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 As a spatial conception, the Mediterranean has a centuries-long history. Mediterranean littoral 
peoples and societies were referred to as ‘Mediterranean’ in ancient Greece. Indeed, some find-
ings suggest that the very first references to the ‘West’ as a political construct were to the lands 
surrounding the Mediterranean Sea, whereas the lands to the east and south of the Sea were 
referred to as the ‘East’ (Hentsch, 1992). Later, with the ‘Arab’ invasion of the territories to the 
south of the Mediterranean and later under Ottoman rule, the south of the Mediterranean got 
dropped out of the ‘West’ and was pushed into the ‘East’. While both Egyptian and Lebanese 
intellectuals remained in touch with the Mediterranean identity of their respective countries, it 
took the agency of the European Union during the 1990s to construct the ‘Euro-Mediterranean’ as 
a subject of security in counter-distinction to the ‘Middle East’ (see Moulakis, 2005). 

 The ‘Middle East’, in turn, is relatively new. It was invented at the beginning of the twentieth 
century as part of debates on securing the waterway to India for the purpose of furthering Britain’s 
imperial interests. Throughout the Cold War, the United States’ interests in this part of the 
world focused on securing the ‘Middle East’. Notwithstanding the protests of some local actors 
who framed their insecurities in terms of another spatial construct, the ‘Arab World’ (as with 
Egypt, for instance), over the years many other local actors’ discourses have come to be aligned 
with the US discourse and practices designed to secure the ‘Middle East’ (as with Saudi Arabia, 
Iran [until the revolution], Israel and Turkey) (Bilgin, 2005). 

 This chapter traces the entry onto the world stage of the ‘Euro-Mediterranean’ as a subject 
of security in counter-distinction to the ‘Middle East’ in the 1990s. Where the latter prioritised 
insecurities as experienced by the United States and its local allies, the former was designed to 
address insecurities identified by the European Union. What is more, the former constituted a 
short-lived attempt to re-cast the ‘Euro-Mediterranean’ as a region and a security community 
(Adler et al., 2006). 

 Before we proceed, a caveat is in order. The significance of tracing the emergence and 
evolution of spatial constructs such as the ‘Euro-Mediterranean’ and the ‘Middle East’ is not 
about the so-called ‘artificiality’ of ‘regions’, for all regions are ‘artificial’ (Lewis and Wigen, 
1997). Rather, my aim here is to highlight insecurities that shape the construction of regions, and 
practices that have been shaped in line with these spatial constructs. Studying the ‘Mediterranean’, 
‘Arab World’ or the ‘Middle East’ is no innocent task since ‘our’ spatial constructs are shaped as 
part of the attempt to respond to ‘our’ insecurities ‘in here’ while insecuring ‘others’ ‘out there’. 
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Accordingly, defining regions and studying regional security in X or Y ‘region’ is a political act 
worthy of critical scrutiny (Bilgin, 2004). 

  Britain seeks to secure the route to India: inventing the ‘Middle East’ 

 The Levant (al Mashreq or ‘the land where the sun rises’ in Arabic) had been central to the 
imaginary of those belonging to the three Abrahamic religions. Crusades were organised to 
secure the Christian ‘holy lands’. Muslim holy sites were captured and re-captured by Arabic 
and Ottoman forces throughout the ages. Jews fleeing persecution in Europe in the early 
twentieth century sought a home in Jerusalem and its surrounds. Those with more secular 
agendas also had their eyes on the Levant until the end of  World War II – be it Italian city states 
or the Ottoman and British Empires. 

 The invention of the ‘Middle East’ hinted at a shift in policy focus from the Levant to the 
broader Arabian peninsula, thus signalling an adjustment in British imperial insecurity practices 
vis-à-vis this part of the world and (eventually) beyond. There is no consensus on the exact moment 
of ‘origin’ for the Middle East as a spatial construct (Koppes, 1976). There is more of a consensus 
on who it was that used the term ‘Middle East’ for the first time. That honour belongs to a military 
officer; either Captain Alfred Thayer Mahan, US naval officer and public intellectual, author of 
several key works on naval strategy, or British General Sir Thomas Edward Gordon. In an article 
published in  The National Review  in 1902, Mahan suggested that Britain should take up the respon-
sibility of securing an area that he labelled as the ‘Middle East’ by virtue of its strategic position on 
the route to the ‘Far East’ for the purpose of furthering its colonial interests in India and helping out 
with checking the Russian power in Asia (Mahan, 1902). Two years before that, writing for  The 
Nineteenth Century , General Gordon had elaborated on the security of Britain’s interests in India in 
an article entitled ‘The Problem of the Middle East’ (Koppes, 1976). Whether it was General 
Gordon or Captain Mahan, what is important for our purposes here is that the ‘Middle East’ was 
invented when thinking about securing British imperial interests in the early twentieth century. 

 Throughout the twentieth century, the ‘Middle East’ remained an object of security for 
external powers: initially Britain, later the United States and their local allies. Still, while the 
term itself became popular in the usage of British and US policy practitioners, for many decades 
there remained widespread confusion as to where the ‘Middle East’ began and ended. So much 
so that a well-respected scholar of the region asked ‘Where is the Middle East?’ (Davison, 1959). 
Another scholar pushed further: ‘Is there a Middle East?’ (Keddie, 1973). In later decades, it 
became customary for those discussing the affairs of this part of the world to delimit what they 
meant by the ‘Middle East’. 

 That said, not all those who have addressed the question ‘Is there a Middle East?’ have 
considered it to be a purely academic question that can be pushed aside by coming up with a 
clear definition delineating one’s research focus. For, such ostensibly depoliticised discussions 
on delineating ‘regions’, however useful they may be in identifying the ‘cartographic slipperiness’ 
(Lewis and Wigen, 1997: 71) of the Middle East, have, at the same time, distracted us from 
focusing on the political dynamics behind such slipperiness: the changing insecurities and shifting 
practices of actors – local and global. Put differently, the question ‘Is there a Middle East?’ cannot 
be answered in seminar rooms, in apparent isolation from policy debates on how to secure this 
part of the world. Insofar as policy-makers have constructed a ‘Middle East’ via their discourses 
of security, our task, as students of world politics, becomes one of understanding the relation-
ship between the invention of regions and the security practices of relevant actors. 

 Over the years, some critics have pointed to the British colonial and US imperial interests 
behind lumping together this part of the world in the mind’s eye and labelling it as the 
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‘Middle East’. As will be seen later, the proponents of the ‘Arab World’ as a subject of security 
have pointed to this eventuality. Still, over the years, a significant number of local actors 
adopted the Middle East discourse in discussing their insecurities. Notable among them are 
Israel, Turkey and Saudi Arabia (and also Iran until the revolution). This, in turn, suggests a 
gradual aligning of some local and global actors’ insecurities. Yet, some others resisted, as with 
the proponents of the ‘Arab World’ as a subject of security.  

  Resisting the security agenda of external actors, 
insisting on the ‘Arab World’ 

 The ‘Arab World’ is a spatial construct that inscribes the ‘Arabness’ of this part of the world. 
Inscribing the ‘Arabness’ of this part of the world comes across as uncontested insofar as many 
people in this area self-identify as ‘Arab’. However, ‘Arabness’ is only one of the identities of 
people living in this part of the world. In the years that immediately followed decolonisation, 
it was far from being obvious that the leaders of the newly independent states would locate 
themselves in the ‘Arab World’. Where early designations distinguished between the ‘Maghreb’ 
(the ‘West’) and the ‘Mashreq’, the ‘Arab World’ as a subject of security lumped together all 
the Arab states in the region, glossing over the ethnic, religious and socio-economic differences. 
As such, ‘Arab World’ was (re)constructed following decolonisation as a subject of security in 
counter-distinction to the ‘Middle East’. 

 The emergence of the ‘Arab World’ as a subject of security in counter-distinction to the 
‘Middle East’ can be traced in the foreign policy discourses of Egyptian policy-makers (Nasser, 
1955). From the mid-1950s until the late 1960s, Egyptian President Gamal Abdel Nasser was 
the most prominent voice behind constructing the ‘Arab World’ as a subject of security. That 
said, in the early twentieth century, Egyptian identity was characterized by fluidity. During the 
1920s and 1930s many Egyptian intellectuals also favoured a Mediterranean identity which they 
viewed as ‘neither completely European or Western nor completely divorced from the Arab–
Islamic world’ (Salem, 1997: 38). It was only in the second half of the 1950s, when a choice 
was made under President Nasser to firmly locate Egypt in the ‘Arab World’, that Egypt’s 
‘Arabness’ came to be emphasized and the Mediterranean de-emphasized. 

 Indeed, global actors’ insecurities shaping the ‘Middle East’ were questioned by none better 
than President Nasser when he asked, in response to US Secretary of State John Foster Dulles’ 
invitation to join the Northern Tier scheme, designed to help contain the Soviet Union: ‘How 
can I go to my people and tell them I am disregarding a killer with a pistol sixty miles from me 
at the Suez Canal to worry about someone who is holding a knife 5000 miles away?’ (quoted 
in Brands, 1991: 277). In this question, President Nasser highlighted US and allied insecurities 
that shaped the Northern Tier scheme, but pointed to the fact that these insecurities did not 
head the Egyptian agenda. For Egypt was preoccupied with other insecurities including the 
Israeli treatment of Palestinian peoples that took highly militarised forms. 

 Still, Nasser’s concerns began to take an institutionalised form only after global actors insisted 
on organising local actors under the umbrella of the Middle East Defence Treaty or Organisa-
tion, designed as an anti-Soviet grouping of local actors. Turkey played an active role in its 
formation, enlisting the participation of the Shah’s Iran and the newly independent Kingdom 
of Iraq. The so-called Baghdad Pact was established in 1955. As Turkey’s leaders pushed for 
Egyptian and other Arab participation, President Nasser made the case for the need to organise 
under the Arab League, thereby underscoring the different insecurities shaping these two 
 spatial conceptions, the ‘Middle East’ versus the ‘Arab World’. Where the former reflected 
insecurities as experienced by the US and its local allies, the latter reflected the concerns of 
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Egypt and its allies. Where the former focused on containing Soviet expansionism, the latter 
prioritised decolonisation, achieving full sovereignty and addressing the Palestinian predicament 
(Bilgin, 2012). 

 It is significant to highlight here that insecurities tied up with developing statehood were 
prioritised by all local actors. Yet, they differed in their responses. Turkey, Saudi Arabia and 
Iran framed their insecurities within the Cold War framework, identifying their enemies as 
‘communists’ and seeking security through close alignment with the United States. They found 
themselves a place in the Middle Eastern fold. Egypt, on the other hand, framed its insecurities 
outside the Cold War framework. President Nasser was one of the leaders of the non-aligned 
movement that met in Bandung in 1955. When President Nasser articulated the insecurities 
that shaped the ‘Arab World’ as a subject of security, he was also resisting US pressure to join 
the Middle Eastern fold. Indeed, ‘neither East nor West’ was the guiding principle of this move-
ment long before Iranian Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini turned it into a foreign policy slogan 
for revolutionary Iran in 1979 (Adib-Moghaddam, 2005). 

 President Nasser’s death in 1970 marked the beginning of the decline of the ‘Arab World’ 
as a subject of security. During the early 1970s, even as it fought yet another Arab–Israeli war, 
Egypt no longer seemed committed to addressing Egyptian insecurities within an Arab versus 
non-Arab framework. That said, scholarly articulations of the ‘Arab World’ as a subject of secu-
rity persisted through the 1980s. The most powerful of these articulations came from two 
Egyptian scholars, Ali Eddin Hillal Dessouki and Jamil Matar, who registered their opposition 
to the ‘Middle East’ as a subject of security when they wrote that

  (1) the term Middle East does not refer to a geographical area but rather it represents 
a political term in its creation and usage; (2) the term is not derived from the nature 
of the area or its political, cultural, civilizational and demographic characteristics; . . . 
(3) the term tears up the Arab homeland as a distinct unit since it has always included 
non-Arab states. 

 (Dessouki and Matar quoted in Abdel Aal, 1986: 197–8)   

 As such, Dessouki and Matar identified the insecurities that shaped the construction of the 
‘Middle East’ as a subject of security from the perspective of the US and its allies, and reclaimed 
the agency of local actors by offering the ‘Arab regional system’ as an alternative. Needless to 
say, this spatial construct was shaped by a state-centric conception of security and rested on the 
Arab/non-Arab divide, assuming insecurities to be stemming from outside the ‘Arab World’ 
thereby overlooking those that originated from within or across the inside/outside divide (Bil-
gin, 2012). That said, by way of critiquing the ‘Middle East’ as a spatial construct and as a term, 
Dessouki and Matar laid bare the relationship between insecurities and spatial constructs in a 
way that had not been done before in the literature on regional security (Bilgin, 2005). 

 By the end of the 1980s, the ‘Arab World’ no longer seemed to be considered as a subject 
of security by any state-level actor. Indeed, in the immediate aftermath of the Iraq war of 
1990–91, the ‘Arab World’ seemed to be in free fall. That one Arab country (Iraq) invaded 
another Arab country (Kuwait) and threatened another (Saudi Arabia) was the first decisive 
development of this period. That Saudi Arabia asked for US help for securing the Muslim holy 
sites was a second. That many Arab countries joined the US-led alliance in the war against Iraq 
was a third decisive development that fuelled commentary regarding ‘the shattered consensus’ 
in the ‘Arab World’ (Said Ali, 1996; also see Karawan, 1994). Accordingly, to EU policy-makers’ 
eyes, the circumstances seemed suitable for offering an alternative spatial construct – more 
aligned with EU insecurities.  
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  The European Community/Union joins the fray: constructing 
the Mediterranean 

 The ‘Euro-Mediterranean’ as a subject of security has taken shape, from the 1970s onwards, 
through the European Community’s (EC) attempts to formulate its own approach to securing 
this part of the world as distinct from the other global actor with interests in this part of the 
world, the United States. The European Community’s attempt to distance itself from US-led 
policies toward the ‘Middle East’ evolved in a context where the differences between US and 
EC insecurities vis-à-vis this part of the world became apparent to EC leaders. The most 
immediate context was the 1973 OPEC oil embargo and the 1973 Arab–Israeli war and the 
sensibilities both events generated among the Arab and/or Muslim diaspora in EC member 
states. During this period, a re-thinking on the part of some EC/EU leaders led to the emergence 
of a more equivocal attitude toward the Arab–Israeli conflict, culminating in the establishment 
of the Euro-Arab dialogue in 1973 (Jawad, 1992). 

 The relationship between EU and the geographically close Mediterranean states was 
institutionalised with the so-called Euro-Mediterranean Partnership (EMP) scheme, also known 
as the Barcelona Process, after the Barcelona Declaration of 1995. The tripartite set-up of the 
Barcelona Declaration covering ‘politics and security’, ‘economics and finance’ and ‘social, 
cultural and human affairs’ revealed a prime EU concern to prevent southern problems from 
becoming northern problems. As such, the EMP constructed the Euro-Mediterranean as a 
subject of security for the European Union. 

 While the EMP was constructed as a partnership between the EU and the ‘Mediterranean’, 
the set-up was riddled with a tension from the very beginning. The Mediterranean was viewed 
by some EU actors as entering this partnership as the ‘other’ of the European Union. Accordingly, 
Mediterranean littoral EU members were written out of the ‘Mediterranean’ and into ‘Europe’, 
while overlapping ‘European’ and ‘Mediterranean’ identities were de-emphasised. To be fair, 
several enthusiastic attempts were made to construct the Mediterranean as a shared 
(civilisational) space (Adler et al., 2006). However, this tension was never resolved in favour of 
a more inclusive spatial construct (Demmelhuber, 2006; Holm, 2004; Malmvig, 2005). Put 
differently, the ‘Euro-Mediterranean’, by way of delineating ‘Europe’ and the ‘Mediterranean’ as 
distinct regions and/or civilisations, has served to pull further apart ‘Europe’ and 
the ‘Mediterranean’ while seeking to bring them closer. 

 Another tension within the EU’s approach to the Mediterranean became apparent through 
the years: was the EU pursuing common security with the Mediterranean or security against the 
Mediterranean? The common security understanding behind the CSCE (Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe) model was underlined by the attempts to construct the 
aforementioned inclusive Mediterranean ‘we’, that could, in turn, be the foundation of ‘a Euro-
Mediterranean security community’ (Calleja, 1992). By then, security through non-military 
means (even though it was not explicitly identified as a ‘security policy’) had become a trade-
mark of aspects of policy-making by the EU as a so-called ‘normative power’ (Manners, 2002; 
Adler and Crawford, 2006; compare with Bicchi, 2006), which gave it a different stance in 
world politics. However, by the mid-2000s, with the transition to the European Neighbourhood 
Policy (ENP), the EU no longer seemed to be pursuing common security (Joenniemi, 2008). 
The country-to-country cooperation that became the trademark of the Union for the 
Mediterranean (UfM) finally resolved this tension (Bicchi, 2011). By the mid-2000s, the EU 
was increasingly viewed as seeking to secure itself against the Mediterranean (Bilgin et al., 2011). 

 The point here is that, if the CSCE model did not work in the context of the Mediterranean, and 
the attempt to construct the ‘Euro-Mediterranean’ as a subject of security was not successful, 
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this had to do not only with a southern lack of willingness over democratisation (as frequently 
argued) but also with EU ambivalence in its relations with the south, and indecisiveness regarding 
the best way to approach insecurities in this part of the world (Holm, 2004; Malmvig, 2004). 
There are two related points. 

 First, during the Cold War, the CSCE insisted on human mobility and the right to leave 
one’s country as ‘human rights’. The Euro-Mediterranean Partnership, on the other hand, 
denied that very right. People-to-people diplomacy and cultural exchanges were designed to 
keep southern peoples in the south. Whereas the CSCE sought to work with people in an 
attempt to influence governmental behaviour, the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership sought to 
work with governments to influence people’s migratory behaviour. There is no mistaking the 
differences in the philosophical outlook of the two efforts. 

 Second, the CSCE rested on the assumption that peoples could work together only if the 
obstacles created by the governments could be overcome. A similar pattern did not emerge in 
north–south interactions in the Mediterranean in that in EU actors’ interactions with their 
southern counterparts, the very identity and value system of the ‘south’ was often identified as 
a source of insecurity. It is not only the southern governments (as was the case with the eastern 
bloc during the Cold War) but also the southern peoples (or their ‘Muslimhood’) that were 
viewed as contributing to the tension between the two shores of the Mediterranean. In the 
CSCE framework, when ‘western’ citizens looked to their ‘eastern’ counterparts, they saw 
potential partners. Now, the northerners when they looked to the south, saw people who were 
impossible to co-exist with and therefore had to be kept where they were. When southerners 
looked to the north, in turn, they saw former colonial actors who spoke about the virtues of 
‘European values’ while failing to uphold them when the referent of security happened to be 
located in the south of the Mediterranean, and not the north (Bilgin, 2016a). 

 The point here is that the ‘Euro-Mediterranean’ was constructed by the European Union as 
a subject of security to address its own insecurities in counter-distinction to the ‘Middle East’ 
which was viewed as prioritising the insecurities of the US and its local allies. What was not 
clear was how these insecurities were going to be addressed: ‘with’ the Mediterranean or against 
it? Through pursuing common security or not? Over the years, the tension built into the EMP 
was resolved when, in the mid-2000s, EU policy-makers dropped the CSCE model of com-
mon security. The EMP’s replacement, the ENP, was launched in a political context characterised 
by the shortcomings of the former, a heightened sense of insecurity in the EU in relation to 
immigration within the context of the ‘global war on terror’, and the global ambitions of the 
Union (Bilgin et al., 2011). 

 Writing more than a decade ago, I concluded that, while the EU’s policies toward securing 
the ‘Euro-Mediterranean’ prioritised the security interests of the EU and had very few backers 
in the ‘Middle East’, it did not have many enemies either; and that this might eventually turn 
out to be its greatest strength, especially if the EU policy of actively engaging with civil societal 
actors on its side were to bear fruit in the long run (Bilgin, 2005). This is no longer the case. 
Indeed not even the European Union seems to be interested in the ‘Euro-Mediterranean’ as a 
subject of security. While it is the European Neighbourhood Policy that is often blamed for this 
eventuality, arguably it is the European Union’s externalisation of its security practices (Wolff, 
2006) and state-to-state cooperation across the Mediterranean, which involved close collaboration 
with some of the most authoritarian regimes of the region, that brought the demise of the 
Mediterranean perspective. Owing to this latter kind of cooperation, northern partners are 
viewed as having made use of the weaknesses of their southern partners to the detriment of 
individual citizens on both sides (as well as citizens of third countries who are in transit to the 
north) (Bilgin et al., 2011). 
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 Needless to say, it is not only EU actors whose practices deserve scrutiny. During the 2000s, 
with unfolding security cooperation between some EU member states and their Mediterranean 
counterparts, some authoritarian regimes assumed the role of enforcers of EU anti-terrorism 
policies vis-à-vis their own citizens and immigrants in transit to the EU. Some authoritarian 
Mediterranean leaders (not all of whom survived the Arab Spring) also made use of the context 
of the ‘global war on terror’ to pursue their own security agendas at the expense of their citizens’ 
security (Bilgin, 2016b). 

 Finally, NATO also came to assume an evolving role in the Mediterranean following the 
Cold War. NATO had a ‘southern flank’ approach to this part of the world throughout the 
Cold War, focusing mostly on the threat of Soviet expansionism. Since the fall of the Berlin 
Wall but especially since the dissolution of the Soviet Union, NATO has come to be interested 
in a wider variety of military and non-military threats emanating from parts of the world that, 
in an earlier era, would have been considered as ‘out of area’. As a collective defence organisation, 
NATO is designed to address threats directed against its members. Re-definition of NATO as 
a security community in the post-Cold War era also meant seeking to address insecurities that 
are not directly threatening the security of members but generating insecurities for security in 
Europe, as defined by NATO. NATO-led interventions in Kosovo and Libya were undertaken 
within this evolving context (on NATO as a security community see Williams and Neumann, 
2000). That the Libya intervention was endorsed by the Arab League crystallises not only the 
evolving role of NATO in the Mediterranean but also the decline of the ‘Arab World’ as a 
spatial construct shaping (and being shaped by) the insecurities of self-identified Arab actors. In 
contrast, the African Union resisted giving its stamp of approval to the NATO-led intervention, 
underscoring the different insecurities of its members as shaped around concerns with external 
interventionism (Grovogui, 2011). 

 Thus, by the mid-2000s the ‘Euro-Mediterranean’, as a spatial construct and a potential 
security community, was in decline. At the high-time of the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership, 
the European Union contributed significantly to the strengthening of civil society in the south 
of the Mediterranean, reviving civil societal activism and empowering a variety of civil-minded 
actors (Aubarell et al., 2006; Bayoumi, 2007; Kandil, 2011). Yet, by the end of the 2000s, the 
significance of European Union good deeds had diminished through its allying with repressive 
regimes of the south as part of the north’s externalisation policies (Bilgin et al., 2011). 

 Arguably, while EU practices have not been successful in constructing the ‘Euro-Mediterranean’ 
as a subject of security, they may have, albeit unintentionally, contributed to the persistence of 
the ‘Arab World’ among non-state actors, but in a different way. As noted above, the EU has 
significantly contributed to civil society activism across the Arab World. However, during the 
2000s the EU increasingly cooperated with authoritarian regimes through its externalisation 
practices while at the same time allowing state-to-state north–south cooperation, utilising the 
failures of southern partners in the process. Still, as the European Union lost its appeal as a 
champion of civil society activism, Arab civil societal actors have increasingly turned to each 
other for solidarity and collaboration. Since the decline of the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership, 
civil societal activism is reported to have further increased in the Arab world, with actors 
focusing on political reform, democracy, freedom and human rights (Kandil, 2011: 43).  

  Conclusion 

 Now that the EU’s rival spatial construct, the ‘Euro-Mediterranean’ has declined and the ‘Arab 
World’ has no state-level backers, does this mean that the ‘Middle East’ as a subject of security 
remains unrivalled? Given the upheavals that have characterised this part of the world since the 
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US-led war on Iraq in 2003, no analyst that pays attention to politics below the state level can 
comfortably reach this conclusion. While state-to-state level interactions point to the ‘Middle 
East’ as the subject of security for most Arab states, and many EU members as well as Turkey 
and Israel align themselves closely with the United States, non-state actors are increasingly 
voicing their opposition to the practices adopted by their own regimes as warranted by their 
superpower ally’s ‘war against terrorism’. Writing in 2005, one author pointed to the decline of 
US ‘soft power’ in the ‘Middle East’ (Aysha, 2005) insofar as regional regimes were increasingly 
facing protests from their own citizens regarding their cooperation with the United States. Put 
differently, since 2003, if not before, the ‘Middle East’ as a subject of security has been in 
decline as viewed through the prism of non-state actors in this part of the world (Fattah and 
Fierke, 2009). 

 Furthermore, the Arab uprisings have been a serious source of inter-state tension for the 
‘Middle East’ as a spatial construct (Korany, 2011). Until the uprisings, Egypt was a linchpin of 
policies designed to secure the ‘Middle East’, and received a significant amount of US aid. In 
the aftermath of the removal of Muslim Brotherhood from power, Saudi Arabia stepped in to 
support the new regime in Egypt, thereby sustaining its stability-focused security policies in the 
Middle East. Yet, throughout the Arab uprisings, Saudi policy-makers were critical of their US 
allies for failing to take the lead in maintaining ‘regional stability’. In particular, they were 
 worried that the ‘United States is more concerned about being on the right side of history, 
instead of standing by its friends and working to advance stability in the region’ (Boucek, 2011). 
In other words, since the Arab uprisings, Saudi leadership has been critical of their US counter-
parts for not fulfilling the precepts of their own regional security perspective: states, regimes and 
their stability come first, peoples can wait. The rift between the two major actors, the United 
States and Saudi Arabia, and what they decide to do about this rift, is likely to shape insecurities 
in the ‘Middle East’ in the foreseeable future. 

 To conclude, considering the insecurities that shape the construction of regions, and practices 
that were shaped in line with these spatial constructs, is no mere academic task. Highlighting 
the insecurities shaping the ‘Middle East’ or the ‘Euro-Mediterranean’ is not to pose ‘artificial’ 
versus ‘natural’ regions. For all spatial constructs (we call them regions) are ‘artificial’. As dis-
cussed earlier, the ‘Arab World’ is no more ‘natural’ as a subject of security than the ‘Euro-
Mediterranean’. It is only through becoming aware of the insecurities shaping particular spatial 
constructs that one can identify different insecurities, our own culpability in the re-inscription 
of our differences and construction of insecurities, and recognise the potential for adopting 
common security approaches. Contra popular representations of the ‘Middle East’ as an ‘artificial’ 
region, its failures are rooted in the top-down ordering of the insecurities of superpowers and 
their regional allies while marginalising insecurities voiced by non-state actors.  
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