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Abstract

Israel’s nuclear program remains one of the most secretive and strategically
significant initiatives in modern international security. Centered on the Dimona
facility in the Negev Desert, Israel maintains nuclear ambiguity, achieving
deterrence and strategic leverage without formally declaring capabilities. This
paper analyses Israel’s nuclear posture, situates it in its historical and geopolitical
context, examines the role of Western support and regional alignment, and
critically assesses the implications for international law and Middle Eastern
security. Attention is given to the establishment of Israel post-World War II, the
formation of Saudi Arabia under British influence, and the intersection of energy
security, regional authority, and military strategy.

1. Introduction
1.1 Post-World War 11 Geopolitics and the Establishment of
Israel

Since the mid-20th century, nuclear weapons and strategic capabilities have
reshaped global security dynamics. Israel presents a singular case: a state
maintaining an undeclared nuclear arsenal under the doctrine of so-called
strategic deterrence, while remaining outside formal international legal
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obligations. The Dimona nuclear facility in the Negev Desert represents the focal
point of this program, whose details have been revealed through satellite imagery,

whistleblower testimony, and long-term scholarly studies despite its extreme
secrecy (Cohen, 1998; Albright & Hibbs, 1995).

The creation of Israel in the Middle East after World War II was not solely
motivated by religious or nationalist factors; it also served the strategic and
economic interests of Western powers. Situated in a region rich in oil and gas—
the “black gold” indispensable for industrialized nations—Israel functioned as a
regional gendarme, ensuring allied access to resources and regional influence. Its
founding enabled Israel to pursue strategic objectives with minimal external
accountability, leveraging Western support and global Zionist networks to
consolidate its presence in the Middle East.

1.2 Saudi Arabia and Strategic Western Interests

The formation of Saudi Arabia in the early 20th century can be understood
through the interaction of internal state-building processes and external
geopolitical considerations. Prior to consolidation, the Arabian Peninsula
consisted of fragmented tribal entities with localized authority. The emergence of
the ruling House of Saud reflects both the capacity of a local leadership to unify
territory and the strategic calculations of external powers, particularly the United
Kingdom, whose regional policy was guided largely by pragmatic concerns such
as stability, protection of trade routes, and the containment of rival forces
(Vassiliev, 2000).

From a political and historical perspective, the leadership of Abdul Aziz ibn Saud
was decisive. His ability to consolidate power across much of the peninsula
distinguished the House of Saud from competing tribal authorities and positioned
it as a viable partner for external actors seeking a stable regional ally. From a
religious and socio-political perspective, the longstanding alliance between the
Saudi leadership and the Wahhabi movement provided an important source of
legitimacy, embedding political authority within a recognized religious
framework. Interpretations of this alliance, however, remain contested across
Islamic traditions.

Geopolitically, British engagement in Arabia was not exclusive to the House of
Saud but formed part of a broader, flexible strategy in which different actors—
including the Hashemites—were supported at different times. Economically,
Saudi Arabia’s significance increased substantially with the discovery of oil in
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the 1930s and particularly after World War II, when the United States assumed a
more prominent role. This interconnected energy, military, and geopolitical
architecture reinforced Israel’s position in the region, situating it within a strategic
system that maximizes autonomy and regional influence.

Taken together, these perspectives indicate that the consolidation of the Saudi
monarchy reflects a convergence of internal leadership, religious legitimacy,
external strategic interests, and evolving economic significance. This multi-
dimensional understanding provides context for Israel’s strategic positioning and
regional autonomy.

1.3 Israel, Regional Dynamics, and Strategic Ambiguity

Israel’s nuclear ambiguity and regional posture cannot be understood without
situating them within this broader historical and geopolitical framework. Its
position as a strategically empowered state, supported by Western powers and
operating outside formal international legal constraints, enables both deterrence
and operational freedom. The alignment of compliant Gulf monarchies, the
protection of energy flows, and historical construction of regional authority
structures contribute to an environment in which Israel exercises exceptional
autonomy with minimal accountability.

2. Israel’s Nuclear Program and the Dimona Facility

2.1 Strategic Rationale

Israel’s pursuit of nuclear capability emerged from an acute perception of
existential threat. Surrounded by hostile neighbours and engaged in repeated
conflicts since its foundation, Israel’s leadership viewed nuclear weapons as a
means of deterrence that could prevent large-scale conventional attacks. Nuclear
ambiguity allows Israel to maintain strategic flexibility, reduce the risk of pre-
emptive strikes, and influence regional adversaries’ calculations without
provoking a full-scale arms race (Perkovich, 2010).

The Dimona facility itself was established in collaboration with France during the
1950s and 1960s, a period of intense Cold War manoeuvring in the Middle East.
France provided technical expertise, equipment, and nuclear material, enabling
Israel to achieve nuclear capability relatively rapidly (Karpin & Friedman, 1992).
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This partnership was both technical and geopolitical, allowing Israel to secure a
strategic deterrent while Western powers avoided overt challenges in the region.

2.2 Dimona and Israel’s Strategic Nuclear Complex

The city of Dimona, located in southern Israel’s Negev desert, is widely
recognized as the site of Israel’s principal nuclear research facility. While precise
technical and operational details are classified, historical and academic sources
indicate that the complex was established in the late 1950s and early 1960s with
external support (Karpin & Friedman, 1992; Albright, 1997). Its development has
been closely associated with Israel’s broader strategic objectives, particularly in
maintaining regional deterrence.

From a security and strategic perspective, Dimona underpins Israel’s policy of
strategic ambiguity, creating a credible deterrent without overtly violating
international non-proliferation norms. From a geopolitical perspective, Israel’s
nuclear capability is intertwined with international support and tacit tolerance.
While Israel has not signed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), strategic
behaviour is influenced indirectly by powerful allies, most notably the United
States and the United Kingdom (Sagan, 1996).

From a technological perspective, Dimona represents both a research centre and
a symbol of Israel’s strategic capabilities. Evidence of plutonium production and
advanced nuclear research programs reinforces its status as the core of Israel’s
deterrence architecture (Cohen, 1998). Critically, the facility raises questions
about national security, international law, and regional stability. Israel operates
with strategic autonomy, supported tacitly or overtly by powerful allies, allowing
limited accountability in military and political domains (Sagan, 1996; Albright,
1997).

2.3 Regional Implications

Israel’s nuclear posture creates a security dilemma in the Middle East, compelling
neighbouring states to enhance conventional or unconventional capabilities.
While countries such as Iran and Syria have not tried to develop nuclear weapons
— despite baseless allegations by the US and Israel, Israel’s ambiguity constrains
international responses due to tacit support from Western powers (Brumberg &
Peters, 2010). The alignment of Saudi Arabia and other Gulf monarchies, U.S.
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military presence in the Gulf, and control of energy flows reinforce Israel’s
operational freedom.

2.4 Knowledge Production and Verification

Despite secrecy, analysts estimate Israel’s nuclear capacity using satellite
imagery, whistleblower testimony, and other intelligence sources (Albright,
2000). While direct verification and secrecy make it impossible to get access,
converging evidence allows assessment of strategic intent, capabilities, and
operational readiness, making Israel a model of controlled nuclear proliferation.

3. Critical Assessment

Israel’s nuclear posture exemplifies the interplay between strategic necessity,
international law, and geopolitical privilege. Its policy of ambiguity allows
deterrence without formal obligations under the NPT. Israel has operated with
exceptional autonomy, supported or ignored by powerful states, particularly the
United States and the United Kingdom (Perkovich, 2010; Cohen, 1998).

The establishment of Israel, Western support, and the alignment of Gulf
monarchies grant Israel freedom unmatched by neighbouring states. While
nuclear ambiguity deters conventional war, it perpetuates regional security
dilemmas and selective international accountability. Israel exemplifies a state
exercising extraordinary strategic freedom, leveraging historical backing and
regional architecture to operate without significant constraints.

4. Conclusion

Israel’s nuclear program, centred on Dimona, exemplifies strategic ambiguity,
autonomy, and regional influence. Its establishment after World War 11 was driven
by nationalist, strategic, and economic imperatives, positioning it as a regional
gendarme in an oil-rich environment. The formation of Saudi Arabia under
British influence, alignment with Western energy and military objectives, and
U.S. bases in the Gulf amplify Israel’s strategic autonomy.

While Israel’s nuclear posture stabilizes security, it challenges international law
and perpetuates regional inequality. Supported by major powers, Israel operates
with near-total autonomy, shaping regional security norms and demonstrating
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how strategic ambiguity, regional alliances, and historical backing converge to
produce a state capable of significant autonomy in a volatile international system.
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