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1
Introduction1
The opening paragraph of the 2012 Wilton Park conference report “Global Constituencies in the NPT
Regime: How to Build Consensus for 2015?” underlines that states from several groups and
coalitions, based on their capabilities and interests, try to shape the nuclear nonproliferation regime
mainly during NPT Review Conferences. A good understanding of their interactions can provide
guidance to reach agreement in the future.
The NPT is the cornerstone of the nonproliferation regime, which rests on three mutually reinforcing
pillars: nuclear nonproliferation, nuclear disarmament, and peaceful use of nuclear energy. Under
“the non-proliferation-energy nexus” section, the report highlights that there is an intense debate on
nuclear energy within the NPT forum. The core of the debate is the interpretation of Article IV, which
often meets resistance from the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) states concerning hindrances to
peaceful use based on concerns about proliferation.
NPT Review Conferences (RevCons) appear to be the only opportunity to re-interpret the Treaty’s
provisions. This paper inquires whether Turkey can be an important actor in the 2015 RevCon and
whether it can play a critical role in the efforts to build consensus on its major themes of nuclear
disarmament, peaceful use of nuclear energy, the establishment of a weapons of mass destruction
(WMD) free zone in the Middle East, and the closure of proliferation loopholes.
Turkey is an active member of the Non-proliferation and Disarmament Initiative (NPDI), which was
established to advance the consensus outcomes of the 2010 NPT RevCon. The NPDI has presented
several working papers and statements in NPT Preparatory Committees (PrepComs) regarding WMD
free zone in the Middle East, nuclear security, transparency, disarmament, education, Additional
Protocol, safeguards, etc.2
An international regime consists of many elements, such as international organizations, international
law, multilateral agreements, groups, and initiatives. Initiatives like the NPDI fulfill an important role
in the international nuclear nonproliferation regime, because it is a “middle power” initiative. Its
members are: Australia, Canada, Chile, Germany, Japan, Mexico, Nigeria, the Netherlands, the
Philippines, Poland, Turkey, and the UAE. Middle powers are significant actors in establishing and
sustaining knowledge and understanding of norms on a certain issue owing to their status in the
international community. As such, Turkey is a middle power that has bolstered its status in
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international forums with its recent record of political and economic reforms and its active foreign
policy. For this reason, this paper will also evaluate Ankara’s willingness to play an active role leading
to and during the 2015 NPT RevCon.

International Organizations and Regimes: What is an International Regime?
Traditional International Relations theories argue that the international system is anarchic, that is,
there is no government over and above states to regulate their relations. Thus, their behavior is
defined by the motivation to survive, as their primary interest. To ensure that, they seek power,
which is military power to defend themselves and to deter potential or actual threats to their
security. In this anarchical system, every state relies on its own power, that is, international relations
is a self-help system. Eventually, states are in constant struggle for power. The assumptions of this
strand of theories are that humans are by nature, selfish, hence there is no morality in international
affairs.3 Therefore, even when states cooperate, such as in a military alliance, it will be short-lived: As
soon as the threat disappears, the alliance will dissolve. Cooperative behavior is not likely due to the
high possibility of cheating and the problem of “relative gains” (At least one party will gain more than
the other as a result of cooperation, so one of them will be at a disadvantage although both parties
gain from cooperation).4
As opposed to Realism and Neo-Realism, Liberal theories argue that international relations is a social
realm, and states can form an international community, and can regulate their relations by
international law, rules and organizations. They develop interdependencies which decrease the
utility of war in inter-state relations. Liberal theories assume that humans are open for progress and
change. According to Neo-liberal Institutionalism, cooperation between states is possible and longlasting, because they will have something to gain from cooperation. Furthermore, there will be less
of a possibility of cheating than Realists argue, because states will benefit from cooperation, law and
organizations with respect to problem-solving. Hence, they will be less likely to cheat in order not to
lose the trust of others and their seats in repetitive cooperative endeavors.5 This theory emphasizes
the role of international organizations and institutions.
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Another strand of liberalism is regime theory. Stephen Krasner defines an international regime “as
sets of implicit or explicit principles, norms, rules, and decision-making procedures around which
actors’ expectations converge in a given area of international relations.”6 It suggests that states not
only cooperate with and form international institutions, but they also focus on issues of common
concern and consistently strive to adopt new rules, norms, and form new institutions. Therefore,
their behavior becomes predictable, like a river regime, in which the flow of the river has a certain
pattern and volume.
States adopt norms and they adapt national legislation to these norms. In fact, Krasner underlines
that “[p]rinciples and norms provide the basic defining characteristics of a regime.”7 Gradually,
compliance with these norms and rules becomes part of a state’s identity. Generally, this identity is
the guarantee or indicator of being a member of a group and provides ideational power through
status and prestige.
The most notable example of an international regime is the nuclear nonproliferation regime. It rests
on the norm of nuclear non-proliferation, that is, that the proliferation of nuclear weapons is a threat
to international peace and security. The main elements of the regime are: the Nuclear
Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT), the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), Comprehensive Test
Ban Treaty (CTBT), Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG), Zangger Committee, Conference on Disarmament
(CD), the Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty (still being negotiated), and nuclear-weapon-free zones. The
NPT embodies the main principles of the regime, and the CTBT bans all nuclear explosions as an arms
control and nonproliferation measure. To address the proliferation threat from the supply side, The
Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty is negotiated to limit the available fissile material. The NSG controls the
exports of material and technology that are related to the development of nuclear weapons.
Nuclear-weapon-free zones are regional initiatives to prevent proliferation.

As the threat of

terrorists using weapons of mass destruction (WMD) became a top security issue in the wake of the
9/11 attacks, the first decade of the 21st century produced new treaties and regulations that were
appended to the regime, such as the International Convention on the Suppression of Acts of Nuclear
Terrorism (ICSANT), the Convention on the Physical Protection of Nuclear Material (CPPNM) and its
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2005 Amendment, the SUA Convention and its 2005 Protocol, UNSCR 1540, Proliferation Security
Initiative (PSI), NPDI and Global Initiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism (GICNT).

The NPT and Review Conferences
The NPT is the basis of the nuclear nonproliferation regime and it rests on the mutually reinforcing
pillars of nuclear non-proliferation, nuclear disarmament, and peaceful use of nuclear energy. This
structure in its entirety forms the nuclear nonproliferation bargain.

The Treaty distinguishes

between members as nuclear-weapon states (NWS) and non-nuclear-weapon states (NNWS). The
first group includes countries that have detonated a nuclear device prior to January 1, 1967, namely
China, France, Russia, the United Kingdom, and the United States. These states pledge not to transfer
nuclear weapons to non-nuclear-weapon states (Article I), and the latter pledge not to receive them
(Article II). Articles III and IV are complementary, regulating the peaceful use of nuclear energy.
Article IV gives the right to NNWS “…to develop research, production and use nuclear energy for
peaceful purposes…”8 Under Article III, these states accept the safeguards of the IAEA, which is
tasked with verifying compliance with the Treaty to prevent the diversion of nuclear energy from
peaceful to military use.9

Article III
1. Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty undertakes to accept safeguards, as set forth in an
agreement to be negotiated and concluded with the International Atomic Energy Agency in accordance with
the Statute of the International Atomic Energy Agency and the Agency’s safeguards system, for the exclusive
purpose of verification of the fulfilment of its obligations assumed under this Treaty with a view to
preventing diversion of nuclear energy from peaceful uses to nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive
devices. Procedures for the safeguards required by this Article shall be followed with respect to source or
special fissionable material whether it is being produced, processed or used in any principal nuclear facility
or is outside any such facility. The safeguards required by this Article shall be applied on all source or special
fissionable material in all peaceful nuclear activities within the territory of such State, under its jurisdiction,
or carried out under its control anywhere.

Article IV
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1. 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 and
in conformity with Articles I and II of this Treaty.

The second pillar is nuclear disarmament, which is covered in Article VI.

Article VI
Each of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures
relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty
on general and complete disarmament under strict and effective international control. 10

These three pillars complement each other and uphold the Treaty and its goals.
The NPT was originally conceived to be of limited duration when it entered into force in 1970,11 In
1995, in the Review and Extension Conference, the NPT was extended indefinitely. This was a
breakthrough for the regime, because it not only showed that states benefitted from the
mechanisms of the NPT, but also affirmed their commitment to nonproliferation goals. One of the
important issues of the conference was the nuclear capability of Israel, which is not party to the
Treaty. The Resolution on the Middle East indicated that Arab states consented to the extension of
the Treaty on the condition that the regional states and nuclear-weapon states would work to free
the Middle East of nuclear weapons as well as other weapons of mass destruction.12

…The Resolution, which was co-sponsored by the depositary States (Russian Federation, United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland and United States of America), is an essential element of the outcome of
the 1995 Conference and of the basis on which the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons was
indefinitely extended without a vote in 1995…13

10

Article VI of the NPT.
Article X/2 of the NPT.
12
The Resolution on the Middle East, NPT/CONF.1995/32/RES/1, New York, 17 April-12 May 1995; 2000
Review Conference Final Document, NPT/CONF.2000/28 (Parts I and II), p. 17. Also See the Address of the
League of Arab States to the 2010 Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons, New York, May 28, 2010, p. 4,
<http://www.un.org/en/conf/npt/2010/statements/pdf/arabstates_en.pdf >.
13
2000 NPT Review Conference Final Document, NPT/CONF.2000/28 (Parts I and II), p. 17.
11

6
However, the Middle East Resolution was set aside in the following RevCons until the 2010 Review
Conference, where the three depository states-Russia, the United Kingdom, and the United Statesreiterated their commitment to pursuing the goals of the Resolution. Despite efforts to implement
the goals of the Middle East Resolution, the conference has yet to take place.14

The Significance of NPT RevCons
Article VIII, paragraph 3 of the NPT states that:

Five years after the entry into force of this Treaty, a conference of Parties to the Treaty shall be held in
Geneva, Switzerland, in order to review the operation of this Treaty with a view to assuring that the
purposes of the Preamble and the provisions of the Treaty are being realized. At intervals of five years
thereafter, a majority of the Parties to the Treaty may obtain, by submitting a proposal to this effect to the
Depositary Governments, the convening of further conferences with the same objective of reviewing the
operation of the Treaty.15

Before Review Conferences, Preparatory Committee (PrepCom) sessions are held. Review
Conferences are the main fora for the State Parties to come together and put forward proposals in
working papers. This provides a platform to discuss and to engage in interactions, which take place
not only between nations but between regional groups and issue-based coalitions, like the NonAligned Movement (NAM) and New Agenda Coalition (NAC).
The 2000 and 2010 RevCons can be deemed a success. The 2000 NPT RevCon produced the “13
Practical Steps” to implementing Article VI of the Treaty, one of which was the “…unequivocal
undertaking by the nuclear weapon states [for] the total elimination of their nuclear arsenals.”16 The
NAC was instrumental in including this point as one of the thirteen practical steps.17 The 2010 NPT
RevCon was also a success, but only towards the end: There was a deadlock in the conference
particularly about nuclear disarmament and the implementation of the Middle East Resolution.18 The
14
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failure of the 2005 NPT RevCon and the developments that undermined nonproliferation goals
resulted in the perception that the regime was falling apart right before the 2010 NPT RevCon. In this
sense, President Obama’s speeches and U.S. actions regarding nuclear disarmament, arms control,
and nuclear security were critical in addressing this perception.
Still, there were major differences between NWS, NNWS, and members of NAM, particularly in terms
of nuclear disarmament and adherence to the Additional Protocol.19 The final document of the
RevCon included a 64-point action plan not just to meet the goals for nuclear disarmament but also
to address the two pillars of the Treaty, namely nuclear nonproliferation and peaceful use of nuclear
energy. These steps included those for the physical protection of nuclear materials and facilities and
called for all State Parties to ratify the 2005 amendment to the CPPNM as part of the growing
emphasis on nuclear security. 20 This action plan came under the title “Conclusions and
Recommendations” and only this section of the document received consensus support.21

Middle Powers and NAM
The Realist Theory of International Relations categorizes states as great and small powers. The
Realist world is marked by the power struggle between great powers while small powers form
balances of power or bandwagon.22 Middle powers are not as powerful as great powers, particularly
in terms of military power, but they are capable of affecting their decisions, most notably through
the decision-making process in international organizations. Middle powers are defined as
“…politically and economically significant, internationally respected countries that have renounced
the nuclear arms race.”23 They play a critical role in international politics both as followers and
leaders. 24 The Middle Powers Initiative, established by seven international non-governmental
organizations, aim at working with middle power governments affect NWS positions for
disarmament.
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Middle powers influence the decisions and initiatives taken not only at the international but also the
regional level. The soft power of these middle powers comes from their economic or regional
influence stemming from their key resources, giving them the ability to affect bargaining and
diplomatic processes. Their diplomatic power and economic influence as growing economies and
major importers are strong enough to affect great powers and provide input into their decisionmaking processes. Some middle powers, such as South Africa, owe their influence to the prestige
they gained through denouncing nuclear weapons, maintaining a peaceful nuclear program, and
demonstrating commitment to the nuclear nonproliferation norm. As such, Brazil and Argentina
chose to accede to the NPT as non-nuclear weapon states even though they had the capability to
start weapons programs.25

NAM
With 115 members, the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) represents the interests and priorities of
developing countries. Its origins lie in the 1955 Bandung Conference, which convened the leaders of
mainly former colonies in Africa and Asia. Its aim was to discuss common concerns and to develop
joint policies in international relations.26 India, Eygpt, and Indonesia stressed common problems like
“resisting the pressures of major powers, maintaining their independence, and opposing colonialism
and neo-colonialism, especially Western domination.”27
The first NAM conference in 1961 in Cairo elevated the membership of NAM from a regional
commitment to a set of shared principles. Some of the middle powers of NAM are: Egypt, India, Iran,
Malaysia, Pakistan, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, South Africa, Syria, Iraq, Tunisia, UAE, and Venezuela. The
principal aims and objectives of non-alignment spelled out resistance to Western domination and
colonialism and emphasized independence in national policies. NAM states were to support
movements of national independence while not participating in multilateral or bilateral military
alliances with great powers. Since it was the Cold War period, they were referring to the East-West
conflict. Accordingly, NAM members were asked not to join in military alliances with or give military
bases to either camp.28
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Since its establishment, NAM has prioritized having an independent path and avoided entanglement
in the conflicts between major powers. There are three elements which influenced the approach of
NAM members towards international issues:
“-right of independent judgment,
-struggle against imperialism and neo-colonialism, and
-the use of moderation in relations with all big powers.”29
The New Agenda Coalition (NAC) also deserves mention, as it is a coalition of middle power countries
that came together mainly as a reaction to nuclear weapons tests by India and Pakistan in 1998, and
which sought to put pressure on all countries with nuclear weapons to enforce nuclear disarmament.
Its members include Brazil, Egypt, Ireland, Mexico, New Zealand, and South Africa. (Slovenia and
Sweden were also members but then left.)30 The NAC played a significant role in reaching the 13
practical steps of the 2000 RevCon, especially concerning the “unequivocal commitment of nuclearweapon states for nuclear disarmament.”31

Towards the 2015 NPT Review Conference: The Peaceful Use Puzzle
The 2012 Wilton Park report foresaw that the 2015 RevCon would be difficult. Under the heading
“The nonproliferation-energy nexus,” item 34 states that:

How the international community should think about peaceful uses of nuclear energy remains a heated
debate within the NPT fora. Western states are driven by proliferation concerns and are challenged to be reinterpreting Article IV as restricting the export and even development of at least some forms of nuclear
technology, especially enrichment and reprocessing. NAM states argue that peaceful applications should not
be hindered by nonproliferation concerns. The only opportunities for re-interpreting the Treaty’s provisions
remain the NPT Review Conferences. All past NPT Conferences underlined the indivisible and mutually
reinforcing nature of the three pillars and the necessary absence of restrictions on nuclear technology
acquisition.32
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This section will look at the relationship between nonproliferation and the peaceful use of nuclear
energy. Article IV is being differently interpreted by the developed Western nations and the
developing nations. This receives reaction mainly from NAM, which takes resistance to Western
domination as one of its main principles. It has also been argued that denial of critical technologies
will introduce a new cluster of nations of “haves vs. have-nots.” Furthermore, such a situation may
also be used as leverage in times of crisis.33 This section will also present the position of NAM
regarding assurance of supply (of nuclear technology and fuel). NAM’s approach to peaceful use is
highly influenced by a critical view of the prevailing political and economic system. This paper argues
that middle powers and their initiatives can play a crucial role in influencing great powers and other
developed nations, even making decisions that would benefit developing nations that feel
disadvantaged within the nonproliferation regime.
This study will tackle the Nonproliferation and Disarmament Initiative and Turkey’s potential role in
it. Ankara, with strong ties to the West through its membership in European and transatlantic
organizations, has also been developing strong bonds with developing nations in the Middle East,
Africa, and Asia by taking advantage of common historical and religious ties. It also has nuclear
power plant projects and is a country that advocates assurance of supply.34 Therefore, Turkey can
use its influence to contribute to mutual understanding, which could facilitate talks leading up to the
2015 RevCon.

The NAM position towards nuclear energy:
After 9/11 and particularly as a reaction to the activities of the A. Q. Khan network35, there were
proposals on limiting the transfers of uranium enrichment and reprocessing technologies to
countries that were launching nuclear power programs for the first time. However, several countries
opposed the proposal on not only commercial but also discriminatory grounds. This was a reinterpretation of Article IV and some parties to the Treaty interpreted this article to mean that as
long as they were in good standing with the Treaty, they had the right to acquire full fuel cycle. The
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United States argued otherwise, and this led to a debate in the Nuclear Suppliers Group of whether
this would lead to subjective criteria.36
The NAM strongly protested the denial of critical technologies at the IAEA Board of Governors and
the NPT RevCon. They understood this position as one of discrimination and denial of the right to
have peaceful use of nuclear energy, a right explicitly stated in the NPT. In the statement delivered
by Argentina in June 2009 to the IAEA Board of Governors, NAM stated that:

The Group, in principle, reiterates its strong rejection of nay attempts aimed to discourage the pursuit of
any peaceful nuclear technology on the grounds of its alleged “sensitivity.”

The Group is of the view that any proposal for the assurance of supply should not be designed in a way that
discourages States from developing or expanding their capabilities in the area of the nuclear fuel cycle, nor
to hamper research and development and international cooperation in the field of peaceful nuclear
activities. The Groups reiterates that it is the sovereign righ37t of all States without discrimination to develop
or expand their capabilities in the field of peaceful nuclear activities including the nuclear fuel cycle.

The Agency should not lose its main focus on promoting the peaceful uses of nuclear science and
technology, including national fuel cycle capabilities, through national capacity building and transfer of
technology. Any proposal which may contain any element that is not in full accordance with the IAEA
Statute cannot be acceptable to the Group.38

They also submitted a working paper during the 2010 NPT RevCon and recommended that
“sensitivity” was not a criterion for denial of full fuel cycle.

Recommendation 42
To emphasize that the Treaty does not prohibit the transfer or use of nuclear equipment or material for
peaceful purposes based on their “sensitivity”, and only stipulates that such equipment and material must
be subject to full-scope IAEA safeguards.

36
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Recommendation 43
To reiterate that the issue of assurance of nuclear fuel supply is a very complex and multidimensional
concept with technical, legal, commercial and economic implications. In order to reach a consensual
conclusion, it is premature for this issue to be considered before extensive, comprehensive and transparent
consultations are held. In this context, to reject, in principle, any attempts aimed at discouraging certain
peaceful nuclear activities on the grounds of their alleged “sensitivity”; and emphasize that any ideas or
proposals pertaining to the nonproliferation of any peaceful nuclear technology that are used as a pretext to
prevent the transfer of such technology are inconsistent with the objectives of the Nonproliferation
Treaty.39

In the third session of the PrepCom for the 2015 NPT RevCon, Indonesia delivered a statement for
NAM and underlined “the significance of full, effective, and non-discriminatory implementation of
Article IV of the Treaty…”40 NAM again used the phrase “sovereign right,” which referred to the NAM
principle of non-discrimination and resistance to Western domination.

…each State party, has a sovereign right to define its national energy and fuel-cycle priorities, including the
inalienable right to develop, for peaceful purposes, a full national nuclear fuel cycle…41

Thus, in their discourse, their definition of sovereignty referred to the independent decision-making
capacity and opposition to the denial of full fuel-cycle by powerful states on the grounds that it is the
“inalienable right” of non-nuclear-weapon states as stipulated in Article IV.

The Group firmly believes that hampering, fully or partly, the fullest exercise of the inalienable rights under
Article IV of the Treaty, would seriously jeopardize the delicate balance between rights and obligations of
States parties, in contravention with the Treaty’s object and purpose and would widen the gap between
developed and developing countries in the field.42

39
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According to NAM, the denial of this “inalienable right” fully or partly would endanger the nuclear
nonproliferation bargain, because developed nations would gain more than others. Thus,
cooperation only benefitted the powerful. The NAM strongly rejected restrictions and limitations on
the peaceful use of nuclear energy:

The Group emphasizes that proliferation concerns are best addressed through multilaterally negotiated,
universal, comprehensive and non-discriminatory agreements. (…) [S]uch arrangements must pursue and
implement, without exception, the condition of adherence to the Treaty and to IAEA comprehensive
safeguards as a condition for the supply to or cooperation with States not party to the Treaty. 43

The NAM underlined that the NPT was extended in 1995 in return for the promise that a zone free of
weapons of mass destruction would be established in the Middle East and that they would continue
to put pressure on this issue.

The Group strongly supports the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East, as a
priority, and calls for the full implementation of the 1995 Resolution on the Middle East, which is an integral
and essential part of the package of decision reached without a vote that enabled the indefinite extension
of the Treaty in 1995. This Resolution remains valid until its objectives are achieved.44

They expressed their deep concerns about the conference, which could not be convened even during
the third PrepCom of the 2015 RevCon. They explicitly stated that failure to convene the conference
would discredit not only the NPT but also the 2015 Review process, nuclear disarmament, and
nonproliferation regime.45

The NPDI and Turkey’s Potential Role in 2015 RevCon
One significant middle power initiative is the Nuclear Nonproliferation and Disarmament Initiative
(NPDI). In 2008, Australia and Japan proposed the establishment of an international commission to
reinvigorate international efforts to combat nuclear nonproliferation and disarmament in the context
43
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of and following the 2010 NPT RevCon.46 The NPDI followed the International Commission on Nuclear
Nonproliferation and Disarmament (ICNND) to advance the consensus outcomes of the 2010 RevCon
and the agendas of nuclear disarmament and nonproliferation.47 The members of the initiative are
Australia, Canada, Chile, Germany, Japan, Mexico, the Netherlands, Poland, Turkey and the UAE.
Nigeria and the Philippines became members later. These countries underlined that nuclear
disarmament strengthened the nuclear nonproliferation regime and listed steps on how to achieve
it.48 They also stated that the entry into force of the CTBT and the conclusion of the negotiations on a
FMCT based on the Shannon Mandate were essential for disarmament. The practical steps endorsed
by the 2010 NPT RevCon to convene a conference in 2012 on a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the
Middle East were supported as was the conclusion and implementation of Comprehensive
Safeguards Agreements and the Additional Protocol.49 Although the NPDI is the newest of nuclear
disarmament coalitions, it has been notably active during the period leading up to the 2015
RevCon.50
The NPDI focuses on all three pillars of the NPT unlike other coalitions for nuclear policy, such as the
Vienna Group or NAC. The founders of NPDI consciously sought to have regional diversity among the
members of the group, but it could not prevent the fact that most of the group members were either
NATO members or under U.S. extended nuclear deterrence. NPDI is not composed of like-minded
members, particularly in terms of nuclear disarmament. Australia, Canada, Japan, and the
Netherlands have led the drafting of NPDI statements and working papers. Thus, they can be said to
form the core group.51
The members of the initiative support the peaceful use of nuclear energy to address climate change
and energy security concerns. Last, but not least, the NPDI expresses commitment to cooperate to
strengthen nuclear security against the threat of nuclear terrorism. Also, they are committed to the
implementation of the conclusions and all 64 recommendations of the 2010 NPT RevCon under the
four sub-headings of nuclear disarmament, nuclear non-proliferation, peaceful use of nuclear energy,
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and the Middle East.52 The NPDI submitted working papers in the 2012 PrepCom for the 2015 RevCon
on issues including the Additional Protocol and transparency of nuclear weapons.53 At the PrepCom,
they issued a joint statement, delivered by Turkey, where the NPDI underlined the priority issues:

-universalization and effective implementation of the three pillars of the NPT
-full implementation of Article VI of the NPT in an irreversible and verifiable manner
-systematic reductions in all nuclear weapons categories, including non-strategic weapons, a
diminishing role of nuclear weapons in security strategies, and
-a reduction in/of the operational status of nuclear weapon systems.54

The NPT attracts criticism, especially on the slow pace or unwillingness of NWS to lead efforts in
disarmament. In this sense, NPDI is confident in its ability to engage with them regarding
disarmament, because the members usually take moderate positions and try to find the areas where
the NWS will be more comfortable to discuss and on which there is more likelihood to get practical
results. The importance of engaging the NWS is emphasized by the initiatives to explain their
positions and proposals to NWS in at least five meetings.55
Potter and Mukhatzhanova observe that transparency is the area in which the NPDI has had the
greatest influence.56 The NPDI members see that transparency and confidence-building measures in
the disarmament process are essential for progress. To that end, they shared a standard reporting
form to build international confidence.57 The NPDI expressed its commitment to “promoting the
application of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes under the highest standards of safety, security
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and nonproliferation.”58 Potter and Mukhatzhanova expect the NPDI to make a valuable contribution
at the 2015 RevCon with their insistence on transparency of nuclear arsenals. In other words,
countries would be required to be transparent about the nuclear weapons stationed in their
territories. They acknowledge that the NPDI is a new player and has not yet established itself as a
bridge for non-nuclear-weapon states to communicate with NWS. Furthermore, the NPDI is tied by
its members’ national positions and affiliations to other coalitions and alliances that would prevent
the NPDI’s negotiating power as a group during the Review Conference.59
In the 2013 PrepCom for the 2015 RevCon, the NPDI submitted working papers on the reduced role
of nuclear weapons, 60 nuclear-weapon-free zones, negative security assurances 61 , and wider
applications of safeguards in nuclear-weapon states.62 In the 2014 PrepCom, they submitted a
working paper on the Middle East Nuclear Weapon Free Zone,63 increased transparency in nuclear
disarmament,64 and nuclear security.65
Regarding transparency, they cited three principles of nuclear disarmament: irreversibility,
verifiability, and transparency. Transparency supports the two other principles, because, without it,
disarmament cannot be verified and countries cannot be sure that nuclear disarmament has been
accomplished irreversibly.66
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The New Outlook of Turkish Foreign Policy and Ankara’s Position in the NPDI
Before becoming Foreign Minister in 2009, current Turkish Prime Minister Ahmet Davutoğlu was an
academic who served as the chief advisor to the Prime Minister. He outlined a strategic vision,
influenced Turkish foreign policy, and became the key figure to give Turkey new direction.67 The
“Synopsis of Turkish Foreign Policy” reveals the new outlook:

…As a result of this principled approach and its continued efforts, as well as thanks to its increasing means
and capabilities Turkey has in fact become a leading country that works to expand the sphere of peace and
prosperity in its region; generate stability and security; help establish an order that paves the way for
prosperity, human development and lasting stability. Rise of Turkey to such a prominent position is also a
consequence of Turkey’s solid stance that vigorously seeks legitimacy and of the belief that its own security
and stability can only be achieved through the security and stability of the region. Behind this stance lies
intensive efforts and major initiatives intended for the creation of an environment of sustainable peace,
security and tranquility in the region and beyond.68

Similar to his predecessors, like the late Prime Minister (and then President) Turgut Özal and the late
Foreign Minister İsmail Cem, Davutoğlu saw a rising regional and global role for Turkey and foresaw a
multilateral and assertive foreign policy.69 In his book Strategic Depth, Davutoğlu put forth the new
strategic vision and foreign policy for Turkey.70 He argued that Turkey was a “central power,”
meaning that Turkey was not a state whose power extended not only to its immediate vicinity but
also to the wider region, including the Middle East, Caucasus, Balkans, Central Asia, Caspian,
Mediterranean, Persian Gulf, and Black Sea. Therefore, Davutoğlu attributed to Turkey a new role as
a global strategic actor.71
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Aras and Görener found that the former Foreign Minister and the current Prime Minister, Davutoglu
drifted away from the formerly emphasized “bridge role,” because he saw this role as a simple one.
Rather, he favored the role of facilitator for intercultural dialogue, particularly after 9/11. 72
Davutoğlu did not want to see Turkey as an instrument for other countries to use to meet their
regional and global strategic targets. Instead, he argued for the development of a proactive policy
parallel to Turkey’s historic and geographic significance.73 Turkey’s growing involvement in the
Middle East made it visible and popular, and stripped it of its image as a “Western agent” and
replaced it with the image of a “moral power” with a foreign policy based on values, not interests. 74
However, Turkish foreign policy fell short of meeting the expectations of Arab public opinion and
liberals after the uprisings in several Middle Eastern countries, particularly when they looked for
support for democracy and liberal values. Instead, the region found a hesitant Turkey between verbal
commitments and Realpolitik concerns.75
In Aras and Görener’s study of national role conceptions to link elite perceptions with foreign policy,
they use Chafetz et.al’s categorization of national roles.76 In this sense, they identify six categories of
national roles set forth by Ankara after 2002: regional leader, regional protector, regional sub-system
collaborator, global sub-system collaborator, example, and bridge, albeit the last one was the least
emphasized.77 They find that most of government officials’ statements indicate the role of regional
leader for Turkey. K.J. Holsti, one of the first theorists to apply role theory to international relations,
defined the formation of this role when a government perceived certain duties and special
responsibilities for itself in its relations within a particular region.78 Aras and Görener found that
Davutoğlu’s “Strategic Depth doctrine” was mainly shaped by the role of regional leader, because the
main components of this strategic vision were geographical depth and historical depth:

The Strategic Depth doctrine calls for a new understanding of Turkey’s historical and cultural roots in its
immediate neighbourhood, and an end to a forced alienation from its own past.…What has emerged is a
72
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process of discovery of the ‘closeness’ of these geographies and their ‘availability’ for Turkey’s involvement
through the instruments of remembering past relations, unfolding cultural and civilizational affinities, and
exploring opportunities for engagement. 79

Regarding the Middle East, national role conceptions suggest that Turkey foresees an important role
for itself in the process of establishing a stable and cooperative regional security environment. In the
international context, Ankara’s emphasis on active participation in global and regional arrangements
and compliance with international rules and norms indicates that the “global sub-system collaborator
role” conception drives Ankara to support the international order.80 For this reason, one can argue
that Ankara’s willingness to play a part in the resolution of the Iran nuclear issue in 2010 can be
attributed to its self-perception as a “central power,” supporting its role as regional leader. With the
help of Brazil, Turkey tried to establish this status by brokering a deal with Iran on its nuclear
program.
Ankara tried to pursue an active foreign policy in the Middle East as an extension of its new line of
foreign policy while Davutoğlu was foreign minister. Turkey’s participation in the NPDI was also an
extension of its desire to play a more active role in regional and international affairs. Within the
NPDI, Turkey is an active member.81 In 2011, Davutoğlu stated that he shared his assessments
regarding the conference to be held in 2012 towards the establishment of a nuclear weapons-free
zone in the Middle East, and that he made some proposals for the possible contributions of the NPDI
for the process. Turkey even hosted the 2012 Ministerial conference of the NPDI in Istanbul.82
Following the sixth Ministerial meeting of the NPDI in 2013, Davutoğlu expressed that some nuclear
issues should be tackled as a domestic problem or as a problem of the world, and not just an issue of
foreign affairs. Nuclear disarmament is one of those issues, because what is under threat is the
future of humanity as long as nuclear weapons exist.83
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In fact, an official from the Turkish Foreign Ministry from the Department of Arms Control and
Disarmament stated that Ahmet Davutoğlu greatly valued the NPDI as a middle power initiative
during his time as Turkey’s foreign minister. Although NPDI members have diverging and changing
interests and expectations, they could meet around a common denominator, and after negotiations,
they could reach a realistic, reasonable and more constructive language in the final statement (of the
Ministerial meeting).84 Turkey attaches special importance to the WMD Free Zone in the Middle East
and great value to the principle of pacta sund servanda.85 Hence it reminds the members of the
revived commitment to work towards the goals of the Middle East Resolution (that is, the creation of
a WMD free zone in the Middle East). Ankara played a leading role in bringing the issue to thethe
NPDI agenda. Nonproliferation and disarmament are complementary, but disarmament liabilities
remain weak. So, a layered process, that is, a step-by-step approach, is necessary. So is transparency.
Regarding peaceful use, Ankara does not want to see a new distinction between nuclear have’s and
have-not’s in terms of nuclear technology, and argues that peaceful use of nuclear energy is a right as
long as it is used in compliance with countries’ respective international obligations. Thus, it supports
the strengthening of nuclear safety, security and safeguards. Otherwise, if there is a new category of
states, that could create dependence for have-nots, and might be used as leverage. 86
According to another Turkish Foreign Ministry official experienced in disarmament and
nonproliferation issues, although the NPT is the cornerstone of the nonproliferation regime and the
basis of nonproliferation, disarmament, and peaceful use of nuclear energy, it should be
strengthened. The realization of the goals of Middle East Resolution is critical. The Arab states and
Israel met for the conference on the WMD free zone, but they could not reach a decision. Setting a
date for the next Middle East Conference before the 2015 Review Conference would be productive.
Currently, countries need to address some of the shortcomings of the NPT to make it more effective.
Ankara’s position within the regime and particularly within the NPDI is taken seriously. Turkey acts on
principles and is a state that other countries appeal to for its opinions.87
According to a Turkish government official, the interests of major powers may sometimes impede
international nuclear nonproliferation efforts. Therefore, coalitions like NAM may not be able to
advance their proposals or positions all the time. Turkey upholds a national position based on
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principles and does not change its position according to the case at hand. Ankara is lukewarm to new
rules and regulations that may contradict international law or the founding principles of export
control agreements. After listening to President Obama’s Prague speech in 2009 and seeing the
determination of the U.S. administration on nonproliferation goals, Turkey was well-prepared for the
2010 NPT RevCon. Also, the related departments of Turkish government leaned on nonproliferation
issues as bureaucrats with relevant international experience assumed positions in these departments
prior to the 2010 RevCon. However, the Turkish official did not expect much change in the
effectiveness of Turkey between the 2010 and 2015 RevCons.88

Turkey’s position on nuclear technology transfer in NSG
After the revelation of the A.Q. Khan network and their activities leading to proliferation, the United
States under President George W. Bush’s administration proposed that enrichment and reprocessing
technologies should not be transferred to countries which did not have them before:

The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty was designed more than 30 years ago to prevent the spread of nuclear
weapons beyond those states which already possessed them. Under this treaty, nuclear states agreed to
help non-nuclear states develop peaceful atomic energy if they renounced the pursuit of nuclear weapons.
But the treaty has a loophole which has been exploited by nations such as North Korea and Iran. These
regimes are allowed to produce nuclear material that can be used to build bombs under the cover of civilian
nuclear programs.
I propose a way to close the loophole. The world must create a safe, orderly system to field civilian nuclear
plants without adding to the danger of weapons proliferation. The world's leading nuclear exporters should
ensure that states have reliable access at reasonable cost to fuel for civilian reactors, so long as those states
renounce enrichment and reprocessing. Enrichment and reprocessing are not necessary for nations seeking
to harness nuclear energy for peaceful purposes.
The 40 nations of the Nuclear Suppliers Group should refuse to sell enrichment and reprocessing equipment
and technologies to any state that does not already possess full-scale, functioning enrichment and
reprocessing plants. 89
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The NSG members rejected that proposal and instead put forward a set of criteria to limit such
trade. In November 2008, the members came up with “clean text” regarding the guidelines for the
transfer of enrichment and reprocessing technologies.90 Still, some of the members, mainly Turkey
and South Africa, had reservations about the clean text during the Budapest meeting in 2009. Ankara
disagreed with the language regarding the transfer of technology to countries close to unstable
regions on the grounds that it would lead to other countries becoming interested in acquiring similar
capabilities-because it was under subjective interpretation. Turkey argued that as long as a state was
in full compliance with its international nonproliferation obligations, it should not be denied
enrichment and reprocessing transfers. In the end, the members agreed to modify the NSG
Guidelines.91 On the other hand, the NSG received proposals for including India and Israel as eligible
states for nuclear technology transfers,92 and these were met with negative reaction.93

Analysis
Turkey is a committed member of the international regimes on WMD nonproliferation. It is a country
that neighbors regions with intensity of WMD the risk of proliferation, and those that lie in the transit
route of materials and people, such as the Middle East, Caucasus and the Mediterranean. Ankara
supports the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI), regularly reports to the UNSCR 1540 Committee,
and is a member of the GICNT.94 After the Cold War ended and more so after 9/11, Turkey assessed
that it was close to the regions where there was a high concentration of weapons of mass
90

McGoldrick, Limiting Transfers of Enrichment and Reprocessing Technology, 2011, p. 15. For revised
Guidelines in Articles 6 and 7, See Communication Received from the Permanent Mission of the Netherlands
regarding Certain Member States' Guidelines for the Export of Nuclear Material, Equipment and Technology,
INFCIRC/254/Rev10/Part I, IAEA, July 26, 2011.
91

McGoldrick, 2011, pp. 16, 17.
Ibid, p. 17; See Fredrick Dahl, “Nuclear export group debates ties with Israel: document,” Reuters, April 14,
2014, <http://www.reuters.com/article/2014/04/14/us-nuclear-trade-israel-idUSBREA3D0T320140414>; “India
and France Hold Key Nuclear Talks,” BBS News, December 6, 2010, <http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-southasia-11924016>; Joint Statement by President Obama and Prime Minister Singh of India, White House,
November 8, 2010, <https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2010/11/08/joint-statement-president-obamaand-prime-minister-singh-india>; “Obama in Mumbai Calls India Market of the Future,” Voice of America,
November 5, 2010, <http://www.voanews.com/content/obama-calls-for-more-trade-with-india106817488/129960.html>; Nuclear Suppliers Group Statement on Civil Nuclear Cooperation with India,
September 6, 2008, <https://www.oecd-nea.org/law/nlbfr/documents/083_085_NSG.pdf>.
93
Salman Masoud, “Pakistan criticizes India’s Inclusion in NSG,” New York Times, January 27, 2015
http://www.nytimes.com/2015/01/28/world/asia/pakistan-criticizes-indias-inclusion-in-nuclear-suppliersgroup.html?_r=0#; Saibal Dasgupta, “China redflags India’s entry to NSG, may push for Pakistan,” The Times of
India, January 27, 2015, <http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/india/China-red-flags-Indias-entry-into-NSG-maypush-for-Pakistan/articleshow/46024533.cms>
92

94

“Turkey’s Approach to Arms Control and Disarmament” Republic of Turkey, Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
<http://www.mfa.gov.tr/arms-control-and-disarmament.en.mfa>.

23
destruction, potential for conflict, irregular migration, and illicit trade. Turkey aimed to implement
nonproliferation and disarmament initiatives in these regions as well as prevent its territory from
being used as a corridor. As a country with plans to use nuclear energy itself, Ankara promotes
peaceful use of nuclear technology. It has also expressed support for arrangements that are nondiscriminatory, provide uninterrupted supply of nuclear fuel, and do not undermine the right of the
member states of the NPT to develop their own nuclear fuel cycle capabilities.95
Turkey was also concerned about Iran’s nuclear program and worried that if the issue were not
addressed through diplomacy, Turkey would face the hardest consequences politically and
economically.96 Thus, in 2010, with Brazil, Turkey convinced Tehran to negotiate a nuclear swap deal,
but it was not put into action because of the UN Security Council sanctions passed just a few weeks
after the Tehran Declaration. The nuclear talks continued with the P5+1, which had been the format
since 2006, and the main issue seemed to be distrust. Ankara does not favor the creation of new
categorization of nuclear weapons possessors and non-possessors and the classification of nuclear
programs as “dangerous vs. not dangerous.97
Turkey is keen on the realization of the Middle East Weapons of Mass Destruction Free Zone
(MEWMDFZ). The key parties to convene a conference and reach a deal on this are Iran, Syria, Egypt,
and Israel. Internal turmoil in Syria and the activities of ISIS in the region prevent Damascus from
channeling its energy to the discussions. The dismantlement of chemical weapons in Syria is a
positive development but the outstanding issue is the Israel-Iran arguments on nuclear weapons.
Both sides are likely to put the burden of nonproliferation and disarmament liabilities on the other.
Of the four countries, it is Iran with whom Turkey has relatively stable relations although both sides
still act with caution when dealing with each other. Ankara’s active foreign policy in the Middle East
took a downturn particularly after the political movements that have swept across Arab countries
since 2011. Turkey’s relations soured with Egypt, Syria, and Israel, three of the four key states for the
WMD-free-zone conference. It can be expected to diminish Turkey’s lobbying power during the 2015
RevCon regarding the disarmament goals in the region.
For Ankara, the NPT is the invaluable cornerstone of the nonproliferation regime. Thanks to the
norms that have been built around the NPT regime, Turkey is working towards strengthening the

95

Turkish representative’s statement, 18 June 2009, IAEA Board meeting
Mustafa Kibaroğlu, “Turkish Perspectives on Iran’s Nuclearization,” ORSAM,
<http://www.orsam.org.tr/en/showArticle.aspx?ID=37>.
97
Interview with a Turkish Foreign Ministry official, July 14, 2014.
96

24
goals of the regime and endorses its status as a non-nuclear-weapon state as a security asset.98
Turkey would loathe the undermining of the nonproliferation regime due to the lack of progress in
key areas. Therefore, one should expect Ankara to be active in the NPT 2015 RevCon on at least two
issues: MEWMDFZ and peaceful use of nuclear energy. Ankara has been enjoying its middle power
status and is likely to take on a similar position with NAM members regarding assurance of nuclear
fuel supply. One can expect Turkey to focus more on the solution rather than the problem of
technology transfer.99
The 2010 RevCon was a success in terms of building consensus among states to work towards
common goals and reaching an agreement on the steps that need to be taken to accomplish those
goals. However, the highlighted commitments of the RevCon were not met, such as the conference
for the WMD-free-zone in the Middle East. In the meantime, relations between the United States
and Russia suffer due to the Ukraine issue. The expectations for the 2015 RevCon are not high
compared to the previous RevCon. The 2014 PrepCom hinted at the possible disagreements among
the NPT Parties and lack of consensus between NWS and NNWS on disarmament.100 It is an issue of
whether middle powers and coalitions will be able to overcome these disagreements and come up
with a common language, especially because the expectations for disarmament are so high.101
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