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Abstract:

The Middle East possesses a fluid, internally competitive political structure.  The inherent instability, coupled with the natural desire to preserve their ethnic, national and state identities in the diverse region, has forced Middle Eastern countries to develop ways to protect their interests.   One of the protective measures adopted in parts of the region thus far has been the development of nuclear artillery.  This paper identifies a multiplicity of Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) and Intergovernmental Organizations (IGOs) which remain active throughout the different states in the region and have worked in harmony to create an anti-nuclear network to act as the voice of peace in the Middle East. Specifically, this paper explores how IGOs and NGOs originally reacted and continue to react to the growing Iranian nuclear threat, as well as how the nuclear non-proliferation network experienced rejuvenation as a direct result of the Iranian nuclear scare.  

Historically, political scientists have assumed that actions were primarily driven as a direct result of states’ specific needs and interests.  NGOs and IGOs throughout the region may have previously been able to voice dissent, but did not play a major role in shaping policy. The fact that individual citizen groups are becoming increasingly powerful and are thus able to influence domestic governments, define international defense policies, and are given credence by powerful states throughout the Middle East is integral in understanding the connectedness of the region and is pertinent to the uncovering the key to stability in the region.  

Understanding the basic workings of international interdependence and communication is integral in order to comprehend why some peace networks are successful in the Middle East, why some fail, how new peace networks could be formed and the ways existing groups become larger and more powerful.  It becomes extraordinarily evident that if states are able to work in concert with non-governmental agents, intergovernmental agents and other states in the pursuit of one regional stance on peace and security, the region will become more stable.
Transnational Interaction: Defined

In the early 1970’s, political scientists regarded transnational interactions as “regular interactions across national boundaries when at least one actor is a non-state agent.”
 This definition, while adequate for its time, limits itself to direct state to non-state interaction and neglects other cross-border flows. Shared entities such as capital, media broadcasts, values, norms, social movements and trade are all actors which influence international dynamics, and therefore, must be included in the evaluation.  Because of the different types of actors involved, it makes sense to divide and analyze those actors based on their structure, and not make generalizations regarding all transnational interactions as a whole.
  Inasmuch, there exist three main types of international interactions: sensitivity, vulnerability and complex interdependence.
  

Sensitivity interdependence is absolutely unavoidable when analyzing interactions among states.  Simply put, the theory of sensitivity interdependence asserts that events or occurrences which happen in one part of the world clearly affect that which occurs in another part of the world.  Peace negotiations can exemplify this type of interdependence; if “State A” and “State B” consent to a peace treaty, and “State C” and “State A” depend on one another for militaristic and arms support, “State C” and “State B” are likely to strike an accord as well, in that “State C” no longer has the necessary support to defend themselves against “State B” in conflict.  Another example could be a refugee situation; if one state experiences a natural disaster, citizens of that state may flea to another state in order to seek refuge, in turn affecting the population of the second state.


Vulnerability, or asymmetrical, interdependence focuses on the partnership between agents and actors in a certain situation and determines that one party has a greater cost or greater benefit than the other.
  States engaged in partnerships, whether tangible or intangible, are not always equal members; some may reap a greater economic reward, while others may be ensured national security and stability.  If there is an extreme imbalance in favor of one agent over the other, the partnership may be classified as domination as opposed to asymmetrical.


The third type, complex interdependence, according to Keohane and Nye, has three main characteristics: state-policy goals are not arranged in stable hierarchies but are subject to trade-offs, the existence of multiple channels of contacts between societies expands the range of policy instruments, thus limiting the ability of foreign offices tightly to control foreign relations, and military force is irrelevant.
  This particular form of interaction rightfully acknowledges political elites, multinational corporations, non-governmental organizations and intergovernmental organizations as significant actors on the international stage.  Because there is no hierarchy instilled within non-state entities and militaristic threat of force is presumed useless, non-militaristic conflict is all but inevitable in this system.  

Interdependence does not only exist between two parties and can be dynamic within a multitude of actors all working in conjunction with one another or with common organizations.  In this type of atmosphere, a network is formed.   The interdependence within each network may be different and may vary between each set of individual actors.  Nevertheless, all entities within a single network are connected by some common thread.
Transnational Interactions: The Structure of Networks


As has previously been established, actors and agents can come in many different forms and contexts.  According to Thomas Risse, entities such as multinational corporations and INGOs are formal organizations while others are more loosely connected and are referred to as “networks.”
   Zeev Maoz defines a network as “a collection of units [state or non-state actors] which have ties with one another.”
  Using this definition, “epistemic communities,” or individuals or organizations based on claims to consensual knowledge, and “advocacy networks,” defined as actors with shared values and beliefs, as well as states and other multinational entities which operate in vertical fashions can be termed “networks”.
  Similarly, Halfner-Burton et al adopt an extraordinarily indistinct definition, asserting that “networks are sets of relations that form structures, which in turn may constrain and enable agents.”
   However, both Halfner-Burton et al and Maoz do not explain the ways in which these agents are connected, and instead, just assume that they are in some fashion.


Keck and Sikkink attempt to provide clarity in response to previous ambiguity by determining essential traits of a network. They describe networks as “forms of organizations characterized by voluntary, reciprocal and horizontal patterns of communication.”
 Slaughter, like Keck and Sikkink, identifies networks in her own fashion in an attempt to narrow the definitions provided by Maoz and Halfner-Burton et al.  Although she acknowledges the vast array of definitions floating about the international community, she characterizes a network as “a pattern of regular and purposive relations among like government units working across the borders that divide countries from one another and that demarcate the ‘domestic’ from the ‘international’ sphere.”
 Slaughter’s definition, like Keck and Sikkink’s, is limiting; the only actors in Slaughter’s networks are governmental agents despite the fact that non-governmental entities, such as the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), clearly and actively affect politics without being tied to any one state.  Keck and Sikkink’s definition does not encompass Slaughter’s conception of vertical patterns (in addition to horizontal patterns) of networking and communication. Horizontal networks, according to Slaughter, operate at an inter-state level, meaning that government officials, judges, legislators and national regulators all communicate with one another in order to share information and ideas.  This structure allows for members of states to arbitrate without mediation, communicate respectfully and freely, and reach viable, amenable conclusions.  


Vertical networks, unlike horizontal networks, involve a “supranational” entity.
 Supranational organizations exist “above” the state, as the name suggests, and can be a higher authority to which states appeal certain conflicts or decisions.  While they mainly act as enforcement networks, such as the International Court of Justice (ICJ), or information networks, such as the IAEA, supranational entities may also act as harmonization networks in the sense that “they will bring national rules and supranational rules closer together” and “create compliance.”
 Slaughter explains that although horizontal entities are more prevalent because they can be created among any two entities, vertical networks play a more crucial role.  She argues this assertion by explaining that even though it is important to keep domestic issues in the domestic realm, in some circumstances it is essential to have an authority figure to which both parties must acquiesce. 


 Miles Khaler comprehends both the simplicity and complexity of international networking and combines the approaches created by his predecessors in order to describe his form of a network.  He defines networks “in simplest form as any set of interconnected nodes.”
  He goes on to describe nodes as “individuals, groups, organizations or states, as well as cells or Internet users” which are linked to one another through friendships, trade flows, or common values and common resources.
 The connected nature of the diverse actors creates a web of sorts, illustrating how all of the international affiliates are somehow bonded to each other.

Building more on Kahler’s work, this author creates a hybrid definition of what a network is: a network is any set of individuals, groups, organizations and/or states which engage in regular, purposive relations with one another through communication, friendship, trade or common values and resources.


Networks can also be understood by their motivations for existence; according to Risse, some networks are formed because of a belief in instrumental goals, and others are motivated by the common good.  Instrumental goals are defined as “the promotion of the well being of the organization itself or the members in the group” and the common good is defined as that which will benefit mankind as a whole.
  These types of motivations help distinguish the difference between “for profit” entities, like special interest groups or multinational corporations, from “not for profit” entities, such as advocacy networks or epistemic communities.
Trusted Information: How and Why Networks Form


While each network has its own specific motivations and aims, networks collectively serve to expand regulatory reach, “allowing national government officials to keep up with corporations, civic organizations and criminals.”
 They also help to build trust and establish positive partnerships between those who are engaged in the network, and then establish incentives to create a good reputation in the international community.  Networks are also catalysts for information exchange from one agent to another, and can even encourage legal discussions and propose alternative approaches to legal quandaries.

Because they are capable of achieving such attractive goals, states and other actors alike participate in networks to reap the rewards: states are able to gain access to that which they were unable to previously achieve due in no small part to different kinds of networks.  This helps researchers understand how networks are able to function globally.

Networks are able to thrive because of persuasion, socialization, scalability and adaptability.
 In order to persuade and socialize, networks employ the use of a number of tactics: reasoning with opponents, pressuring opponents, encouraging sanctions and in some cases, shaming other agents.  According to Keck and Sikkink, these tactics fall into any one of four categories: information politics, symbolic politics, leverage politics, or accountability politics.


Information politics is a way in which non-state actors are able to acquire and distribute important information to states or other entities incapable of doing the same for any number of reasons.  Information networks are also capable of “promoting convergence through technical assistance and training, depending on how they are created and who their most powerful members are.”
  Particularly in interstate networks, this power is important because information they may not otherwise be aware of is easily available via email, telephone, or fax, courtesy of specific networks.  Furthermore, information is not a finite resource; participation in one of the networks capable of providing information, training, and assistance secures knowledge for the future as well.  


Governmental networks also disseminate information as “a code of best practices, model legislation or a set of governing principles.”
  When communicated in this way, these exhortations become ‘soft law’ as opposed to their ‘hard law’ counterparts.  ‘Hard law,’ in the form of treaties, international agreements, or the like, have been obviously powerful in the past.  However, ‘soft law,’ available via suggestions or guidelines proposed by nongovernmental actors, are emerging as equally if not more powerful than ‘hard’ forms of regulation.
  As a result, compliance to international laws and regulations has grown.

In an age of globalization, in is imperative for states to possess a global reach and global knowledge.  Because networks know no state boundaries, they are able to offer a global outlook to state governments.  Out of information politics, a positive relationship is born; on one hand, an agent receives vital information for a global world and on the other, the network is able to persist and pass on its message because it is relied upon.


In order to communicate their information, networks must develop a positive reputation in the international community.  According to Kahler, “political networks succeed as actors if they can promote and sustain collective action on the part of their constituent agents.”
 As a response, symbolic politics works to “create awareness [of the network’s goals or causes] and expand constituencies.”
  The importance of scalability, as outlined by Kahler, plays into the idea of symbolic politics in that it stresses the importance of “political networks ability to grow rapidly at relatively low cost without altering the fundamental form of the organization.”
  Networks are able to successfully achieve this goal, broaden their support base and spread their network’s message by explaining individual events through their lens and by relying on human emotion to stir up support.  These events provide different groups the opportunity to showcase their causes, beliefs and capabilities to the world.  For example, during intense times of Israeli/Palestinian conflict, the Middle East Peace Dialogue Network hosts rallies and marches and in response to the September 11th terrorist attacks in the United States, the Middle East Network for Peace held educational programs in an attempt to dispel misconceptions about Islam.
  Again, these practices benefit all parties in the network because the state receives some sort of support from the network, and the network is able to gain support and build a constituency base.  



Political effectiveness is also of utmost importance to networks, for states are the primary actors when it comes to the international community and are therefore able to make the networks goals or ideas into laws.   Consequently, networks make use of leverage politics to encourage governments to author policy in-line with their beliefs.  In order to be effective, members of networks must “secure powerful allies…possess the ability to mobilize their own members and affect public opinion via the media.”
  The size of the network and the legitimacy of its backers also plays into its ability to change or influence governments.  

While many networks strive to get their needs met via policy change as referenced in political effectiveness, not all groups possess legitimate backers, a large constituency, or other necessary qualities in order to be taken seriously by a state.  Accountability politics can help those kinds of groups achieve the policy change they wish by means of a different avenue.  If a group has access to information and is able to capture public attention, they can then use those to their advantage.  For example, “if a government has publically committed itself to a principle—for example, in favor of human rights or democracy—networks can use those positions, and their command of information, to expose the distance between discourse and practice.”
  Many governments find this shameful, and will adjust their policies in order to save face.


Adaptability is also an important dimension of successful collective action.  In essence, networks must display a malleable quality in order to adjust to the changing demands of states, governments and hierarchies in order to flourish for a long period of time.  Amnesty International (AI) epitomizes that flexibility of an organization leads to lasting results; upon its conception, AI was considered to be a “pure” node in a powerful network, meaning heavily bureaucratic and inclusive with regards to their membership and volunteer base.
  However, AI was forced to evolve with changing political trends and was able to espouse a hierarchical form and finally to participation as one, central organization in a larger human rights network.

While some states are active within a number networks, it is also important to note that not every state is active within every network.  That is not to say, though, that states are not affected by networks of which they are not a part.  States are indirectly affected by other states or networks via indirect action.

The Boomerang Effect: Indirect Action and International Political Networks:


The boomerang effect was first conceived by Margaret E. Keck and Kathryn Sikkink in order to explain the interdependence of seemingly unaffiliated nations.  The basic concept maintains that while two entities may appear to be unaffiliated with one another, they may still be subject to the same rules or be affected by external international changes.  They explain that “when channels between the state and domestic actors are blocked, the boomerang pattern of influence characteristic of transnational networks may occur: domestic NGOs bypass their state and directly search out international allies to try to bring pressure on their states from the outside.”
  In other situations, governments turn a blind eye to missions or causes which resonate with other regions, states, or organizations.  Again, the boomerang effect is useful in that it allows the associations who champion those causes to use their international connections in order to put pressure on its affiliates. For example, in a 2006 article in Al-Jazeera, author Jane Stillwater posed a hypothetical situation: What if OPEC, in a response to the United Nations Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) suddenly decided to sell oil to only peaceful, non-nuclear entities?  In this scenario, countries which were non-signatories of the NPT (India, Israel and Pakistan) may have to adjust their policies in accordance with the NPT to ensure that their oil supply is not inhibited in any way.
Weaving a Web for Indirect Interaction in International Political Networks:


Not unlike the boomerang effect, the web approach to networking explains how different actors within different networks are not only made acutely aware of but are indirectly affected by each other’s actions.  Although “viewing states as fundamentally interconnected in complex webs on interdependence presents a radical critique of the traditional comparative politics paradigm,” it also opens the door to a new kind of comparative research.
 This research begins by viewing the world as though each node, as referenced by Kahler, is linked to other nodes around it.  Some nodes may be linked to many others, some may be linked to one, as depicted in the graph below.
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The graph, while is extraordinarily simplistic and incomplete, but illustrates the basic structure of the web approach; it is easy to see how all of the example states are connected based on their nuclear possession/desires and geographic location.  While states are further joined to one another by their involvement the same NGOs, IGOs, MNCs and other organizations, it clearly communicates the interconnectedness of entities in networks.  If one of the connections was broken, pulled or tested in the slightest, the entire web would be affected.  For example, the United States supplies Israel with finances and arms, which aided them in building their nuclear artillery.  As a response to Israel’s nuclear potential, Iran began testing their nuclear capability to safeguard against possible conflict in the future; since Jews had a nuclear arsenal and therefore second strike capability, then the Persians wanted it too.  So, although the United States is not directly linked to Iran, its involvement with Israel clearly and severely affected Iranian policy.  

Though nuclear proliferation appears rampant, based on the connectedness of the states depicted above, peace networks have been an active voice of dissent.  Just as much as nuclear possessing states affect one another based on common defense strategies and geographic locations, so do peace networks affect state decisions and policies.

The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Network

  In 1946, The Baruch Plan, in which the United States advocated the first attempt at nuclear non-proliferation directly after the use of the atomic bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki, was rejected by the USSR, the other nuclear powerhouse at the time. In another attempt to encourage nuclear disarmament internationally, the U.S. modeled and “maintained a policy of secrecy prescribed by the McMahon Act,” which was designed to “conserve and restrict the use of atomic energy for the national defense, to prohibit its private exploitation, and to preserve the secret and confidential character of information concerning the use and application of atomic energy.”
 

International peace networking, however, wasn’t incredibly active until it was drastically modified throughout the duration of the Cold War.  After realizing that the McMahon Act was not successful, Dwight D. Eisenhower made a speech entitled “Atoms for Peace” before the United Nations, a body created in 1945 which has four main purposes: to keep peace throughout the world, to develop friendly relations among nations, to help nations work together to improve the lives of poor people and to act as a center for all nations to work in concert with one another and to achieve their missions.
  In his address, Eisenhower did not only vow that the United States would cooperate with all countries who wished to develop nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, but also suggested that governments involved in nuclear research and development “make contributions from their stockpiles of fissionable materials to an organization, the International Atomic Energy Agency, which would be responsible for the storage and protection of the contributed fissionable materials for peaceful purposes, especially for energy production.”
 In this address, Eisenhower outlined the plan for one of the most influential pieces of what would become the intergovernmental nuclear peace regime, the International Atomic Energy Agency, to the other most influential piece, the United Nations .
The United Nations and the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty as Actors in the Middle East:

The United Nations has desired the termination of nuclear weaponry ever since it was first established.  In fact, the first resolution that the U.N General Assembly passed in 1946 created a special commission that specifically dealt with issues concerning nuclear energy, research, and nonproliferation of weaponry.
  Furthermore, the general assembly indicated that the commission should make proposals which championed “the elimination from national armaments of atomic weapons and of all other major weapons adaptable to mass destruction.”
  All of the Middle Eastern states, with the exception of Palestine, are currently members of the United Nations, and Egypt sends a representative to act as a vice president of the Disarmament Council.


The United Nation’s Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty has been arguably its most successful broad scale action with regards to nonproliferation in the Middle Est.  As a result of United Nations deliberations and widespread influence in the area, the NPT was ratified, signed by all Middle Eastern countries with the exception of Israel, and essentially chokes the spread of nuclear technology to the under-developed world.  The NPT mandated that states “act in conformity with resolutions of the United Nations General Assembly calling for the conclusion of an agreement on the prevention of wider dissemination of nuclear weapons…undertaking to co-operate in facilitating the application of IAEA safeguards on peaceful nuclear activity…expressing their support for research, development and other efforts to further application within the framework of the IAEA… and affirming the principle that benefits of peaceful application of nuclear technology, including any technological by-products which may be derived by nuclear weapon states…should be available for peaceful purposes to all Parties to the Treaty.”


On the treaty’s 25th anniversary in 1995, a conference was held to consider its extension.  While four of the five acknowledged nuclear powers championed a permanent extension, the Arab states declined any sort of extension without an explicit caveat that the UN would put pressure on Israel to accept the treaty as well.  Along with other terms demanded by other parties, the issue of Israel’s nuclear weapons was resolved.  By using the boomerang effect, the Arab countries used the United Nations to call for all states in the Middle East, including Israel, to sign onto the NPT as soon as possible.
 Similar to the IAEA, the NPT has no central agent of enforcement, and instead relies on each nation to interpret the treaty for itself.  However, in an effort to try and unify the interpretations, special committees have been established to provide an explanation of specific parts of the treaty to questioning countries.

The IAEA as a Non-Nuclear Actor in the Middle East: History and Effectiveness

Bilateral negotiations between the United States and the Soviet Union with regards to the formation of the International Atomic Energy Agency IAEA began in January 1954.  However, its approval was a long, drawn out process in that each state had interests which shifted with time.  It took eighteen ratifications over two years to initially produce the completed treaty and although all Middle Eastern states are currently signatories, it took until 2009 for all of them to become members.
  Per the stipulations, the IAEA was permitted to possess its own nuclear material and its own bureaucracy and control system.  Originally, nuclear materials were supposed to be donated to the IAEA from a number of countries, but those donations never happened.


It is important to note that while the IAEA is supposed to conduct its business under the principles of the United Nations in order to promote peace and international cooperation, it is not an arm of the United Nations.  Keeping in line with the 1972 stipulations, the IAEA possesses its own set of governors, selected for representation based on geography, and headed by one general director.  Each year, a large general conference is held in order to dispense information and each governor is able to make recommendations.


The IAEA serves two core functions: to “promote peaceful and safe uses of nuclear energy, and to apply safeguards against its assistance being used to further any military purpose.”
  However, the organization’s intention is to monitor the flow of materials, and inasmuch, has no enforcement power whatsoever.  If a country is found in violation of any of the conditions decided by the IAEA, their government would be asked to modify their operations.  If the government chose not to abide by their suggestions, the IAEA would exercise its use of accountability politics and cause uproar within the international public arena, but could not impose economic sanctions trade sanctions, or the like.


The IAEA implemented safeguards to “deter and detect the division of nuclear material for nuclear explosive purposes.”
However, in response to a recent war with Iraq, Iran, a signatory to the IAEA, developed secret facilities while continuing to operate under the guise of an agreeing party.   This action led the IAEA to establish Additional Protocol to their original policy, under which states are mandated to make comprehensive, fully inclusive declarations of not only all of their nuclear material, but their nuclear related activities as well.
 Furthermore, the IAEA granted unto itself the power to search signatory states for undeclared nuclear material or environmental sampling. The IAEA inspection of Iran, mentioned earlier, is an example of the IAEA flexing its might.  Although Iran staunchly denied the allegations against them, they understood their commitment as a signatory and acquiesced to the investigation.
 After the investigation, the United States pursued military force in the region in an effort to find hidden nuclear warfare.  This response does not only expose “how far the world’s only superpower is willing to go to punish a regime is accused of harboring nuclear aspirations and of seeking to develop a clandestine nuclear weapons program” but explains exactly how the web effect of interdependence works: the seemingly unaffiliated countries of the United States and Iran are both signatories of the IAEA, and inasmuch, are connected.  Since there was a possible violation of one of the guideline of safety, and since the IAEA itself isn’t an enforcement agency, a state capable of enforcement used its means to ensure Iran adhered to the rules to benefit all members of the IAEA.


Today, nuclear non-proliferation societies have developed into networks.  Non-nuclear networks are mainly comprised of IGOs, NGOs, and individual states which rely on complex interdependence in order to promote peace and security among their respective regions and the world.   These entities have adopted one mission: to reconcile a nuclear-free society through the means that they have at their disposal, whether that be promoting new policy, authoring new policy, encouraging peace talks, supporting innovative treaties, or joining peaceful alliances.  In order to accomplish their goals, these networks have successfully grown and evolved, utilized the boomerang effect and the web approach to affect entities with whom they are not affiliated, and have been able to prove themselves as legitimate peacekeeping actors on the international stage. By promoting peace, these entities not only serve their own interest by securing themselves as actors on the international scene, but also provide security and stability for other state entities worldwide.  If more pieces of the nuclear network were able to form and diversify the network’s contacts within the region, their “soft law” may reach more entities and truly promote nuclear non-proliferation for the fluid, unstable region that is the Middle East.
The NPT as well as the Additional Protocol adopted by the IAEA are considered to be “the backbone of the nonproliferation regime.”
If there were a violation of this regime, diplomatic and economic sanctions against potential proliferating countries would abound.  In fact, since the regime officially established in 1968, only one Middle Eastern country, Israel, has acquired definite nuclear capability.

While the idea of networking, specifically the idea of nuclear non-proliferation networks, has been broadly defined and abstracted at a global level, it is important to understand its ability to be practically applied to specific case studies.  Particularly in the Middle East, where there are a number of diverse entities in play, the comprehension of nuclear-free networks and how they relate to state decisions and defense policies can offer insight into the “why” and “how” defense decisions are made as well as provide possible suggestions for the future. To help resolve the on-going conflicts in the Middle East, especially the one in Palestine-Israel, peace networks are vital.
The Power and Effectiveness of Nuclear Non-Proliferation in the Middle East: The Case of Iran


For decades, nuclear weapons have posed a serious threat to international peace.  Consequentially, the international community has worked to ban the development and acquisition of these deadly weapons using not only their governments, but their participation in NGOs and IGOs to promote a secure and stable world, free of nuclear missiles.  Since the end of World War II, political instability plagued the Middle East. In response to an Israeli, British and French invasion in Egypt, the Soviets threatened nuclear force unless there was an immediate withdrawal.  Israeli-Arab conflict in 1967 and 1973 further inflamed the nuclear situation, leaving the international community wondering whether the conflict would escalate and nuclear force would be used.  In 1991, Iraq suffered a great setback with regards to their nuclear program because of the Gulf War.  Most recently, the Second Gulf War in the early 2000’s was justified in part because of potential nuclear development under Saddam Hussein.  Because of the ever-changing political climate, some Middle Eastern governments have chosen to develop or considered developing weapons of mass destruction because they are considered to be the “great equalizer”; they can “close the gap between the most powerful and least powerful countries.”
 Specifically, Iranian nuclear potential as of late has encouraged the region to re-commit itself to participation in a non-nuclear network for their own security and stability.
Iranian Nuclear History
Iran created its first nuclear facility at Teheran University in 1976, which was, not surprisingly, supported by the West.
  While the Shah was in power, the United States saw two major advantages of nuclear possibilities in Iran: it could export greater volumes of oil to the West as well as give the United States and European countries the opportunity to participate and invest in the construction of nuclear reactors and related facilities.
  Basically, assisting in the creation of nuclear reactors in Iran would, at the time, be an investment in the region.  With these advantages in mind, the United States encouraged nuclear expansion. By 1968, Iran also became a signatory of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, in which states vowed that they would not expand their nuclear missile capability.  While the treaty in its entirety prohibited nuclear expansion for militaristic purposes, Article IV granted the “inalienable right to develop research, production, and use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes without discrimination and to acquire equipment, materials and scientific and technological information.”
   In 1974, Iran, along with many other Middle Eastern states, consented to sign an agreement with the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) which placed safeguards on all sources or fissionable material in all peaceful nuclear activities within its territory, under its jurisdiction or carried out under its control anywhere.”
  

The Shah’s reign also welcomed controversy, in that he failed to recruit the social base needed to support a large class. His policies were extraordinarily Western, and therefore capitalistic, which further divided the classes within Iran. The Shah also neglected to provide a forum in which citizens could voice their discontent, nor was there availability for reform. Resentment toward the government grew, and with that, revolution began brewing.
 Then, from 1975-1977, acute economic crisis struck Iran.  For the first time, the Shah’s government was isolated, which allowed the revolution that had been brewing to flood into Iran and put the Ayatollah Khomeini in power.

However, once Ayatollah Khomeini took power in Iran, the nuclear reactors were not completed.  Adding insult to injury, the United States refused to condemn Saddam Hussein when war was waged between Iraq and Iran and, in fact, assisted Hussein and blamed Iran for the war. Iraq also used chemical weapons against Iran, exposing Iran to a potential alternative to common, conventional militaristic attacks.  After the war ended, Akbah Hashemi Rafsanaji, Commander in Chief of Iran’s military at the time, was inspired by Iraq’s weaponry and said that Iran, “should fully equip [themselves] both in the offensive and defensive use of chemical, bacteriological and radiological weapons.”
 Because Iran needed to deter Iraq from launching an attack, Iran chose to revive its nuclear program in the mid 1980’s.

Iran’s Current Claims Regarding Nuclear Potential

Hassan Rowhani, Secretary of Iran’s Supreme National Security Council, stated, “weapons of mass destruction are not important to our defense.”  In April of 2006, they claimed to have joined a “nuclear technology club” and to have enriched uranium to a meager 3.5 level. They submit, in fact, that they remain imbedded in religion and tied to fatwa, a religious ruling against nuclear weapons.


Further, Iran claims that they are in need of nuclear energy and cannot rely on their own fossil fuels for a number of reasons.  First, Iran would become the net importer of crude oil and some of its by-products if energy continues to be used in its present form.  In fact, since the early 1990’s, Iran’s oil consumption has risen 8%.
 Further research suggests that this trend will not diminish any time soon in that Iranian energy demand has been rising at more than 5% a year over the past decade.
This use could be a legitimate disaster for a country which relies on oil trade for 80% if its foreign exchange and 45% if its annual total budget.
 Further, Iran argues that fossil fuels generate greater added value when used in petro-chemical and other processing industries.  Currently, Iran’s known uranium ore reserves could produce as much electricity as 45 billion barrels of oil.
  Finally, Iran argues that the harvesting of natural gas and crude oil and its subsequent use has a severe and avoidable impact on the environment.
  Iran asserts that the creation of plants and research facilities are harmless and are granted under Article IV of the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

Iran outwardly asserts that they wish to produce 7,000MW of nuclear energy under the protection of Article IV.  This would require the construction of seven nuclear power plants.  1,000MW have already been created because Iran was able to enlist Russia’s assistance in the project.
  In addition, they have already almost completed the first cycle, including: mining uranium, milling uranium, conservation, enrichment, fuel fabrication, heavy water production, light water reactors, and heavy water research reactors.

Why is There Still Cause for Concern?: Iranian Nuclear Accomplishments and What They Mean

As of late, the Middle Eastern region remains unstable and deceptive.  The world was aware that Iran was developing nuclear research sites, but were unaware and misled regarding the capabilities of those sites.  In 2003, the IAEA performed an investigation and found a plethora of evidence buttressing Western distrust.  Foremost, at the heart of their 18- year program was a secret facility, capable of enrichment, at Natanz.
  The IAEA also took environmental samples from the site and found highly enriched uranium, which could only be the result of importing contaminated centrifuge components.  This discovery completely contradicted Iran’s previous statements that claimed that the centrifuges were developed locally.
  The Kalaye Electric Company in Teheran was to have been used to produce components for and to construct centrifuges.  Again, this determination completely contradicted prior statements made by Iranian officials.  A test in February of 2003 also exposed that nuclear experiments had been conducted in the recent past.  While Iranian officials originally denied this claim, asserting that they lost the 1.9kg of uranium due to leaking valves and cylinders, they later admitted that they conducted experiments in 1999 and 2002.
  The entirety of the investigation by the IAEA failed to detect “a smoking gun” in Iranian nuclear missile development, nor could they confidently submit that Iran’s activities were entirely peaceful.
  Obviously, Iran acts in a deceptive manner in order to fly under the radar of the various international law- enforcing mechanisms.  If they were to be forthright with regards to their nuclear plans, they would be violating the Non-Proliferation Treaty and in turn, would subject themselves exactly to that which the global community desires: they would be questioned and punished before the United Nations.  In order to avoid consequences, Iranian officials attempt to hide behind an “energy development” pretense. 


While the United States has attempted to remedy the ill that has become the Iranian nuclear crisis through the imposition of economic sanctions, these sanctions have failed.  Further, the United States attempted to spearhead a movement accusing Iran of violating the Nuclear Proliferation Treaty which would force them to explain their actions before the United Nations.  This failed as well.
 Nevertheless, Teheran’s course can still be changed if the nuclear network takes advantages of the regime’s vulnerabilities, primarily, their badly fragmented government.


Within this nuclear network, states were forced to band together and respond to this looming threat.  Although states remain as the primary actor in all major decisions, intergovernmental organizations began to sprout up, securing the belief that there is strength in numbers.
A Third Player: The Middle Technology Control Regime

While the IAEA and United Nations (including many of its special branches such as: the Human Rights Committee, Disarmament Committee, Disarmament Affairs, and the Security Council) comprise the backbone of non-nuclear IGOs in the Middle East, it is important to consider other integral intergovernmental factors which have been critical assets in the formation of the non-nuclear network in the Middle East.
The Missile Technology Control Regime

 
In the early 1980’s, the global community determined that there was a threat of proliferation of nuclear-capable missiles, particularly in the developing countries of Libya, Egypt, Syria, Iraw, Iran, and Saudi Arabia.  In response, the G7 countries (France, Germany, Italy, Japan, United Kingdom, United States and Canada) decided to pursue tightened controls on proliferation.
 Inasmuch, the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) was born.  The group was not a treaty-based regime, rather, an association of countries sharing a common interest of peace.  While the regime did not seek a ban on the transfer of missiles and related technology, its goal was to prevent transfers that may contribute to the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.  While the initial membership of the group was a rather small group of individual states, their elite nature benefitted them in the long run.  While drafting their goals and agenda, they excluded other states from influencing their core beliefs.  However, the MTCR could later use the web approach to international interdependence to influence non-member states.  In fact, “core members have repeatedly called on non members to apply the MCTR to the control list guidelines.”


The MTCR is believed to have been moderately effective in thwarting missile proliferation.  In fact, the regime is credited with extinguishing ballistic missile programs in the Middle East, including in places like Egypt and Iraq.
  However, other Middle Eastern countries, such as Israel and Iran which have an interest in proliferation, and continue to build their nuclear programs. To augment the regime, MTCR members authored the International Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile Proliferation. In November 2002 ninety-three countries signed the code, which calls on states to make their missile policies more transparent.
 However, it is arguable that “an international treaty-based regime with broad participation and strong verification and sanctioning mechanisms might have done more to dissuade [Israel and Iran] from advancing their missile programs in the first place” and that the MTCR just does not have the ability to impose these kinds of tactics.

Why IGOs Are Not Enough: Weaknesses within Non-Nuclear Intergovernmental Organizations:

Although states remain as prominent actors and international hard law in the form of treaties and intergovernmental agencies are undoubtedly influential, they experience four main problems: 1) They generally take a long time to ratify, as we’ve already seen to be true with regards to the NPT and IAEA 2) They usually experienced strict verification procedures, which were a serious concern for the signatories. 3) They required complex implementation measures and 4) “they had political visibility, which made them subject to domestic and international audience costs.”
  Furthermore, the fact that both the NPT, IAEA and MTCR are not enforcement bodies and survive in an anarchical, international community means that states only adhere to their principles as they wish, often without serious repercussions for violations.  Because the Middle East possesses such an internally fluid political system, staunch obedience to the guidelines set forth by both the IAEA, UN and MTCR is not guaranteed.

The most severe weaknesses are found within articles IV, VI and X of the NPT.  Article IV states that, “Nothing in this Treaty shall be interpreted as affecting the inalienable right of all the parties to the Treaty to develop research, production and use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes without discrimination.”
 The unfortunate fact remains that nuclear research and nuclear weapons require the same ingredients, and therefore, no agency can restrict the acquisition of these materials if acquired under the pretext of research.  Members of the IAEA have suggested a leasing program in which countries could lease enriched fuel without having to build facilities in order to perform the enriching process themselves and therefore possessing the ability to turn those facilities into weapon factories.  However, several countries reject this proposal because they wish to be self-sufficient with regards to energy production.
 Article VI indicates that the only way to make certain that nuclear force is never used is to pursue the complete termination of all weapons.  However, the five declared nuclear powers show no signs that they are willing to abandon their nuclear artilleries. Finally, Article X allows for a country to renege from the treaty if the interests of the state are jeopardized. In essence, this allows a state to obtain all of the necessary elements to construct a weapon, pursuant to article IV, and then at whatever point the individual government sees fit, withdraw from the NPT.  Two years after the IAEA’s inspection of Iran’s nuclear facilities, representatives of signatory states met in order to reach agreement with regards to these provisions, but failed to do so, leaving the treaty inherently flawed.

Though there are clear weaknesses in the intergovernmental system, it continues to operate.  Their functionality is easily answered by examining their context; IGOs exist within a much larger nonproliferation network.  The network as a whole accomplishes that which IGOs cannot alone: their flat structure aids in speed and efficiency of communication and information sharing, they push their own agendas and beliefs without hindrance, pieces of networks possess low political visibility, and they can offer informal, non-binding resolutions as opposed to the formality with which IGOs must approach situations.

NGO participation in the nuclear-nonproliferation network began in 1995, when they specific NGOs were invited to participate in the NPT review process.  Since then, the number of NGOs active in the network has grown: as of 2005, 119 nuclear non-proliferation groups existed worldwide.

Non-Governmental Organizations as Actors in the Middle Eastern Non-Proliferation Network

The NGOs which currently play a part in the Middle Eastern nuclear network are one of the following:  pieces of intergovernmental organizations at both the international and regional level, international NGOs, domestic NGOs, private foundations, parts of some governments.  Though many peace promoting organizations express an opinion regarding nuclear proliferation, among the essential pieces of the nuclear NGO puzzle are organizations including: the Gulf Cooperation Council, the League of Arab States, Amnesty International, Human Rights Watch, and the International Committee of the Red Cross.

The Gulf Cooperation Council
            The Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) was formed in 1981 and includes all of the Persian Gulf states: Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, and the United Arab Emirates.  Among the reasons it was formed, the GCC works toward creating similar regulations in the economic, financial, trade, legislative and administrative arenas, encouraging scientific and technical progress as well as building research facilities, acting as a unified military presence, and strengthening ties between all of their peoples.  Because of their third tenant regarding military force, the GCC states clearly concern themselves with the security of their own gulf area as well as their region.  When Iran began its nuclear program in the 1960’s, the GCC states initially recognized Iran as a signatory of the NPT,  which allows for the development of peaceful nuclear research, so they were not alarmed.  However, the GCC became concerned with Iran’s progressions from 2002-2003 when the international community began to question their true intentions and the IAEA launched an investigation into their nuclear developments.

            In response, the GCC states immediately adopted a nuclear non-proliferation mission, but recognized that they could not thwart Iran’s nuclear desires by themselves because of their size, militaristic resources and financial situation. Instead, they threw their support behind IGOs with serious sway in the region, including the IAEA and UN Security Council, in an effort to internationalize the movement to prevent Iran from developing an illegal nuclear artillery.
 Furthermore, the GCC supports diplomatic and economic means to publically pressure Iran to abort their nuclear program and calls upon the international community to impose sanctions.

            While the GCC states cannot practically pursue enforcement measures on their own, they can propose theoretical solutions.  Some of the GCC states support a revival of the Saudi initiative of creating an international consortium for nuclear fuel. 
 They have also supported the suggestion put forth by the Gulf Research Center in 2004 for the creation of a Gulf Weapons of Mass Destruction Free Zone, which would directly precede a Middle East Weapons of Mass Destruction Free Zone. However, the GCC acknowledges the unlikelihood of these situations because change must come from within Iran itself.   Because of this, they support a joint approach within “a multilateral context to highlight to Teheran both the opportunities and potential consequences of a failure to resolve the nuclear issue.”

The League of Arab States

It is no coincidence that the League of Arab States (also referred to as the Arab League) was created during the same year, and therefore during the same political climate, as the United Nations.  Unlike other organizations in which states are bound by their geography, the Arab League unifies states based on their ethnic identity, common culture and language, and seeks to ensure the preservation of their ethnicity.  The Arab League assumes different postures with regards to political, financial, legal, security, and cultural issues on behalf of the Arab states it represents.  In the same vein, the Arab League is considered to be a “supranational organization” in that it “provides a place in which decisions can be made at a level above individual states that are its members.”

            Because of its mission, the Arab League understands that Iran, as the only Persian state in the region, desires preservation of their culture and feels as though it is jeopardized by Israel and its nuclear weaponry.  Inasmuch, the League believes Iran to be building up a nuclear artillery of their own.  Like the GCC states, the League champions a nuclear-free Middle East.  With the growing threat if Iranian nuclear expansion, the Arab League hosted a two day summit on March 27, 2010, in order to “engage Iran directly over its disputed nuclear program.”
 The Arab League also outlined a plan for closer ties with Iran, indicating it would involve a forum for regional cooperation and conflict resolution that would include Iran and Turkey - both non-Arab nations.  However, some feel as though the push to engage Teheran is at least in part driven by “Arab frustration over Washington’s failure to get Israel back down on plans for Jewish settlements on land the Palestinians want for future states.”
 In essence, the League is partly acting out against Iran’s nuclear development with the hopes that the United States will assist them in pushing the Jews out of land which their Arab brethren desire.  Although the League acknowledges both the need for security and stability and the threat that nuclear weapons pose, they are unlikely to continue pressuring Teheran unless the United States is successful in holding up their end of the partnership and foiling the Israeli desires.

While some institutions, like the GCC and Arab League, participate in the nuclear non-proliferation movement to protect their states and cultures, other groups get involved because they see nuclear weaponry as an infringement on basic human rights. While NGOs are incapable of modifying policy and state postures themselves, they use their reputation as multinational, respected, legitimate groups to publically call for the end of nuclear proliferation in hopes that states will fine these pronouncements useful in building their case for the need for good faith implementation of the obligation to negotiate nuclear disarmament.
 The Human Rights Approach: Amnesty International, Human Rights Watch and the International Committee of the Red Cross
            Since its conception in 1961, Amnesty International (AI) has advocated the acquisition of basic human rights to all peoples.  It is no surprise that the right to life and safety concern AI, and nuclear weapons pose a serious threat stability and livelihood and public health.  Inasmuch, in 2003 a thte International Council Meeting of Amnesty International, members passed a resolution declaring that AI officially opposed the “use, possession, production and transfer of nuclear weapons, given their indiscriminate nature.”
 AI’s sister organization, Human Rights Watch, has not taken any general position on the issue of nuclear weapons because its membership sees little it would be able to do, it does publically condemn the use of nuclear weapons in armed conflict.  Particularly, in the days leading up to the 2003 war in Iraq, Human Rights Watch warned that it could not foresee any “use of nuclear weapons in that conflict that would not have been internationally unlawful.”
 Finally, it is interesting to note that organizations such as the International Committee of the Red Cross have publically called on states to “pursue negotiations with a view to achieving a complete prohibition on nuclear weapons as well as the elimination of such weapons, as they have undertaken to do.”

            While these three organizations are the most prominent human rights organizations embroiled in the nuclear debate, other human rights organizations have begun to follow suit, in essence bonding the human rights network to the nuclear non-proliferation network.  Through a few nodes involved in both, overlap has been found and each network has exponentially grown and will continue to grow as more groups are founded or expand.
States, IGOs and NGOs: The Nuclear Network is Born
            States have always and will always be the primary actors with regards to their own security and stability in an effort to retain their sovereignty. However, as the threat of nuclear warfare in the Middle East becomes more and more serious, states have chosen to take action, either formally or informally, against nuclear proliferation.  It is important to note that this practice has been evolutionary; in 1946, the first major response to a nuclear threat was the United Nations, followed and complemented by the creation of the International Atomic Energy Agency.  Middle Eastern states affiliated themselves with both organizations.  In the following decades, existing groups lent their support to the already existing mission of nuclear non-proliferation, including within the Middle Eastern region.  Slowly but surely, grassroots movements with the sole purpose of eradicating Middle Eastern nuclear expansion began to emerge.  As support for the cause grew, so did the network.  Now, as the region faces the potential Persian acquisition of a weapon of mass destruction, states re-committed themselves to nuclear non-proliferation as they did during the Cold War era and have called upon their IGO and NGO network brethren but for support and guidance.  Because the network is so broadly influential, almost affecting the entirety of the region, Iran has yet to officially possess nuclear weapons.  If the network remains active and countries continue to adopt and abide by its mission, Iran may be thwarted permanently. 
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