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1. Programme 

A United Nations Association Scotland and Edinburgh Conference
Sponsored by Malcolm Chisholm, Member Scottish Parliament

A Middle East Free of Weapons of Mass Destruction: The Challenges
A One Day Civil Society Conference Preparatory to the UN Meeting of States 

Parties in Helsinki, December, 2012 
at The Scottish Parliament

Monday May 28th 2012
Programme

9:00    Registration and Coffee
9:45   Welcome: Bruce Crawford MSP, Minister for Parliamentary Business

Opening by Malcolm Chisholm MSP
10.00   Chair: Sir Jeremy Greenstock (UNA-UK)
10:30   A Secure Middle East
          H.E. Ambassador Pekka Huhtaniemi (Finland)   
          H.E. Ambassador Unal Cevikoz (Turkey)
          Mr Sergey Andriashin, First Secretary, Russian Embassy in the UK
          Statement from Professor George Jabbour (UNA Syria)
11:30  Simultaneous Round Table Discussions 

Facilitators: Mike Crockart MP, Sheila Gilmore MP, Mark Lazarowicz MP,  
12:30-13:30  Buffet Lunch
13:30  Chair: Sir Jeremy Greenstock (UNA-UK) 
13:45  A Middle East Free of Weapons of Mass Destruction      
          
          Prof. David Menashri, President, Academic Centre of Law and Business, Ramat 
Gan, Israel
          Omar Shaban, Director, Palthink Centre for Strategic Studies, Gaza, Palestine
          Ted Seay, European Leadership Network
          Andreas Persbo, Executive Director, of VERTIC 
15:45-16:45  Simultaneous Round Table Discussions
           Facilitators: Bill Kidd MSP, Marco Biagi MSP, Pauline McNeill (former MSP)
17:00-18:00  Summary and Q&A: Led by Dr. Rebecca E. Johnson (Acronym Institute of 

Disarmament Diplomacy)
18:00 Concluding Comments: Sir Jeremy Greenstock
18:15 Reception: The Garden Room
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2. Acknowledgements 
The United Nations Association, Edinburgh wishes to thank all the contributors, 
participants, staff of the Scottish Parliament, interns and rapporteurs who 
contributed so much to the success of the conference. We especially wish to thank 
Dr Rebecca Johnson, who provided us with a written version of her 
comprehensive summary of the key issues and recommendations discussed at the 
Conference (reproduced in section 4) and also provided some background and 
context for this report (see section 15).The conclusions and recommendations are, 
of course, the responsibility of UNA Edinburgh and the Conference Organisers 

3. Recommendations 
1. It was proposed to send a message that this UNA Edinburgh Conference 
supports the Helsinki Middle East Conference being held in 2012. 

1.1 We expect – and call on – all states from the region to participate 
constructively and with appropriate levels of authority and expertise, and to 
contribute to a constructive conference and a process coming out of the 
conference that will establish practical mechanisms for achieving the major 
objectives. 

1.2 We express our gratitude to Finland and especially to Under Secretary Laavaja 
for their assiduous efforts to address the difficult security issues. 

2. Civil society as well as governments can do more to reduce the salience of 
nuclear weapons and programmes – not only in the Middle East region, but also in 
our own countries. 

2.1  The importance of engaging women (as mandated in UNSCR 1325 and other 
UN resolutions) and youth were emphasized by many as especially important in 
view of the social and political changes being brought about through civil society 
‘Awakenings’ in many Middle East countries, including Iran. It was suggested that 
educators and young people should be encouraged to run Model Helsinki 
processes.  

2.2 In advance of – and to feed constructively into – the Helsinki Conference, it 
might be useful to hold a civil society conference involving a range of people from 
civil society in the Middle East Region. 

3. The 2012 Helsinki Conference should initiate a follow-up process recognising 
that progress will require concurrent negotiating tracks (parallel or otherwise) 
dealing with arms control, disarmament and non-proliferation issues as well as 
peace, security and normalisation issues.  

3.1 This recalls the Helsinki process undertaken in the 1970s to address 
conventional arms control, mutual security and a medley of economic, 
humanitarian and rights issues relating to East and West Europe.  
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3.2 Undertaken at the height of Cold War distrust and suspicion, the 1975 Helsinki 
Accords helped pave the way for greater cooperation and openness on a range of 
sensitive issues, including arms control.  

3.3 They were accomplished through a series of diplomatic meetings begun in 
1973, which addressed three “baskets” of inter-related issues.  The 1970s Helsinki 
approach might not be directly applicable to a WMDFZ in the Middle East, but a 
similar process could help foster shared perceptions (or at least mutual 
understanding) relating to the regional security environment in all its aspects.   

4.  Three tracks of discussion are envisaged:  

 Consideration of the principles underlying future mutual security, human rights 
and humanitarian issues throughout the Middle East.  

Such consideration should include clarification of the disputes between Middle 
East States and of their underlying causes. 

4.1.2 There should be examination of the present and future needs for health 
services and for protection of refugees. All participants should become aware of 
the long term effects of the use or testing of nuclear weapons (persistent radiation, 
contamination of agriculture by radioactivity, abrupt climate cooling and agricultural 
collapse, possible famine etc). and of the nature of the mutual co-operation 
needed to ensure the stability of the Middle East as it moves towards the 
destruction of WMD. 

4.2 Detailed surveillance of the processes needed to prepare the way for a NWFZ/
WMDFZ, dealing with issues relating to fissile materials production, fuel cycle 
technologies, missile programmes, adherence to and implementation of the 
various WMD-related treaties and Security Council resolutions. A timetable should 
be prepared including the requirement for Israel to put its nuclear facilities 
progressively under IAEA safeguards.   

 Consideration and encouragement of economic, scientific, technological and 
environmental cooperation, encompassing shared resources and also cultural and 
educational exchanges, and cooperative efforts aimed at fostering understanding 
among and within the different religions.  

5.  There should be consideration by states parties for the inclusion of incentives 
to exchange or share development of renewable and sustainable energy 
resources, arguing that these incentives might meet countries’ needs more 
effectively than relying on nuclear-related technologies.  

6.  Stability within the Middle East clearly involves changes in military dispositions 
by states such as the US formally outside the region. It is recommended that 
issues of arms production and trade be addressed multilaterally as well as 
regionally, engaging both the producers and humanitarian organisations, and 
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recognising how the economic-military-industrial nexus operates in the region, fed 
in many cases by military-industrial-economic policies of countries outside the 
region, such as the UK. 

7.  Whether or not the Helsinki Conference agrees to set in motion a multi-track 
confidence-building process, a practical step could be to establish a group of 
regional, technical and scientific experts to discuss verification, monitoring and 
technical issues and underlying challenges while seeking to avoid political traps; 
something along the lines of the Group of Scientific Experts (GSE) that paved the 
way for the CTBT negotiations. 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4. Summary of Key Issues 

4.1 Thematic Summary of Conference Debate 
Through panel presentations and parallel workshops, discussion ranged far and 
wide, addressing security and humanitarian concerns, the objective and modalities 
for a zone free of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction (WMD) in the 
Middle East, the challenges for the 2012 Helsinki Conference and the broader 
Middle East political context in both regional and international terms.  Efforts were 
made to focus on the Helsinki Conference and the zone concept, and the role of 
nuclear and weapons-of-mass-destruction-free zones (N-and WMDFZ) as means 
for building regional confidence and security and reducing proliferation incentives. 
Questions and concerns were also raised about Israeli-Palestinian relations and 
issues, including countervailing perceptions of human rights and security needs, 
and on ways in which nuclear threats and ambitions are portrayed or manipulated 
for different purposes.  This summary draws out key themes and 
recommendations and does not purport to be exhaustive. 

Finland’s ambassador to the UK, Pekka Huhtaniemi provided background 
information on the MEWMDFZ decision and informed the Edinburgh conference of 
the consultations by the Facilitator, Finland’s Under-Secretary Jaakko Laajava, 
emphasising that he welcomed constructive civil society, parliamentary and 
governmental input into what the 2012 Helsinki Conference could do.   

H.E. Mr Huhtaniemi summarised Laajava’s report to the 2012 NPT Preparatory 
Committee Meeting (PrepCom) in Vienna, which underscored that “the 
participation of all states of the region is widely recognised as a prerequisite for a 
successful conference”. He reiterated Laajava’s indication that the conference 
would be hosted in Helsinki. Assuring NPT parties of Finland’s commitment to 
work for a successful conference, he pointed out that “ensuring a successful 
conference… [is] the responsibility of all states of the region”. Laajava had 
appealed for “full cooperation and engagement between the states” and invited 
more “concrete input” on what the relevant governments wanted to get out of the 
Helsinki Conference, as well as welcoming practical ideas for structuring the 
meeting and identifying the kind of outcome and follow-on process they would like 
to see. Noting that the substantive issues would include the elimination of 
chemical, biological and nuclear weapons and their delivery systems, the scope 
and geographical parameters of the zone, as well as verification, safety and 
security of materials and facilities, compliance and confidence-building measures, 
Laajava had made clear that “in order to reach the shared goal of a zone [free of 
WMD], we must all ensure that the [Helsinki] Conference marks a successful 
starting point in the process leading to its establishment”.  Nonetheless, Mr. 
Huhtaniemi acknowledged that, as Laajava had told the NPT meeting in Vienna, 
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there is not yet agreement on dates (though probably December 2012), or agenda, 
process and conduct of work, or desired outcomes.   

     A key question for discussion is whether the Helsinki Conference should (or 
can) initiate an ongoing process as the majority want (and what this might look 
like), or whether to aim for a one-off event, as apparently favoured by Israel, Iran, 
US and possibly others. 

4.2 How to build a “secure Middle East” 
     Looking first at how to build a “secure Middle East”, the Edinburgh conference 
discussed human rights, humanitarian concerns, the rule of law and democracy, 
and the relationship between promoting human rights, civil society responsibility 
and democratic institutions and reducing the role of militarism (including the value 
attached to nuclear and other WMD), not only in the region, but globally.  
Participants in the workshops particularly discussed the roles that can be played 
by cultural and educational exchange, sharing perceptions of security, for example 
around issues such as water, climate change, food resources, transboundary 
crime, drugs and arms trafficking.   

     Participants highlighted the need to foster greater understanding among people 
in the region of each others’ fears and hopes, their needs and contributions to 
security. They discussed how Israeli, Iraqi, Iranian, and other (notably P-5) nuclear 
decision-making related to perceptions of how nuclear weapons (NW) are valued 
by others, notably other nuclear-armed states and alliances, as well as by national/
nationalistic public opinion. 

     There was a general understanding that these problems are not linear or 
sequential, but operate simultaneously and so have to be addressed 
simultaneously. How does one move beyond the “After You” paralysis that bedevils 
regional and disarmament approaches (aka Chicken-Egg conundrum – i.e. which 
comes first, security or disarmament)?  Some, (especially in Israel) for example, 
argue that regional security, recognition and normalisation have to be established 
before nuclear weapons can be addressed; some argue that Israeli Settlements 
and the ongoing occupation of Palestine need to be resolved before there can be 
normalisation, peace and recognition; some want Palestinian human rights 
including the rights of return of Palestinian refugees to be resolved before 
engaging on other issues, including nuclear; some (notably the Arab League) 
argue that Israel has to get rid of its nuclear weapons and join the NPT as a non-
nuclear state party as a precondition for others to accede to treaties such as the 
Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention (BWC) and the Chemical Weapons 
Convention (CWC); some argue that Iran has to halt its uranium enrichment and/or 
missile development programmes as a precondition for moving forward on other 
issues… and so on.  Two fundamental, related questions are the regional-
international nexus with regard to the WMD regimes, and what has to happen 
(concurrently or in what order?) to establish the conditions and modalities for a 
MW WMDFZ.  
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These are all genuine issues of security concern, but it also has to be recognised 
that they are frequently raised as preconditions, obstacles or deal breakers, 
causing paralysis, mutual mistrust and recrimination. 

Looking towards solutions, some workshops discussed lessons that could be 
learned from confidence-building and arms control processes such as:  

• the Helsinki process in Europe in the 1970s-80s, and the possible development 
of some kind of a ‘Conference on Security and Cooperation in the Middle East’ 
building on the Helsinki CSCE experience; 

• the ACRS (Arms Control and Regional Security) talks in the early 1990s; 

• the humanitarian approaches that fostered the biological and chemical 
weapons conventions and banned landmines and cluster munitions; 

• the NWFZ negotiations, particularly those in Latin America and Africa (which 
established the Treaties of Tlatelolco (1967) and Pelindaba (1996) 
respectively); 

• reframing perceptions and doctrines of nuclear possession ranging from 
security asset to security liability, and addressing the ways in which nuclear 
weapons are coveted for status, or as a means of regional and global power 
projection, or with the comforts of the myths of providing an insurance policy 
against war or attack in an uncertain world;  

• bringing into Middle East and international debates a greater awareness of the 
regional and global “catastrophic humanitarian consequences if nuclear 
weapons are used, even in what might be termed a “limited” regional context, 
whether in the Middle East or a neighbouring region, such as South Asia or 
Europe; 

• the experiences of security and conflict, particularly of the different perceptions 
and experiences of women in negotiations on regional and global peace and 
security, as required under UNSCR 1325 and other UNGA and SC measures; 

• the experiences of the ‘Arab Awakening’ (a preferred term for what is often 
called the ‘Arab Spring’, and recognising Iran’s earlier ‘green revolution’, 
though that ended up being crushed), and the aspirations of young people in 
the region, with their desire for human rights, democracy, peace and a different 
kind of future, and their use of different tools for communication and effecting 
change. 

In the second half of the meeting, speakers focussed more attention on the 
WMDFZ concept for the Middle East, though it was noticeable that on-the-ground 
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security, humanitarian law and human rights questions continued to be major 
topics of discussion in the workshops.  

It was acknowledged that, for progress to be made, each and all the relevant 
states must recognise that a NWFZ or WMDFZ would be in their national security 
interests. This requires two kinds of in depth analysis (and probably 
reconsideration): i) the real security interests of each country (giving greater 
emphasis to human security needs); and ii) progressive international reframing of 
the role of nuclear weapons and the imperative for nuclear disarmament as a 
fundamental building block of international stability and security (so challenging 
prevailing paradigms that accept nuclear weapons as a factor in international 
stability or a security tool for some states). UNA and other civil society 
organisations can play important roles in scrutinising the premises that underpin 
the legitimacy given to nuclear weapons and deterrence and in fostering debate on 
security without nuclear weapons for the whole international system as well as 
particularly vulnerable regions like the Middle East.  

Until now, Israel has perceived little security benefit in going to any negotiating 
table at which nuclear weapons will be discussed, having benefitted for years from 
the constraints imposed on her neighbours through their participation in 
multilateral regimes, especially the NPT.  For Israel, the cost-benefit calculation is 
now changing, influenced by:  

• the nuclear programmes and ambitions of others in the region, starting with 
Iran; 

• concerns that if the Iranian nuclear programme goes ahead, others in the 
region will seek to develop nuclear programmes using the same “peaceful 
purposes” justification (Saudi Arabia, Syria, Libya, UAE and Egypt have 
pursued or recently expressed interest in “nuclear energy programmes”);  

• whether or not Iran or other Middle Eastern countries actually plan to turn these 
programmes into nuclear weapons capabilities, the existence of advanced 
nuclear technologies and programmes in the region would threaten Israel’s 
security and degrade or undercut its own nuclear deterrent posture (real if not 
declared); 

• the declining utility (political as well as military-security) of nuclear weapons for 
the NPT nuclear weapon states; 

• concerns about erosion of the non-proliferation regime, which Israel – though 
not a party – relies on;  

• the irrelevance of nuclear weapons in maintaining security vis-a-vis the 
Palestinians and Israel’s nearest neighbours, as well as more generally in 
relation to 21st century security threats and challenges, which are more likely to 
be collective and global rather than confined to Westphalian nation-states. 
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Concerns were raised about bellicose rhetoric from some political leaders in both 
Israel and Iran. At the same time, there was scepticism about whether the Iranian 
nuclear programme was being driven by its relations with Israel, and some noted 
that there was little appetite in Israel for a war with Iran, as well as military doubts 
about the wisdom and effectiveness of a military strike on Iran’s nuclear facilities 
(which are multiple and partly underground). Recent opinion polls have shown that 
a majority of Israelis would now favour becoming part of a Middle East WMDFZ if 
that means that Iran would also cease to be a nuclear threat.  

For Iran, the cost-benefit calculation is also changing, but away from the NPT and 
to greater financial investment and vested interests in the nuclear programme, 
though the calculation is still constrained by both the NPT and the “Fatwa” on 
nuclear weapons pronounced by the Supreme Leader who said nuclear weapons 
are immoral and illegal and their use would be “haraam” i.e. religiously forbidden. 

For various Arab states, the civil society ‘Awakening’ may be used by hardliners 
hostile to Israel, which would be a cause for concern; but the Awakening may also 
encourage constructive progress that moves beyond the out-dated positions and 
rhetoric of former governments.  

4.3 Possible confidence-building steps 
Prior to the afternoon break-out sessions, Jeremy Greenstock encouraged the 
workshop participants to look at some of the interim steps identified by Mark 
Fitzpatrick (IISS) in his analysis for UNA, which included: multilateral recognition of 
sovereignty, information sharing, cooperation on nuclear and radiological security, 
cooperation regarding what some call the “peaceful uses” of nuclear energy, 
banning attacks on nuclear facilities, consideration of sub-regional zones such as 
proposed by the Gulf Cooperation Council in 2005 (for a Gulf NWFZ that would 
include Iran but not Israel – generally viewed as a non-starter for that reason), 
selective treaty adoption or pre-adoption implementation, a regional moratorium on 
enrichment or reprocessing, and a nuclear-test-free zone in the Middle East, 
where all countries have already signed (though Israel, Egypt and Iran have not 
ratified) the CTBT.  However, notes from the workshops did not indicate much 
discussion on these interim steps or any recommendations on these to be 
forwarded from the Edinburgh Conference. 

4.4 Technical, Legal and Diplomatic Questions 
Technical, Legal and Diplomatic questions that need to be considered for a 
Weapons of Mass Destruction Free Zone include: 

4.4.1 Geography: which countries to include in the zone
With regard to the Middle East, this is assumed to be the Arab states plus Israel 
and Iran. However the issue is complicated by neighbouring states such as 
Pakistan and India possessing nuclear weapons outside the NPT, and Turkey as a 
NATO member with US nuclear weapons on its territory under NATO “nuclear 
sharing” arrangements. It is not yet clear which governments will be invited to 
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Helsinki, but there were many who considered it desirable for non-NPT states from 
the broader region to participate. Palestine – the ‘West Bank’ and ‘Gaza‘ – is 
geographically part of the Middle East but its right to participate at Helsinki is not 
yet determined, though its legal status as an NPT Observer may facilitate its 
participation. 

4.4.2 Pre-negotiations
A number of controversial factors will need to be addressed in preparatory talks or 
“pre-negotiations” for a WMDFZ in the Middle East. These are likely to include (but 
not be limited to) the following concerns: 

• Israel’s policy of strategic “opacity” or “ambiguity” with respect to its nuclear 
weapons programmes; 

• Iran using NPT article IV to justify its nuclear programme and uranium 
enrichment as “for peaceful purposes”. This has generated intense suspicion 
that the programme is geared towards nuclear weapons as at least an option, 
leading to various IAEA and UNSCR resolutions and also to speculation in 
political and media circles about Israeli threats to attack Iranian nuclear 
facilities; 

• The ‘asymmetric’ possession of biological and chemical weapons and their 
delivery means, including missile programmes by some key Middle East 
Countries, driven by perceived international as well as regional threats, linkage 
politics relating to Israel’s nuclear programme, and the perceived role of such 
technologies for status or security;  

• recognition of the domestic diversity among stake-holders in key countries, 
including Israel, Iran and Egypt, especially after the “Arab awakening”  

4.4.3 Scope and definitions 
Prompted by the useful detail provided in Ted Seay (IHSS)’s presentation on the 
different military systems possessed by the various countries in the Middle East, 
there was some discussion of which weapons and programmes would need to be 
covered, and how should dual-use capabilities and technologies and delivery 
vehicles be dealt with.   

Whether or not a NWFZ for the Middle East is formally linked with a WMDFZ in 
structural, institutional or negotiating terms, it is widely assumed that a NWFZ 
would only be feasible if all states in the region also sign, ratify and accept 
appropriate verification for the CWC, BWC, and the Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty (CTBT) as well as the relevant agreements relating to safety and security of 
nuclear materials, terrorism etc.   

The mandate would also include reference to delivery vehicles, which other 
NWFZs have not addressed directly. Partial control regimes already exist for 
missiles and nuclear proliferation through the Missile Technology Control Regime 
(MTCR), the NPT and the Hague Code of Conduct Against Ballistic Missile 
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Proliferation. Would it make sense as an early, confidence-building step to start 
negotiating a ban on intermediate-range ballistic missiles (500-3000 km)? It may 
be harder to get states to give up their short-range missiles, but the intermediate-
range missiles might be low hanging fruit that could be worked on first.  

4.4.4 Verification, implementation and institutional embedding of requirements 
Related to the issue of scope, consideration needs to be given to whether to rely 
on international institutions such as the IAEA and the Organisation for the 
Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW) or to establish a regional implementing 
organization with its own verification and inspection powers – and what, in that 
event, this would comprise in terms of powers, expertise, inspections and 
decision-making authority. Andreas Persbo argued for there to be established a 
regional group of technical and scientific experts to pursue verification and 
inspection issues and the underlying challenges while nevertheless avoiding 
political traps; something along the lines of Group of Scientific Experts (GSE) that 
paved the way for the CTBT negotiations. 

4.4.5 Interim measures and elimination and destruction of existing nuclear, chemical and 
biological arsenals
While recognising that perceived threats from chemical and biological weapons 
(CBW) feed into nuclear policies in the region and that CBW elimination is 
necessary, there are already strong international treaties for states to accede to, 
with non-discriminatory obligations to eliminate such weapons. This question is 
therefore most sensitive for nuclear weapons, as there is no global regime 
requiring and overseeing the elimination and destruction of nuclear arsenals.  

This issue illustrates the close connection between regional and global initiatives 
to ban and eliminate nuclear weapons. A Middle East NWFZ will be difficult to 
achieve as long as nuclear weapons are perceived to carry high value for security, 
deterrence or power projection. Progress towards reducing the global role of 
nuclear weapons will help to create the conditions for making progress in the 
Middle East.  Outside the region, particularly in relation to NATO and the nuclear-
armed states bordering the region, nuclear weapons will need to be devalued 
internationally and minimised in doctrines and security policies.  Regional and 
international approaches should be mutually reinforcing: steps towards one will 
facilitate steps towards both.  

4.4.6 Security assurances from nuclear-armed states 
Security assurances are divided into ‘negative security assurances’ (NSA), 
meaning that states with nuclear weapons promise not to use them against non-
nuclear-armed countries, and ‘positive security assurances’ (PSA), where 
promises are given to defend or come to the aid of non-nuclear countries 
threatened or attacked with nuclear weapons.  Security assurances have been 
regarded as an important component of previous NWFZs, but are losing their 
relevance as international security tools in light of the growing number of nuclear-
armed states that exist outside the NPT and increasing efforts to reduce the status 
and prestige enjoyed by states with existing nuclear arsenals.    
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The renewed emphasis on “catastrophic humanitarian consequences”, as 
illustrated in the final document of the 2010 NPT Review Conference and such 
interventions at the 2012 NPT PrepCom as the 16-nation statement on the 
“humanitarian dimension of nuclear disarmament”, have focussed attention on the 
use of nuclear weapons which may have implications for any future regional 
NWFZ and NSAs.   

One alternative would link regional and global humanitarian approaches by 
building on the statements of the International Court of Justice to foster a process 
towards having the use of nuclear weapons declared a crime against humanity 
and a war-crime. Such an approach would also create a PSA obligation on all 
states and people to render assistance to any nation that is threatened or attacked 
with nuclear weapons and  to apprehend and bring to justice those responsible for 
threatening or using nuclear weapons, including individuals and companies 
involved in supply, delivery and decision-making. Declaring the use of nuclear 
weapons a war-crime and a crime against humanity will greatly reinforce non-
proliferation, disarmament and security, especially in regions of high tension. 


4.5 Conclusions and Recommendations 
The Edinburgh Conference supported those who want the Helsinki Conference to 
lead towards establishing a Zone, but recognise that the extent to which Helsinki is 
able to generate an on-going process of negotiations will depend on such 
practicalities as its agenda, participants, conduct and outcome.  We should neither 
overload nor undersell what could be achieved by the Helsinki Conference but 
several practical ideas have emerged from this Edinburgh Conference that could 
contribute by providing mechanisms for disarmament issues to be pursued side-by 
side with shared, human and regional and global security objectives, linked by 
parallel discussions involving governments and civil society. 

It was proposed to send a message that this UNA Edinburgh Conference supports 
the Helsinki Middle East Conference being held in 2012, that we expect – and call 
on – all states from the region to participate constructively and with appropriate 
levels of authority and expertise, and to contribute to a constructive conference 
and a process coming out of the conference that will establish practical 
mechanisms for achieving the major objectives. 

We should also express our gratitude to Finland and especially to Under Secretary 
Laavaja for their assiduous efforts to address the difficult security issues. 

Civil society as well as governments can do more to reduce the salience of nuclear 
weapons and programmes – not only in the Middle East region, but also in our 
own countries. The Edinburgh Conference overwhelmingly deplored the UK’s 
policies and operations regarding nuclear weapons and Trident replacement, 
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noting that these are imposed on Scotland against the wishes of a large majority of 
Scottish people, as well as their elected government. 

The importance of engaging women (as mandated in UNSCR 1325 and other UN 
resolutions) and youth were emphasized by many as especially important in view 
of the social and political changes being brought about through civil society 
‘Awakenings’ in many Middle East countries, including Iran. It was suggested that 
educators and young people should be encouraged to run Model Helsinki 
processes.  

In advance of – and to feed constructively into – the Helsinki Conference, it might 
be useful to hold a civil society conference involving a range of people from civil 
society in the Middle East Region 

The 2012 Helsinki Conference should initiate a follow-up process recognising that 
progress will require concurrent negotiating tracks (parallel or otherwise) dealing 
with arms control, disarmament and non-proliferation issues as well as peace, 
security and normalisation issues. This recalls the Helsinki process undertaken in 
the 1970s to address conventional arms control, mutual security and a medley of 
economic, humanitarian and rights issues relating to East and West Europe. 
Undertaken at the height of Cold War distrust and suspicion, the 1975 Helsinki 
Accords helped pave the way for greater cooperation and openness on a range of 
sensitive issues, including arms control. They were accomplished through a series 
of diplomatic meetings begun in 1973, which addressed three “baskets” of inter-
related issues.  The 1970s Helsinki approach might not be directly applicable to a 
WMDFZ in the Middle East, but a similar process could help foster shared 
perceptions (or at least mutual understanding) relating to the regional security 
environment in all its aspects.   

Three tracks of discussion are envisaged:  

Consideration of the principles underlying future mutual security, human rights and 
humanitarian issues throughout the Middle East. Such consideration should 
include clarification of the disputes between Middle East States and of their 
underlying causes. 

There should be examination of the present and future needs for health services 
and for protection of refugees. All participants should become aware of the long 
term effects of the use or testing of nuclear weapons (persistent radiation, 
contamination of agriculture by radioactivity, abrupt climate cooling and agricultural 
collapse, possible famine etc). and of the nature of the mutual co-operation 
needed to ensure the stability of the Middle East as it moves towards the 
destruction of WMD. 

Detailed surveillance of the processes needed to prepare the way for a NWFZ/
WMDFZ, dealing with issues relating to fissile materials production, fuel cycle 
technologies, missile programmes, adherence to and implementation of the 
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various WMD-related treaties and Security Council resolutions. A timetable should 
be prepared including the requirement for Israel to put its nuclear facilities under 
IAEA safeguards.   

Consideration and encouragement of economic, scientific, technological and 
environmental cooperation, encompassing shared resources and also cultural and 
educational exchanges, and cooperative efforts aimed at fostering understanding 
among and within the different religions.  

While the Edinburgh Conference discussed steps that could be taken to build 
confidence and share nuclear technologies for ‘peaceful purposes’ in the Middle 
East (as reflected in Mark Fitzpatrick’s analysis for UNA-UK), many participants 
also argued for inclusion of incentives to exchange or share development of 
renewable and sustainable energy resources, arguing that these incentives might 
meet countries’ needs more effectively than relying on nuclear-related 
technologies.  

Stability within the Middle East clearly involves changes in military dispositions by 
states such as the US formally outside the region. It is recommended that issues 
of arms production and trade be addressed multilaterally as well as regionally, 
engaging humanitarian organisations as well as industrial producers, users, 
victims groups and governmental and non-governmental policymakers, 
recognising how the economic-military-industrial nexus operates in the region, fed 
in many cases by military-industrial-economic policies of countries outside the 
region, including the UK. 

Whether or not the Helsinki Conference agrees to set in motion a multi-track 
confidence-building process, a practical step could be to establish a group of 
regional, technical and scientific experts to discuss verification, monitoring and 
technical issues and underlying challenges while seeking to avoid political traps; 
something along the lines of the Group of Scientific Experts (GSE) that paved the 
way for the CTBT negotiations. 
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5. Bruce Crawford MSP - Cabinet Secretary for Parliamentary 
Business and Government Strategy, Scottish Government  
Thank you to the United Nations Association for organising this event and to 
Malcolm Chisholm for enabling this Conference to take place in the Scottish 
Parliament.    

I am grateful that I have this opportunity to welcome you here on behalf of the 
Scottish Government.  Before I do that I would like to begin by setting out why this 
issue is important to me and important to Scotland. 

The pursuit of a world which is free from weapons of mass destruction is very 
close to my heart.  It is one of the fundamental reasons that led to my joining the 
Scottish National Party, and is therefore directly responsible for me standing 
before you today.   

However, as Malcolm Chisholm’s presence and that of his colleagues 
demonstrates, this is an issue which, in Scotland, transcends party politics.  
Uniquely, I believe, while Scotland is home to the UK’s nuclear arsenal, we are as 
a country clearly opposed to weapons of mass destruction.   

I therefore think that it is fitting that you are meeting here today, and important that 
you do so with the support of this Parliament and the people of Scotland. 

The Scottish Government fully supports, both morally and strategically, the pursuit 
of a Middle East which is free from weapons of mass destruction.  I believe that we 
have a collective responsibility to support new and stable security solutions for the 
Middle East and beyond.   

The challenge is daunting.  It will require not only co-operation across the Middle 
East, but also the resolute support of the international community.   

But I firmly believe that it is possible.  And that for all of us the opportunities are 
bigger than the challenges.  The chance to develop new, collaborative alliances 
and security agreements, which are founded on mutual trust and which protect 
countries and their citizens without a reliance on WMDs, is an opportunity we must 
not lose.     

The pursuit of a WMD-Free Middle East would send the strongest, most practical 
statement yet of our commitment to a world which is free from weapons of mass 
destruction.  It would: 

strengthen the Non-Proliferation Treaty; 

it would build on the Nuclear Weapons Free Zone Agreements of Latin America, 
the South Pacific, Southeast Asia, Africa and Central Asia; and  
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it would create the conditions for real progress towards non-proliferation and 
ultimate disarmament. 

Before I finish, I would like to extend a warm welcome to all of you here today.  

I am honoured to welcome to Scotland the many Ambassadors and delegates who 
are attending from the Middle East and from beyond, including our colleagues 
from Canada, from Germany, from Israel, from Palestine, from Qatar, from Russia, 
from Syria, from Turkey, and from the Ukraine.  

I also welcome Ambassador Pekka Huhtaniemi and his colleagues from Finland, 
who will be hosting further discussions in Helsinki in December. 

I am also pleased to welcome Sir Jeremy Greenstock, who is uniquely qualified to 
chair today’s event with distinction and with purpose. 

I am sure that together you will make real progress in taking this crucial debate 
forward.  

I regret that I am unable to participate in today’s discussions.  I am however sure 
that this Conference will be both challenging and productive. 

I leave you with the thanks and very best wishes of the Scottish Government, the 
Scottish Parliament and the people of Scotland.  And I look forward to the day 
when Scotland can stand alongside a WMD-Free Middle East in the pursuit of a 
world which is free from all weapons of mass destruction. 

Thank you. 
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6. H.E. Ünal Çeviköz, Ambassador for Turkey 
Excellencies,  

Honorable Members of the Parliament,  

Distinguished audience,  

At the very outset allow me to thank the UNA-UK Edinburgh Branch for organizing 
this very timely conference on the establishment of a Middle East Free of 
Weapons of Mass Destruction.   

It is a great pleasure for me to be back in Scotland to address the annual UNA-UK 
Conference series once again.   

In fact, I had the privilege to speak at the Conference held in this Parliament in 
October 2010 and I recall that we had a stimulating debate on various security and 
non-proliferation related issues in the run up to the NATO Lisbon Summit. 

Today we get together in the aftermath of the NATO Chicago Summit. Since our 
meeting in 2010, we have been witnessing a colossal process of change and 
transformation in our world; most of them occurring in the immediate vicinity of 
Turkey’s neighborhood.   

Last year alone, on the one hand a seismic process of transformation was 
launched in the Middle East and North Africa, while on the other, European 
countries were further drawn into the abyss of financial crisis which seems to be 
one of the worst in the history of the continent.  

As the international system evolves to a new world order, emerging challenges 
and opportunities require all members of the international community to be more 
vigilant and adaptive in their policies. I think grasping the right understanding of 
the nature of the ongoing changes is imperative in order to adopt the right 
approaches.   

As I was asked to speak on the issue of a “Secure Middle East” today, I will first 
draw a picture of how Turkey perceives the ongoing transformation process in the 
Middle East and North Africa region and its reflections on the security situation. 
Subsequently, in line with the general theme of the conference, I will focus on 
Turkey’s approach vis-à-vis the establishment of a WMD free zone in the Middle 
East.       

ARAB SPRING  

Let me begin with the Arab revival. 
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In our understanding what we have been witnessing in the MENA region was long 
overdue. Let me explain what I mean by that:  

First of all, the mass demonstrations in the Arab countries were caused by the 
legitimate frustration and expectations of the people. People were fed up with 
poverty, corruption and repression. They demand freedom, justice, respect and 
dignity. 

The Middle Eastern peoples have shown the world that democracy is not only for 
certain cultures or religions. Desire for democracy is universal. It has happened in 
Latin America in the 80’s, in Central and Eastern Europe in the 90’s and it is 
happening in the MENA now.  

This is why change is not something to be feared but to be welcomed and 
supported. Change and democratic transformation was inevitable, and it has 
become irreversible now. From now on, no administration can ignore people’s 
demands.  

All governments must undertake true reforms that will pave the way towards more 
democracy and freedom. There needs to be legitimacy, accountability and 
responsibility. 

Turkey believes that the long and arduous journey the region has embarked on 
towards democratic transformation involves daunting challenges, as well as 
unique opportunities. 

The common feature of all these processes is that they are all home-grown, 
reflecting the simmering inherent dynamics.  

Being a neighbor to the region Turkey has adopted a principled stance regarding 
the popular movements in the MENA countries since the very outset.  

Let me briefly explain the points we emphasize in order to ensure that the process 
of change takes place in an orderly manner: 

Sustainable security and stability is only possible through meeting the legitimate 
aspirations of the people. 

Thus, we strongly encourage our regional partners to announce and implement 
comprehensive reforms in due course.  

Violence and use of force against people is unacceptable. 

Sovereignty, independence, territorial integrity and political unity of each country 
have to be preserved and respected. 

Transformation should be led and owned up by the respective peoples 
themselves. 
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We should not let these processes be hijacked by radicals who seek fomenting 
sectarian, ethnic or ideological strife across the region. 

Each country has its own unique characteristics. Thus, the scope of change and 
dynamics differ from one country to the other.  Therefore, one-size-fits-all 
approach cannot be applied to the countries in transition. 

Each country will form its own model during the transformation process towards 
democracy. 

We should be careful and patient because reforms cannot happen immediately. 
But they cannot be delayed for long either. The reform process requires long term 
commitment. 

It is also imperative that the leaders and peoples should be in the driving seat. 
Also, the international community should help them in this journey.  

Having said this, I have to underline however that there is a need for the 
international community to act in unity. The people’s needs and demands must be 
above narrow interests. 

In this journey, if needed, Turkey remains ready to share her own experience with 
the interested countries. We believe that there are some reasons for that: 

We have unique historical, cultural and religious ties.   

Turkey has an open society, pluralist political system and strong economy. 

We are not a model for these countries. Every country has its own characteristics. 
But we provide a source of inspiration. 

Moreover, we are willing to enhance political and economic consultation 
mechanisms and increase our technical cooperation with the regional countries. 

In conclusion; 

We believe that countries upholding universal values such as democracy, 
freedom, the rule of law and good governance will contribute to the security, 
stability and welfare of the entire MENA region.     

Establishment of a WMD Free Zone in the Middle East  

This brings me to the second part of my remarks, where I will focus specifically on 
the issue of the establishment of a WMD Free Zone in the Middle East. 

At the very outset I should strongly emphasize that Turkey's security policies 
exclude the production and use of all kinds of weapons of mass destruction 
(WMD).  
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We believe that possession of WMD does not provide additional security to any 
country, but further increases instability.  

Turkey is committed to a world without nuclear weapons. We sincerely wish to see 
that all countries will come to share the goals of non-proliferation and collectively 
work towards a safer and more stable world. 

Located in a volatile region of particular concern with respect to the proliferation of 
WMD, Turkey supports all efforts aimed at developing a common regional 
understanding on the establishment of an effectively verifiable zone free of WMD 
and their means of delivery in the Middle East.  

Turkey is a strong advocate of the objectives of the Resolution on the Middle East 
adopted at the 1995 NPT Review Conference. 

We worked together with many other countries towards the endorsement by the 
2010 RevCon, the convening of a Conference in 2012 on the establishment of a 
Middle East zone free of nuclear weapons and all other WMD. 

We strongly welcome last year’s appointment of Undersecretary of State Jaakko 
Laajava of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Finland as facilitator and we also 
support the designation of Finland to host the 2012 conference. 

We appreciate Mr. Laajava’s steady efforts to reach out and consult with numerous 
countries including Turkey, in order to lay the foundations for a successful 
conference.   

We have also carefully noted his report to the Preparatory Committee for the 2015 
Review Conference of the Parties to the NPT. (I am sure my Finnish colleague will 
provide us with a better insight on the efforts of Mr. Laajava.)     

We view the 2012 conference as an initial step in a long process, the success of 
which will depend on the genuine political engagement of all states in the region. 

We, therefore, encourage constructive involvement of all states in the Middle East 
and the co-sponsors of the 1995 Resolution in the preparatory process of the 
Conference and beyond. 

The idea of a Middle East NWFZ has been on the international agenda for over 
thirty years with little tangible progress so far.  

It is a long-term goal that requires concerted efforts by the international community 
to make it a reality.  

In our view, a clear and honest understanding and acceptance of the specific 
conditions and realities of the region by the international community would help 
identify reasonable objectives to be achieved on a gradual basis. 

Distinguished Participants,  
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I tried to provide you a brief overlook of Turkey’s approach to the issue of a Middle 
East without WMD’s at an era of constant political transformation in the region.  

I would be pleased to answer any questions you might have.  

And before closing my remarks, I once again would like to express my 
appreciation to the UNA-UK Edinburgh Branch for organizing this event. 

I look forward to a fruitful discussion and exchanging ideas with you throughout the 
day. 

Thank you.  
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7. H.E. Ambassador Pekka Huhtaniemi, Ambassador for Finland 
“The 2012 Conference on the Establishment of a Zone Free of Nuclear Weapons 
and All Other Weapons of Mass Destruction in the Middle East” 

Role of Parliamentarians in preparing for the 2012 Conference on the 
establishment of a WMD free zone in the Middle East 

It is a great pleasure to participate at this Conference at the Scottish Parliament. I 
would like to thank you for this opportunity to be present here and to share with 
you some thoughts on the facilitation process for the upcoming 2012 Conference 
on the Establishment of a Middle East Zone Free of Nuclear Weapons and All 
Other Weapons of Mass Destruction. 

Unfortunately, the Facilitator, Under-Secretary Laajava of the Finnish MFA, himself 
was unable to attend today as he has a tight schedule due to the ongoing 
consultations. Mr. Laajava does nevertheless send the organizers his best 
greetings and wishes to thank for the invitation.  

Before taking a closer look at the recent activities of the Facilitator and saying a 
few words on the next steps, I would like to highlight the important role played by 
parliamentarians in laying the foundation for the Middle East zone free of all 
weapons of mass destruction. 

During the recent Preparatory Committee of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty 
in Vienna an international parliamentary statement calling for governments to 
participate in good faith in the 2012 Conference was presented to the Facilitator. 
Perhaps Mr. Bill Kidd, the distinguished Scottish MP who handed over the 
statement to Mr. Laajava, is present here today; thank you Sir to you and your 
colleagues for your important effort and contribution.  

We are grateful for the call for support for the Facilitator in the declaration. We 
agree with your calls for a comprehensive approach and collaboration with the 
task at our hands.  

As the consultation process has proceeded, it has become evident that there is a 
broad interest in the zone initiative and the facilitation process. This has been 
demonstrated e.g. by the numerous invitations to events and seminars the 
Facilitator has received, as well as contributions such as academic research 
papers and proposals provided to support the facilitation. These contributions are 
very welcome. 

The Facilitator is grateful for all input that parliamentarians, alongside with other 
players such as academia, think-tanks and NGO´s can provide to the process. The 
civil society is essential in raising awareness and providing food for thought in the 
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process. I will take careful note of our deliberations today and report on them back 
to the Facilitator.  

Facilitator´s Mandate  

Let me now turn to the Facilitator´s mandate and the ongoing consultations. 

The mandate stems from the 2010 NPT Review Conference which endorsed 
practical steps for the implementation of the 1995 NPT Resolution on Middle East. 
One of these steps was the appointment of a Facilitator which took place in 
October last year. 

According to the mandate, the Facilitator is to conduct consultations with the 
States of the region and to undertake preparations for the 2012 Conference. 
Equally, the Mandate calls for the Facilitator to assist in the implementation of 
follow-on steps agreed at the Conference and to report on the progress made 
back to NPT meetings until the 2015 NPT Review Conference.  

Alongside Mr. Laajava´s appointment as the Facilitator, Finland was appointed as 
the Host Government for the Conference. My country is honored to undertake the 
role of Facilitator and Host Government and we will do our best in these capacities 
to support the implementation of relevant NPT decisions. 

Report by the Facilitator to the NPT Preparatory Committee on 8 May 

As mandated, Under-Secretary Laajava gave his first official report on the 
consultations and Conference preparations to the NPT Preparatory Committee in 
Vienna on 8 May. The report describes the efforts to implement the mandate up 
until now. 

The report of course speaks for itself, but let me briefly go through some essential 
points:   

Facilitator and his team have carried out well over one hundred consultations 
since the appointment. This effort has received wide support in the region and 
among other partners including the Conveners of the 2012 Conference (RUS, UK, 
US, UN).  

Inclusiveness has been one of the main focuses of the consultations. The 
Facilitator has encouraged all States of the region to adopt an open and forward 
looking approach and to engage with each other in a constructive dialogue. 

All States of the region have engaged in the consultations in a constructive 
manner and the discussions have been conducted in a positive spirit.  

Notably, all States of the region share the goal of establishing a zone. It has 
however become evident in the consultations that the views differ on how and 
within what timeframe to achieve this goal. 
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As regards timing of the 2012 Conference, Finland as the Host Government is 
ready to arrange the Conference in Helsinki any time during 2012. The month of 
December has been frequently mentioned in the consultations as a possibility. 
Logistical planning is underway accordingly. 

No country has at this point ruled out their participation at the Conference. A 
number of States´ position, however, remains open at this stage. Participation of 
all States of the region is widely recognized as prerequisite for a successful 
Conference. 

In summary, the Facilitator was able to report substantial progress in undertaking 
preparations for the Conference. It is however clear that further intensified efforts 
are needed both by the Facilitator, the Conveners and the States of the region. 

Throughout the consultations, as well as in his report, the facilitator has 
emphasized that the final responsibility for a successful Conference and the 
establishment of a zone free of WMD lies with the States of the region themselves. 
The Facilitator will intensify his efforts to foster common ground on the outstanding 
issues but cooperation and engagement within the region remains essential.  

Next Steps 

Following the report in Vienna, the consultations with the States of the region have 
already continued. The efforts will not only continue but intensify. Simultaneously, 
the Facilitator looks forward to receiving further concrete input from the States of 
the region on organizational and substantive matters that still require further work, 
such as Conference agenda and outcome. We know that important work in this 
regard is already under way in the capitals. 

In conclusion, I would like to remind of the benefit of remaining realistic and 
managing the expectations for the Conference. It is certainly important to take 
advantage of the opportunity this platform can provide also in light of the recent 
regional developments. Calls for taking into account this broader context have also 
been made in the consultations and they are mentioned in the Facilitator´s report. 

The Facilitator maintains a clear goal and commitment to work towards the 
organization of the Conference in 2012 and will continue doing his utmost in this 
regard. As it is our shared aim to ensure that the Conference marks a successful 
starting point for a process leading towards the common goal, the establishment of 
a zone, the Facilitator is grateful for intensified efforts by all relevant parties in 
support of this.  

Thank you for your attention. 
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8. Sergey Andriashin, First Secretary, Russian Federation 
- We stress that Nuclear Weapon Free Zones (NWFZs) established in line with 
accepted international guidelines can play a critical role in strengthening the 
nuclear non-proliferation regime and contributing to international peace and 
security. 

- In that respect, we reaffirm our support for the implementation of the 1995 
Resolution on the Middle East which envisages the establishment of the Middle 
East zone free of nuclear weapons and all other weapons of mass destruction as 
well as their means of delivery, on the basis of arrangements freely arrived at by 
the States of the region. 

- We welcome recent actions to reinforce and reinvigorate efforts to achieve the 
objective of a Middle East free of all weapons of mass destruction and their means 
of delivery. Notable steps include the November 21-22, 2011, IAEA – hosted forum 
on experience of possible relevance to the creation of a nuclear-weapon-free zone 
in the Middle East, and the July 6-7, 2011, European Union-hosted seminar to 
address regional security issues related to the establishment of a weapons of 
mass destruction free zone in the Middle East. We note in particular the efforts to 
convene in 2012 a Conference, to be attended by all the States of the Middle East, 
on the establishment of the Middle East zone free of nuclear and all other 
weapons of mass destruction as well as their means of delivery (MEWMDFZ), as 
reflected in the NPT Review Conference Final Document. 

- Within the framework of this effort, the UN Secretary-General and the co-
sponsors of the 1995 Resolution on the Middle East, the Russian Federation, the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the United States of 
America, in consultation with the States of the region, appointed Finnish Under-
Secretary of State Jaakko Laajava to be the Conference facilitator, mandated to 
undertake preparations for convening a Conference in 2012. 

- In addition, the UN Secretary-General and the co-sponsors of the 1995 
Resolution on the Middle East, in consultation with the States of the region, 
designated Finland as the host of the Conference. 

- We welcome and appreciate the considerable engagement undertaken by 
Under-Secretary Laajava with states in the Middle East, particularly in view of 
political circumstances there. We believe these efforts should continue in order 
that all relevant parties can be brought together for a constructive dialogue that 
advances the objective of a MEWMDFZ. 

- We believe that for a Conference to be successful it should include at a minimum 
the representation of all the States of the Middle East. We are prepared to assist in 
any way requested, recognizing that zones free of nuclear and other WMD cannot 
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be created counter to the will of the countries of the region by the efforts of extra-
regional powers or international organizations. Any such zone is a result of 
laborious and dedicated efforts of the States of the region united in their aspiration 
to provide for strengthened regional stability and security. The impetus for the 
establishment of such a zone, must originate from the States of the region, who 
are ultimately responsible for creating and establishing the political and security 
conditions that will provide a sustainable foundation for such a zone. Likewise, 
responsibility for a successful Conference lies with the region. The international 
Atomic Energy Agency, Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons, 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and the Biological and Toxin Weapon Convention 
Implementation Support Unit could play a helpful role to support efforts to create a 
WMD free zone. We hope for their active support for this process.  

- We strongly believe that a constructive approach that considers and secures 
interests of each State is the only path to reaching our common goal of creating a 
safer and more stable Middle East. 

The Russian Federation being one of the NPT depositories, playing an active 
part in promoting the goals set at 2010 NPT RevCon including the 2012  
Conference on establishing of the WMD free zone in the Middle East continues to 
support this Joint Statement and to wish the Helsinki Meeting successful  
production of results, today, at Edinburgh, we also suggest that all the Middle East 
states will play their constructive part in the forthcoming Conference in the  
interests of establishing peace and security in the region. 
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9. Statement by Professor George Jabbour, UNA Syria 
Dear Participants in the Conference: 

Your work is admirable. A ME free from the arms of mass destruction is a noble 
objective, and an attainable one. The good will of the peoples of the ME, the 
efforts of the UNAs all over the world, the wise calculations of the world’s 
statesmen, will make attainable that noble objective. But alas, we miss one 
component of the aforementioned trio, i.e., the wisdom of the world leaders. 

90 years ago the League of Nations approved the UK mandate over Palestine. In 
the text of the mandate there was an assurance that the rights of the Palestinians 
will be respected. Where are these rights now? The Israeli nuclear arsenal, the 
details of which were known through the British press, cannot be construed as an 
instrument of respect to the rights of the Palestinians. It was the lack of wisdom on 
the part of the world leaders that left both the Palestinians and Israelis with a 
feeling of insecurity. One feels insecure either if he is aggressed or aggressing. 
Comprehensive application of the relevant UN resolutions on the ME will eliminate 
the need for weapons of mass destruction. Security of all will be insured by peace 
not by war. And I personally believe that the situation is now ripe to advocate the 
idea of the urgent need to convene a conference on Security and cooperation in 
the ME. 

I said it is a personal view. We have not yet discussed this idea within the 
framework of the UNA of Syria. Ours is a young association. It was promulgated in 
2005, after some 30 years of relentless efforts trying to persuade the authorities 
that it will be useful to the society as a whole. Only recently the authorities 
displayed a sort of calculated acceptance of the concept of a useful NGO, though 
our cultural history is rich with an NGO experiences. Six centuries before the 
Magna Carta, we had, in Mecca, Hilf Al Fudul, the motto of which was that in 
Mecca there shall not be any oppression. For more details, I suggest you invite me 
on the occasion of the International Human Rights Day. 

Our UNA takes care in informing the Syrian people about the UN. We are proud of 
the Syrian article in the Charter, namely article 78. We celebrate, on a regular 
basis, some UN Days, especially the international day of solidarity with the 
Palestinian people. But in these days, we Syrians, need the solidarity of all of you. 

We have been witnessing, since March 2011, something that has never occurred 
to any of us that it will happen: a Syrian is fighting a Syrian. Crisis? Conspiracy? 
Media war?  New cold war?  All of this is not important. What is important is that 
the blood is being shed, and we, the Syrians, are responsible. 

Well, I am not going to take more of your time. While we in Syria, we in the ME, 
are in dire need for your good will, I wish for your conf, our conf, all success. Your 

� 31



objective, ours, is a noble one and is attainable through our strong resolve to make 
our world less violent and more peaceful. Blessed you are. 

10. Ted Seay, European Leadership Network 
WMD and Ballistic Missile Security in the Middle East 

Ultimately, permanent security requires peace and permanent peace can only be 
obtained through security. 
 
Ariel Sharon, Aqaba Summit 2003 

It is apposite to begin a discussion of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and 
ballistic missile security in the Middle East with the above quote from former Prime 
Minister Sharon.  It reminds us, first, that permanent security and permanent 
peace are probably chimeras; and second, that if they do exist, we can only 
achieve them through permanent effort. 

In presenting an overview of the current WMD and ballistic missile security 
situation in the Middle East, I will first define that region to include all 22 
recognised Arab states, plus Iran, Israel and Turkey (following the excellent 
suggested made by Sir Jeremy Greenstock at the conference May 28).  Next, I will 
divide the contents of the paper in three:  Israel, Iran, and the Arab States, 
particularly in light of the Arab Awakening/Arab Spring.  Turkey will not be 
addressed here, although Ankara will surely play an important role in the 
forthcoming attempts to create a Middle East WMD-free zone (MEWMDFZ); it is 
generally accepted, meanwhile, that Israel, Iran and at least the key Arab states 
must be seen to participate in this process for it to be seen as a success.  By the 
same token, getting both Israel and Iran to participate in a MEWMDFZ conference 
will be no small task in itself. 

ISRAEL 

Israel has, since it first sought to acquire and develop nuclear weapons in the 
1950’s, maintained a policy of strategic opacity – it will neither confirm nor deny 
the possession of nuclear, chemical and/or biological, toxin or bioregulator 
weapons.  That political fiction aside, however, the State of Israel is generally 
believed to possess multiple nuclear weapons (and has been judged to have 
refined enough plutonium at its nuclear facility outside Dimona for the creation of 
100-300 warheads) from the so-called tactical up through the strategic megaton 
range; offensive chemical weapons beyond crowd control agents, including 
probably Sarin nerve gas; and a biological weapons capability, if not an offensive 
weapons program, based at the Israel Institute of Biological Research (IIBR) at 
Ness Ziona. 

On the missile technology side, in addition to the nuclear-capable submarine-
launched cruise missiles (SLBMs) with which its Dolphin-class submarines are 
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armed, Israel has fielded two-stage, medium-range (between 1000 and 3000 km) 
Jericho-2 missiles and possibly three-stage, intermediate-range (between 3000 
and 5500 km) Jericho-3 missiles as well – in any event, Israel certainly has the 
scientific and industrial capacity to create intermediate-range ballistic missiles 
(IRBMs) which can reach any part of Iran to the east or Libya to the west. 

Ironically, it took the arrest and conviction of alleged Soviet spy Professor Avraham 
Klingberg in 1983 for publicity about Israel’s chemical and biological warfare 
(CBW) programs to emerge (which suggests among other things that, when one 
hires former Red Army colonels, one should expect complications to ensue). 

IRAN 

Iran’s attempts to enrich uranium are well-known, and form the basis of 
international fears (and judgments by the International Atomic Energy Agency, or 
IAEA) that the Islamic Republic is bent on producing an eventual nuclear weapons 
capability.  Current estimates are that Iran is several years away from the ability to 
produce nuclear weapons, if and when it decides to do so.  As one American 
analyst has stated of Iran and nuclear weapons, ‘They're keeping the soup warm, 
but they are not cooking it’. 

It appears unlikely that Iran has either an offensive chemical or biological weapons 
capability, although it has the scientific and industrial infrastructure to pursue either 
or both if it so chooses. 

Iran is a major ballistic missile producer of both liquid- and solid-fuelled systems; 
unlike most ballistic-missile technology proliferants, it has advanced beyond 
Soviet-era SCUD technology and produced indigenous systems of considerable 
sophistication.  Serious debate remains, however, regarding Iran’s ability to 
eventually join the (sadly) prestigious intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM – over 
5500 km in range) club – Russia in particular believes Iran incapable of jumping 
from IRBM technology to ICBM systems, and the problems to be overcome are far 
from trivial.  Given the established persistence of the Islamic Republic in pursuit of 
its aims, and the acknowledged abilities of Iranian scientists and engineers, 
however, I would not care to bet against an eventual Iranian ICBM, perhaps as 
early as this decade. 

ARAB STATES/THE ARAB AWAKENING 

Iraq had at one point chemical and biological offensive weapons programs, the 
intentions to pursue nuclear weapons, and an active ballistic missile program 
based on Soviet-era SCUD technology – none of this, obviously, remains.  Libya’s 
past forays into these fields are equally well-known, and equally defunct. 

Of current Arab WMD and ballistic missile programs, Syria’s efforts are best known 
and most advanced.  In addition, Syria has long pursued chemical and biological 
weapons programs, although it claims only defensive efforts in both fields. 
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Although it is an adherent of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT), Syria’s al-
Kibar nuclear reactor facility was enough of a threat for the Israeli Air Force to take 
action in 2007 (in a manner highly reminiscent of the attack on Iraq’s Osirak 
reactor in 1981) and, it must not be forgotten, for the IAEA to investigate what went 
on there.  In April 2010, the head of the IAEA charged that, Syrian government 
denials to the contrary, al-Kibar had indeed been a covert nuclear reactor. 

Of course, it should also not be forgotten that Saudi Arabia possesses DF-3 
IRBMs with a range of some 2600km, based on the Chinese CSS-2 IRBM which it 
first purchased in 1988. 

How has the Arab Spring changed things?  In addition to putting Syria’s 
capabilities into question (and we can only hope there are no attempts to use 
CBW against insurgents), the Arab Spring has removed some near-certainties 
from Israeli strategic thought.  Israel can no longer count on a tame Egypt, or for 
that matter a near-docile Syria, on its borders.  This alone is requiring a 
recalibration of Israeli defence strategy, and could have the unfortunate side effect 
of making Israeli WMD and/or missile technology use more likely in the next few 
years, or at least more easily contemplated. 

We have not seen the end of seismic political shake-ups in the Middle East, so it 
would be futile to speculate on future events, but one thing is certain – the ground 
is moving, which can only complicate my next point. 

CREATING A MEWMDFZ 

Negotiations will begin in December on a MEWMDFZ, led by Finland on behalf of 
NPT states parties.  Success, however you define it, requires both Iran and Israel 
to participate.  The vital question is whether both Iranian and Israeli national 
security interests can be advanced, and seen to be advanced, by the negotiation 
and potential creation of such a zone. 

If so, the exercise might succeed; if not… 

WHAT (ELSE) IS TO BE DONE? 

Apart from pursuing universal adherence to the Chemical Weapons Convention, 
the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention, the NPT, the Comprehensive 
Nuclear Test Ban Treaty and agreement on a Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty, there 
are some useful and interesting proposals involving ballistic missile technology. 

For example, the May 2012 issue of Arms Control Today contains a suggestion by 
Michael Elleman for banning intermediate-range ballistic missiles in the Middle 
East.  Such ‘low-hanging fruit’ strategies, however modest they may seem, hold 
great potential for creating new norms of cooperative security in the Middle East 
and new expectations among Middle Eastern publics for a reduction in the WMD/
ballistic missile threats in the region. 
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They would also allow outside powers a useful avenue to cooperate with regional 
states in controlling ballistic missile technology proliferation, and help remove fears 
in, for example, NATO that Iranian ballistic missile technology requires a ballistic 
missile defence system in response. 

Banning flight testing of missiles with ranges between 500km and 3000km would 
be a very good start. 
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11. Professor David Menashri, Tel Aviv University, Israel 
Iran: Is a military option inevitable?  

In 2012 hardnosed rhetoric from the United States and Israel has accompanied an 
ever louder drumbeat for a possible "military option" to combat Iran's nuclear 
program.  Top US officials made their resolve clear early in the year, suggesting a 
military strike is viable option in the US toolkit for preventing a nuclear-armed 
Iran. President Obama then underscored that it would be unacceptable for Iran to 
obtain nuclear weapons and pledged to "keep up the pressure," taking "no options 
off the table.” US Middle East allies—some of them more loudly (i.e. Israel), others 
more discreetly (like Saudi Arabia) have persistently pressured the US to confront 
Iran.  

Yet, while the pre-election posturing has contributed to the US's tougher rhetoric, it 
has also made a decision in this regard more difficult for the Administration. The 
relatively passive attitude by Russia and China has also contributed to the 
American approach. Thus, while leading the charge toward more biting sanctions 
(oil embargo, banking, SWIFT), in the spring the US seemed determined to follow 
the path of dialogue.  

Tehran has responded with its own threats and escalating rhetoric: threatening to 
close the Strait of Hormuz—the key strategic waterway that serves as a conduit for 
more than quarter of the world's oil—so that not a drop of oil will pass through the 
Strait. Interestingly, during the Iran-Iraq War of 1980-1988, Iran often threatened to 
close the Strait but never did. While thus far the regime has shown no sign of 
retreating from its nuclear schemes, Tehran too signalled its willingness to pursue 
dialogue.   

In Israel, the rhetorical escalation has continued all along. No doubt, its attitude 
reveals genuine concern. The Iranian declarations to "eliminate and destroy" Israel 
and its denial of Holocaust, coupled with the Israeli mantra that Iran poses an 
"existential threat," has shaped public opinion in Israel. One can question the 
wisdom of using the term "existential threat," which sends the wrong message to 
Iran (that Israel is frightened) and to Israelis (suggesting that if Iran goes nuclear 
they should leave the country). Likewise, equating Iran with Nazi Germany and 
Ahmadinejad with Hitler only diminishes the historical significance of the 
Holocaust. Such comparisons may also create the impression that the Iranian 
nuclear program is mainly, if not exclusively, Israel's problem which demands a 
solution with the trade mark "made in Israel." Yet, this is a convenient way to 
deliver the message at home as well as abroad. In fact, this approach also seems 
to have awakened Europe to the gravity and urgency of the threat of a nuclear 
Iran. Yet, it also has created the impression that the Iranian nuclear program is 
primarily the problem of Israel alone.  
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By now, there have already been three rounds of meetings between Iranian 
officials and representatives of the P5 + 1—in Istanbul (April 14-16), Baghdad 
(May 23-25) and Moscow (June 18-19). The optimism following the Istanbul 
meeting eventually gave way to a more realistic—less optimistic—mood. While in 
Baghdad all wished for talks for the sake of dialogue, they were confronted with 
major obstacles when trying to bridge the huge gaps in their positions. There 
seems to be a thick smoke screen, a tug-of-war and (rhetorical) arm-twisting 
aimed at domestic audiences no less than their international adversaries. 

To be sure, a nuclear capability in the hands of a regime that embraces a radical 
ideology like Iran will dramatically change the geo-strategic map of the region. In 
fact, it will reshape the geo-strategic map of the Middle East and trigger nuclear 
proliferation throughout the region. The regional instability following the "Arab 
Spring," Iran's involvement in Bahrain and Syria and its involvement elsewhere 
(mainly in Iraq and Afghanistan) have made the Iranian nuclear challenge even 
more alarming. Moreover, while in the past Iran's national interest often balanced 
its radical ideology producing relative pragmatism in its domestic as well as foreign 
relations, it now appears that Iran is primarily concerned with regime survival 
which may trigger greater extremism. Suffice to imagine what might have 
happened if Qadhafi had nuclear weapons earlier this year during Libya's 
"awakening"; or if Bashar al-Assad possessed nuclear weapons in Syria today? 
Iranian nuclear power also may pose a serious environmental hazard for the 
Iranian people and the entire Gulf region, as we witnessed in the earthquake in 
Japan. Bushehr, after all, is located in area prone to earthquakes. No less 
important, a nuclear Iran will trigger nuclear proliferation throughout the region. If 
Iran goes nuclear, then Saudi Arabia, Turkey, Egypt and others will strive for 
nuclear power.  Nuclear Iran will also serve as an umbrella for Islamist 
movements, like Hamas and Hizballah.   

Yet before contemplating military options the US and its allies appear determined 
to pursue all of the other opportunities first. Whether this represents a strategic 
change or a tactical maneuvering, this also appears to be Iran's preference. Both 
the US and Iran are entering this phase in position of weakness.  

For its part, the Islamic Republic is facing severe socio-economic and political-
factional challenges. Pressures from within were bearing down on the Iranian 
regime—not only growing popular disenchantment, but also signs of serious 
differences within the ruling elite, including divisions between Supreme Leader 
Khamene'i and President Ahmadinejad. Iran's currency has plunged significantly 
against the dollar in the past few months, and growing unemployment and inflation 
are squeezing the Iranian people. It has been pummelled economically by the 
cumulative effects of the UN Security Council sanctions, and those imposed 
independently by the US and the EU. Its currency has been drastically devalued 
and growing unemployment and inflation are squeezing the people. Although the 
riots following the rigged 2009 presidential elections have been crushed, the fire of 
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rebellion is raging on, with the "Arab Spring" further alarming Tehran. Although the 
Islamic regime demonstrated its power to suppress dissenting voices, the Iranian 
youth remain the main challenge for the regime and the main source of hope for its 
rivals. Clearly, the Islamic regime has lost much of its legitimacy among its own 
youth.  

A unified, uncompromising Western policy may still be able to force Iran to rethink 
its nuclear policy, even without Russia and China on board. The world community 
should demonstrate its "moral muscles"— by harshly and consistently condemning 
violation of human rights in Iran. Diplomatic pressure can also help. Targeted 
economic sanctions might bring significant pressure to bear on the regime. This 
regime has shown that, under exceeding pressure they are capable of changing its 
policy, even on key issues. In contrast to the regime's inflated pretensions, Iran 
today is weak and vulnerable. Iran has benefited from the transatlantic divisions 
and divisions within the western democracies. If states of the West put their 
individual short-term economic interests aside they will be able to collectively face 
what seems to be the major geostrategic challenge of 2012. Yet, thus far, the 
Iranian regime has shown no sign of retreating from its nuclear schemes. 

Finally, while the "military option" is already “off of the shelf” and in play, the threat 
of actual confrontation exists. Continued rhetoric may lead to further escalation 
and miscalculation which may deteriorate into actual confrontation even if none of 
the parties want it—the 1967 war in the Middle East is only one such example. 
Leaders may find themselves trapped in a rhetorical corner with their countries 
dragged into an unintended confrontation. One can only hope that someone will 
provide them with the appropriate ladder to climb down from the high trees in 
which they are perched.  


David Menashri is Professor Emeritus and Founding Director of the Alliance 
Center for Iranian Studies at Tel Aviv University. He is currently the President of 
the College of Law and Business in Ramat Gan, Israel.  
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12. Omar Shaban, Director, Palthink Center for Strategic Studies, 
Gaza, Palestine 
Freeing the Middle East from Weapons of Mass Destruction  

A Palestinian perspective 

Omar Shaban “ 

This paper outlines the position of the Palestinian people with regard to the freeing 
of the Middle East from nuclear and all other weapons of mass destruction (WMD). 
It also highlights the position of the Palestinian society towards this issue, 
revealing that very little work has in fact been attempted, civil society having been 
overloaded by other political and socio-economic challenges. The paper doesn’t 
represent the official position of the Palestinian leadership, but it throws light on 
the official position of the Palestinian authority.  

Background 

According to a UN study ‘the Middle East region’, refers to the area that includes 
“all states members of the league of Arab states, Iran and Israel”.  The 
international efforts that aim to create a zone in the Middle East free of nuclear 
and other weapons of mass destruction (WMD) started in early 1974 when Egypt 
and Iran introduced to the United Nations General Assembly a draft resolution to 
establish a nuclear free zone in the region.  This objective has not been achieved 
yet, even though all the Middle East states, except Israel, signed the nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT). 

 The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, known as ”NPT “ ,  
which was created in 1968 is considered to be most creditable international  
agreement  aiming to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons and its  technology 
and to promote cooperation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy and to further 
the goal of achieving nuclear disarmament and general and complete 
disarmament. The NPT was opened for signature in 1968. A total of 190 parties 
have joined the NPT , including the five nuclear-weapon States: the United States, 
Russia, the United Kingdom, France, and China .  

The Middle East according to the UN definition of the region includes one state 
“Israel “with a nuclear arsenal as well as other states who possess nuclear 
aspirations such as: Iran, or have possessed them in the past, such as: Iraq and 
Syria. While Israel is to be considered a nuclear state though this has neither been 
admitted nor denied by Israel itself, there are solid indicators that some Middle 
East states have owned, manufactured and even used other types of weapons of 
mass destruction such as: chemical and biological. In contrast to the successful 
experience of reaching agreements on nuclear free zones in other areas of the 
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world notably in Latin America, the continuous efforts to reach the same goal in the 
Middle East unfortunately have not led to fruition. Indeed tension has been 
growing and in fact the Middle East is driving in the opposite direction. Instead of 
reaching towards a zone free of nuclear weapons, the nuclear arms race in the 
region is growing The aspiration of the Islamic republic of Iran to have a nuclear 
capability is a clear example; the primitive efforts of Syria and the past experience 
of Iraq are other examples. It is worth mentioning in regard to the aspiration of the 
Islamic Republic of Iran to have a nuclear capability that the Iranians have 
declared several times that they want a civilian nuclear capability, the nuclear fuel 
cycle, which is dual-use, and that their program is entirely peaceful and for civilian 
purposes. Nevertheless, the international community has a strong suspicion that 
Iran MAY want to use the same nuclear fuel cycle to go for a military nuclear 
program. As yet, there is no definite sign of that. 

“Nuclear capability' is a vague term, which may refer to either the civilian or the 
military aspect. Since the technologies, equipment etc are usually 'dual-use', i.e. 
can be used for both civilian and military purposes, this is understandable, 
however, it can be very misleading. It should be clear, therefore, that when we 
write of freeing the Middle East region from nuclear capability we mean from 
nuclear capability that is intended for military use not for civilian purposes.   
Countries such as: Egypt, Saudi Arabia and some other Gulf states are starting to 
consider this option seriously, though they announced firmly that their nuclear 
capability will be for civil use. 

The position of Palestine; 

Without any doubt, the Palestinians fully support the proposal to free the Middle 
East region from nuclear and other types of weapons of mass destruction. The 
Palestinian authority is as yet a Non-state actor and therefore cannot sign the 
NPT.  According to international law, Israel as an occupying power is still 
responsible for the security and welfare of the Palestinian people who live under 
its control (plz see notes 1&2).  The Palestinian authority has neither an army nor 
a ministry of defense. This is why the Palestinian authority is not an actor when it 
comes to nuclear weapons in the Middle East though the Palestinian authority and 
the Palestinian people are entirely committed to the following;  

The Palestinian territories are under Israeli occupation, and Israel is a non-
signatory of the NPT that maintains the right to pursue foreign policy and protect 
borders. Therefore, in principle the Palestinian territories are NOT COVERED by 
the NPT. BUT due to the specific security and political situation, it can be taken for 
granted that the Palestinian territories (i.e. the territories under the control of the 
PNA) are "de facto" free of nuclear weapons 

Taking into consideration that all Arab states have joined the NPT (the Nuclear 
Non-Proliferation Treaty, it can be expected that once Palestine becomes 
acknowledged as a state, it will join the NPT. 
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PLUS as a member of the Arab League, Palestine supports the Arab League joint 
position on arms control, including the NPT and establishing a Middle East nuclear 
free zone. 

Throughout all the peace talks with Israel the Palestinian leadership made clear 
their position that Palestinians are struggling to be independent, to establish a free 
and democratic, non-armored state. The Palestinians are neither interested in nor 
capable of having a nuclear capability, accordingly it may be said that Palestine is 
the most supportive nation of the freeing of the Middle East from nuclear and other 
weapons of mass-destruction.  However, the debate around freeing the Middle 
East has been confined mainly to officials and policy makers and to some extent 
academia. Civil society, at all levels, including grassroots, youth and women’s 
organizations, was never heavily involved heavily in debating this issue. The civil 
society in Palestine has paid very little attention to this issue; it hasn’t been on the 
table of communal debate. Records reflect no conferences/seminars/workshops 
that put this issue on the agenda or addressed this issue. Civil society in Palestine 
has other pressing issues to tackle such as ending the occupation, building their 
institutions, poverty alleviation, the empowerment of women, fighting corruption …
etc.   

What comes first? Peace ...nuclear free zone!!! 

The lack of progress in achieving peace between Israel and the Arab states 
provides the ground for a nuclear arms race. It has been said that the state of 
Israel wants to own nuclear weapons to protect itself from its surrounding hostile 
environment, while other nations such as:  Iran, Iraq and Syria aspire to possess 
nuclear capability to maintain a military balance of power. History proves that 
agreements by themselves cannot maintain peace and stability, trust and 
confidence building are equally important. The Middle East has been in conflict 
mode during the 20th century and it seems that the conflict is not about to be 
ended. The Middle East conflict is centered around and escalated by the Israeli-
Arab conflict. Without resolving the Palestinian cause and reaching towards lasting 
peace between Israel and the Arab states through establishing the state of 
Palestine, the idea of freeing the Middle East from weapons of mass destruction 
may be unreachable  

It might appear impractical to attempt to establish a zone free of nuclear weapons 
in the Middle East before establishing peace in the region and this means solving 
the Israeli- Palestinian conflict. So, introducing confidence-building measures, 
including a regional meeting to discuss the problems, enhancing economic and 
regional cooperation, combined with ongoing efforts to establish a Middle East free 
of weapons of mass destruction provides the best procedure to achieve the two 
goals.  

Palestinians have no stake in a nuclear arms race as they are struggling to end 
the Israeli occupation and to have a free and independent state. The Palestinian 
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leaders confirm that they are neither interested nor capable of being an armored 
state; they accept fully the need to have only policing forces to maintain internal 
security, nothing more. Despite these facts, the Palestinian people find themselves 
in the core of the conflict, not only between states but also between the non-state 
armored groups  

Needless to say, the elimination of nuclear and other weapons of mass-destruction 
will best serve the Palestinian people in achieving their political rights. Eliminating 
or at least decreasing the tension, hatred, radicalism and extremism in the Middle 
East is the best way to serve the Palestinian cause. Solving the Israeli-Palestinian 
conflict will withdraw the reasons for some Middle East states to have nuclear 
weapons and it will remove any justification for the non-state armored groups to 
terrorize other people’s lives.  The huge resources that are wasted in the arms 
race in the Middle East should be re-directed to the development of the people to 
solve their social and economic problems. This is the best means to enable a 
secure Israel to live in peace, not by having more weapons.  

“Omar Shaban is the founder and director of Palthink for Strategic Studies, which 
is an independent think tank, established in 2007 in Gaza-Palestine, he can be 
reached at omar@palthink.org  / www.palthink.org 

Notes 

According to the Oslo Accords, the Israeli-Palestinian interim agreement on the 
west Bank and the Gaza Strip. Annex (1) Protocol concerning redeployment and 
security arrangements; the Palestinian Authority was designated to have control 
over both security-related and civilian issues in Palestinian urban areas (referred 
to as "Area A"), and only civilian control over Palestinian rural areas ("Area B"). 
The remainder of the territories, including Israeli settlements, the Jordan Valley 
region, and bypass roads between Palestinian communities, were to remain under 
exclusive Israeli control ("Area C"). East Jerusalem was excluded from the 
Accords.  According to these arrangements,  

The Palestinian police are the only Palestinian security authority. 

All aviation activity or use of the airspace by any aerial vehicles in the west bank 
and the Gaza Strip shall require prior approval of Israel.  

For more details, plz see http://www.nad-plo.org/einside.php?id=74 


Note #2 


International Community Recognizes Israel as the Occupying Power of the 
Palestinian Territories;  
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Since 1967, the International Community has consistently held that Israel occupies 
the Palestinian Territories. United Nations Security Council resolution 242 called, 
in part, for Israel to withdraw from territories it “occupied”.  Since then, the 
international community—including the United States —has consistently 
reaffirmed that the territories, including East Jerusalem, are “occupied” as a matter 
of law. Indeed, both the U.N. Security Council and the General Assembly 
reiterated in May 2004 that the Palestinian Territories are “occupied” as a matter of 
law. 

The absence of a “permanent” Israeli military presence and illegal settlers will 
mark a significant change in Gaza’s 37-year-history of belligerent Israeli 
occupation. The Fourth Geneva Convention does indeed contemplate changes in 
the degree of occupation; changes in circumstances, however, do not necessarily 
translate into the end of occupation. Since Israel will retain such a high-degree of 
administrative and military authority over Gaza—control over air space, sea space, 
the provision of public utility services, all border crossings, military security, and 
international relations—Israel will still be bound to all relevant provisions of the 
Fourth Geneva Convention, 1907’s Hague Regulations, and applicable customary 
international law. 

For more details, plz see http://www.naplo.org/etemplate.php?id=85The 
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13. Andreas Persbo, Executive Director, VERTIC 
1. Thank you Sir Jeremy. Let me first say that it is hard to follow the presentations 
before me, which were all excellent and informative. Thank you also to the United 
Nations Association for inviting me to this conference. 

2. I spent some years in the service of the United Nations, working alongside 
soldiers of many nations. As Sir Jeremy probably can attest, the UN is a difficult 
place to work in, but is the best example of working multilateralism that we have – 
so thank you to the Association for supporting and strengthening this important 
institution. 

The political context 

3. Ladies and gentlemen: 

4. The people of the Middle East are facing, and will continue to face, many 
difficult questions in the years ahead. We have seen good developments. Last 
week, we saw Presidential elections in Egypt. And whatever you may think of the 
candidates, whether you like them or not, I think we can all agree that Egypt 
represents a victory for democracy. But not all is well. We see continued unrest in 
Syria. 

According to the New York Times, up to 14,000 people may have lost their lives 
there since the violence and mayhem started. If true, Syria is a tragedy on an 
almost monumental scale, on the magnitude of the horrific crimes committed in 
former Yugoslavia. Let us hope that this violence does not spread to Syria’s 
neighbors. 

5. For the people of the Middle East, the world is upside down, inside out. Or is it? 
In the midst of this upheaval, old politics remain. The story is all too familiar. We 
know it by heart. We even heard it in the previous presentations. Israel is calling 
the Islamic Republic of Iran an existential threat. Iran is not making any effort to 
dispel this perception. Nuclear negotiations between Iran and the Western world 
are moving slowly, if at all. The verification mission in Iran is continuing, with little 
progress. Israel’s capacity to obliterate most capitals in the region remains intact, 
indeed unspoken of. 

6. But I believe that there is a political surge in progress. When the dust has 
settled, the people of the region will live in a new political reality. We cannot say 
today what shape the future Middle East will have. There are too many variables, 
too much uncertainty. But we can say that future generations will have to face the 
same basic questions in this new reality as they face today. One of them is: do 
they want to continue to live their lives under the threat of instant and brutal 
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annihilation? Or do they want to remove the threat of weapons of mass 
destruction? 

7. It is easy to be pessimistic. It is easy to point to the complex relationships in the 
region, to shrug and be complacent. It is easy to highlight the prominence of 
deterrence theory in the Western world and ask: 'if nuclear weapons work for the 
West, why wouldn’t it work for the Middle East?’ Why can the West have these 
weapons, and not us? 

8. I think this is shortsighted, and the recourse for those without ambition. These 
are intellectually easy questions, and they are not very helpful. However, they are 
real. 

9. The prospects of a Weapons of Mass Destruction Free Zone in the Middle East 
may seem remote. But I firmly believe that a zone is the logical conclusion of a 
broader process of democratization, strengthened individual liberties, and peace. 

A Regional Group of Verification and Implementation Experts 

10. Ladies and Gentlemen: 

11. In my mind, science and technology is capable of breaking barriers. This is 
why I will propose the establishment of a Regional Group of Verification and 
Implementation Experts. This group would meet regularly to discuss technical 
issues, devoid of politics. Such a group would hopefully demonstrate that a treaty 
would be verifiable, when agreed, and show the way to do it. 

12. One thing is certain: all parties will insist that a zone is verifiable. So far, 
though, we have very few ideas on how to do this. Sure, we know how to apply 
safeguards on nuclear material, or to verify the destruction of chemical weapons. 
We know much less how to verify the non-production of biological weapons, and 
virtually nothing about how to verify nuclear disarmament. 

13. Believe it or not, I have not found a single paper that seriously thinks about 
how a treaty secretariat working to ban all three weapon classes should be 
structured. 

14. A lot of work still needs to be done. We cannot afford to wait. 

15. So we need to start to invest serious thought into what this proposed zone will 
look like. Because, frankly, if the end goal looks unachievable, many will ask 
themselves why we should even bother with trying to reach it. Granted, getting 
progress on technical issues will not solve the underlying problems, but it will give 
us closure on some open questions. This is a step forward. 

16. And it can be a significant step forward also. Consider that the Group of 
Scientific Experts spent many years promoting the Comprehensive Nuclear Test 

� 45



Ban Treaty. When the time was right to negotiate it, Ambassadors of all Nations 
then had a solid technical base on which they could rest their arguments. 

The people had done their homework. 

17. I believe that a WMD Free Zone in the Middle East is verifiable. I think that it 
can be implemented in a fair and transparent fashion. I am quite confident in this. 
But you ought not take my word for it; you should call for the investment into a 
Regional Group of Verification and Implementation Experts. 

18. Ladies and Gentlemen: 

19. Some of you may think that what I’ve said represents a heavy investment. I 
disagree. Personally, I think that a group of verification and implementation experts 
can be established and run on a central budget of less than half a million US 
dollars per year. You know, this is not a lot of money for most governments. 

20. This is considerably less than what most charitable foundations give away 
every year, and a small fraction of the programmatic budget of most foreign 
ministries. Billions are being spent in other areas, including in nuclear weapons 
research and development. Why not here? Money should not be an issue when it 
comes to security. And money should definitely not be an issue here, when 
considering what rewards a small investment in technical dialogue might yield in 
the long run. 

21. But there is little political will, it seems, to invest here. Consider the Biological 
Weapons Convention. Last year, over 150 states argued for a long time whether to 
fund one staff member at the Implementation Support Unit. They decided not to. 
You know, if you added up the salaries, the travel and the conference costs spent 
to reach this decision, it’s likely that state parties spent more money talking about 
it than the post would actually cost. That is not a good sign; not at all. 

Having time on our side (for a change) 

22. Ladies and Gentlemen: 

23. Virtually everyone I talk to think that the zone is a long way off. Well, this is not 
a reason for complacency. Nor is it an argument against investing in verification 
research. Thinking about how to verify an arms control agreement, any 
international agreement in fact, takes a long time. It is a job that requires a lot of 
attention of detail, and the patience of a saint. No aspect is too small to leave 
aside - and there are so many aspects that need consideration. The good thing is 
that we will have plenty of time to work towards our goals. 

24. I believe that many will participate. In fact, I have even heard positive noises 
from colleagues and friends in Israel about this. I asked if they would be interested 
in participating in practical work, similar to what we did together with the UK and 
Norway (on warhead dismantlement). The answer was that Israel for sure has a lot 
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to contribute. It’s encouraging. It’s also an opportunity to make some cheap jokes. 
In my conversation with the Israelis, I like to tease them. I say ‘what can you 
possibly contribute with? Last time I checked you only had an old research reactor 
in the desert somewhere. What do you possibly know about nuclear weapons?’ It’s 
amusing to see them struggle with the fact that they can neither confirm nor deny 
anything. I know, it is a bit cheap, but I mean no harm. 

25. Why is this work important? Well, imagine the following: 

26. Imagine a time many years from now, when the troubles in Syria have abated, 
when Iran’s nuclear programme is not met with distrust, when Israel’s relations 
with its neighbors are based on respect rather than force, or the threat of force. 
Imagine that you are the ambassador for one of these regional powers, tasked to 
bring this zone into reality. Imagine the hopelessness you will feel when you 
realize that you have no expertise to support you, no ideas available to help 
formulate your thoughts. 

27. I think that you may wonder why previous generations of arms controllers did 
not work enough to pave the ground for this day. I think you will wonder why we 
decided to treat this issue so lightly. I think you will curse our inability to plan for 
the future; and despise our shortsighted reluctance to invest even a modest 
amount of money into this. I think that you will say that we lost an opportunity. 

Immediate steps that can be taken 

28. I say, let’s not make that happen. Let’s work towards establishing this group of 
experts. A number of very practical things can be done, right now. Regional 
delegations need now to consider letting this though become part of any outcome 
document from planned December conference in Helsinki. A statement pledging 
support for this concept would go a long way. It may perhaps be easier, after that, 
to get projects funded. To compensate for peoples’ time. To get the ball rolling. 

29. Even if the December conference fails to highlight this issue, it would be 
worthwhile for the depositary governments to consider investing in a group 
anyway. I have been part of many technical exchanges over my rather brief career, 
and I can tell you that they are never a waste of time. The UK-Norway Initiative 
brought together, for the first time ever, a nuclear weapon state, a non-nuclear 
weapon state, and a non-governmental organization. The lesser-known Colombo 
Initiative brought together Indian and Pakistani official to discuss modalities on 
ballistic missile dismantlement verification. These groups function. They work. 
Why would not a Middle Eastern group work? 

30. I recognize the usual arguments why it wouldn’t. I just don’t believe in them. 
Defeatism has never led to progress. Aversion leads us away from the solution. 
Curiosity leads us towards it. 
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31. I can also tell you that they are exceptionally difficult to get funded. So my 
overriding message would be this. Invest in the future now, or you may find that 
the hill will be too steep to climb when you reach it. 

32. Thank you for your attention. 
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14. Statement by Dr Mohammed Hassan Khani, UNA Iran 





















Ladies and gentlemen, our distinguished guests, please accept my greetings from 
Tehran. It’s a great pleasure for me to join you from the Iranian capital Tehran for 
this significant event which is happening in Edinburgh.  

In my view we all do share a very noble purpose which gathers us here together, 
and the cause is world peace, and world stability. And this is something that here 
in this gathering we want to focus some part of it, which is the Middle East, a very 
volatile region in the international system. Talking about a nuclear free world and a 
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nuclear free Middle East. It seems to be a little bit ambitious but it is a dream for 
every peace lover across the world and for every citizen living in this region, 
namely Iran.  

This is the region, this is the dream that we all share and I’m sure that all of you 
sitting down there, in one way or another are looking for a way to reach that noble 
goal. And I hope what we do here can be a very good contribution to that cause 
helping us to finding our path, the right path towards founding and establishing a 
world free from the fear of nuclear weapons, and a region, the Middle East free 
from nuclear arsenal. 

The topic that I’m going to talk about in the next twenty minutes is called “A Middle 
East, Nuclear Free Zone; An Iranian Perspective”. Here are a number of points 
that I regard as very important and I want to share them with you. Of course this 
aim, this goal, this cause as I said is a very important one, and it’s worth paying 
attention to and it’s worth attempting by any means. Heading towards reaching 
such a cause and objective. The big question here is how we can reach that goal 
and what are the other cycles and challenges ahead of us moving towards a 
Middle East free from nuclear weapons. One of the most important issues here is 
that fact that we cannot separate the Middle East from the rest of the world. It is a 
sub-region of the international system. So if we are going to have this region free 
from nuclear weapons we should think about a mechanism a formula by which that 
at the end of the road we can have a world free from nuclear weapons. So it is 
somehow impossible. So my whole argument here in this part of the presentation it 
is the fact that it is actually irrelevant and illogical to expect a Middle East nuclear 
free zone while in the rest of the world there is an arms race going on. A number of 
countries have their own nuclear arsenals intact. So we should think about it 
seriously. 

The second thing that I want to raise here is the fact that one of the most important 
and significant challenges on the road of achieving a Middle East nuclear free 
zone is phenomenon of double standards policies. It’s a sad story that adopting 
double standard policies is now gradually becoming a norm in international 
politics, not only in the foreign policy of certain big powers but also in the 
framework of the decision making of international organizations. And specifically in 
this case I think the double standard approach is a blow to the whole idea of the 
Middle East nuclear free zone. It is very ironic that there are two countries 
complaining about Iranian nuclear issue. There are specifically two countries that 
follow a policy of confrontation when it comes to Iran and Iranian nuclear issue. 
One of them is the United States. Well, we all how huge is the nuclear arsenal of 
the United States, and we all know the very tragic fact it is the only country to have 
used nuclear weapons twice in the history of the world. This is one of those 
countries that are claiming that Iran and the Iranian nuclear issue is a danger 
towards world peace and security. And the other country is Israel with somehow an 
arsenal of around 200 nuclear warheads. We all know that. How we can accept 
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these kinds of double standards from the world powers to put pressure on Iran as 
a country which is a member state of NPT, I mean a signatory to the NPT, and a 
member state of the IAEA. And so far there has been no single document saying 
that Iran is diverting towards nuclear weapon technology. So it’s a very sad story 
that those countries that have already got a huge arsenal of nuclear weapons and 
have history of using them are portraying Iran as a country which poses a threat 
towards international peace. 

Just have a look at the vocabulary that has been used by the United States and 
Israel towards Iran in the past few years. In almost every speech or interview given 
by the United States President during the Bush administration and during the 
Obama administration they have been using a threatening language, a language 
of war against Iran talking about all options are on the table. And then the Israelis 
when in one interview or another on a weekly basis threatening that we are going 
to attack Iran or just using military force against Iranian nuclear facilities. So my 
question is that which side is a real threat to the peace in the Middle East and 
peace in the world. And when it comes to Iran I want to draw your attention to a 
number of facts. The first one is the fact that the Iranian leadership, Iranian 
supreme leader, the Iranian government and Iranian public opinion they have been 
against the production of nuclear weapons. I’m sure that you’ve heard about the 
famous fatwa issued by the Iranian supreme leader saying that producing, keeping 
and using nuclear weapons as a Weapon of Mass Destruction is forbidden 
according to Islamic teaching. So it is haram and no Muslim can think about doing 
something which is against the teachings of Islam. So religiously talking, Iran is 
against nuclear weapons. Morally talking, practically taking and politically talking, 
there is no sign that can lead us to think about Iran is moving towards producing 
nuclear weapons. Approach from the leadership in the Iranian society, Iranian 
public opinion, and the Iranian elites academicians, they are all against producing 
and using nuclear weapons because they are inhuman. And it will not bring 
security not for Iran and not for the region.  

So this is very bad double standard policy which will somehow be used by western 
powers to put pressure against Iran and at the end of the road it will result in the 
lack of trust and confidence on the Iranian side. I would like to remind you that Iran 
has been a victim to eight years of bloody war imposed on Iran by Iraqi dictator 
Saddam Hussein who had the full support of the western countries. And during 
that war Iran fell victim to chemical weapons. So maybe after the First and Second 
World Wars you cannot find any case significant as the Iranian case in which 
Saddam Hussein used chemical weapons against Iran. And the Iranians at that 
time had the capability to retaliate but they exercised restraint, they provide to be 
very patient and think logically not to resort to that kind of retaliation. So we didn’t 
use it. So it is a good example proving that Iran is a very responsible actor in the 
region and international system.  
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Double standards policy is not limited to these two cases that I mentioned. Again 
we have all those accusations against Iran and when it comes to human rights 
issue and also when it comes to sanctions. So sanctions cannot be justified under 
international law or any other international norms, but they are there, and they are 
somehow making the Iranians suffer. So how can one justify these unjust 
sanctions imposing on Iran just for a number of allegations, never proved in any 
international court or any international arena? I do believe that a Middle East free 
from nuclear weapons is something that we can achieve provided we, I mean the 
nations in the region know it and know how beneficial it would be for us, for the 
future generations and then the governments make the effort to achieve that and 
provided that the world super powers, world great powers who have the influence 
over the other actors of the international system and also world bodies such as the 
United Nations, and specifically the United Nations Security Council and the IAEA, 
stop that double standards policy. You cannot talk about a region in which we 
eliminate nuclear weapons from by favouring one side and saying ok this state 
needs it for the sake of its security but the rest of the governments, the rest of the 
nations ok they should go ahead and prove that they are not following that path. 
It’s not going to work, it has not worked in the past and is not going to work in the 
future.  

And one final remark I want to mention here, is the fact that we should separate 
the nuclear weapons issue completely from the nuclear peaceful technology 
according to NPT and I quote from the text of the NPT agreement, all countries, all 
nations have inalienable rights, I repeat the quote again, inalienable rights to 
develop nuclear peaceful technology, to have it, to master it. So according to this 
phrase it is Iran’s legitimate right to pursue and to have that technology. So you 
cannot say, ok we suspect that if you go through that technology even in peaceful 
terms somehow, some day you may change your mind and go for the nuclear 
issue. So this is something which seems crazy. I mean there is no logic in this and 
it’s not acceptable. So we should distinguish between these two, nuclear weapons 
which is something that all nations should refrain, and to make sure that they do 
not go for it. And at the same time nuclear peaceful technology as a whole issue 
something that every nation has every right to follow and to pursue. 

Thank you very much for your attention and I wish I had the chance to have a few 
minutes of Q&A taking your questions and providing them with answers but I’m 
afraid it’s not possible because I am far from you and I’m talking from Tehran. I 
hope next time we meet face to face, and we have that chance talk about any 
questions that you have. Thank you very much. 
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15. Basic Background and Context 

15.1 2010 NPT Review Conference 
The 2010 Review Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) 
agreed: 

The commitment by the 2010 Review to a conference to take 
forward the objective of a zone free of nuclear and other 
weapons of mass destruction in the Middle East, as contained in 
the 1995 Resolution on the Middle East underpinned the 
Edinburgh Conference.  In accordance with the 2010 decision, 
the UN Secretary-General and co-sponsors of the 1995 
Resolution [the NPT depositaries Russia, the UK and US] “in 
consultation with the states of the region, will convene a 
conference in 2012, to be attended by all states of the Middle 
East, on the establishment of a Middle East zone free of nuclear 
weapons and all other weapons of mass destruction, on the basis 
of arrangements freely arrived at by the states of the region, and 
with the full support and engagement of the nuclear-weapon 
states”. 

The initiative goes back to 1974 when Egypt and Iran tabled a joint resolution to 
the UN General Assembly calling for a NWFZ in the Middle East.  The subsequent 
use of chemical weapons by Saddam Hussein in the 1980s, and growing concerns 
about biological and chemical weapons programmes in a number of states in the 
region, led President Mubarak of Egypt to launch a broader initiative in 1990 for a 
“zone free of weapons of mass destruction in the Middle East” (WMDFZ).  This 
was not intended to replace the original NWFZ objective, but to be pursued in 
parallel.  

The 1995 NPT Review and Extension Conference adopted a resolution on the 
Middle East that was widely recognized to be part of the political package that 
enabled a consensus to extend the NPT indefinitely. In addition to calling on all 
states in the region to accede to the NPT and put all their nuclear facilities under 
IAEA safeguards, the resolution called upon “all States in the Middle East to take 
practical steps in appropriate forums aimed at making progress towards, inter alia, 
the establishment of an effectively verifiable Middle East zone free of weapons of 
mass destruction, nuclear, chemical and biological, and their delivery systems, and 
to refrain from taking any measures that preclude the achievement of this 
objective;” (operative paragraph 5) and “all States party to the [NPT] and in 
particular the nuclear-weapon States, to extend their cooperation and to exert their 
utmost efforts with a view to ensuring the early establishment by regional parties of 
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a Middle East zone free of nuclear and all other weapons of mass destruction and 
their delivery systems.” (operative paragraph 6) 

Following adoption of the 1995 Resolution on the Middle East, Egypt took the lead 
in persuading all remaining Arab states to become NPT parties, with the 
understanding that this would put Israel under much greater pressure to give up its 
nuclear weapons.  Additional pressure was not forthcoming from the depositaries 
and at the 2000 NPT Review Conference there was again an eleventh hour stand-
off on the issue, despite the strong support of Egypt and others for a thirteen-
paragraph nuclear disarmament plan of action (the Thirteen Steps) that had 
already been agreed by the nuclear weapon states. The 2000 Final Document 
reaffirmed the 1995 Resolution on the Middle East and confirmed “the importance 
of Israel’s accession to the NPT and the placement of all its nuclear facilities under 
comprehensive IAEA safeguards.”  The 2000 NPT Review Conference also 
agreed that states should submit annual “reports” on their efforts to implement the 
1995 Resolution as well as the nuclear disarmament commitments undertaken in 
1995 and 2000.  

The 2005 NPT Review Conference failed, unable to rise above a number of 
political, strategic and procedural obstacles and national agendas, which included 
intransigence from the US (George W. Bush) administration and posturing from 
others, including some key Middle East states parties. Israel then carried on 
business as usual, while Iran intensified its work on uranium enrichment, facing 
down a number of critical resolutions in the IAEA and UN Security Council.  
Additionally, a number of Arab states began to express greater interest in 
developing their own nuclear power programmes in what observers regard as 
having more to do with ‘hedging their bets’ than genuine plans to meet their 
energy needs through nuclear technology.   

In June 2009 in Cairo, President Barak Obama noted that “when one nation 
pursues a nuclear weapon, the risk of nuclear attack rises for all nations”.  He 
underscored the importance of political and regional efforts to prevent “a nuclear 
arms race in the Middle East that could lead this region and the world down a 
hugely dangerous path”. This set the scene for constructive dialogue between the 
US, Egypt and other key states, which paved the way for the 2010 decision to hold 
the 2012 Conference. 

The concept of a WMD-free zone in the Middle East is based on NWFZs, which 
are encouraged in Article VII of the NPT. NWFZs have essentially functioned as 
confidence-building arrangements to enhance regional stability in the absence of 
full international or regional adherence to multilateral agreements and regulations. 
They operate alongside other international treaties and arrangements and can 
help bring states into the global regimes, as illustrated by existing NWFZs that 
have been established in Latin America and the Caribbean (Tlatelolco), the South 
Pacific (Rarotonga), Africa (Pelindaba), South-East Asia (Bangkok) and Central 
Asia (Semipalatinsk).   In 1999, following negotiations initiated in 1975, the UN 
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Disarmament Commission adopted a set of “Guidelines” on the establishment of 
NWFZ. 

15.2 Developments since 2010 
The first task arising from the 2010 decision was getting agreement on a Facilitator 
and Host country for the 2012 Conference.  This took more than 16 months after 
the 2010 NPT PrepCom ended. In October 2011, Finland was announced as the 
host country and Jaakko Laajava, Finnish Under-Secretary of State for Foreign 
and Security Policy, was appointed Facilitator for the 2012 Conference.  Under-
Secretary Laajava told the 2012 NPT PrepCom that he had conducted over 100 
consultations with all interested parties from the region and key governments 
involved in the process, including the three NPT Depositaries and UN Secretary-
General. 

While the Arab initiators want the Helsinki Conference to lead towards establishing 
a Zone, they recognise that a process for negotiations will depend on the agenda, 
participation, conduct and outcome.  While some if not all the participants may 
give their views on some of the aforementioned modalities and issues that Zone 
negotiations would need to consider, few if any expect substantive discussions to 
be undertaken in 2012.  They want the conference to launch a process.  Yet it is 
also understood that political and procedural questions will need to be resolved, 
and that these are underpinning the difficulties Laajava has been encountering in 
his efforts to pin down dates, agenda and participation for the Helsinki Conference.  

15.3 Middle East Geographical Zone and Who has What? 
An important question that will need to be resolved concerns how far such a zone 
would extend and which countries should be directly included in the specific legal 
obligations.  The geographical zone that appears to be favoured by most takes the 
Middle East to consist of 19 States (thus omitting bordering countries such as 
Turkey – a NATO member – and nuclear-armed Pakistan, which would add to the 
complications).   

Within that 19-state zone, only one (Israel) remains outside the NPT.  Several NPT 
parties have been investigated for violating their treaty obligations. These include 
Iraq, Libya, Syria and Iran. Iran has denied US claims that it has violated the NPT, 
but has been the subject of several IAEA investigations, reports and UN Security 
Council resolutions, notably UNSCR 1737 (2006), 1747 (2007), 1803 and 1835 
(2008), 1929 (June 2010). 

Three Middle East states (Egypt, Israel and Syria) have not become party to the 
BWC, but all except Israel have signed this treaty. Three states – Egypt, Israel and 
Syria – remain outside the CWC (Iraq finally acceded in 2009). Of these, only 
Israel has signed. With regard to the CTBT, Egypt, Iran and Israel are included 
among the 8 remaining “Annex 2” countries whose signature and ratification are 
necessary before the treaty can enter into force. All three have signed the CTBT 
but not yet ratified. 
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15.4 Procedural and Political Challenges for the Zone 
15.4.1 Participation 
In their joint statement to the 2010 NPT PrepCom, echoed by the Russian panellist 
Sergey Andriashin, the NPT depositaries underlined that “for a Conference to be 
successful it should include at a minimum the representation of all the States of 
the Middle East… who are ultimately responsible for creating and establishing the 
political and security conditions that will provide a sustainable foundation for such 
a zone.” 

When the depositaries and Laajava speak of the importance of participation from 
all states in the region they particularly mean Israel and Iran, viewed as critical 
players. Some also raise questions about the impact of Arab democracy uprisings, 
especially the ongoing violent conflict in Syria and Syria’s previous efforts to build 
clandestine nuclear facilities, as well as its sizeable chemical weapons arsenal. 
Though such developments have implications for the League of Arab States and 
the political relations between some of the key governments underpinning the 
Zone concept, they are less likely to affect the 2012 Conference than the 
participation of Israel and Iran. While neither government has refused to 
participate, both have been wary from the start.  

Israel, which has an estimated 70-100 nuclear weapons and is the only state in the 
region to remain outside the NPT, leans heavily on its principal ally, the United 
States, to ensure that it will not be isolated or exposed on nuclear issues. Worried 
that its long-held posture of “nuclear opacity” would be undermined if a NWFZ 
develops, Israel joins consensus on a UN General Assembly resolution on 
“Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East” but 
resists any practical steps and makes clear that this would need to be linked 
formally or informally with a verified WMDFZ in the Middle East. A more pointed 
annual resolution titled “The risk of nuclear proliferation in the Middle East” is 
opposed mainly by Israel and the United States, with a handful of abstentions.  As 
demonstrated by the ACRS (Arms Control and Regional Security) talks of the 
1990s, Israel sets normalisation and peace agreements with its neighbours as a 
precondition for addressing nuclear weapons. Its formal policy is that it will not be 
the first to introduce nuclear weapons into the region but the official position is to 
neither confirm nor deny that it has nuclear weapons (or any details such as 
number, type, delivery or location).   

Other political challenges arise from Israel’s continuing occupation of Palestinian 
territories, and numerous UN Security Council resolutions about its treatment of 
Palestinian people, violation of human rights, expansion of settlements on 
Palestinian land, and related issues that have been ignored. Israel does not want 
these political and human rights issues discussed in the context of a Middle East 
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WMD-free zone, but in setting normalisation and peace agreements as conditions 
or pre-conditions, Israel also ensures that they have to be factored in.  

There are two types of incentives for Israel to engage: their reliance on US support 
means that they are pressured by Washington’s desire to see progress (whether 
for a Zone’s intrinsic merits, the implications for the NPT, or other reasons); and 
Israel’s own concerns about its neighbours, including the Iranian nuclear 
programme.  

Iran, despite originating the 1974 proposal for a NWFZ in the Middle East, is 
worried about the 2012 Conference. Its primary concern appears to be that the 
Conference will be used as another forum for the US to exert pressure on Iran’s 
nuclear programme and uranium enrichment facilities. Illustrating Iran’s worries, 
the US statement to the 2012 NPT PrepCom, delivered by US Assistant Secretary 
for International Security and Non-proliferation, Thomas Countryman, castigated 
others for singling out Israel and then proceeded to mention Syria and put heavy 
emphasis on Iran. Referring to “the corrosive effect of Treaty non-compliance”, the 
US statement expressed “deep concern over Iran’s persistent failure to comply 
with its non-proliferation obligations, including IAEA safeguards obligations and UN 
Security Council resolutions”.   

The allegations that Iran violated its obligations under the NPT followed 
revelations in 2002 that Tehran had not fully disclosed to the IAEA all relevant facts 
about its nuclear programme, particularly regarding uranium enrichment.  In the 
past decade there have been numerous IAEA and UN Security Council reports 
calling on Iran to come clean, cooperate fully with its inspections obligations, 
accede to the Additional Protocol and submit to deeper, stronger inspection 
requirements, and also to halt or roll back its uranium enrichment programme, with 
the Security Council issuing threats of sanctions when it deems that Iran has failed 
to comply.  

Iran argues that its uranium enrichment and other aspects of its nuclear 
programme are legal under the NPT as they are solely for peaceful purposes. 
Responding to Countryman’s statement in the 2012 PrepCom, Ambassador Ali 
Soltanieh criticised UN Security Council “inaction” over Saddam Hussein’s use of 
chemical weapons against Iran and Israel’s development of nuclear weapons. He 
accused the United States and European Union of “double standards” over 
Germany’s decision to supply Israel with ‘Dolphin’ submarines that could 
(according to Iran) be used to deliver nuclear weapons. He also reminded 
delegates of the “Fatwa on the prohibition of nuclear weapons”, quoting Iran’s 
Supreme Leader as saying: “the Iranian nation has never been after nuclear 
weapons and it will never go after such weapons.” At the end of June, 2012, 
sanctions were adopted against the Central Iranian Bank and at the beginning of 
July the EU endeavoured to proscribe trading in Iranian crude oil. 
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A key obstacle to making progress is that the linkages between the elimination of 
nuclear and other WMD from the Middle East and the establishment of a more 
effective peace and security framework between the countries in the region are 
often asserted in ways that block genuine debate; in reality both objectives need to 
be worked on in parallel to create a mutually-reinforcing dynamic.  Each objective 
affects the other as, indeed, regional and international developments regarding the 
value attached to the possession or disarmament of WMD are mutually 
dependent, mutually reinforcing and mutually undermining.  Peace and security 
are clearly relevant factors for building and sustaining a WMDFZ. Similarly the 
dismantlement and elimination of chemical and biological as well as nuclear 
weapons programmes will be essential for building trust, confidence, peace and 
security in the region.   

For a historical understanding of Israel’s nuclear programme see Avner Cohen, 
“Israel and the Bomb” (Columbia University Press, 1998). For up-to-date 
information and analysis on Israeli, Iranian and other Middle East programmes of 
concern, see “Arms Control and Missile Proliferation on the Middle East” edited by 
Bernd W. Kubbig and Sven-Eric Fikenscher (Routledge, 2012). 

15.4.2 Rules of Procedure and Agenda Setting 
While Iran has not publicly raised opposition to the 2012 Middle East Conference, 
it has fired some warning shots in the shape of procedural conditions or 
assumptions. At the 2012 PrepCom, for example, Iran argued that the Helsinki 
Conference should be treated as a “subsidiary forum” of the NPT, so that NPT 
rules of procedure should apply.   

Laajava has not openly discussed issues raised in his consultations about the 
rules of procedure or agenda, but it is understood that these remain unresolved. 
Iran’s proposal on treating the 2012 Conference as an NPT meeting is a non-
starter, not least because under NPT rules Israel would not be a full participant but 
only an “observer”. However, it does raise questions.  Under what rules should 
such a meeting work? Should decision-making be by consensus or majority? If the 
Palestinian Authority, which can participate in NPT meetings as an observer, 
applies to participate in the Helsinki conference what would be its status and role? 
What will be the status and role of intergovernmental and non-governmental 
organisations?   

With regard to the agenda, there are questions about how far this should reflect 
the stated objective of beginning a process towards negotiating a zone free of 
WMD in the Middle East.  Some of the important practical issues that would need 
to be negotiated are well known from previous NWFZ negotiations, such as 
geographical coverage, scope, verification and institutional responsibilities, 
additional obligations for nuclear-armed states or neighbours.  These may (but 
probably won’t) be identified in the Helsinki Conference agenda, but how will the 
agenda reflect the interests and concerns of those who want the Helsinki 
Conference to start a process or, alternatively, those that may want it to be limited 
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to a one-off event (as understood to be the preferred option of Israel and Iran, the 
US and possibly the UK).  If the objective were to get agreement it probably needs 
to be pre-cooked well in advance, and the risk is that this will be lowest common 
denominator, and so not satisfy the Arab States, though it might be a condition for 
Israeli participation and for initiating an ongoing process of talks. 
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