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1 Introduction

Over the past decades the non-proliferation re-
gime has faced a number of challenges in the
Gulf region, putting its effectiveness to test. Tra-
ditionally, the Israeli nuclear program has pre-
sented a major concern for the Arab states. The
six GCC states (Bahrain, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia,
Oman, Qatar and UAE) as part of the wider Arab
world, have joined other Arab states in calling
for the unconditional nuclear disarmament of Is-
rael and supporting the idea of the Middle East
region as a Nuclear Free Zone.

Among the states of the Gulf, Irag showed an
early interest in developing a civilian nuclear
program. By the late 1970s, Iraq had embarked
on the development of a clandestine military
nuclear program. The Israeli air force attack on
the Iraqgi nuclear installations in mid 1981 set
back the development of the program, but by
1990 Iraq had recovered and was able to advan-
ce its military nuclear program to a critical stage.
In the aftermath of the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait,
the UN Security Council resolutions imposed on
Iraq resulted in the forced dismantling of the I-
ragi civilian and military nuclear programs under
the supervision of IAEA and other specialized
committees. At this time the GCC states came
out in full support of the UN efforts aimed at di-
sarming lIraq of its WMD capability and preven-
ting the state from developing any such capabili-
ty in the future.

Since 2002/2003, the Iranian nuclear program
has emerged as a new source of concern for the
GCC states. Some credible evidence had emer-
ged by then pointing to the possibility that the
Iranian nuclear program could have military di-
mensions. For the GCC states, Tehran's nuclear
ambition poses a major challenge to their natio-
nal and regional security, as a nuclear Iran would
drastically alter the strategic balance in the geo-
political Gulf.

The GCC states’ experience with the Israeli, Iraqi,
and lately the Iranian nuclear programs has
strengthened their belief that there is a need for
an effective and enforceable non-proliferation
regime. Currently, the view widely held in the
GCC is that the non-proliferation regime is fa-
cing serious challenges that undermine its effec-
tiveness and put a question mark over its even-
tual survivability.

2 Regional Non-Proliferation

The likelihood of a nuclear arms race in the Gulf
region at present depends to a great extent on
whether or not the international community can
prevent Iran from acquiring nuclear military ca-

pability. Iran is a member of the NPT and by
crossing the nuclear threshold it would not only
render the non-proliferation regime obsolete,
but would also put a challenge before the GCC
states as their security interests will not allow
them to accept Iran as the only nuclear power in
the region; consequently, if Iran acquires nuclear
military capability, the GCC states may have no
other option but to enter a nuclear arms race.’

The past decades have shown that if one state in
the Gulf region aims to achieve military superio-
rity, other regional states will react decisively and
try to restore the balance of power. The conven-
tional arms race during the 1970s and 1980s
between Iraq and Iran had a certain impact on
the GCC states by forcing these states, accor-
ding to their different capacities, to join the arms
race. This past record of the conventional arms
race in the Gulf region could serve as an indica-
tor to predict the future behavior of the GCC
states in case the non-proliferation regime falls
short in preventing certain regional states from
developing their nuclear military capability. It is
most likely that the majority of the GCC states
will seriously consider joining the nuclear arms
race as a means of self-defense and as a neces-
sary measure to protect their independence and
security.

GCC attitude toward the Iranian nuclear
program

The GCC states have a clear-cut policy towards
Iran’s nuclear program. When Iran started its
program in the 1960s, these states had raised no
objections to the civilian nuclear program. As
members of the NPT, the GCC states recognized
Iran’s right to develop a civilian nuclear program
and they had no reason to doubt its peaceful in-
tentions. The GCC states, like the rest of the in-
ternational community, changed their attitude
towards the Iranian nuclear program in
2002/2003, when evidence emerged about a
clandestine nuclear program. Following IAEA in-
spections and reports, it became evident that I-
ran in fact had violated its NPT obligations.

Iran’s secret nuclear activities and the lack of
transparency in the lIranian nuclear policy has
generated deep concern among the GCC states.
These states support the argument that Iran as a
member of NPT is under binding international
legal obligation not to engage in any clandestine
activities or develop any form of military nuclear
capability. The GCC's capacity to pressurize Iran
to abandon its nuclear ambition is limited, there-

" The author bases her assumptions in this paper on

discussions with regional officials.
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fore the bloc’s policy has emphasized the impor-
tant role of the international community in for-
cing lIran to abstain from illegal activities. The
GCC states supported IAEA efforts and looked
at the involvement of the UN Security Council as
a positive development toward the internationa-
lization of the effort to prevent Iran from deve-
loping illegal nuclear military capability.

The GCC states’ stand favors diplomatic and e-
conomic measures to pressurize Iran, and public-
ly at least, expresses its disapproval with the
employment of the military options at this stage.
However, if sanctions do not work, non-military
pressure fails and Iran is successful in continuing
the development of its nuclear program, the
GCC states could reconsider their objection to
the military option. In any case, these states are
in no position to prevent a third party from car-
rying out military action against Iranian nuclear
facilities, and they could benefit from such ac-
tion as a last resort to thwart Iran’s nuclear am-
bition.”

GCC attitude toward India/ Pakistan

While the GCC states do consider a nuclear Iran
as a direct threat to their national security and
the regional strategic balance, they do not per-
ceive a similar threat from the other two re-
gional nuclear powers, India and Pakistan. Unlike
their relations with Iran, the GCC states have no
direct strategic engagement with India or Pakis-
tan. There are no existing conflict lines between
the GCC states and India/Pakistan. Neither India
nor Pakistan have been involved in the past — or
are involved at present — in a military confronta-
tion with the GCC states. The governments in
India or Pakistan have never posed a threat to
the GCC countries. In fact, the GCC states have
a close relationship with Pakistan; when India
conducted its first nuclear test in 1972, the GCC
states supported Pakistan as the first Islamic
country to go nuclear.

3 Regional Governance

The GCC states have for long rejected the nuc-
lear option. The majority of these states have
signed most, if not all, WMD prohibition treaties,
including the NPT and the related protocols. Five
of the six GCC states have qualified for the Small
Quantity Protocol (SQP) status, which implies
almost zero nuclear activity. None of the states
has a nuclear reactor of any type, nor do they
have research facilities. In the past, there have
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See also Nicole Stracke, “Nuclear Arms Race in the
Gulf,” Khaleej Times, 2 February 2007.

been allegations against Saudi Arabia about a
potential nuclear cooperation with Pakistan;
however, to date, there is no evidence to sup-
port this claim. Saudi Arabia uses radioactive iso-
topes only in small quantities and in limited a-
reas: for medical research at the King Faisal Spe-
cialist Hospital and the Research Center in Riy-
adh, and for industrial imagery at the Energy Re-
search Laboratory at the King Fahd University of
Petroleum and Minerals in Dhahran, and the
Nuclear Energy Research Institute at King Abdul
Aziz City for Science and Technology in Jeddah.’
Some experts claim that the CSS-2 ballistic missi-
les, which the Kingdom purchased from China in
1988, can be used as nuclear delivery system.
However, these missiles are designed with con-
ventional warheads. To dispel any fears about
the Kingdom's intention to use the missiles as
nuclear delivery systems, then King Fahd assured
the United States that Saudi Arabia had no in-
tention of equipping them with nuclear war-
heads.’

However, the perceived weakness of the current
non-proliferation regime has generated an inter-
nal debate within the GCC and in the wider A-
rab world about the rationality, practicality, and
validity of the traditional Arab nuclear policy,
which until now had almost totally excluded the
use of nuclear technology.

In December 2006, the GCC General Secretary
Abdul Rahman Al-Attiyah announced the joint
decision of the GCC states to establish a nuclear
research program. Soon after that the GCC Sec-
retariat opened negotiations with the IAEA see-
king approval and support for the project. At the
same time, a number of individual GCC states
started parallel negotiations with the IAEA to
pursue national civilian nuclear programs. Both
the GCC research program and the civilian pro-
gram constitute a clear departure from the tradi-
tional regional 'zero nuclear policy' which had
been followed until recently.” Since the announ-
cement about establishing the civilian programs,
the GCC states have acted fast on initiating the
planned projects; in March 2008, two of the six
GCC states, UAE and Bahrain, signed nuclear

Mustafa Alani, Weapons of Mass Destruction Free
Zone in the Gulf, Gulf Research Center, 2008
(forthcoming).

* New York Times, April 29, 1988, page 2.

For more about the intention and objectives of
GCC nuclear programs, see Nicole Stracke, “Nu-
clear Development in the Gulf: A Strategic or Eco-
nomic Necessity,” in Nuclearization of the Gulf, Se-
curity and Terrorism Bulletin, no. 7, December
2007.
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energy cooperation agreements with France and
the US. On March 23, the UAE government is-
sued the first official document which outlined
the state's nuclear strategy.’ The document un-
derlined the state’s commitment to fully coope-
rate with the IAEA, accept IAEA safeguards, en-
sure transparency, and respect the international
law. To avoid any risk of proliferation, both UAE
and Bahrain agreed not to produce their own
fuel cycle; instead they would rely on the e-
xisting international markets to import the requi-
red nuclear fuel. The involvement of the IAEA at
the early stages will ensure the project’s transpa-
rency and strengthen confidence among states
and the international community that the pro-
gram will be for civilian purposes only and follow
international legal requirements and will not be
misused. The GCC states’ declared partnership
and technology cooperation with western states
and companies give assurances that the nuclear
program will fulfill the safety standards related
to the nuclear reactors’ design and maintenance,
transport, storage and disposal of radioactive
waste.

The UAE and Bahraini commitment to establish a
civilian nuclear program under the supervision of
the international legal system follows from the
GCC states’ long history of commitment to re-
main free of WMD. To underline this commit-
ment and open a dialogue channel with Iran, the
GCC states over the last two years have put
forward two major initiatives: the establishment
of the Gulf Weapon of Mass Destruction Free
Zone and the proposal to establish a Regional
Nuclear Enrichment Consortium.

The Weapons of Mass Destruction Free Zone
in the Gulf proposal

The concept of nuclear free zones has proven to
be an effective instrument to reduce the chances
of nuclear proliferation and help in confidence
building; up to this point, none of the countries
which are members of NFZ have violated the
treaties.

The idea of establishing a Nuclear or a Weapons
of Mass Destruction Free Zone in the Middle East
is not a new concept. At the meetings of the UN
General Assembly in December 1974, a joint Ira-
nian-Egyptian resolution was adopted calling for
the declaration of the Middle East as a Nuclear
Free Zone. But since then the project has made
no progress, despite its continuous tabling wi-

Emirates News Agency, 23 March 2008. (State-
ment in Arabic only)

thin the UN agenda, and the ongoing discussion
of its contents at regional and international con-
ferences. ' To break the deadlock, the GCC sta-
tes decided to put forward the WMDFZ in the
Gulf initiative. In December 2005, the GCC Sec-
retary General Al-Attiyah announced for the first
time the initiative to declare the Gulf as a wea-
pons of mass destruction free zone. The idea of
the WMDFZ in the Gulf is based on the principle
of progress from sub-regional to regional appro-
ach. The basic idea is that while a Middle East
comprehensive security regime appears unachie-
vable in one go, a step-by-step regional security
arrangement could be established within the
geopolitical Gulf region — at the first stage bet-
ween the six GCC states, and Yemen, Iraq, Iran
to be extended at a later stage to other Middle
East states. There are a number of factors which
point to the feasibility of such a project:

1. In its initial stages, the WMDFZ in the Gulf will
only include the nine states that comprise the
geo-political Gulf (including the six GCC states ,
Yemen, Iraq and Iran) and are linked through
common conflict lines, the idea being that states
belonging to the geo-political Gulf share the
same threat perceptions and have a common in-
terest in achieving the objective of regional secu-
rity. While the GCC states, which are geographi-
cally close to Iran, are mainly concerned about
the Iranian nuclear program and perceive it as a
direct threat to their national security, other A-
rab states such as Egypt or Morocco have a ra-
ther moderate stance towards Iran’s nuclear
program. The WMDFZ project is designed in res-
ponse to the specific sub-regional security con-
cerns, without ignoring the ultimate need for a
comprehensive ‘all abroad' security and disar-
mament regime to include all states of the Midd-
le East region.

2. All of the nine Gulf States are eligible for the
membership of the proposed Gulf WMDFZ. The
majority have adopted the international treaties
and protocols prohibiting the positioning or the
development of nuclear, chemical and biological
weapons.. On the ground, the concept of the
Gulf WMDFZ is already in play; as all of the can-
didate states have committed themselves to in-
ternational treaties to refrain from any activities
related to WMD. The Gulf WMDFZ project is
seen as a starting point and potential cornersto-
ne for a more comprehensive, region-wide non-

7 For more on the evolution of the Weapon of Mass

Destruction Free Zone in the Gulf, see Mustafa
Alani, Weapon of Mass Destruction Free Zone in
the Gulf, op.cit.
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proliferation regime. The agreements for such a
regime would be an “open door” offer; other
regional states will be invited to join at a future
stage. In that way, this Gulf WMDFZ does not
aim to undermine the WMDFZ in the Middle E-
ast but rather to complement the idea.

The initial response of the GCC states and the
other states such as Iran, Irag and Yemen to-
wards the idea of WMDFZ in the Gulf was posi-
tive®. The first meeting to promote the concept
took place in 2004 in Dubai and was organized
by the Gulf Research Center, a regional think-
tank. In the Track Il debates that followed, the
center brought together international relations
specialists, diplomats and senior government of-
ficials from the GCC states to evaluate the
prospects of such a concept. The three Track Il
meetings were successful and within only a short
time, the GCC adopted the project, and the sec-
retary-general announced the initiative to de-
clare the Gulf region, including Iran, Irag and
Yemen, as WMDFZ during the GCC summit in
Abu Dhabi in 2005. The debate of the initiative
at the Abu Dhabi GCC summit indicates the

GCC states' general support of the Gulf WMDFZ.

Kuwait and the UAE in particular came out
strongly in favor of the initiative saying that it
could be part of a "new security system" that
supports security and stability in the region. Dur-
ing the Track Il negotiations in 2006, Iragi offi-
cials were also positive about the initiative view-
ing it as an important first step toward a Middle
East region free of WMDO. Iranian officials at the
conference too supported the Gulf WMDFZ in
principle as long as it did not undermine the
strategic importance of the Middle East WMD
Free Zone. However, Iran has made its accep-
tance of the GWMDFZ conditional on Israeli nu-
clear disarmament and withdrawal of US troops
from the Gulf region. The current nuclear stand-
off with Iran has led to a temporary setback in
the debate. International support is needed in
particular from the US, EU and Russia to give the
initiative a new boost.

GCC Multinational Nuclear Consortium pro-
posal

In October 2007, the Saudi Foreign Minister
Prince Saud al Faisal, put forward a GCC initiati-

® For official documents on the GWMD Free Zone,

see “Nuclearization in the Gulf,” Security and Ter-
rorism Bulletin, no 7, page 32-37.

° The Arab League criticized the Gulf WMDFZ on the
ground that this initiative would undermine the ME
WMDFZ. For UAE’s response to the Arab League
statement, see: Nuclearization in the Gulf, op.cit.

ve that invited all states of the region, including
Iran, interested in nuclear technology to partici-
pate in the establishment of a Uranium Enrich-
ment International Consortium for the Middle
East states which could be based in a neutral
country outside the region.” The project aimed
to establish a joint enrichment and processing
center to supply nuclear fuel to civilian reactors
in the Middle East region. All states in the region
could thus secure the supply of nuclear fuel for
all power plants of member states of the consor-
tium, but they would not have access to enrich-
ment technology. The objective of this proposal
is the creation of a regional multi-state consorti-
um under the control and the supervision of the
international community to support the states
aiming to develop their nuclear programs. The
GCC proposal aimed to centralize enrichment
activities to prevent the states of the region from
militarizing their civilian programs and to ward
off the possibility of a nuclear arms race in the
region. The proposal was officially rejected by I-
ran on November 3, 2007, when the lIranian
Supreme National Security Council vice-secretary
Javad Vaidi said that, “Iran welcomes the idea of
a consortium to make fuel abroad, provided Iran
can continue with its own fuel-making activities”
implicating that Tehran had no intention of
stopping its enrichment process or abandoning
its right for the production of nuclear fuel." This
was the third time Iran rejected a proposal for
the internationalization of nuclear fuel supply.
Already in August 2005, EU 3 had offered to
supply nuclear fuel to Iran if it stopped enrich-
ment activities, and in February 2007, Russia had
proposed the enrichment of uranium for Iranian
power plants aiming to break the negotiation
deadlock and kick-start the idea of curbing non-
proliferation through multilateral cooperation.
However, the Iranian government did not think
these proposals were adequate enough for put-
ting its enrichment program on hold.

4 GCC and Global Governance of Non-
Proliferation

From the point of view of the GCC states, the
NPT was founded on the basis of three main pil-
lars: disarmament, nonproliferation and coope-
ration in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy and
the right of non-nuclear states to obtain and de-
velop nuclear technology for peaceful purposes.
For the GCC states, the NPT has particularly fai-

10

See Nicole Stracke, Nuclearization in the Gulf, page
10.

""" Radio Free Europe, Monday, November 5, 2007
Volume 11 Number 205 (direct quote from AFP)
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led to address the first two pillars: Disarmament
and Non- Proliferation.

Failure on disarmament

Article VI of the NPT urges members of the trea-
ty to work towards nuclear disarmament. GCC
officials criticize the nuclear states’ lack of politi-
cal commitment in regard to dismantling their
nuclear arsenals. Instead of following an active
disarmament policy, nuclear states insist on kee-
ping and developing their nuclear weapons
stocks; besides, some states are developing a
new generation of nuclear weapons, while o-
thers have declared that the option of using the-
se weapons — even against non nuclear states —
remains part of their “defensive policies and se-

nm 12

curity strategies”.

Selectiveness of the NPT

The NPT has been working on the basis of selec-
tiveness. Initially, the NPT treaty aimed to include
all states in order to prevent proliferation on a
global scale. This objective has clearly failed; sta-
tes such as India, Pakistan and Israel have acqui-
red nuclear military capability but are not under
international control. The decision of some sta-
tes to remain out of the NPT combined with
their insistence on developing nuclear capability
has raised questions about the objective and u-
niversality of the treaty and created a major gap
in confidence among states in particular in the
Gulf.” For Gulf States, Israel’s nuclear capability
in particular has been a delicate issue. Israel is
the only nuclear power in the Middle East and it
continues to refuse to place its nuclear facilities
under IAEA supervision and join the NPT. " In
October 2007, Qatar’s permanent representative
to the UN, at the General Debate of the First
Committee of the General Assembly on Disar-
mament and International Security, talked about
the “failure of the political will” which is preven-
ting the NPT from raising its standard and ad-

See statement of the League of Arab States at the
First Preparatory Committee for the 2010 Review
Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, Vienna, 30 April-
11 May 2007.

See statement by Anwar Othman Albarout, Head
of the UAE Delegation before the First Session of
the Preparatory Committee for the 2010 Review
NPT Conference, Vienna, 30 April -11 May, 2007.
http://english.mofa.gov.qa/newsPage.cfm?newsid=
1207

See statement of Permanent Representative of the
Kingdom of Bahrain to the First Session of the Pre-
paratory Committee for the 2010 NPT Review con-
ference.

vancing the disarmament and non-proliferation
agenda.”

Violations and withdrawal

While the NPT was not effective in disarming
nuclear powers and failed to stop non-members
from acquiring nuclear capability, it also had its
limitations in preventing members of the treaty
from violating IAEA obligations and developing
nuclear military capability. Members of the NPT
have repeatedly violated the treaty. In the 1980s
Iraq worked on a militarized nuclear program;
North Korea withdrew from the NPT in 2003
and conducted an underground nuclear test in
October 2006; and, in 2003, Iran was caught vi-
olating its NPT safeguards agreement. The cur-
rent Iranian nuclear impasse, along with the Iraqi
and North Korean experiences, has revealed a
number of weaknesses in the non-proliferation
regime.

The fact that Article X in the NPT established the
right to withdraw from the treaty giving three
months’ notice has been used by states such as
North Korea and Iran to blackmail the internati-
onal community into concessions. NPT signato-
ries are aware of the fact that if a member
withdraws and continues to develop its nuclear
program, this drastically undermines the treaty.
States could then be tempted to use the NPT as
a means to legally obtain nuclear technology
and develop their nuclear know-how. Once the-
se states have reached a certain level, they could
leave the NPT and use the obtained knowledge
and technology to convert their civilian nuclear
programs into military ones. In this context, it is
a significant weakness of the NPT that it lacks a
punishment mechanism to deter members who
decide to leave or violate the treaty. If a member
violates the NPT, it is reported to the IAEA, the
nuclear watchdog, which then evaluates the
scope of the violation and decides whether or
not the issue should be referred to the UN Secu-
rity Council. This process is complex and takes
time during which the state can work to advan-
ce its nuclear program.

It is the lack of punishment and the slow process
of the NPT verification regime that has been cri-
ticized by the GCC side, and has played an im-
portant part in the Iranian case. In August 2002,
the Iranian exile opposition group Mojahedeen
Al Khalg accused Tehran of hiding a uranium en-
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http://english.mofa.gov.qa/newsPage.cfm?newsid=
1207, visited 24 March 2007. See also statement
of the Permanent Representative of the Kingdom
of Bahrain.
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richment facility at Natanz and a heavy water
plant at Arak. Five months later, in February
2003, the IAEA was able to act by visiting the
suspected, yet undeclared, nuclear sites to verify
the claim. However, after that it took almost
four vyears of negotiations and diplomatic
struggle until, in December 2006, the UN Securi-
ty Council imposed the first set of economic and
financial sanctions against Iran. Even though it
was clear that Iran had violated its safeguards
agreements, it took several years for the IAEA to
comprehend the full scope of the violation and
transfer the Iranian case to the UNSC which then
decided to punish Iran. But even with the Iranian
nuclear file in the UN Security Council, and after
the third round of sanctions, Iran still defies the
international community’s demands and conti-
nues with its nuclear activities. The lack of
agreement among the permanent members of
the Security Council — US, France and Britain on
one side and China and Russia on the other —
limits its ability to impose effective sanctions on
Iran and pressurize the regime to a point where
it would have no other choice but to give in to
international demands and put an end to its
nuclear enrichment. If the non-proliferation re-
gime is unable to deal with this challenge and I-
ran as an NPT member crosses the nuclear
threshold, it is likely that, in future, states will
exploit the weakness of the regime and take ad-
vantage of the limitations associated with the
NPT.

There are a number of steps that can be adop-
ted to strengthen the non-proliferation regime:

e The easy and secure right that the member
states have to withdraw from the NPT
should be either removed or the notification
period should be extended from three
months to 2-3 years. This would prevent
members from using the right to withdraw
as a “blackmail strategy.” It could be extre-
mely difficult to amend the treaty in order to
remove the right of withdrawal; however, if
the right of withdrawal remains a part of the
treaty, it would be helpful to extend the pe-
riod of notification to allow the international
community reasonable time to work to inc-
rease its diplomatic pressure in an effort to
convince states threatening to withdraw to
remain within their international legal obli-
gations.

e To prevent any NPT member from develop-
ing a dual use project and diverting scien-
tists and technology from the NPT-
supported civilian program to a clandestine
military one, every NPT member should sign

the Additional protocol. This will give the
IAEA the right for intrusive inspection at any
time and any place and can deter or limit
the chance of a state developing a military
program secretly.

e The IAEA reporting system should be im-
proved to ease and shorten the process
from IAEA discovering a possible NPT viola-
tion until the transfer of the case to the UN
Security Council. This could be done
through establishing an "NPT Permanent
Monitoring Committee" as a specialized
committee within the UN Security Council
structure which works closely with the IAEA
and focuses on monitoring the implementa-
tion of the treaty.

How can the GCC states strengthen the
regional non-proliferation regime?

So far the GCC states have proved their sincerity
in abiding by the international rules and obliga-
tions of the non-proliferation regime; however,
with the announcement of their intention to
consider the introduction of nuclear energy in
the region, there is a need to adapt suitable le-
gislation to handle the new projects. At present,
GCC states do not have the required legal fra-
mework to ensure the security and safety
aspects required to satisfy the international
community’s concerns. Bahrain, Saudi Arabia,
Oman, Qatar and United Arab Emirates have not
signed the Additional Protocol, and Qatar has
not yet submitted comprehensive safeguards
agreements to the Board of Governors for its
consideration . It is not that these states do not
agree with the principle of the safeguard
agreements or the Additional Protocol, rather all
GCC states — with the exception of Qatar — have
gualified to the Small Quantity Protocol status
(SQP) that is given to states with only minimal
quantity of nuclear materials.” These states have
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See http://Awww.iaea.org/OurWork/SV/Safeguards/
sir_table.pdf , visited 2 April 2008; See also
http://ola.iaea.org/ola/treaties/iaea_related.asp

The SQP allows states considered to be low risk to
opt out of the more intensive inspection regimes in
return for a declaration of their nuclear activities. In
addition, the Protocol allows for the possession of:
a. One kilogram in total of specific fissionable ma-
terial, which may consist of one or more of the fol-
lowing (extract); (i) Plutonium; (ijlUranium with an
enrichment of 0.2 (20%) and above, taken account
of by multiplying its weight by its enrichment;
b. Ten tons in total of natural uranium and de-
pleted uranium with an enrichment above 0.005
(0.5%)

c. Twenty tons of depleted uranium with an en-
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no nuclear facilities or activities and, therefore,
felt that signing the Additional Protocol was un-
necessary as long as they remained committed
to their zero nuclear option.

However, the situation has changed with the
decision of the GCC states in 2006 to establish
nuclear programs. The SQP status is under re-
view as some experts pointed out the danger
that states which had only signed the SQP could
secretly build their nuclear capabilities because
they were not subject to IAEA inspection. In fact,
outside the Additional Protocol, the current IAEA
verification and safety standards enshrined in the
Safeguards Agreement are not sufficient as they
only deal with “declared nuclear sites” and with
information supplied by the concerned states. In
the past, states such as Irag or Iran have violated
the safeguards rules and declared some sites
while hiding others. Thus, in order to assure the
international community about the peaceful na-
ture of their planned nuclear programs and allay
any misgivings, it is necessary that all GCC states
sign the comprehensive safeguards agreements
and the Additional Protocol. This way, IAEA will
have the legal power to inspect nuclear installa-
tions and the international community will have
no reason to doubt the GCC's commitment to
establishing civilian programs for peaceful pur-
poses.

Furthermore, the UAE and Bahraini decision to
abstain from producing their own nuclear fuel
cycle — instead relying on imported fuel — can
serve as an example for other GCC states that
are planning to establish nuclear civilian pro-
grams. Bilateral cooperation and multilateral
agreements, including the import of fuel from
existing international markets as well as the es-
tablishment of multinational nuclear consortiums,
reduce the need for enrichment and reproces-
sing plants and minimize the risk of single states
starting on an enrichment process.

There is no doubt that the GCC states currently
intend to fulfill their obligations to the NPT. In a
statement for the First Preparatory Committee
for the 2010 NPT Review conference, the GCC
states called for the adoption of the “13 critical
steps” from the 2000 Review Conference aiming
to systematically implement Article VI of the NPT
including:

richment of 0.005 (0.5%) or below,

d. Twenty tons of thorium, (see; the Structure and
Content of Agreements between the Agency and
States required in connection with Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, see
INFCIR/153 (corrected version), June 1972.

e Arrangements by all nuclear-weapon states
to place fissile material designated by each
of them as no longer required for military
purposes under IAEA

e Strengthening efforts by the nuclear-
weapon states to reduce their nuclear arse-
nals unilaterally

e Increasing transparency by the nuclear-
weapon states with regard to nuclear
weapons capabilities and the implementa-
tion of agreements pursuant to Article VI

The statement of the UAE Arab League repre-
sentative describes the 2010 Review conference
as a “crossroads”; “either we manage to face
up to the challenges and achieve the necessary
balance, or we will end up with a non-
proliferation regime that is invalid and void of
any meaningful substance.” ' The UAE state-
ment is even more critical saying that nuclear
disarmament is the only way to avoid a nuclear
arms race."”

5 Conclusion

The GCC states have embarked on establishing a
civilian nuclear program solely for peaceful pro-
poses. However, the actual nature of the pro-
gram could shift from civilian to military if the
non-proliferation regime collapses or suffers a
major setback as a result of one regional state’s
success in acquiring nuclear military capability.
Despite the public commitment to maintain the
peaceful and civilian nature of the GCC states’
nuclear program, the decision to invest in nu-
clear projects aims at building the foundation for
nuclear technology know-how. This could be
helpful if the regional security environment un-
dergoes major changes toward a possible nu-
clear arms race. If Iran emerges as a nuclear
power, the GCC states will have two options: Ei-
ther they will opt to enter a nuclear arms race
and develop their own nuclear military capability
or they will rely on third party protection per-
haps in the form of a nuclear umbrella most
likely from the US. However, given the growing
dissatisfaction with US policies in the region and
the rising regional discomfort about dependence
on the US, it should be assumed that the US
umbrella will only be a short term solution until
the GCC states have developed their own nu-
clear military capability. In any case, the GCC
states feel the need to leave their options open

® See statement by Anwar Othman Albarout, Head

of the UAE Delegation, page 2.
" Ibid.
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prevent the introduction of a new nuclear power .
! . Terrorism Department at the Gulf Research Cen-
in the Gulf region.

ter, Dubai, United Arab Emirates.

More information is available on:

www.fes-globalization.org
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