head of State and highest-ranking political Exceptionally powerful; appoints heads
and religious leader. Technically appointed of political divisions, the army, and the
by the Assembly of Experts, which is selected judiciary, and controls a circular chain of
by the Guardian Council, whose members are authority that nominally checks power
selected by the Supreme Leader. Responsible for | butin actuality is subservient. Publically
statements and final decisions on the economy, | adored but strong undercurrent of
war, and social principles. Current (and second) opposition among Iranians both within
Supreme Leader is Ayatollah Ali Khameini and beyond borders
President Head of government’in Iran and the highest- Strong public power as the figurehead
ranking elected official, serving no more than of internal and foreign policy, but with
two consecutive four-year terms. Reports to no actual final power over matters
the Supreme Leader but carries out executive of state. Typically holds most soft
responsibilities. Candidates must be approved power internally as a representative
by the Guardian Council. Current President is of the people than externally as a
. Hassan Rouhani. _ representative of the Islamic Republic
Parliament / Majlis / Legislative body with 290 overwhelmingly Limited political power, primarily
Islamic Consultative Muslim representatives; candidates must be manifested in ability to dismiss cabinet
Assembly approved by the Guardian Council. Oversees ministers. Can propose some new laws.
development and ratification of legislation,
international treaties, and national budget.
Candidates must be approved by the Guardian
Council. Current Speaker is Ali Larijani
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Figure 1: Iran’s Major Political Players

Part
Assembly of Experts

Official Role
An 88-member body of Islamic theologians

responsible for electing and overseeing the
Supreme Leader. Elected by direct public vote
and approved by the Guardian Council. Current
Speaker is Ahmad Jannati

Power Implications
Mostly symbolic power, as the Assembly

is managed by the Supreme Leader
himself via the Guardian Council. Rarely
contradicts the statements made by the
Supreme Leader.

Guardian Council

A'12-member council, half of whom are
appointed by the Supreme Leader and half by
the Head of Judicial Power. Members are experts
in Islamic law and/or different, specific areas

of law. Interprets the Constitution, manages
consistency of Islam and the Constitution, and
enforces Islamic values. Also manages electoral
affairs. Current Chairman is cleric Ahmad
Jannati

Immense power provided by ability to
evaluate and eliminate political parties
and candidates; typically endorses
military candidates. Essentially an
extension of the Supreme Leader’s
power, as the Head of Judicial Power is
also appointed by the Supreme Leader.
Considered to be a chief inhibitor of
democratic evolution

Expediency Discernment

An assembly with 39 seats originally established

Largest source of power is in unofficial

Council to resolve conflicts between the Guardian role as advisor to the Supreme Leader,
Council and the Majlis; members are chosen by who has granted more authority to the
the Supreme Leader. Under current leadership, assembly in recent years, allowing for
has relatively progressive economic positions some supervisory power over several
and a desire to avoid conflict with the USA government branches.

/ West. Current Chairman is Akbar Hashemi
Rafsanjani

Revolutionary Guards A 125,000 member-strong branch of the Armed Holds significant sway in political,
Forces also known as the Pasdaran, established cultural, social, and economic profiles of
following the Islamic Revolution, with the goal of | Iran. Strong public presence. Has been
protecting the Iranian Islamic system. Expanded | characterized as a terrorist unit due to
under Ahmadinejad administration. Has had support for foreign extremist groups. Has
limited engagement in the Syrian and Lebanese ability to silence opposition.
civil wars. Current Commander is Mohammed Ali

Military / Armed Forces ,JAatfrEiiy:rJIa rtite system with over 545,000 active Has been characterized as the most

of the Republic of Iran personnel across the Army, Revolutionary powerful military in the Middle East.

Guards, and Law Enforcement Force. Historically
supported by foreign arms trade. Current chief of
Staff is Mohammad Bagheri

Strong intelligence coordination and
obvious power over execution of any
nuclear capability.

Political Divisions

The simplest way to categorize Iran’s internal groups is into quadrants (see Figure 2). While this is a religious-political framework, it
includes (or can be adjusted to include) implications for ethnic and economic divisions, which are closely tied to religious and political
parallels. In Figure 2, which was originally developed by Harvard’s Payam Mohseni,'? we see two spectra, one representing the political
position and one representing the religious position. The upper-right quadrant represents traditional religious leaders and merchants
who believe in a firmly Islamic state. The lower-right quadrant, with a broader social justice and anticapitalistic focus, comprises lower-
class citizens, war veterans, and the Revolutionary Guards. The lower-left quadrant includes those who are open to rapprochement with
the West and support pro-liberal government and economic policies, including secular-focused students and the urban middle class.
Finally, the upper-left quadrant prioritizes modernization and China-style growth and includes Western-thinking capitalists, merchants,
and technocrats. Mohseni’s framework will provide the structure for the political-religious evaluation of in-state actors, expanded to
include economic and ethnic considerations.

The Theocratic Right

This group is easily identifiable as the “religious core” of the Islamic Republic. It was these leaders - many educated in Qom or
with ties to the Society of Qom Seminary Teachers - who established the Islamic Republic, and these leaders who continue to push for
a truly Islamic state. The most obvious advocate, at least in public performance, is the Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei. A more
accessible representative is Ali Larijani, the current leader of the Parliament of Iran and the former commander of the Revolutionary
Guards, the military division responsible for promoting enforcing Islamic law. Larijani was recently known as a strong rival of former
President Ahmadinejad in both substance and style. Other important names in this category include: Mohsen Rezaee, also a rival of
Ahmadinejad and current secretary of the Expediency Discernment Council, which is effectively a proxy for the Supreme Leader’s
authority; Mohammed Bagher Ghalibaf, the current Mayor of Tehran; and Hashemi Bahramani, the former fourth president of Iran and the
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current the chairman of the Expedience Discernment Council. The relevant political party is the Islamic Coalition Party. For stakeholders
in this category, the goal is sober and pragmatic leadership that supports Islamic goals without radicalism or sensationalism. This is
a somewhat counterintuitive ideology given the often scathing or unrealistic remarks made by the Supreme Leader, but on-the-ground
leaders must navigate the system with diplomacy and tact. This group is likely open to negotiations with the West, particularly to
support Iran’s economy, but is steadfast on its expectations of what the Iranian state ought to look like and what it means to be Muslim.

The Theocratic Left

The populist Theocratic Left looks like a liberal party, sounds like a more radical Theocratic Right, and behaves like a conservative
splinter movement appealing to the oft-overlooked lower-income socio-economic tiers and disenfranchised populations. The most
notable representative of this group, former president Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, has demonstrated most of the shock tactics that
underscores the “pro-lranian” attitude of this group: the insults at the West; the denial of the Holocaust; the disparagement of more
secular policies. In many ways, the Theocratic Left embraces the ideals of the Islamic revolution insofar as they strike real change.
Realistically, however, members of this group often discredit Iran’s diplomacy and attract scrutiny, distrust, and even pity from neighbors
and foreigners, whether intended or not.

Another key name in this category is Gholam-Ali Haddad-Adel, the former chairman of Parliament and the first non-cleric to hold
the role. Ahmadinejad’s major alliance, the now-defunct Alliance of Builders of Islamic Iran, also known as Abadgaran, was also a key
player in the development of an Iranian “neocon” movement that sought to restore the “original revolutionary spirt at the battlefields
of the Sacred Defence”, or the Iran-lraq war.

The Theocratic Left are socialists in the equality-unity mindset, but are anything but reformist; their values dictate a goal of a return
to a conservative, inward-focused, Islamic social support-promoting population. Other key players in this contingent include war and
policy veterans who have fought hard for their nation, lower-class and poor populations who seek to end Western-inspired capitalist
stratification, and The Revolutionary Guards, or Pasdaran, a branch of the Armed Forces operating with the goal of protecting Iran’s
Islamic system. Ahmadinejad was actually a strong advocate of an extended and more influential role for the Pasdaran, and the country
saw a notable return to socialist nationalism in the early years of the new millennium.

The Republican Left

The Republican Left group is the furthest-left group that mainstream Iranian political divisions represent. Representatives of this
faction support economic and political modernization and liberalization and the rejuvenation of “the middle class”. Likewise, this group
tends toward supporting “China-style” growth, driven by swift industrialization, specialization, and exportation. Understandably, these
goals remain modest in dimension for the time-being, but present a strong under-current that paves the way for international business
investment. This group includes former Iranian President Mohammed Khatami, who served in office from 1997-2005, and former Iranian
Prime Minister (1981-1989) and Presidential candidate (2009) Mir-Hossein Mussavi.

These reformist politicians represent different taxonomical ideologies. Khatami is a Shia theologian affiliated with the Association
of Combatant Clerics political party, whose modern incarnation promotes the curtailment of clerical power but still does not endorse
a completely secular system.** Mussavi, and ethnic Azerbaijani and active player in the Iranian Revolution, now represents the “Green
Movement”, which directly opposed the Ahmadinejad administration. The common thread is a desire for a populist, ideas-driven
government that can inculcate a more prolific economy, for which thawed foreign relations and cross-class collaboration are essential.
The Iranian diaspora, locally educated younger population, urban middle and working classes, and middle-class minorities typically
support these political views.

The Republican Right

The fourth and final primary contingent represent the most West-leaning views, and has helped push the country to recent
progressive outcomes such as the 2015 nuclear agreement. The most obvious supporters are the Western-educated population and the
merchant class, for whom capitalism presents the brightest path forward. This group is economically distinct from the Republican Left
in its support for Darwinian economics; rather than a peoples’ economy built off of mutual capability and vocational development, the
Republican Rights believes in massive privatization and foreign investment that would allow Iran to make use of its high education rates
to develop a complex export profile. Likewise, this group endorses the formalization of the large informal economy, which currently
accounts for nearly 50% of employment.*® Former President (1989-1997) and Presidential candidate (2013) Ali Akbar Hashemi Rafsanjani,
also a deeply embedded character in Iranian politics, is the most public face of this view. He is also a very outspoken opponent of Iran’s
political isolationism, quipping - after a series of nuclear tests directed at blocking current president Rouhani’s abroad - that Iran should
focus on negotiations rather than missiles (using Twitter, no less).!” The Republican Right, then, is the country’s most likely contingent
for foreign engagement.
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Figure 2: Iran’s Internal Divisions, as developed by Payam Mohseni
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External Conflicts and Network of Relationships

Iran has an interesting foreign policy and external relations profile. Given the Islamic Republic’s history of isolationism and
pervasive Persian-Shia identity, the country’s external conflicts are characterized by both strong adherences to current positions and
weak international relations. As discussed in previous sections, the country has attempted to build regional coalitions along ethnic and
religious lines, but the hardline nature of political leadership has hampered genuine improvement of partnerships with both neighbors
and the West. Iran’s involvement in the current Middle East conflict has been muted, both because the country has been focused on its
nuclear negotiations and because its zero-tolerance approach to ISIS goes largely undocumented in Western media. However, Iran’s role
is slowly becoming more public and more forceful, particularly as it seeks to counterbalance the dominance of Western actors in Syria
and to downplay its concessions to the United States.

Relationships with State Actors

Shia States

Iran’s closest allies are, without a doubt, those with whom the country shares history, ethnicity, or religion. The so-called “Shia
Crescent”, the diverse territory that includes Syria, Lebanon, parts of Irag, Bahrain, and parts of Yemen, has both benefited from Iranian
military and economic support and suffered from the backlash of Iranian partnerships through sanctions and marginalization. Lebanon
is Iran’s strongest and most valuable partner in the region.*® In addition to supporting Hezbollah, Iran has offered the Lebanese Army
military aid in the event of a funding cut from Western countries driven by the Iran relationship.

Historically, the Iran-Syria relationship was driven more by protection against perceived mutual threats than by a Shiite-specific
platform. The two countries have maintained close ties since the conclusion of the Iran-Iraq war, both strongly opposing Saddam
Hussein’s rule and the United States-Israel relationship. Iran is now one of the major supporters of the Assad administration in the Syrian
Civil War, and has invested significant financial and political capital.

Iran has also sponsored military and militia efforts in other partner countries, including the Houthi rebels in Yemen, Hezbollah in
Lebanon, and the Shia minority population in Bahrain. Again, Iran’s investments seem born more of strategic and security preference
rather than a strict promotion of Shia elitism.

Arab Gulf Countries
The Gulf states, excluding the aforementioned pockets of Iran beneficiaries, are perhaps Iran’s strongest opponents. Indeed, the
Gulf Cooperation Council was originally established to counterbalance Iran’s presence, particularly after Irag’s collapse and the resulting
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regional power vacuum.* The two parties are now engaged in an oil price war, one the Gulf countries always feared would result from
lifted sanctions.” Meanwhile, Iran’s faceoff with Saudi Arabia during the Bahraini Arab Spring was a proxy power struggle between the
two countries. This was just one of many such proxy conflicts between the two countries, representing what some scholars call a “new
cold war”, particularly as the United States stakes alignment with Saudi Arabia and Russia increasingly backs Iran.* A few analysts
have even gone so far as to suggest that the Saudi Arabia-Iran faceoff is more of a “tug-of-war” over the United States, with both sides
baiting the U.S. into military partnership in the Syrian war and coaxing economic commitments.? That said, the GCC endorsed the 2015
nuclear deal, and likely hope that it will empower moderate Iranian politicians and “make Iran a more responsible regional actor.”*
Furthermore, Iran and Kuwait have maintained an unusually close relationship (for a Sunni country and a U.S. ally), fueled in part by
Kuwait’s peril at the hands of Saddam Hussein during the Iran-lraq war. Iran and Oman also maintain tight relations driven in part by a
large-scale energy collaboration.

Other Arab States

Iran’s stagnant progress with Egypt is balanced by a stronger influence in Irag. As a large recipient of United States aid, and with
relatively positive relations with Saudi Arabia and Israel, Egypt faces significant pressure to pace its approach to a renewed friendship
with Iran. Historically, however, relations have been lukewarm and weakened by things like former Egyptian President Anwar Sadat’s
open invitation to the exiled Shah of Iran and an Iranian street named after Sadat’s assassin. Jordan has been slowly rebuilding its
economic ties with Iran after a complete cut during the Iran-lraq war. Iran strongly supports the Palestinian cause, articulating support
for a one-state goal.

Other Neighbor States

Iran has struggled to build a successful reputation within (and partnerships with) Central Asia and the Caspian Region, but
sees potential in Afghanistan. Iran has failed to build a coalition around a Persian core in Uzbekistan and Tajikistan, particularly since
the fall of the Soviet Union. Likewise, the country’s attempts to eschew United States influence and presence has not found support
in Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Georgia, who rely on the security afforded by the U.S. military presence in the region. In contrast, Iran has
maintained strong ties with the people of Afghanistan (if not always the government), especially during the challenges and conflicts in
recent decades. Iran has welcomed millions of refugees, particularly Hazara and other Dari-speaking people, and has also contributed
to reconstruction, though possibly driven by the ulterior motive of keeping Sunni neighbors away.

Israel

Iran does not recognize the state of Israel, instead claiming it to be “Palestine under occupation”. Today’s meme of Iranian
vitriol and reciprocal Israeli acrimony is actually not a pattern of history. Prior to the Islamic Revolution, the two countries had a fairly
close - or at least complementary - relationship, driven largely by the counterbalancing goal so typical of the region. However, after
the revolution, Iran’s perceived rationality, particularly toward those entities not directly in line with the renewed national goals,
plummeted, instigating the tit-for-tat situation that persists. Despite the obviously toxic rhetoric promulgated on both sides, and the
frightening reality of a potentially nuclear Middle East, some argue that Iran is actually less of a threat to Israel than the Palestinian
cause, which has weathered decades and finds far more sympathy internationally.?

Russia and Europe

Iran and Russia have a long and complex history, with both countries commanding strong histories of regional leadership and
dominance. Currently, the two countries are strong partners, balancing trade relationships (particularly critical for sanctions-ridden
Iran) with security collaboration, both in terms of arms provision and support for the Assad administration in Syria. Russia likely sees its
alignment with Iran as critical to balance Western influence. Iran and Turkey share even more overlapping history, resulting in modern
ethnic and linguistic similarities. The country’s strong trade and diplomatic relations, somewhat surprising given Turkey’s efforts to stay
palatable to Europe.

The United States

It goes without saying that the Iran-US relationship is complex and colored by the swinging pendulum of history. Both
countries undoubtedly pursue some selfish purposes in the region - economic, security, political - and some conflict is created more
by competition than by genuine incongruence of ideals. Occasionally, as we have seen with the nuclear negotiations, this competition
actually requires collaboration. Iran depends on the United States for its economic growth, and the United States depends on Iran to
help prove the power of U.S. diplomacy. However, without formal diplomatic relations and with 87% of Americans expressing a negative
view of Iran, sensationalist rhetoric continues to help drive a wedge between mutual perceptions and mutual goals.* Under President
George W. Bush, who overlapped with President Ahmadinejad in Iran, relations grew more strained over topics like Iran’s enrichment
of uranium and the U.S. involvement in the Middle East. President Obama and President Rouhani have warmed the partnership, but
incoming U.S. President Donald Trump has an unpredictable, hardline view on Iran.
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Relationships with Non-State Actors

Multilateral Organizations

Iran is a favorite pariah of multilateral organization - the United Nations (UN) and International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
in particular. The pet topic is, of course, Iran’s nuclear program. In the last decade, the UN Security Council issued over ten resolutions
involving sanctions against and nuclear operations within Iran. After the introduction Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action, or the “nuclear
agreement” in 2015, however, the UN became responsible for a resolution that documented Iran’s responsibilities. This marked a step
toward a more welcoming relationship, although there is still some suspicion over the extent to which the UN, Israel, and the United
States will seek to purposely identify small infractions.? In the same event, IAEA Director General Yukiya Amano spoke favorably of the
shift, noting in his official statement: “Relations between Iran and the IAEA now enter a new phase.”*

Kurdish Population

Iran has close to five million ethnic Kurds, the majority of whom are Sunni Muslim, living along the borders with Turkey and
Irag. As in many other countries, the government and the Kurdish population have long been in conflict. The Sunni Kurds had not been
supported by the Shah’s regime, but after the Islamic revolution imposed a strong Shia leadership, Kurdish nationalism found itself face-
to-face with a strong military response from Tehran. This fueled further Kurdish nationalism, although the conciliatory attempts of the
Khatami administration in the late 1990s temporarily diffused some tension.
Today, however, Kurds continue to be targeted; in the past two decades, several prominent Kurdish activists have been detained and/
or executed, against condemnation from international rights organizations.?® At the same time, there’s some speculation that Iran is
promoting - both in policy and in public relations - a partnership with the Kurds, possibly to curry favor while ISIS attacks Kurdish
populations in Iraq and Syria, and possibly to counterbalance the efforts of Turkey, a notably hardline country on Kurdish affairs. Israeli
scholar Michael Tanchum writes, “Ankara’s offensive against the PKK [Kurdistan Workers Party] is an invitation to Iran to bring about a
strategic nightmare for Turkey worse than the one [Turkish President] Erdogan sought to prevent.”? Regardless, Sunni Kurdish militias
are still active, fueled, and a strong regional influence.

Terrorist Organizations

Iran has no shortage of terrorist affiliations, at least as classified by Western entities, but these include both groups that Iran
supports and those with whom Iran continues to approach with an iron fist. Some groups that have already been discussed include
Hezbollah, also considered to be Iran’s “protégé”, and the Palestinian Islamic Jihad. Another notable group is Jundallah, also known
as the People’s Resistance Movement of Iran, which is based out of the Pakistani region of Balochistan and aims to defend the Sunni
population in Iran. Jundallah is estimated to have injured or killed over 400 Iranian citizens in the last 15 years, and is also rumored
to have links to al-Qaeda. The United States has also marked Jundallah as a terrorist organization. In terms of ISIS, Iran has strongly
condemned the organization - which has anti-Shia ideologies - from the beginning, with a particular warning issued to the organization
to never approach the Iran-lraq border.*
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Xl. Irag: Finding Peace Again in Dar as-Salam Edited by: Rosi Greenberg

The city of Baghdad was established in the 8" century by Abbasid Caliph al Mansour as the capital of one of the greatest
imperial powers of its time: the Islamic Empire. The city, a glittering triumph in the heart of Mesopotamia, known as dar assalam (the
abode of peace), would be violated throughout history: sacked by the Mongols (1258 C.E.); burned by Tamarlane (1401); neglected by
Ottoman and Persian Empires for centuries; occupied by the British (1917); crowned as the capital of the Kingdom of Iraq (1921), only
to be exploited for decades by Western imperial powers; invaded in the Anglo-Iragi War (1941); bathed in the blood of the monarchical
family in the name of republicanism (1958); dominated by the Ba’ath Party and Saddam Hussein (1979); forced to witness years of war,
with Iran, with the Kurds, with Kuwait, with the United States of America, between Sunnis and Shias; starved by United Nations sanctions
(1990s); humiliated by “oil for food” programs (1996); accused of housing weapons of mass destruction (2002) and subsequently invaded
by the United States and United Kingdom (2003); finally, abandoned by U.S. forces (2011), politically divided, and diseased by the
Islamic State (2013 - Present). Geography, geopolitics and greed have turned Iraq into a battleground for most of its modern history, so
the question remains: how do you restore peace to a country that is so frequently at war, with the world and itself?

Section I: Identity, Conflict Narratives, and Threat Perceptions

“lrag’s contemporary identity is a conglomeration of competing spheres of influence, domestic political maneuverings, and international
interference. Regional hegemons and Iragi leaders benefit from exacerbating (and in some instances, instigating) ethnic and sectarian
divisions in Iraqi society, while international powers use orientalist narratives to justify (i) violations of Iraqi state sovereignty, (ii) the
failure of the Iragi nation-building/democratization project post-2003, and (iii) increasingly damaging nonintervention policies vis-a-vis
the Islamic State in Iraq and Syria (hereafter ISIS). The most pernicious narratives are grounded in a presumed lack of Iraqi identity, a
self-sustaining myth that depends on a number of erroneous preconceptions: the “artificiality” of the state,* the historic and unchanging
nature of violence in the country that is “rooted in conflicts that date back millennia,”? and the “inevitability” of Iraq’s breakup into
confessional sub-states.® Yet these narratives threaten the future stability of Iraq, as they can lead to the conclusion that Baghdad is
doomed to division, backwardness, and empowerment of extremist voices, particularly that of ISIS.

When discussing the current divisions within the Iragi state, most international commentators ground their discussion in the
impact of imperialism and arbitrary borders (i.e. “Churchill’s hiccup”) on Iraq’s disparate tribes. While it is important to understand the
impact of interventionism throughout Iraqg’s history, it is equally essential to avoid crediting the Western world with the creation of
Irag. As a concept, ‘Iraq’ far pre-dates the country’s 1921 establishment. “Both medieval Arab society and pre-modern Iran, officials and
travelers used the term ‘Iraq’ to describe the Fertile Crescent; there was a sense that there was a unit called Irag. The term was also used
in nineteenth-century Ottoman-Iranian diplomatic correspondence. Iraq is not merely the result of melding together three Ottoman
provinces.” The city of Baghdad has existed since 764 AD, and the Fertile Crescent, of which modern-day Iraq is primarily composed, is
considered the cradle of civilization. Iraq had deep roots (and even a name) long before the Western powers mandated a kingdom along
the Tigris and Euphrates.

For as long as Iraq has existed, its population has been a mix of religiously, ethnically and racially diverse groups - a fact that
has challenged the Westphalian notion of states as the dominion of homogenous nations. Although the central Iragi government does
not perform an official census, the Central Intelligence Agency of the United States estimates (as of July 2016) that Kurds make up 15-20
percent of the population, and an estimated 5.2 million Iraqgis live in what is locally referred to as “Iraqi Kurdistan” - a contentious term
for the territorial foothold of a people that spans Turkey, Syria, Iran and Iraq and impacts the territoriality of all four states. Arab Iraqgis
make up 75-80 percent of the population, with the remainder consisting of Turkomans and Assyrians (~5 percent). An estimated 60-65
percent of Iragis identify as Shi’a, 35-37 percent as Sunni, and the rest among various other denominations, including Christians, Hindus,
Buddhists and Jews.® The presence of the Islamic State in Iraq has affected the country’s demographics, but new data is not currently
available.

The heterogeneity of Iragi society has presented a unique challenge to the central government, which has long struggled to
be tolerant of competing spheres of identity in Irag. As in other countries in the Middle East, Iraqi leaders historically have used pan-
Arabism as a building block for contemporary Iraqi identity - a tactic most notably adopted by the Arab Socialist Ba’athist party in
Egypt in the hopes of creating a pan-Arab republic in Egypt and the Levant. Although Iraq engaged with the United Arab Republic (as it
was called) in 1958,° and even adopted a red, white, and black banded flag that denoted pan-Arabism, the experiment was predicated
on the faulty assumption that Iraq was, in fact, an Arab nation.” In an attempt to homogenize the population, the Ba’athist regime of
Saddam Hussein denied Iragi Kurds their heritage, language, and citizenship, and waged war against them. This history contributes
to the present perceived threat from both sides, as Arab Iraqis fear revenge-seeking behaviors from the Kurds, while the Kurds fear a
resurgence of the scapegoating and violence perpetrated against them for decades by Arab leaders in Iraq.
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The ethnicdivisionsin Iragi society were exacerbated by foreign interventions and propaganda. The U.S.-led military operations
inlraq (in 1991 and 2003 respectively) were seen as essential to the “liberation” of Iraqi Kurds: “The Kurdish safe haven [in Northern Iraq]
was supposed to serve Washington’s Iraq containment strategy, a launching pad for the harassment of Saddam Hussein. But there was
an unintended consequence: one of the most successful nation-building projects in American history.”® The U.S. presence in Iraq laid
the groundwork for the modern Iragi Kurdistan, a semi-autonomous state in northern Iraq with its own system of government (the
Kurdish Regional Government, or KRG) and military force (the Peshmerga), ultimately beholden to the central government in Baghdad
but growing in its autonomy.

The Kurdish liberation by foreign powers may have prevented true reconciliation between Baghdad and the Kurds by
circumventing internal discussion of grievances, failing to incentivize coalition-building and re-integration of Iragi Kurds into the state,
and creating a line between the Western-oriented Iraqi Kurds and the rest of Irag. As a result, Erbil (the capital of the KRG) and Baghdad
essentially operate as two different entities, despite political barriers to Kurdish political autonomy; despite ratifying a constitution that
precludes the Kurds from having relationships with other governments independent from Baghdad, the KRG has sought political and
economic alliances with neighboring states, such as Turkey. The Baghdadi government failed to provide the Kurds with an agreed-upon
percentage (17%) of the central budget in 2014 and 2015,° which has encumbered the Iragi Kurds’ attempts to develop infrastructure
and grow in many sectors, including agricultural production.’® This may be an intentional move by Baghdad to discourage Kurdish
autonomy, which is regionally unfavorable: the “Kurdish question” of statehood transcends Iraq’s borders, as “Greater Kurdistan” would
challenge the sovereignty of the Iraqi, Syrian, Turkish and Iranian states. (For more on this, see section on the Kurds.)

It is important to distinguish Arab/Kurdish conflict from violence that falls along confessional lines, as there is actually little
overlap between the two within Iraq. Despite the fact that most Iragi Kurds are Sunni Muslims, their religion has carried little weight in
their sense of self, which is particularly important to the shape of government: in the confessional style government (discussed later in
this section), Iragi Kurds are considered distinct from Iragi Sunnis. For the Kurds, “[Kurdish] nationalism has generally overshadowed
currents of religious fundamentalism - after all, their oppressors, the Arabs, the Persians, and the Turks, have always been Muslim as
well.”** This has contributed to a strong sense of Kurdish identity in the north, as opposed to Islamic identity, or Iraqi identity, and a
pointed pivoting away from Baghdad and toward the Western world by Erbil.

While ethnic divisions have shaped modern-day Iraq, the country was not always so visibly divided by identity politics.
Historically, Baghdad was a well-integrated city with few confessional conflicts: in the late 20* and early 21% centuries, Sunni and Shia
Iraqis lived in mixed communities in Baghdad, intermarried and generally felt “less concern” about the religious affiliations of their
neighbors.? Even the secular Ba’athist party was less concerned with Sunni/Shia divisions, and more intent upon subsuming Islamic
identity as a whole beneath Iragi nationalism: “Saddam co-opted Islamic discourse when it suited him politically, beginning in the 1980s
(to maintain legitimacy in the wake of the Iranian revolution) and particularly toward the end of his reign in response to a potential U.S.
invasion. But throughout, he was ruthless against all Islamist organizations, regardless of whether their movements were peaceful or
violent, Sunnior Shia.”®* While Saddam Hussein did utilize sectarian divisions to consolidate his power, the Ba’athist regime was far more
concerned with subverting religion beneath the state apparatus than with starting protracted, intra-Islamic conflict. Thus, while religion
has always been important to Iraqgi identity, religious differences need not be the reason that a cohesive Iraq cannot exist.

However, it was almost impossible for the international community to conceptualize a Middle East that was not predicated
on either a Sunni or Shia identity: “For the quarter century between the Iranian revolution in 1979 and September 11, 2001, the United
States saw the Middle East...through the eyes of the authoritarian Sunni elites in Islamabad, Amman, Cairo and Riyadh.”** This fact,
coupled with the relatively new geopolitical significance of Iran and the rise of the insurgent group Hezbollah in Lebanon, created
a dichotomy in the American narrative that divided Islam between the “good” Sunni allies and the other (Shia) Islamic extremists.
These reductionist narratives drove U.S. policy in the Middle East, precluded a strong American stance against the war crimes of the
Saddam regime until 2001, and created a self-fulfilling prophecy for the future of Iraq. In assuming that (violent) societal divisions in Iraq
were historic, unchanging, and inevitable, the U.S. failed to properly prevent stratification along religious and ethnic lines during the
reformation of the Iragi government, post-Saddam. As early as one year after the ratification of the new Iraqi constitution, international
analysts had identified a fundamental problem with the new, U.S.-backed republic: “Not only has the United States failed to bring a
functional democracy to Iraq, neither U.S. forces nor the U.S.-backed Iragi government in Baghdad have been able to provide the Iraqi
people with basic security. This has led many ordinary citizens to turn to extremist sectarian groups for protection.”*s

Although the 2005 Iragi constitution highlighted in its preamble a commitment to end the discrimination and violence—*...
so we sought hand in hand and shoulder to shoulder to create our new Iraq, the Iraq of the future free from sectarianism, racism,
locality complex, discrimination and exclusion”'*—these societal splits were solidified into political realities within the government.*’
“The Iraqi political system [...] aspires to ‘consensual democracy’ via the representation of ethnic identities in the country, and a
process of building up political and electoral organizations on the basis of ethnic or confessional affiliation—a process for political
and sectarian self-identification imposed upon citizens.”*® This idea came primarily from the shape of the Iragi Governing Council, an
interim government council shaped and empowered by the United States. The Council was composed of 13 Shias, five Sunnis, five
Kurds, one Turkmen, and one Assyrian Christian, and effectively “institutionalized the idea that the government should be broken up
proportionally” along ethno-sectarian lines.'® The idea of quotas was also present in the 90s, when anti-Saddam groups met in Vienna
and instituted caps on the number of delegates from religious parties, Western-leaning parties, and independents; this system became
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more confessional as time went on, with the next conference (the “Salahaddin meeting” of 1992) explicitly mixing religious and ethnic
considerations alongside political ones. “The Salahaddin conference showed that the anti-Saddam groups believed they needed quotas
to include the wide variety of groups committed to the cause. They were also moving towards having those [quotas] based more upon
ethno-sectarian criteria than politics.”?

However noble the intention of quotas may have been, they ultimately empowered the historically marginalized Shias to
exact revenge on Irag’s minority Sunni population. Under the first Prime Minister, Nouri al-Maliki, Iraq fell victim to institutionalized
bigotry, which reinforced the sectarian conflict narrative and led to mass conflict across Iraq: “With the insistence on applying political
sectarianism and communalism [in Iraq], the country witnessed the worst sectarian violence in its history from 2005 to early 2008.”%
These political and societal divisions are particularly relevant to Iraqi state security. The stated strategy of Al Qaeda in Iraq (AQI,
the precursor to ISIS) for defeating the international coalition in Iraq was to (i) isolate U.S. forces, (ii) exacerbate sectarian tensions
in Iraq, (iii) disrupt reconstruction efforts and (iv) discourage Iraqi cooperation with the international coalition.?? Al Qaeda, and later
ISIS, capitalized on a divided Iraq, utilizing sectarian divisions and the tendency of the United States to oversimplify identity politics to
forward their political agenda. Yet while sectarianism was a useful political tool, in their view it was not supposed to remain the status
quo. Osama bin Laden did not want a permanently divided umma, as evidenced by his response to increasing violence against Shia
Iragis: as sectarian tensions began to rise in Iraq, exacerbated by AQI leader Abu Musab al-Zargawi’s increased targeting of Shias in
Irag, bin Laden condemned AQI’s anti-Shia violence: “As early as July 2005, al Qaeda core’s leadership sought to convey to Zargawi the
importance of maintaining popular support, both in Iraq as well as globally, through avoidance of divisive attacks (targeting Shiites),
minimizing collateral damage (killing of innocent Muslims), and promoting an Iraqgi image (elevating the profile of the group’s Iraqgi
membership).”? (For more on this, please see the section on ISIS.)

However, after breaking from Al Qaeda, the Islamic State continued to use domestic tensions to justify violence and encourage
bandwagoning against the anti-Sunni government in Baghdad: “ISIS’ sweep of the so-called Sunni Triangle - an area of central Iraq to
the west and north of Baghdad mostly populated by Sunni Muslims” was made possible by the “fragility of the Arab state system and
the existence of profound ideological and communal cleavages.”* The persecution of Sunnis and de-Ba’athification of Iraq post-2003
left many formerly high-ranking officials in the old Iraqi government completely disenfranchised in the new regime, and also subjected
to systematic violence and arrests under Maliki.>> While these policies were met with international condemnation of both the Maliki
government and the quota system writ large, there is little consensus as to how to fix the problem: the current Iragi Prime Minister Haider
al-Abadi has suggested the abolition of the “party and sectarian quotas” and a “radical cabinet reshuffle” to include academics and other
professionals, but “Abadi has also come under pressure from within his own party which has pushed back against the reshuffle, fearing it
could weaken the political patronage networks that have sustained their wealth and influence for more than a decade.”* Still, the leader
of the parliamentary majority State of Law Coalition in Iraq, Kemal al-Saadi, has suggested that the quota system and lack of a political
majority party has caused the impasses that characterize the Iragi government and limit its potential for action, and has also called for
reform.? Both Maliki and Abadi have blamed the United States for the current divisions in Iragi society, citing the institutionalization of
ethno-sectarian politics as the primary reason for the government’s ineffectiveness.

An often neglected third societal division is highlighted by the quota system: gender. Although Iragi women held a quarter of
the seats in the 2010 parliamentary elections, only one woman is in charge of a ministry—the ministry of women’s affairs.?® International
interventions, as well as the rise of conservative Islamism in the Middle East, effectively destroyed Iragi women’s standing in society.
Under Saddam Hussein’s secular Ba’athist party, Iragi women enjoyed a high standard of living and gender equality. Women could
legally (and did actually) own property, vote, and run for political office after the 1970 adoption of the Iraqgi Provisional Constitution. The
Ba’ath party explicitly encouraged the participation of women in the workforce to promote rapid economic growth in the Republic, “and
the government promulgated laws specifically aimed at improving the status of women in the public and—to a more limited extent—the
private spheres.”” The success of Irag’s women became integral to the consolidation of Ba’athist authority and power and the future of
Irag’s economy, and even domestic politics. The General Federation of Iraqi Women, an organization established by the Ba’ath party to
encourage women'’s participation in Iragi governance, played “a significant role in implementing state policy, primarily through its role
in running more than 250 rural and urban community centers offering job-training, educational, and other social programs for women
and acting as a channel for communication of state propaganda.”*

Women were “granted equal opportunities in the civil service sector, maternity benefits, and freedom from harassment in the
workplace”® and the government’s hiring of women directly challenged a “traditional reluctance to allow women to work outside of the
home.”*? Saddam Hussein himself prioritized education for both men and women so highly that in 1982, Iraq received the United Nations
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) award for eradicating illiteracy; by 1985, female literacy rates in Iraq were at
87 percent, the highest in the region.® In 1976, women constituted “38.5 percent of those in the education profession, 31 percent of the
medical profession, 25 percent of lab technicians, 15 percent of accountants and 15 percent of civil servants,”** and during the Iran-Iraq
war (1980-88), these numbers continued to grow as women supplanted working-aged men in these professions.

The 1991 Iraqi invasion of Kuwait and the international response cost Iragi women almost all of their social, economic and
political gains in Ba’athist Iraq. “Women and girls were disproportionately affected by the economic consequences of the U.N. sanctions,
and lacked access to food, health care, and education. These effects were compounded by changes in the law that restricted women’s
mobility and access to the formal sector in an effort to ensure jobs to men and appease conservative religious and tribal groups.”*

While the international community plays a significant role in the status quo in Irag—from the shape of its government to the
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subjugation of women—The Arab Spring (2011 - 2015) highlighted the fact that the mobilization of religion and identity politics is not
unique to Irag: “When faced with rising political challenges in early 2011, the Gulf States—Bahrain and Saudi Arabia in particular—
mobilized sectarianism in order to suppress domestic calls for reform... Just as President Bashar al-Assad is doing in Syria, this strategy
of sectarian polarization was aimed at delegitimizing the opposition, and scaring the minority Sunnis of a possible alternative political
system and into total allegiance with the ruling family.”*® This dynamic further exacerbated tensions between the Sunni Kingdom of
Saudi Arabia and the Shia Islamic Republic of Iran, both of which continue to vie for regional hegemony. Their interference in Irag—with
Iran encouraging discontent between Erbil and Baghdad, and Saudi Arabia highlighting the mistreatment of Irag’s Sunni minority and,
by some accounts, empowering ISIS—has contributed to the entrenched cycle of violence that has thus far prevented a move toward a
cessation of hostilities.

Thus, Iraq has never been a homogenous population and, barring the politically and economically impractical solution of
dividing the country along confessional lines, will never be such. However, to suggest that ethnic and religious conflicts are inherent
and unchangeable ignores both the history of identity politics in Irag and the pointed mobilization of these tensions as a political tool.
Irag’s self-perception is that of a victim: first, Iraq was brutalized by the Saddam regime (and, in the eyes of most Iraqi Shias, the Sunni
minority); then, the international community stripped Iraq of its sovereignty, interfered with Irag’s control of its own natural resources
and economy, and empowered religious extremism in the country, resulting in a drastic loss of position for Iragi women and the
empowerment of groups like the Islamic State. While the United States’ involvement in Iraq is lauded by Iragi Kurds, the U.S.’s prolonged
involvement in Iraq is widely regarded as the reason for Iraq’s current dysfunction by most in Baghdad. There is a consequent sentiment
in Iraq that it is someone else’s job (the United States, the United Nations) to ameliorate many of Iraq’s current political and economic
problems.

Some academics frame identity in the Middle East as built only by the presence of a common enemy: “Arab society has tended
to define itself less by what it aspires to become than by what it is opposed to: colonialism, Zionism, Western imperialism in its many
forms.”*” Today, ISIS serves this function (despite some initial support from Iraqgi Sunnis), as it has pulled together Baghdad and Erbil as
partners against Islamic extremism, particularly in the recent battle of Mosul. “Yerevan Saeed, an analyst and Research Associate at the
Arab Gulf Institute in Washington, believes that the cooperation is ‘unprecedented’ but... worries more about the post-ISIS situation in
Mosul, ‘where all the competing forces will seek to harvest the spoils of the battle.””* Thus, any cooperation due to a “common enemy”
is perceived to be a short-term solution, that ultimately will not ameliorate the current divisions in Iraqi society.

Still, the idea of the constant presence of enemies and occupiers shapes modern day Iraq: it explains the rampant revenge-
seeking, the Kurdish “exceptionalism” in their willingness to put aside historical grievances, and the continued diplomatic schizophrenia
that sees Iraq making political and economic bids to many different international organizations and coalitions, often in competition with
one another. Iraq feels vulnerable to the whims of the international community, violated by the United States and the United Nations in
particular, and resentful of nations like Iran, even as the Baghdadi government continues to use its relationship with Tehran to balance
against Sunni regional powers.

Section II: Sources of Leverage

Natural Resources

Historically, Irag’s natural resources have been some of its most effective sources of leverage on the international stage.
However, the current low price of oil and the growing call for renewable energy sources threatens the potency of oil on both the political
and economic levels. This has been increasingly relevant in Erbil, wherein the Kurdish Regional Government had agreed to export a set
amount of oil in exchange for financial support from Baghdad, but is accused of surpassing that amount: “In November, OPEC agreed
to cut output by 1.2 million barrels per day from January 2017 to support prices. Iraq, OPEC’s second largest producer, agreed to reduce
output by 200,000 bpd to 4.351 million bpd. ‘The [Kurdish] region is exporting more than its share, more than the 17 percent stated in
the budget, [Iraqi Prime Minister] Abadi said.”*® As of 2013, oil exports accounted for 95 percent of Irag’s budget,* and falling oil prices
have contributed to the rise of corruption and extortion in Irag.* Still, Erbil’s oil exporting capacities, and Iraqi oil writ large, continues to
be a source of leverage in the short-term, particularly as Iraq creates stronger relationships with countries like China, Russia and Turkey.

Foreign Investments

Iraq has faced challenges in attracting foreign investment, which remains an explicit goal of the federal government since
2006, when the Federal Investment Law was passed. The goal of this law is to increase foreign investments in Iraq by offering certain
incentives. Security concerns have discouraged significant Western investment in Iraq, which in turn increased Iragi cooperation with
Iran, Turkey and China.*? This challenge to American geopolitical interests in the region is important; having realized the difficulty (and
perhaps futility) of democratization projects, it seems unlikely that the Western world would have much interest in Iraq if not for the
confluence of regional and international interests in the region.

Geopolitical Influence
One of Irag’s greatest sources of leverage is its geopolitical position and continued relevance in global proxy wars and regional
power struggles. Too much Iranian influence in Iraq, for example, could unbalance U.S. ally Saudi Arabia and Sunni ascendancy in the
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If ISIS or Sunni militants were to seize control of Baghdad, they would threaten the interests of the Kurds, Syria, Iran, Russia, and other
countries with foreign investments in Iraq and the Levant. A weak Iraq also threatens the security of the United States and Europe, which
have increasingly become targets of radical terrorist organizations. It is in the interest of global security that Irag remains a cohesive state
with a functional government, capable of challenging extremism and balancing regional hegemonic interests, and thus Irag maintains
geopolitical leverage.

In the fight against ISIS, Iraq has also curated relationships with a number of different global powers: The United States and
Russia have both sent significant military aid (in the form of finances and weapons) to Baghdad;* the United Kingdom, Australia and
France have launched attacks against ISIS from Iraq, cooperating with local military forces and supplying everything from humanitarian
aid to trainings on how to prevent the entry of foreign fighters.* This increases Iraq’s capacity to coalition-build as well as block potential
negotiation moves. It has further increased Iraq’s access to military technologies and military trainings, both of which empower the
current State of Law Coalition government and its goals.

The KRG’s leverage can be considered in the context of Erbil and Iraq as a whole. Perhaps even more than Iraqi security forces, the
Kurdish Peshmerga has been essential in the fight against ISIS, and the United States has cooperated directly with the KRG, supplying
military and financial support to the Kurds with the (reported) support of Iragi Prime Minister Haider al-Abadi.** Nevertheless, Al
Jazeera reports that some in Baghdad have seen this cooperation between the U.S. and KRG as “unconstitutional” and a challenge to
Baghdad’s authority.* The Kurds’ embracing of Western norms and values (and pointed subsuming of their Islamic identity) have made
them appealing allies for the United States, although Western powers are wary of seeming too supportive of the Kurds’ ambitions for
statehood, which would threaten the territorial sovereignty of Iran, Iraq, Turkey and Syria. The Kurds have established themselves as a
nation built by the United States (while this is more or less factually accurate, their adulation of U.S. presidents is also a public relations
strategy of differentiating Erbil from Baghdad).

However, Iragi Kurdistan cannot (and should not) be considered outside of its relationship to Baghdad. Not only are Kurdish bids for
statehood currently eschewed by the United States and United Nations, Iragi Kurds do not currently have the capacity for autonomous
production of many goods (particularly in the agricultural sector).*” Thus, Kurdish independence runs contrary to the interests of
Baghdad, regional powers and international authorities. The historical grievances the Kurds have suffered can be seen as a form of
leverage, but the Kurds have more to gain as presenting themselves as partners to Iraqi and American interests, for as long as those run
parallel to one another in the region. The Kurds, through the KRG and their decade-long position in the presidency of Iraq, also have the
power to balance against the current Prime Minister and his party’s ambitions. If the Kurds were to extricate themselves from Baghdad
completely, it would likely cause a ramping up of sectarian violence, revenge seeking, and corruption in the upper echelons of the
Baghdadi government, which already suffers from rampant corruption and nepotism.*

Despite the fact that much of Erbil’s success has been intrinsically motivated, Baghdad still benefits from the Kurds’ economic
ventures, increased lines of communication with global powers, and formidable military capacity. By leveraging these assets, particularly
the ability of the Peshmerga to buffer against radical extremists in the region, Baghdad has secured military aid from the United States
and its allies, and presented a united Iraq (and a functional Erbil-Baghdad relationship) as essential to global security. Baghdad could
also look to Erbil when considering security sector reform, and benefit from the Peshmerga’s international training and cooperation with
other militaries.

The Anti-Imperialism Narrative

Irag has a strong narrative of being wronged by the international community, particularly the United States. The faulty premise
for the original invasion coupled with the withdrawal of American troops and the power vacuum created therein, which empowered
sectarian leaders and terrorist organizations alike, all serve to condemn the U.S. presence and subsequent abandonment of Baghdad.
This gives the Iragi some domestic and diplomatic advantages, as the central government is able to justifiably point to (as well as
scapegoat)® the U.S. when systems and processes are not working smoothly. This is particularly relevant to the current position of
women in Iraq.
The UN-backed sanctions against Iraq, the fall of Saddam Hussein and the subsequent rise of radical Islamism in Iraq had catastrophic
consequences for Iraqi women. In a global environment that has come to regard women’s rights as human rights, the marginalization of
Iragi women due to foreign sanctions and interventions should have a significant amount of diplomatic, social and economic clout. The
narrative of overcoming victimhood, breaking the cycle of revenge, and rising despite international interference has been incredible soft
power for Iraq’s Kurds - if the rest of the nation could follow this example, Iraq could use its historic grievances as a source of leverage.

Section Ill: Internal Conflicts and Network of Relationships

Political Parties

Irag’s convoluted politics and network of actors has created a political landscape that is hard to navigate and constantly
changing. Because most of its parties derive support from ethnic, sectarian or regional constituencies, Iraq lacks a major party that is
fully representative of its heterogeneous population. In the 2014 parliamentary elections, there were several key coalitions which won
seatsin the Council of Representatives. The secular parties of the National Coalition (Wataniyya) and the Iragiyoon (literally “Iragis”) won
21 and 28 seats respectively, giving secular nationalist parties around 15 percent of the total seats. While the Iragiyoon party is relatively
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party is relatively new, formed in 2009 by the Sunni moderate Osama al-Najaifi, its stated goals reflect a growing call for more inclusive
government, which is not overly influenced by the United States and other regional actors: “Iraq’s independence is our aim that we
will not compromise; we want to liberate Iraq from occupation and its neighbors’ greed.”® Najaifi, who is also the informal leader of
the moderate Sunni al-Habda party, was formerly the Speaker of the Council of Representatives, and thereby the most powerful Sunni
politicianin Iraq.

The current Prime Minister of Iraq, Haider al-Abadi, is a member of the State of Law Coalition, which includes the Dawa Party,
of which former PM Nouri al-Maliki is the leader. There is significant tension between Abadi and Maliki, the former of whom has criticized
the divisive politics of his predecessor. As a result, “much of the most vocal criticism is actually coming from al-Abadi’s own political bloc,
the State of Law coalition, and within that coalition, his own political party, the Dawa party. There is a split within the Shiite Muslim-
dominated State of Law coalition and it appears to be deepening, with local analysts saying that it’s likely to manifest most strongly
during 2017’s planned provincial elections.”® On the other side, Abadi is supported by some members of his party who approved of
his plans to end corruption and to create a national guard for Iraq that draws on members of various communities and confessional
identities.®> Abadi was also historically supported by MPs from the Sadrist bloc and Sunni Muslims, although both groups have leveled
criticisms against him in the past year: “‘Everyone is unhappy with al-Abadi but everyone has their own reasons for this, says senior
Sunni Muslim MP, Dhafer al-Ani. ‘In our case, al-Abadi didn’t facilitate the formation of the National Guard - this would have allowed the
Sunni tribes to participate in the fight against the Islamic State and put an end to the chaos that is being caused by the Shiite Muslim
militias. Additionally, the government has not properly implemented the general amnesty law that it promised it would when it was
formed.”?

Abadi thus has been less divisive than Maliki but is steadily losing favor with many of his constituencies, in part due to the
impasse within his own party as well as the continued stagnation of the political process in Iraq due to the lack of a majority party.
Despite this, Abadi has curated much friendlier relationships with the United States than Maliki, which has allowed greater cooperation
between the U.S. and Baghdad in the fight against ISIS.

Baghdad-Erbil Relationship

Despite the presence of Kurdish parties and a Kurdish President in Baghdad, Iraqi Kurds have limited direct political control
in Baghdad, and instead exercise both hard and soft power by balancing against Baghdad in Erbil. Political stalemates between the
two seats of power have rendered Iraq practically immobile for years: “To consider but a few: the negotiations over a much-needed
Hydrocarbons Law remain deadlocked; the constitutional-reform process is moribund; the Iragi government’s questioning of the legal
status of the Kurdistan Army (the Peshmerga) is matched by the KRG’s refusal to accept the legitimization of militias (the isnad) proposed
by [former] Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki; and an immense swath of territory is claimed by both the KRG and the Iraqi government,
including the geopolitically valuable province of Kirkuk. Even fundamental questions concerning the future of Iraq itself, particularly
whether it will be truly federal or federal in name only, remain unresolved.”* This relationship, more than that of Irag’s Sunni and Shia
populations, has the potential to make or break Iraqi stability: even at the height of sectarian violence in 2006, the Iraqgi government
continued to function in a predictable way; however, disagreements between Erbil and Baghdad have effectively brought a significant
number of domestic issues to a standstill in Irag. (For more on this relationship, see section on the Kurds.)

The Low Price of Oil

The current Iragi budget assumes an oil price of approximately $45/barrel. With oil prices fluctuating, and oil experts warning
that the falling price of oil over the past five years is “structural, not cyclical,” this not only creates danger of budget deficits - which
impact Kurdish/Baghdadi relations, as well as the government’s ability to provide basic services and combat ISIS - but encourages
rampant corruption.®

The Islamic State

The Islamic State’s targeting of Iraq’s Shias has continued to exacerbate sectarian tensions in the country. In the first four
months of 2017, 1,660 civilians were killed in acts of terrorism, violence, and armed conflict.*® The inability of Baghdad (and its allies) to
contain ISIS contributes to a sense of helplessness on the ground, as well as mounting sectarian tensions and anti-Sunni sentiment in
primarily Shia and mixed communities.

The presence of ISIS in-country has, to some degree, improved Arab-Kurd relations, in that Baghdad has relied heavily on Erbil
and the Peshmerga to act as a buffer against the radical militant organization. The international community has also worked closely
with the Kurds (as well as Baghdad), giving the KRG a greater presence in international circles and perhaps more clout when it comes to
asserting its ambitions for statehood in the future.

Section IV: External Conflicts and Network of Relationships

Saudi Arabia

Prime Minister Haider al-Abadi has accused Saudi Arabia of interfering in Iraq’s elections and stoking ethno-sectarian violence,
saying, “Saudi Arabia fears democracy in Iraq.”*" Historically, however, Iraq has kept ties to Saudi Arabia to balance against the regional
influence of Iran - although that relationship was strained after the Iragi invasion of Kuwait, which threatened the House of Saud’s
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strategic interests in the Persian Gulf. In the subsequent decades, Riyadh supported a policy of containment vis-a-vis Iraq, up until the
overthrow of Saddam Hussein, when Tehran began making overt bids to influence Baghdad and the Maliki government. In the past
decade, the Saudi government has been vocal in support of former Interim Prime Minister Ayad Allawi, who met with King Abdullah in
2010 and promoted a message of inclusionary government that would make inroads with Irag’s Sunni populations. In January 2016,
Saudi Arabia reopened its embassy in Baghdad for the first time since 1990 as a show of partnership and good faith with the post-Maliki
government.

Iran

Under Maliki, Iraq received “unlimited support from Iran, which enjoys the strongest regional influence in Irag. Supreme
Leader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei praised Maliki’s role in Iraq in several meetings between them, which he has never done with Abadi.
Sources within the National Alliance, which unites the Shiite forces including Maliki and Abadi, have been reported as saying that Iran
is pushing for Maliki to be nominated for prime minister in the elections scheduled for 2018.”*® While Iran still maintains relationships
(both political and economic) with Abadi’s Baghdad, the Prime Minister’s relationships with the Kurds and the United States strain his
connection with Tehran; this is further exacerbated by Abadi’s move away from Shia ascendancy in Iraq, in favor of embracing a more
secular Iragi nationalism.

The United States

The United States’ bilateral relationship with Iraq post-2003, as defined by the Strategic Framework Agreement, were supposed
to reflect a shiftin the Washington-Baghdadi power dynamic: instead of acting as an occupier, the United States would become a strategic
partner in the political, economic, cultural and security sectors of Iraq.”® However, U.S.-Iraqi relations “have failed to develop into a
strong and deep strategic partnership,” due to U.S. criticisms of Iragi governance and sectarian politics,* a strong sense of victimhood
and abandonment within the Iragi government, and the U.S.’ pointed “pivot” away from its responsibilities in the Middle East.®*

The Obama Administration aimed to conclude America’s “overseas contingency operations,”® ending the “longest war
in American history”® and generally extricate the United States from counterterrorism operations on the ground in the Middle East.
However, the United States remains tied to the Republic of Iraq due to (i) concerns over regional stability if Iraq were to devolve further
into civil war; (ii) the utility of Irag/the Iragi Kurds in combatting ISIS without U.S. boots on the ground; (iii) the geopolitical implications
of an autonomous Kurdistan in Irag; (iv) and fears over increased Iranian and/or Saudi Arabian influence in the region.

The persistent U.S. desire for a united Iraq is reflected in a notable silence on the issue of Kurdish independence. Without the
support of the United States, it seems unlikely that Kurdish aspirations for independence could easily become reality, as they would
require the political (and likely, financial) backing of another regional or world power. Neither Iran nor Syria nor Turkey would risk
aligning with Iraqi Kurds and thereby emboldening the ambitions of statehood within their own Kurdish populations. It also seems
unlikely that Russia, which is closely aligned with Syria, would throw their weight behind the Kurds, even as a tactic to upset U.S.
influence in the region. Saudi Arabia could potentially benefit from an autonomous Kurdistan, if only to destabilize the “Shi’a Crescent,”
which includes Iran, Iraq, and Syria, but this support would be unprecedented. Thus, as the geopolitical situation currently stands, a
move for Kurdish independence in Irag might endanger key economic relations and potentially aggravate key political partners, neither
of which Iragi Kurds, in their attempts to increase their capacity for statehood and economic independence from Baghdad, can afford
right now.

The United States was highly critical of the divisive Maliki government, with one U.S. Senator stating in 2014 that “The Maliki
government, candidly, has got to go if [the Iragi government] want[s] any reconciliation.”®* However much control the United States
continues to exercise in Iraq, there was significant pushback against U.S. interference in the Maliki government.®

On the other hand, since Abadi’s election in 2015 and his subsequent efforts to unite Iraqgis in the political and social spheres,
the United States has engaged more actively with the Iragi government than in the recent past, particularly with respect to combatting
the Islamic State. “The United States did not support Iraq even after a third of its territory fell into ISIS’ hands, but rushed to do so
when Maliki stepped down from power. This reluctance was widely interpreted as President Barack Obama’s unwillingness to support
Iraq under Maliki’s rule.

Whether Maliki will succeed in bringing down Abadi and replacing him as prime minister depends on how political affairs are arranged
in the post-IS era, which will be affected by many regional and international factors, not least among them the Iraq policy of the next
US president.”®® The Trump administration has thus far indicated an unwillingness to commit U.S. resources to rebuilding Iraq.*”

Turkey
Ankaraisanimportant gateway to Europe, allowing Iraqi oil to flow out and commerce to enter the Middle East from the Western

world. For this reason, good relations with Turkey are important to Baghdad. This is reflected in Iraq’s stance towards Kurdish autonomy.
Indeed, both nations have worked together to suppress Kurdish rebellion in their respective territories, although Iraq recently criticized
Ankara’s campaigns against the Kurds in both Iraq and Turkey, claiming that Ankara had violated Iraqi state sovereignty. However, new
cooperation against the Islamic State seems to have distracted from these tensions for the time being.®® Baghdad’s relationship with
Turkey has also helped ease sectarian tensions, as Ankara is cooperative with Erbil (in terms of oil exportation), Iraqi Shia leaders, and
Sunni Iraqis.®
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Egypt

While Iraq had close ties to Egypt during the Nasser era, the two countries began trading more significantly during the Oil-
for-Food program implemented by the United Nations. Today, Egypt is one of Iraq’s largest Middle Eastern trading partners, and one of
Baghdad’s closest Sunni allies.™

China

China-Iraq relations are predicated on energy, as “China’s oil imports have skyrocketed over the past decade.” In 2006, China
imported 1 million tons of oil from Iraqg; in January 2015 alone, China imported 3.4 million tons of oil, “making the country Beijing’s
second-largest oil supplier (behind only Saudi Arabia)... Overall, China imports nearly half of Irag’s total oil production.”” Despite this,
Beijing remained uncommitted in the fight against the Islamic State, despite the organization’s threats to Chinese national interests,
which seems to suggest a unwillingness of the PRC to commit resources to the wellbeing of Baghdad.

The United Nations

Historically, the UN has not had a favorable view of Baghdad, and vice versa, particularly after the UN’s sanctions against the
Saddam Hussein regime.” The sanctions crippled the economic capacity of the average Iragi family, limiting their ability to send their
children (particularly girls) to school; by the year 2000, UNESCO reported that Iraq had the lowest adult literacy levels in the region, and
less than a quarter of Iragi women were literate.”™

The UN-backed sanctions also directly caused the death of over 1 million Iragis due to starvation, diarrheal diseases,
malnutrition-related diseases, and the breakdown of Iraqi infrastructure, particularly its hospitals. Of these deaths, between 227,000
and 567,000 were children, primarily infants.™’> When confronted with this data, the UN offered a controversial “oil for food” program,
wherein Irag would trade its oil for temporary allowances of food; Saddam Hussein refused this violation of state sovereignty. The
sanctions were not lifted until the May 2003 ouster of Saddam Hussein, and various aspects (including reparations to Kuwait) are still in
place today.™

Thislegacy has created mistrustand resentmentofinternationalbodieswithinIraq, particularly due to the lack of representation
of Middle Eastern countries on the Security Council (in 2003, only Syria represented the Middle East; in 2017, Egypt will be the only Arab
nation).”” On the other side, the UN has condemned the Baghdadi government for its violence against the Kurds during the Iran-Iraq
war,™ as well as continued violations of human rights and international norms under the Maliki regime.™

Section V: Potential Negotiation Moves

From the Iraqi perspective, Baghdad (via Erbil) is doing the essential work of buffering the Islamic State, a group which would
not be in power if not for the egregious violations of international norms committed primarily by the United States. In this narrative,
Iraq is a passive participant upon which sectarianism was inflicted by outside powers. While this has a kernel of truth to it, it does ignore
the very real divisions in Iragi society that were exacerbated by first Saddam Hussein and then Nouri al-Maliki’s policies. Nevertheless,
Iraq is disempowered: it does not see itself in a position to move forward unilaterally in any sector, because of the divisions both
within Baghdad and between Baghdad and Erbil. Thus, it is extremely outward-facing, depending on its relationship with regional and
international powers to progress in its own domestic goals and capacities. This status quo has highlighted the importance of overcoming
ethno-sectarian divisions in the country, which Prime Minister Haider al-Abadi has attempted to do through various (fairly unsuccessful)
means: his failure is perhaps due, in part, to an unwillingness to learn from the Iraqi Kurds, whose nationalism has allowed them to
present a coherent identity and move forward with common goals.

The biggest barrier to negotiations in Iraq is the lack of a coherent vision for the country. Some political parties, like the Dawa
party and the Sadrist movement, want Baghdad to be run by Shia Islamists and are willing to keep the government at a standstill to
prevent a loss in station for Iraq’s Shias. This is primarily in response to the historic grievances of Iraq’s Shias under Saddam Hussein, as
well as a resentment of the (pro-Sunni) United States and its regional ally, Saudi Arabia. The Islamic Republic of Iran further supports the
Shia ascendancy in Iraq, as this protects its own regional interests and serves as a site for proxy warfare against other regional hegemons.
Irag’s Sunnis (and some Shias and independents) are pushing for government that is inclusive but not necessarily confessional, with
an eye toward preventing discrimination and violence in the country. Some extreme Sunnis support the Islamic State and its goals of
overthrowing the apostate Shia regimes in Baghdad and Tehran - although the actual amount of support that ISIS has in Iraq is hard
to measure. Because of these conflicting goals and narratives, it will be impossible to articulate a common set of aspirations for Iragis
until a greater level of stability can be achieved, and conflict resolution (through dialogue, inclusivity, and perhaps reparations) between
Irag’s disparate groups has begun.

Inthis environment, the most obvious negotiation moveinIraqisto solicitinternational financial aid to re-form the government,
so that it no longer institutionalizes ethnic and sectarian divisions. This can be done in a number of ways, but the precedent would be
through coalition building: instead of having parties that fall on ethno-sectarian lines (like the Shia Dawa Party) running in elections, the
government should encourage mi