
43
PERCEPTIONS, Summer 2011, Volume XVI, Number 2, pp.43-59.

Nurşin ATEŞOĞLU GÜNEY*

Is the Nuclear Cascade Story in 
the Middle East Real?

Introduction

In the last decade, two important 
issues, namely the deadlock in the Iranian 
nuclear crisis and the increasing demands 
for nuclear power reactors in the Middle 
East, have caused the most concern 
among the members of the nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Western 
powers have come to the conclusion 
that unless the international community 
finds an appropriate means of dealing 
with these two issues there will be a high 
probability of having a new wave of 
nuclear proliferation in the Middle East. 
For this reason, Western capitals, so as to 
overcome their general non-proliferation 
concerns related to both the continuing 
Iranian crisis and the nuclear power 
plants demands all over the Middle East, 
have rapidly been trying to find ways of 
substituting indigenous procurement 
methods of the nuclear fuel that will be 
required for the new reactors. However, 
the international communities’ search for 
finding a way of formulating a regional 
or international nuclear fuel bank is a 
contentious issue from the perspective 
of the non-nuclear states of the NPT. 
This highly controversial situation has 
actually come to the fore as Western 
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countries have tried to convince the non-
nuclear states of the Middle East of the 
merits of not generating the nuclear fuel 
themselves. The Western capitals have 
tried to get the Middle Eastern non-
nuclear states’ consent on this matter 
in two ways. First, Western states have 
encouraged the states of the Middle East 
to sign up to special nuclear cooperation 
agreements with the permanent five 
powers with nuclear weapons (the P5). 
The UAE has voluntarily decided to sign 
a nuclear energy exchange agreement, 
with the condition of not developing 
indigenous nuclear fuel on its territory.1 
In return, the UAE 
was guaranteed 
to have the safe 
and secure supply 
of nuclear fuel.2 
Second, in the face of 
some of the Middle 
Eastern non-nuclear 
states’ insistence 
on preserving their 
Article 4 NPT Treaty, rights of having 
civilian nuclear energy programs, the 
nuclear states have accepted this reality 
and they accordingly have decided 
to sign numerous nuclear exchange 
agreements with the non-nuclear states 
of the Middle East. However, some P5 
countries have purposefully made new 
and strengthened measures of non-
proliferation, including the well-known 
means in the NPT and the IAEA, 
compulsory in these agreements. The 
reason for this is of course related to 
the nuclear states’ general concerns of 

deterring a new tide of expected nuclear 
proliferation in the Middle East.

Since 2005, the Western states 
have strongly believed that the Tehran 
regime can become a potential nuclear 
proliferation driver in the Middle East 
due to its continuing nuclear enrichment 
program. They believe that this situation 
can only be avoided if Iran is persuaded 
to reverse its decision to enrich uranium. 
For this reason, they have tried to search 
for every possible method to persuade 
Iran to stop its program. Therefore, 
the nuclear powers in the NPT have 
introduced new models of non-

proliferation to the 
Middle East region. 
But, at the same time 
the US, taking the 
lead of the P5, has 
decided to show that 
the nuclear-armed 
states of the NPT 
are more serious 
about meeting 
their disarmament 

obligations under Article 6 of the treaty.3 
In this regard, Washington has launched 
several important initiatives, such as the 
“US Nuclear Posture Review” of 2010 and 
“Quadrennial Defense Review” of 2010, 
where the possibility of a reduced role 
for US nuclear weapons is mentioned.4 
Since then, the Obama Administration 
has started discussing possible ways of re-
structuring the US’s security guarantee 
for the regions that are thought to be 
in need of it, namely the Middle East, 
Europe and Asia-Pacific. With this, US 
President Barack Obama’s new nuclear 

All of the US efforts in nuclear 
disarmament that have been 
initiated so far have not dealt 
with the important unresolved 
issues of nuclear disarmament 
and non-proliferation.
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The Obama Administration has 
given serious thought about the changing 
dynamics of regional security since these 
new nuclear aspirant states have come 
about. While Washington assesses the 
new dynamics, it has to take into account 
its new urgent task of extended deterrence 
in the post-Cold War era where it has 
deter the enemy as well as assure US 
allies as well as friends and partners. 
References to this challenging mission 
can be found in most of the important 
US security and defense documents, 
where an emphasis is placed both on 
attaining the conditions of a safe, secure 
and credible US nuclear deterrence 
capability as well as on strengthening 
the regional security architectures 
through available means. In this regard, 
the government in Washington has in 
particular devoted the most attention to 
the regions where there are new and old 
security concerns, including the Middle 
East. The main reason for the initiatives 
mentioned in American national security 
documents is actually associated with 
the current government’s perceived 
security concerns related to the changing 
dynamics of the 21st century. These 
new American security concerns, which 
are very clearly detailed in the “Nuclear 
Posture Review” of 2010,8 have also 
helped in determining the future road 
map of the US’s nuclear stance. Hence, 
it would be very beneficial at this point 
to highlight the Obama Administration’s 
four basic concerns related to regional 
security structures, including the Middle 
East, as evaluated from the perspective 
of the US’s nuclear posture in 2010: (i) 

posture, symbolized by a “zero nuclear 
policy”,5 actually quite matches the 
current US strategy that involves both 
reviving nuclear disarmament and non-
proliferation tracks. The START treaty 
signed in 2010 as well as the “New York 
Nuclear Security Summit” of 2010 and 
the “NPT Review Conference” of 2010 
have all strongly confirmed this US 
decision. However, all of the US’s efforts 
in nuclear disarmament that have been 
initiated so far have not dealt with the 
important unresolved issues of nuclear 
disarmament and non-proliferation, 
such as the future of the CTBT and 
the FMCT among others. As a result, 
the challenges that lie ahead of the new 
START agreement are real and still need 
to be tackled, such as the future of missile 
defense and tactical nuclear weapons. All 
in all, the main rationale behind all of 
these American disarmament efforts that 
were launched have been related to the 
aim of creating a new and constructive 
image of a Washington government that 
is now sincere in meeting its obligations 
under Article 6 of the NPT.6

Within the complex and changing 
security environment of the 21st century, 
the old debate that is reminiscent of the 
days of the Cold War, namely “extended 
deterrence” and “re-assurance/assurance 
of Washington’s allies or friends in the 
Middle East or elsewhere”, has certainly 
gained in importance.7 And this situation 
consequently introduced a new and 
lively debate among foreign and security 
policy practioners as well as among IR 
academics. 
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the first concern is regional and global 
nuclear proliferation and disarmament 
anxieties; (ii) the second concern is 
associated the US’s aim of realizing 
the deterrence of potential and future 
nuclear rivalries at global and regional 
levels; (iii) the third concern is related 
to assuring Washington’s allies, friends 
and partners of the US’s role in extended 
deterrence in different regional security 
issues; (iv) and, finally, the last concern 
is related to Washington’s new objective 
of reviving and if possibly strengthening 
the traditional non-proliferation 
regimes. Washington, so as accomplish 
these ambitious nuclear objectives, has 
highlighted the importance of attaining 
and maintaining different capabilities 
and strategies as options. Under current 
conditions, it has been stated that the 
new US nuclear posture would involve 
situations, such as in the Middle East, in 
which the US might felt obliged to use all 
available means of extended deterrence, 
while in other places there may not be 
such a need. The introduction of ballistic 
missile defense and other American 
non-nuclear capabilities as other 
countermeasures as part of the US’s 
extended deterrence in certain regions 
has surely accelerated the already heated 
debates about the current credibility of 
the American security guarantees in such 
places as the Middle East, Asia-Pacific 
and Europe.

Under the current global security 
environment, the determination and 
assessment of where the international 
community was standing at the end of the 
NPT Review Conference of May 2010,9 

which was related to nuclear proliferation 
in the Middle East, becomes important. 
For this reason, this paper focuses on 
two very important questions. The first 
question is related to the highly debated 
issue of whether there is any chance of 
the so-called nuclear cascade becoming 
a reality within the current conditions of 
the Middle East assuming that the Iranian 
nuclear crisis is not solved or remains in 
stalemate. The second question looks at 
whether some of the P5’s new counter-
proliferation measures in the Middle 
East region have any chance of success in 
the light of US President Obama’s “zero 
nuclear weapons” policy. This is why this 
paper focuses on the general Western 
concerns of nuclear proliferation in the 
Middle East.

Ballistic Missile Defense:
Is It the Best US Instrument 
for the Realization of 
‘‘Extended Deterrence’’ and 
‘‘Reassurance’’ in the Middle 
East? 

In the US Nuclear Posture 
Review of 2010, ballistic missile 
defense is mentioned as an important 
countermeasure against present and 
future ballistic missile threats facing both 
American troops in the Middle East and 
also friends’ and partners’ territories in 
the region.10 At the moment it is being 
introduced as one of the best available 
instrument to strengthen the US’s 
extended deterrence in the Middle East. 
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defense, other means of extended 
deterrence capabilities are likely to be 
needed to attain credible deterrent 
against a potential attack in the Middle 
East. Today, Iran, and to a certain extent 
Syria, are the main actors in Washington’s 
calculations in the determination of the 
parameters of the new US extended 
deterrence for the Middle East. The 
second aim of providing ballistic missiles 
defenses to some states in the Middle 
East is directly related to Washington’s 
determination to provide the best 
available means of security assurance 
for its allies and friends there. The 
basic idea that lies behind this initiative 
is to prove that American extended 
deterrence is still valid and credible. 
Hence, Washington, while trying to give 
the message that it is serious about its 
allies’ and friends’ security concerns in 
the new Middle East, is actually aiming 
to ensure that the states of this region 
will not attempt to acquire nuclear 
capability on their own, something true 
even for Iran.13 All in all, when the US 
administration decided to introduce 
the new means of extended deterrence 
in the Middle East it actually hoped to 
both attain nuclear disarmament and to 
strengthen measures of non-proliferation 
in the region. Thirdly, when the Obama 
Administration decided to introduce 
ballistic missile defense to friendly states 
in the Middle East, it also hoped to 
dissuade potential nuclear aspirant states 
in this region both from procurement 
of improved ballistic capabilities and 
a nuclear capability. Accordingly, the 
nuclear aspirant states in the Middle East 

Actually, the importance given to ballistic 
missile defense is a bit exaggerated as it 
is seen as a way of achieving extended 
deterrence and to create stable and secure 
regional security complexes around 
the world, including the Middle East. 
There is a large amount of academic 
and technical literature that proves the 
contrary.11 However, one should also 
be careful not to underestimate the 
increasing importance of ballistic missile 
defense when it is introduced together 
with other means of extended deterrence 
during the process of creating effective 
and credible conditions for stability in the 
Middle East. If ballistic missile defense 
were introduced to Middle East today as 
part of an effective extended deterrence 
policy, it could actually accomplish 
three main aims. First of all, countries in 
the Middle East that have the capacity 
for developing nuclear weapons as well 
as those that already possess ballistic 
missiles would be deterred from going 
nuclear or developing more capable 
missiles. When one focuses on the 
Iranian situation and raises the question 
of whether ballistic missile defense could 
be an effective deterrent against them, 
the answer is rather debatable. Yet, most 
experts on this issue agree that missile 
defense systems could not be expected to 
be 100% effective in defending against 
all Iranian missiles.12 According to this 
view, there is always going to be the 
possibility that at least one or more of 
these Iranian missiles when launched 
could reach their targets. Considering 
the current technical deficiencies ballistic 
missiles defense in terms of providing 
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are expected to believe that a nuclear 
capability will not provide them with 
deterrence.14 This belief is directly related 
with the international communities’ 
efforts at stopping Tehran from acquiring 
nuclear capability. It is true that the 
Tehran regime might not be expected 
to be comfortable with an encirclement 
of missile defenses against its own 
missiles. However, due to Iran’s current 
deficiencies in the realm of conventional 
weapons inventory, it is unlikely that it 
will be dissuaded from acquiring more 
advanced missiles at a time when these 
missiles are one of the only available 
means of retaliation left for the Iranian 
regime. Also, since the Iranian regime 
continues to lack the means of attaining 
ballistic missile capabilities on its own, 
the other alternative means for retaliation 
left for Iran for countering the growing 
missile defense encirclement would be 
to improve its chemical arsenal.15 So 
the US expectation that missile defense 
will stop Iran from procuring missiles 
is not correct and on the contrary it 
could trigger the Iranian regime’s drive 
for accelerating both the means of 
acquiring better missiles capabilities and 
developing its chemical weapons arsenal. 

These measures on the part of Iran would 
certainly be in contradiction with the 
May 2010 NPT Review Conference’s 
aim of a weapons of mass destruction 
free zone in the Middle East.16 

Can the New Nuclear 
Disarmament Initiatives 
Be Effective in Getting the 
States of the Middle East 
to Accept the New Non-
proliferation Measures?

According to the common wisdom 
in the West, the deadlock between 
Washington and Tehran over Iran’s 
nuclear program has had the effect of 
triggering states in the Middle East to 
start to develop nuclear power.17 In 
some Western circles it is believed that 
unless this new growing interest in 
nuclear energy is somehow regulated at 
the beginning it is likely that nuclear 
proliferation will become a reality in the 
region.18 Therefore, the international 
community, due to the Iranian nuclear 
program, has become more concentrated 
in its efforts to introduce new and 
strengthened measures to the states 
of the Middle East with the hope that 
these non-proliferation rules can in time 
become applicable to the whole region 
or at least to certain sub-regions, such as 
the Gulf. The US administration, so as to 
realize these non-proliferation objectives 
in the sub-regions in the Middle East, 
and then hopefully in the whole region, 

The US administration under 
President Barack Obama has 
declared its new “zero nuclear 
policy” in order to revitalize the 
NPT’s credibility and to keep the 
Middle East free from nuclear 
proliferation and terrorism.
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strengthened nuclear non-proliferation 
measures at the regional level, in this 
case the Middle East. According to the 
2010 US Nuclear Posture Review, the 
American government wants to prevent 
the rise of new nuclear states anywhere 
in the world. Washington has sped up 
all its efforts in this regard and has tried 
with every means to reassure friendly 
regimes in the Middle East to remain 
non-nuclear. That is why after the new 
START agreement was signed, the 
Obama Administration has put major 
emphasis on its ratification.20 In this 
way the Obama Administration has 
hoped to guarantee that Washington’s 
newly gained record in disarmament 
would continue for some time in the 
future. With this determination, the 
US has decided to take the lead of the 
P-5 in both reassuring the nuclear have-
nots of the NPT that they are not only 
taking initiatives launched at the global 
stage related to the field of nuclear 
disarmament but also strengthening US 
security guarantees to the states of the 
Middle East, including the Gulf. All 
in all, Washington feels obliged to give 
assurance to friends and partners in the 
region as the current Iranian nuclear 
crisis remains in impasse and as the 
Middle East still lacks the means for a 
comprehensive regional security system. 
In this regard, the US government has 
taken every opportunity to prove its 
sincerity in both nuclear disarmament 
and non-proliferation. Despite this, 
Washington seems to fall short in 
assuring most of the non-nuclear states 
in the Middle East about its current 

has preferred to pursue a political 
strategy that involves both global and 
regional initiatives. This was due to the 
necessity of overcoming the deteriorated 
credibility of the NPT’s three pillars: 
disarmament, nuclear non-proliferation, 
and the right for the civilian use of 
nuclear energy. It is true that since the 
2005 NPT Review Conference, the 
international community has started 
to question the validity of the NPT. So 
the US administration under President 
Barack Obama has declared its new “zero 
nuclear policy” in order to revitalize the 
NPT’s credibility and to keep the Middle 
East free from nuclear proliferation and 
terrorism. Certain important efforts in 
this regard have already been realized 
since Obama’s Prague address last year.19 
In this regard, the new START, the 
declarations at the “New York Security 
Summit” in 2010 as well as the May 2010 
“NPT Review Conference” declarations 
are important milestones showing that 
the five nuclear states are now determined 
and serious in meeting their obligations 
in nuclear disarmament. As was known, 
since the 2005 NPT Review conference, 
the non-nuclear weapon states of the 
NPT have been rightfully accusing the 
five nuclear-armed states of not meeting 
their obligations under Article 6 of the 
NPT. 

All in all, the disarmament initiatives 
that have been taken both by the US 
and other members of the P-5 on 
the global stage have the objective of 
assuring the nuclear have-nots of the 
merits of accepting and implementing 
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initiatives. In this regard, among the 
Gulf States, the UAE continues to be 
the only exception, as shown by Dubai’s 
acceptance of the new non-proliferation 
measures stated in the 123 Agreement.

New Nuclear Power Reactors 
in the Middle East and 
Current Western Non-
proliferation Concerns: How 
Serious is the Problem at 
Hand? 

Actually, both the US’s and 
European’s anxiety over Middle Eastern 
states’ renewed interest in civilian nuclear 
power has been evident since 2006 and 
stems from the West’s previous negative 
experiences with non-proliferation 
in this region and elsewhere. The 
first incidence of this was the IAEA’s 
discovery of Iraq’s clandestine nuclear 
program in 1991, continued with 
North Korea going nuclear in 2006, and 
includes the current unresolved Iranian 
nuclear crisis.21 The current situation 
in the Middle East, where most states 
lack nuclear (uranium) enrichment and 
plutonium reprocessing capabilities, 
creates a suitable environment for the P5 
states to construct new and strengthened 
non-proliferation norms22 applicable to 
the region. The nuclear states seem to 
prefer to achieve this aim either within 
the NPT or outside it. In this regard some 
European states, such as France, and the 
US have already put forward new non-

proliferation initiatives in the hope that 
these will convince the nuclear-aspirant 
states not to have indigenous nuclear 
fuel cycle development. Since most of 
the states in the Middle East are at the 
initial stages of attaining nuclear power, 
the US authorities believe that the 
implementation of new non-proliferation 
measures has greater chance in some 
of the sub-regions, like Gulf, than in 
other regions that have political and 
security problems. The main expectation 
of the West is based on the idea that 
since the UAE has voluntarily accepted 
new non-proliferation measures it will 
act as precedent in the Gulf and lead 
the way in the Middle East region and 
ensure that the whole region is free of 
uranium enrichment and processing.23 
Western powers hope to overcome the 
current nuclear proliferation problem 
of the Middle East in the future, but till 
then they hope at best to manage this 
situation.24 

In general, some Western capitals 
and P5 countries have chosen two related 
methods to achieve the new strengthened 
non-proliferation objectives. Firstly, 
Western actors have tried to gain the 
assurance of the non-nuclear countries’ 
agreement to not indigenously produce 
nuclear fuel, which is allowed according 
to Article 4 of the NPT, through the 
signing of nuclear energy cooperation 
treaties with them. Secondly, the West in 
general and some of the members of P5 
in particular have already signed or hope 
to sign agreements to establish a secure, 
safe and constant supply of the fuel 
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In reality, some of the P5 countries 
hope to realize three aims by finding an 
acceptable solution to the current fuel 
cycle problem of the states in the Middle 
East region: (i) first, the nuclear-have states 
hope to strengthen the already weakened 
credibility of the non-proliferation 
regime by proposing this new nuclear 
fuel bank option, which aims to ensure 
a reliable and secure supply of fuel; (ii) 
secondly, some members of the P5 are 
also hoping to become one of the main 
nuclear fuel suppliers to the Middle East 
through the regional nuclear fuel banks; 
(iii) and lastly, the nuclear-haves are 
again hoping to bring forth a legitimate 
alternative way of acquiring nuclear fuel 
with the creation of these fuel banks, 
in contrast to the current illegitimate 
Iranian option. 

The Role of the US Extended 
Deterrence25 Strategy in the 
Current American Non-
proliferation Policy in the 
Middle East

Western powers are in fact trying 
to persuade the countries in the 
Middle East to accept the terms of a 
new deal that involves strengthening 
the non-proliferation measures in the 
1970s-era NPT by offering the non-
nuclear Middle Eastern powers reasons 
to not take advantage of their right to 
indigenously produce the nuclear fuel 
cycle. This is why the US administration 

through the establishment of fuel banks. 
However, the debate over the various 
fuel bank schemes between the two sides 
of the NPT Treaty- namely among the 
nuclear-haves and have-nots- has become 
contentious. As can be assumed, there 
remains important concerns behind 
these debates: (i) first of all, some of 
these non-nuclear countries are opposed 
to a fuel bank as they are concerned 
that it might somehow undermine their 
right of acquiring nuclear technology 
for peaceful purposes, though this has 
already been denied by the IAEA; (ii) 
moreover, some of these non-nuclear 
countries are starting to worry about the 
possibility that some P5 countries may 
attempt to use the political and economic 
power that will result from their grip 
on the control of the supply of fuel for 
their own future political purposes; 
and (iii) most important of all, some of 
these non-nuclear states are convinced 
that in the case of them choosing the 
fuel bank option there would always be 
the possibility of risks. For instance, by 
accepting the use of a nuclear fuel bank, 
these countries are actually accepting 
becoming dependent on others for their 
supply nuclear fuel. This opens them to 
certain risks related to fluctuating market 
prices together with other negative effects. 
Consequently, some of the non-nuclear 
states have come to the conclusion that 
unless the conditions related to the 
proposed fuel banks remain unchanged, 
their efforts of overcoming the negative 
effects of being an petroleum and natural 
gas dependent country through nuclear 
energy will not work.
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has tried to present more incentive-
based strengthened non-proliferation 
measures in the Middle East region in 
general and the Gulf region in particular. 
In this regard, Secretary of State Hillary 
Clinton’s remarks in her Bangkok speech 
is a good example of this new US policy. 
In this speech, Clinton, when talking 
about the trustworthiness about the US’s 
deterrence and security commitments26 
in the Middle East region, gave two 
important messages. First, she warned 
potential adversaries of the US in the 
Middle East about acquiring nuclear 
capability. The American administration 
made it clear that 
these nuclear aspirant 
states will never be 
allowed to acquire 
regional dominance. 
Secondly, US wanted 
to assure its allies 
and friends in the 
Middle East that the 
US will continue 
with its security commitments in the 
region and not allow them to become 
subject to potential coercive influence 
from regional adversaries. Actually, the 
US administration, by re-announcing 
the continuing credibility of its security 
commitments to the states in the Middle 
East, also aimed to prevent these states’ 
preferences to quickly go nuclear. 
Moreover, when the new Nuclear 
Posture Review was declared in 2010, 
the US accordingly declared that it will 
not resort to the use of nuclear weapons 
against non-nuclear states that are parties 
to the NPT. But an important exception 

was made for those states that have 
violated or breached the NPT, namely 
Iran and North Korea. What is strikingly 
important is that the US, while deciding 
to give new negative security assurances 
to states that signed the NPT, in the 
2010 Nuclear Posture simultaneously 
issued a “warning” that included the 
threat of force against potential nuclear 
aspirant states.

If one summarizes the US’s objective 
for its extended deterrence and assurance 
policy in the Middle East, on the one 
hand the US has intended to send a clear 
message to potential adversarial states 

that Washington 
will never allow 
conditions to 
develop in which 
benefits would be 
expected to be gained 
by potential nuclear-
aspirant states. In 
this regard, another 
important message 

for the states in the Middle East is that 
there is no rational reason for them to 
develop their own nuclear deterrent 
capability against Iran as they would 
be well protected by the US security 
umbrella. So far, these messages do 
not seem to have been accepted by the 
states in the Middle East region, with 
the exception of some states in the 
Gulf region. In this regard, the recently 
signed 123 Agreement with the UAE, 
for instance, can be seen as a sign of 
success for the Western nuclear non-
proliferation policies in the Gulf sub-

What is strikingly important is 
that the US, in the 2010 Nuclear 
Posture issued a “warning” 
that included the threat of 
force against potential nuclear 
aspirant states.
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treaty. The P5 countries especially want 
to ensure some means of control over the 
highly problematic issue of compliance. 
Yet, all of these measures so far do not 
seem to be enough to overcome the 
important problem of non-compliance 
with the NPT. 

Conclusion

Today the already deteriorated trust 
relationship that was embodied in the 
1970 bargain in the NPT is affecting 
the current and changing dynamics of 
the nuclear situation in the Middle East. 
Since the 1990s, the NPT has come 
under heavy strain. Since its inception, 
the main problem with the NPT has been 
related to the question of whether the 
treaty’s ultimate goal was disarmament 
or not. Once again this important and 
contentious issue has gained importance 
due to new arguments related to the 
future of both the NPT and the entire 
non-proliferation regime.29 Furthermore, 
the new Western concern over the 
unregulated spread of civilian nuclear 
fuel cycle programs in the Middle East 
and the existing weaponization risks that 
are associated with them has naturally 
hastened the deteriorating trust between 
the two different status states in the NPT. 
What is more important is that within 
this context, the free-riding status of 
some of the non-signatories states of the 
NPT has created problems for the current 
fragile situation in the Middle East. 

Before the NPT May 2010 Review 
Conference, all of these developments led 

region. But, on the other hand, some 
states in the Middle East like Egypt 
have stood against these kinds of deals, 
although the UAE voluntarily signed 
it, stating that they are in violation of 
the nuclear have-nots inalienable rights 
under Article 4 of the NPT. 

Despite some criticism about the 
new non-proliferation initiatives in the 
Middle East in general, some countries 
have already preferred to sign nuclear 
cooperation agreements with different 
members of the P5 countries under the 
condition that their rights under Article 
4 of the NPT remain. Moreover, some of 
these non-nuclear states have brought up 
a new proposal that aims to avoid the likely 
negative proliferation side effect of the 
plans to build new nuclear power plants 
around the world, including the Middle 
East. According to this new proposal, 
Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) 
members would place requirements 
on states before the transfer of nuclear 
technology. The main prerequisite would 
be that the non-nuclear states of the 
NPT would be expected to implement 
the Additional Protocol.27 In this way, 
the possibility of these non-nuclear 
states using their civilian nuclear energy 
programs to develop nuclear weapons 
capability would be constrained if not 
totally prevented.28 

All in all, with all these new pre-
emptive precaution strategies, the 
international community is hoping to 
avoid one of the basic problems of the 
NPT that has been resulting from the 
“loophole” present under Article 4 of the 
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the international community to further 
question the credibility of the NPT in 
terms of whether it would be a reliable 
non-proliferation tool in the future. 
That is why the Americans, knowing 
the difficulty of persuading non-nuclear 
states to accept strengthened non-
proliferation measures without building 
trust between the two sides, has decided 
to accelerate the implementation of 
President Obama’s “zero nuclear policy”. 
In this regard, the new START, the 
2010 Nuclear Security Summit in New 
York, as well as the decision to convene 
a conference in 2012 on a “Middle East 
Nuclear Weapons Free Zone” and a call 
for Israel to become 
a party to the NPT 
were all efforts to give 
the image that the 
West is now taking 
serious its Article 6 
responsibilities under 
the NPT.30 It is true 
that following the 
May 2010 “NPT Review Conference”, 
there was a growing awareness of the 
need to maintain the deal made in the 
1970s among the nuclear and non-
nuclear states in relation to Articles 4 and 
6 of the NPT. However, developments 
in other important areas related to 
creating a stable and secure nuclear 
situation in the Middle East are lagging, 
such as in universalizing the Additional 
Protocol, improving the IAEA 
safeguards agreement, creating binding 
enforcement rules for the violations of 
the NPT, meeting the demand for fuel 
supply clarifying the terms under which 

a state may withdraw from the NPT,31 
and, most important of all, creating 
conditions suitable for the development 
of regional arms-control mechanisms. 

Today, the nuclear states of the NPT, 
and especially the US through its ambitious 
“zero nuclear policy”, is actually aiming to 
send an important message to the states 
of the Middle East that Washington and 
some of its allies are now ready and in 
favor of cooperating with them in the area 
of nuclear energy as long as it is based on 
transparency and verification, which is in 
direct contrast with the current Iranian 
example. So today, the international 

community, having 
recognized the NPT’s 
loss of credibility, is 
trying to revitalize the 
treaty in the face of 
newly rising nuclear 
security threats both 
in the Middle East 

and beyond. As a result, it is clear that 
today the international community 
is once again about to go through a 
bargaining process to create new norms of 
behavior, a process similar to that in the 
1970s when the NPT was agreed. In this 
new norm re-building process, the states 
of the Middle East, in addition to states in 
Asia as well as those that did not sign the 
NPT, will be involved. During this new 
bargaining process, the two sides should 
be very careful when they are dealing with 
the delicate balance that was once built 
into the NPT under Articles 4 and 6.

Since its inception, the main 
problem with the NPT has 
been related to the question of 
whether the treaty’s ultimate 
goal was disarmament or not. 
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that these steps are still at the preliminary 
stage. In view of the fact that all of the five 
nuclear-armed countries still continue 
to rely on nuclear deterrence as part of 
their national security doctrines, the new 
disarmament initiatives that have been 
launched both at the sub-regional level as 
well as at the global level do not seem to 
be enough to persuade the non-nuclear 
states to accept further strengthened 
non-proliferation measures. For this 
reason, the future of both the CTBT and 
FMCT agreements are important not 
only from a psychological stand point, 
as it could help mend the deteriorated 
trust relationship between the two sides 
of the NPT, but also in laying out the 
most suitable conditions for furthering 
nuclear cooperation between the two 
sides.

Since the inception of the NPT, the 
main argument has been about whether 
the non-nuclear states of the NPT are 
equal with the five nuclear-armed states. 
Hence, in this new norm-building 
process in the NPT, a great deal of 
attention should first of all be given to 
the issue of the nuclear fuel cycle. During 
this process, the nuclear armed states 
should be careful to take the other states’ 
legitimate concerns into account so that 
they will not feel inferior. Another issue 
that is related with how nuclear fuel will 
be supplied, an issue that directly affects 
all the states of the Middle East region.

Additionally, if one tries to assess 
the nuclear disarmament steps that have 
been accomplished so far by the nuclear-
armed states under the NPT, it is clear 
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