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Abstract 

US actions in Iraq and Afghanistan cause people to think that the US can resort to military measures 

against Iran as well. However the US invasion of Iraq and the uncertainties prevailing because of the 

invasion make analysts to question the necessity of military operations, because it might bring further 

uncertainties to region and to world politics. In this paper, it is argued that the US priorities in the Middle 

East are not well-defined and its policies are contaminated with cultural misperceptions, as seen in the 

case of the Iran’s nuclear program. Historical, technical and international law aspects of Iran’s nuclear 

program would be surveyed and the US policies regarding Iran’s nuclear program would be analyzed. The 

US interests in the region would be discussed and the most known clichés regarding Iran and US relations 

would be questioned. It is the argument that US policies in the Middle East are not well-calculated in 

terms of the US global realpolitik concerns; and current US policies in the region harm the US interests in 

global stage. Thus, the US confrontation with Iran makes the potential cooperation opportunities with the 

Middle Eastern countries missed. 
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Introduction: The US and the Middle East 

The United States is a global player, and its decisions influence the entire world. On the other 

hand, the United States needs support of ally countries in order to enhance its position against its 

rivals. Thus, although the United States could influence the world politics with its decisions it is 

also vulnerable in the lack of the alliances; hence the US needs to calculate well its decisions and 

policies. The support of the allies is necessary if the United States wants to keep its superior 

position in world political arena. Furthermore, the United States needs to have a stable 

communication with its actual and potential allies or partners in world politics. That is to say, if 

the United States is going to ask for the alliance of a country or a block of the countries in a 

region, it needs to signal its intention clearly, and the signals should have been as much free as 

possible from negative bias. 

That being said, in the current global order, there are many big players and some of them 

are candidate to overtake the US position in terms of political influence exercised in the world 

politics. This paper assumes that, in the current conjecture, the Middle Eastern countries are 

potential allies of the United States, and the security and foreign policy establishment of the US is 

aware of this potential. However, other parties in US domestic political and cultural structure 

have the reverse view, namely they perceive most of the Middle Eastern countries in the opposite 

side. Therefore, the US is not able to mobilize support of the Middle Eastern countries because its 

policies are culturally contaminated and its communication ability is restricted because of the 

biased policies adopted against countries in the region, especially to Iran. 

This biased approach simply sabotages the communication lines of the United States 

when delivering its message to the people and decision makers in the region. The bias makes 

people to think that the United States does not act realistic or rational in the region because of its 

cultural perception. And other great powers provoke this cultural perception and worsen the US 

conceptions in the Middle East. The US stance in the region in many cases and especially in case 

of Iran is not legally, politically and morally justified among the people and decision makers of 

the Middle East. This situation weakens the communication ability of the United States and 

harms its interests. 

An examination of Iran's nuclear program and US policies regarding that program would 

be a good case to see how misguided are, and how legally, politically and morally are unjustified 

the policies applied in the Middle East and Iran. 
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Iran's Nuclear Program in Broader International Int ellectual and Political Context 

Iran has long been subject to monitoring by international community because of its nuclear 

program. The United States is the leading country in this monitoring initiative with the aim of 

halting Iranian nuclear program.1 Because the United States pushes for the efforts; United 

Nations Security Council,2 European Union and IAEA have become key players regarding Iran's 

nuclear program, along with Russia and China,3 the two countries involved in construction of 

nuclear power plants in Iran.  

This picture gives us the idea that Iran’s nuclear program has been an item of the 

international community’s agenda, and there is a pressure on Iran to stop its nuclear program. On 

the other hand, Iran does not accept the demands of the United States and/or international 

community. United Nations Security Council decreed five resolutions4 since 2006, in order to 

force Iran to stop its nuclear program. However, even though Iran’s nuclear program has been 

slowed down a bit with the pressure, the concerns of involved international actors are alive 

because Iran continues its program.5  

Despite the fact that the United States pushes for the efforts to prevent Iran from going 

nuclear, the policies the US adopted till now and the policies it needs to adopt from now on are 

not agreed issues. Thus, in light of the legal and political aspects, both Iran’s nuclear program and 

the US projections need to be examined. But this examination would never be satisfactory if we 

analyze the issue only in terms of scientific/technical and nuclear-related concerns. What is more, 

analyzing the issue by considering regional, political and economic clichés would also leave 

some dimensions not addressed. Why is this claimed? Because it will be argued that the US 

decisions are highly influenced by non-technical, non-political and non-economic considerations. 

For that reason the US approach to Iran in general and the US’s dilemma in respect to world 

politics also need to be included to understand US policies adopted regarding Iran's nuclear 

program.  

In line with this claim, firstly, technical and international legal aspects of Iran’s nuclear 

program will be surveyed and then the most known approaches about the program and US 

involvement would be elaborated. The technical and legal aspects of the issue would be covered 

in an extent to include almost all the important elements. Then, the most known analyses 

regarding Iran's nuclear program would be criticized. Some experts propose to the United States 
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to take diplomatic and/or economic measures, and some others propose limited or total military 

strike. The difference between these suggestions is in the method they think is the best to employ 

in excluding Iran from the equation, and all these approaches exclude the other option; making 

most from the relations with Iran, which is heavily shadowed with misperceptions. Such an 

approach would not only be profitable but also would contribute to the regional peace. 

Those suggesting the US to prevent Iran from going nuclear also expect to see a regime 

change in Iran either by using soft power or military action or let Iran to change its regime via 

internal dynamics,6 but in any case, the regime change, sooner or later, is expected to occur. 

Some observers even put the regime change ahead of a nuclear Iran as a priority.7 The problem 

with this regime obsession mostly arises from the uncertainties caused by the civilizational 

concerns produced by some intellectuals, who give priority to cultural 

values/religions/civilizations8 as the most important motives that should manage foreign policy 

actions. Other great powers also feed the cultural concerns as a vital issue in the international 

political agenda.  

Secondly, the paper would examine the problem inherent in the premises of current policy 

options and approaches suggested to US authorities. Then what is missed both by experts and by 

US policy makers in regional and global level would be addressed. The reason to think that the 

US authorities and experts are missing a chance is Iran’s latest approachment with China and 

Russia, which is not something that Iran does willingly. It is a result of the hesitation that the US 

witnesses in its policy toward to Iran; as a result of the clash between the cultural (religious) 

perception and regional/economic (oil, Israel) interests and global interests of the United States 

(sustaining the superior position of the US) as the most powerful state in the world, today.  

In this context, it will be seen that with regard to international law Iran's program is not a 

violation of the rules. Furthermore, all of the major powers, like the USA, Russia, China, 

Germany, and France have been involved in certain stages of the Iran's nuclear capabilities. And 

despite the fact that Iran’s program is constructed with contribution of international community, 

the same community now isolated Iran, and the isolation is not because of violation of 

international law but because of the international political calculations. However the political 

calculations are somehow contaminated by the cultural mis-perceptions, which are neither 

justified in terms of fairness nor in ensuring the interests of the countries concerned, especially 

those of the USA. In addition to the cultural misperception, the political measures adapted to 
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achieve the national interest goals prove to be counterproductive, in the case of the United States. 

It seems that the US confrontation with Iran lacks political and legal justification, which is 

necessary to guarantee the success.  

Thus it will be argued that the US confrontation with Iran, at its current form, is neither 

suitable nor profitable nor well defined; because, 1) Confrontation with Iran on its nuclear 

program is not because of technical/legal and political reasons; rather it is because of 

misconceptions. 2) The United States is hesitant about the policy to adopt, because its global 

political calculations and its cultural perceptions contradict with each other. 3) The interests of 

the United States and Iran in region do not clash, yet if the United States prefers to confront, Iran 

has some leverage to use against US actions. 4) Regional allies of the United States are not 

willing to support the US in its confrontation with Iran. 5) The US misses the chance of making 

most out of cooperation with Iran in the global politics, from which China, Russia and India 

benefit most. 6) US perceptions about Iran and Islamic politics do not reflect the truth, and this 

perception is not a result of political calculations. 7) If the United States adopts a less biased 

policy, while the United States would benefit from the good relations, Iran could have been 

convinced that it does not need nuclear weapons to guarantee its security and that nuclear 

weapons could produce some unforeseen circumstances which could be detriment of Iran itself.  

It is hoped that, at the end of the paper, the reader gets the impression that the US policies 

in the Middle East and in particular regarding Iran's nuclear program suffer from the same 

misconceptions and miscalculations.  

 

What is the Nuclear Program of Iran? 

 

Historical Background 

Iran’s nuclear program dates back to 1960’s, and it was designed to build nuclear power plants, 

which are the units utilized to produce energy for industry. The US was the first country signing 

an agreement with Iran to help it acquire nuclear technology for peaceful purposes.9 Until 1979, 

beside technical support of the United States, some German and French companies, which were 

competent in the nuclear technology, also involved in the project of constructing a nuclear power 

plant in Busher.10 Iran declared that Busher power plant was designed for energy production but 
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there were claims arguing that, even before the revolution, Iran had the goal of obtaining nuclear 

weapons.11  

The US authorities and European firms fulfilled their commitments until the Iranian 

Revolution took place; and when the revolution occurred, the nuclear facilities were half-

finished. Once the revolution broke out, cooperation between the contractors and Iran ceased, and 

the controversies regarding contracts between Iran and European companies have been an issue 

throughout the 80’s.12  

Thus, Iranian Revolution marked a new phase with regard to the Iranian nuclear program. 

After the revolution, Iran declared that it halted its nuclear program, but the commitment to this 

declaration seems a little bit ambiguous because of the facts observed in the following years.13 

Iran's nuclear program remained as an issue, although in an unheated pace, during 1980’s and in 

an increased pace in 1990’s. Several Iranian attempts to complete Busher power plant in 1980’s 

in cooperation with some European companies have been abortive because of the US pressure.14 

Also, several attacks by Iraq to Busher nuclear power plant during the Iran Iraq war in 1980’s are 

worth to mention because of its impact on Iran’s following nuclear-related decisions. That 

experience drove Iran to consider on the security of nuclear facilities against foreign attacks in its 

following initiatives to run a nuclear program. 

Almost all the nuclear activities of Iran in 1980’s were related to Busher power Plant, 

although there has not been any progress recorded in that project either. Compared to other 

nuclear-related facilities of Iran, most of which were built after 1990, construction of Busher 

power plant has cost too much to Iran, because it has been half-built, ruined and rebuilt several 

times because of the attacks, change of the contractors, and incompatibility of the technologies of 

different contractors.15  

In 1990’s Iran gunned up its nuclear power plant building activities, this time with non-

western countries, Russia and China.16 These plants were essentially designed for energy 

generation and their construction was/is totally contracted to institutions in Russia or China. 

Russia also cooperated on uranium mining capabilities with Iran, and according to the contract 

between Russia and Iran, the fuel for the power plant contracted to Russia would also be procured 

by Russia.17  
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These attempts of the Iran to get nuclear technology have been blockaded by the USA; 

however the real concern of the United States has always been Iran's attempts to have nuclear 

indigenous technology which can be either utilized for peaceful or military purposes.  

Beside trying to build nuclear power plants, Iran also began to establish its indigenous 

uranium enrichment capabilities in 1990’s.18 Yet these activities were not a major issue in the 

agenda of international community. The incident that triggered the current debate was a leakage 

of information in 2002. The National Council of Resistance of Iran (NCR) leaked some 

information about Iran’s undeclared nuclear activities in ‘Natanz (uranium enrichment) and Arak 

(heavy water production)’ facilities.19 Soon, IAEA inspections also revealed that Iran undergoes 

an indigenous program to advance its nuclear capability, and some equipment necessary for 

nuclear facilities has been procured illegally from two countries and A.Q. Khan Network. 

According to NPT rules these activities and transfers are subject to IAEA safeguards and IAEA 

should have been notified, yet, these transfers between the foreign suppliers and Iran have not 

been reported to IAEA and were violation of NPT rules.20  

 

Technical Aspect 

The indigenous nuclear program of Iran has various dimensions, and each of which constitutes a 

different aspect of a complete and self-running nuclear capability. Moreover, the facilities are 

many. These facilities are located in different parts of the country and each facility has a different 

function from the other, some of facilities are concentrated in research while some others process 

sensitive material. For example, the facilities in Natanz are under the control of IAEA and are 

dedicated to uranium enrichment, and partly constructed underground.21 In 2006, Iran declared 

that it enriched Uranium to 3.5 %,22 while IAEA report indicates that Iran enriched the Uranium 

to a higher degree but less than 5%.23 However, it can be argued that the report of IAEA imply 

that 5% is not the limit that Iran could reach. It is rather the degree that Iran does not exceed with 

its own will.  

Some other facilities are designed for some other purposes: For example, the facility in 

Bonabis designed for research in the use of nuclear technology for agricultural purposes.24 

Isfahan nuclear technology centre is designed to train personnel for power plants,25 and some 

parts of it are built underground. Meanwhile there are facilities producing some alloys necessary 
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to build machines and devices needed for constructing a facility and/or device to produce 

enriched uranium and reprocess the spent fuel for production of plutonium.26 

Another facility (Tehran Nuclear Research Center) is designed for plutonium processing 

experiments and also beryllium and bismuth elements related experiments.27 Each of these 

activities constitutes a different component of the entire nuclear technology capability. Squassoni 

argues that Iran also attempts to develop laser enrichment technology, which doubles the speed of 

enrichment and is suspected to increase the speed of weaponization.28 Yet, the facilities involved 

in the nuclear technology development program of Iran are not limited to those mentioned here; 

noting, however, that even this limited information shows the complexity of Iran's nuclear 

program.29 

Now, it is predicted that Busher power plant would be ready to operate in 2010.30 The 

completion of power plant would give confidence and experience to Iran in dealing with nuclear 

technology, and would diminish the international pressure on Iran to stop its nuclear research.31 

On the other hand, the fuel spent in the power plant seems to continue to be a cause of concern. 

Since the spent fuel is some kind of substance that could be reprocessed in order to produce 

plutonium, the scrutiny of international community will continue and IAEA would keep the 

nuclear activities of Iran under control.32 

 

EU, UNSC, IAEA and Recent Developments  

The aim of the efforts in international community is to convince Iran to suspend its ‘enrichment 

and reprocessing’ program ‘indefinitely’.33 In the meantime Iran’s nuclear power plant 

cooperation continues with the Russia and it is legal. In order to keep the program within the 

limits that international community is ready to let, some diplomatic initiatives are resorted.  

In 2003, EU3 (Germany, United Kingdom and France) began to talks with Iran to 

persuade it to halt its nuclear enrichment program.34 Although Iran declared that it stopped its 

nuclear enrichment program with these talks, in 2005 because the pledges made to Iran has not 

been met; Iran declared that the program restarted. In 2006 IAEA board ‘passed a resolution’ 

reporting the Iran's non-compliance, to UNSC. The resolution passed ‘without consensus’. 

Afterwards, several other resolutions of IAEA passed and called the attention of UNSC.35 In 

2006 United Nations Security Council decreed a resolution36 calling Iran to halt its nuclear 

enrichment projects and imposed sanctions on exportation of nuclear technologies and some dual 
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use materials from any country to Iran.37 Iran didn’t stop and continued to advance its program 

and UN security Council decreed two other resolutions in 2007 and 2008 which imposed more 

strict measures, including; freezing Iran’s nuclear related personalities’ assets, prohibiting Iran 

from selling arms to outside of Iran, and a strict monitoring exportation of material and 

technologies that can be used both for military and civil purposes.38 The call of the resolutions is 

the ‘suspension of all enrichment-related and reprocessing activities and all work on all heavy-

water-related projects, to be verified by IAEA’39 

But none of these international attempts made a progress in halting Iran’s struggle to 

obtain nuclear indigenous technology.  

In 2004 Iran declared that it plans to construct 7 nuclear power plants. This projection of 

Iran raises the suspicion of some authorities because Iran already has huge oil and gas reserves. 

Nevertheless Iran argues that, the nuclear power plants are ‘necessary for rising domestic 

consumption, while oil and gas are needed to generate foreign currency’.40 Iran argues that it 

doesn’t plan to develop nuclear weapons but its undeclared activities cause suspicion.41  

In one of the recent reports of Secretary General of IAEA to the board of the governors, it 

is emphasized that some documentation and information regarding conversion is provided from 

some member states, and the Agency corroborated some of these information. Report says that 

the Agency requested from Iran to answer if these allegations about the conversion of nuclear 

material for military purposes is correct or not. At the same report it is pointed out that Iran has 

provided some information about these allegations but still there are some issues that need to be 

answered by Iran.42 On the other hand, the same report stresses that Iran collaborated with IAEA 

to improve safeguard measures in the nuclear enrichment facilities and provided access to these 

facilities.43 As another positive development in the report, it is noted that Iran provided to IAEA 

the right make announced and unannounced inspections, and since March 2007 IAEA conducted 

29 unannounced inspections in Iran.44 

In response to this report of Secretary General of IAEA, in Iran's official letter to IAEA, 

some western countries: US, UK and France are blamed because they prevent the agency work 

efficiently and technically.45 The second point that Iran mentions is about privacy of the 

information. Iran argues that IAEA does not care enough about the privacy of information it gets 

about Iran/s nuclear program, and most of the classified information is being leaked to press.46 

Thirdly, Iran stresses that IAEA’s wide coverage of the alleged studies of the member states, in 
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the report, harms the steps to be taken by Iran.47 According to Iran's claims, most of the alleged 

studies are fabricated and the documents are not original. Fourthly, Iran blames IAEA because it 

doesn’t act in compliance with the accord agreed between Iran and IAEA regarding alleged 

studies.48 Iran also blames IAEA on the grounds that IAEA sometimes raises some issues that are 

not in the mandate of IAEA and this attitude harms the confidence among the parties.49 

 

Legal Aspect of the Iran’s Nuclear Program 

 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty 

The most referred legal framework regarding nuclear technology acquisition and transfers is 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). According to NPT’s Article 4, each state party has the 

right to acquire nuclear technology for the peaceful purposes. And each state party can make 

cooperation with other parties, especially in the territories of the non-nuclear states, for the 

peaceful use of the nuclear technology.50 This provision of the NPT gives the legitimacy to the 

Iran's nuclear program as far as Iran does not convert the fissile material to weapons.  

However this provision of the Treaty subject to criticism. Some of the authorities argue 

that the NPT needs to be revised, since this provision gives the state parties to have indigenous 

nuclear research: they consider it as a loophole.51 In line with this argument, there have been 

some attempts in NPT review conference in 2005 to revise the 4th article. However, Iran 

prevented this maneuver.52  

As an alternative, in order to prevent non-nuclear states to obtain nuclear weapons, the 

idea of internationally controlled fuel centers is proposed by some authorities. Although, 

according to NPT, each state has the right to develop indigenous nuclear fuel facilities for 

peaceful purposes, there are suggestions for constructing nuclear fuel centers which would be 

under the international control. Those centers would produce fuel that is enriched to the grade 

that can only be used for peaceful purposes.53 Nevertheless, no progress has been recorded on this 

option either.  

There are two phases of nuclear technology in respect to nuclear weapons; one is the 

phase of the production of the fissile material which would be the harmful component of a 

nuclear weapon. The other phase of nuclear weaponization is acquiring devices that would 

deliver and ignite explosion of the material. The fissile material to be used for military purposes 
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needs to be enriched and the degree of the enrichment necessary for nuclear weapon is much 

higher than the grade necessary for energy production.54 And IAEA didn’t find any credible sign 

showing diversion of nuclear material to weapons, and delivery and explosion material, which 

means that there is not evidence indicating that violation of NPT provisions.55 However in the 

reports of the IAEA it is noted that Iran does not collaborate on every aspect (for example on the 

implementation of additional protocol) so that IAEA can be able to completely exclude the 

possibility of diversion of fissile material for military purposes.56  

Iran, various times, declared that its program is for peaceful purposes57 not for acquiring 

nuclear weapons thus in compliance with NPT provisions. Meanwhile, some recent news 

indicates that Iran is ready to accept alternative solutions, which international community would 

offer.58  

 

Sovereign Rights? 

Considering the sovereign rights of the states, Iran has not so much leverage in respect to its 

nuclear program. By signing the NPT, Iran restricted its sovereign rights on the issue of the 

nuclear technology and weapons. That is to say, Iran has to act in accordance with the NPT rules 

which give the right to have nuclear technology only for peaceful uses. From this perspective, 

although it seems that NPT has a negative impact on Iran's nuclear program, in fact, the NPT 

gives Iran the leverage to argue that its program is for peaceful purposes. Additionally, as stated 

above, Iran’s membership to NPT gave it the opportunity to prevent the revision of the Treaty 

which was intended to restrain acquiring peaceful nuclear technology too. Yet if Iran withdraws 

from the Treaty, then it would have the full sovereign rights but the consequences of that move 

might not be so favorable. Iran would lose its negotiation power if it withdraws from the Treaty. 

 

Additional Protocol 

One of the aspects of the legal issues regarding Iran's nuclear program is the implementation of 

additional protocol.59 Both the IAEA and United Nations Security Council Resolutions calls Iran 

to implement the additional protocol as a confidence building measure.60 The additional protocol 

is a ‘strengthened safeguard system’.61 Article 3 of the NPT requires the non-nuclear states to 

sign a safeguard agreement with the IAEA, which enables IAEA to make inspections, and sets 

the rules of the inspections.62 Iran signed the safeguard agreement in 1974 with IAEA.63 Thus, 
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additional protocol contains strengthened measures foreseen in the safeguard agreement. Iran 

argues that additional protocol implementation is not an obligation under NPT rules and points 

out that already about 80 countries do not implement additional protocol, not just Iran.64 Iranians 

also argue that they implemented the additional protocol two and half years voluntarily but 

because their nuclear program has been conveyed to UN Security Council, they stopped to 

implement the additional protocol.65 Considering the report of the IAEA it seems that additional 

protocol is something that is required for the technical considerations, but it can be argued that 

Iran seeks a way to decrease the international pressure in return for the implementation of the 

additional protocol.  

 

An Evaluation of the Historical, Legal and Technical Aspects of the Program 

The historical experiences show that Iran's nuclear program is contributed by almost all of 

the major powers in the world. Those countries helped to Iran most when they had/have close 

relations with Iran, thus the threat allegedly posed by Iran’s nuclear program to the peace in the 

Middle East and world changes according to the alliance situations.  

Technically, Iran's nuclear program is complicated and Iran apparently wants to have an 

indigenous nuclear capability. The facilities are constructed and designed dispersedly and partly 

underground to be able to protect them from foreign attacks. But technically, there are not proven 

signs of weaponization, it is still in the margins of the peaceful purposes.  

Legally, Iran didn’t seriously violate any international rule; at least there is not a proven 

violation.  

Considering these facts it seems that the confrontation of international community is not 

justified in terms of technical, historical and legal aspects. Now let’s examine the US interests in 

the Middle East; and evaluate its political and strategic calculations in order to see if, in these 

respects, the US confrontation with Iran is justified or not for the good of the USA.  

 

US Interests in the Middle East 

As stated at the beginning, the agenda of international community regarding Iran's nuclear 

program is determined by the United States. Thus US motivations, interests and concerns needs 

to be examined. This examination is necessary in that it would indicate how the US engagement 

in the region is constructed on wrong premises. In this context, firstly one needs to know about 
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the US interests in the Middle East region. The US, as a global player, has interests in the Middle 

East as it has in other parts of the world. The interests in the Middle East are mainly linked to oil. 

Does really oil matters for USA? Yes it does. There are several reasons to think that oil matters. 

First of all, oil is one of the most vital extractives for the economies66 of every country but more 

than any country this resource is a necessity for the use of great powers like the USA.67 The 

United States is the largest oil consumer, 20 percent of the produced oil is consumed in the 

United States.68 Second, oil has been a part of the US cold war strategy, United States and 

Soviets have been rivals in Middle East. In the cold war period, there were concerns that Soviets 

could penetrate to the gulf region by exercising influence on Iran.69 Thus it means that oil is a 

subject of great power competition. Third, US let the oil companies benefit from the judicial 

protection,70 because it is believed that the privileges of those companies in oil business would 

serve to the interests of the United States. Fourth, oil, today is the most needed resource of 

meeting the energy needs.71 Fifth, oil is not only a resource necessary for economic activities it is 

also somehow a financial tool to influence the economic stability. Thus any country which wants 

to both maintain and develop its economic capability needs this precious mineral.  

So, for every country, but more than any country, for great powers there are two 

necessities in respect to oil. 1) Keep the oil be safely and steadily extracted and flow to world 

markets, 2) Keep the price of the oil steady.72 What does make these facts so substantial in 

respect to the Middle East? The Middle East is the region having the 60% of global reserves of 

this precious mineral,73 that means the control over this mineral is necessary both to maintain this 

commodity to flow for the needs of the home country (great powers) and to gain a leverage 

against other great powers.74 The great power that controls this region can threaten the economic 

stability and sustainability of the development of other great powers, thus oil is a part of great 

power politics, and United States has this projection.75 

In this context, for the US, controlling the flow and extraction of oil is a primary goal in 

the region. Another interest of the USA is supposed to be Israel’s survival76 as an equally vital 

interest like oil. However Israel’s survival is only a variant of the oil control for the United States. 

First of all, neither the United States nor any other country can stick to a country with which 

cooperation is no longer profitable. And Israel is not the first nation that has a special relationship 

with US. For example, once upon a time the US, had a special relationship with France which 

had helped to the United States to gain its independence from United Kingdom. However, when 
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the French Revolution took place in France, the United States just ‘dismantled’ the special 

relationship.77 The second nation that had/has a special relationship with the US is United 

Kingdom.78 If the special relationship means that the relations would never be sour, we should 

expect that the relationship between the US and Britain would have never been a matter of 

controversy. In fact, there have been some occasions that the US and British controversy rose. 

One of the occasions that we see the controversy rose is the Suez Canal crisis. The United States 

opposed to United Kingdom’s and France’s actions to protect their interests in the region.79 

Another occasion has been the clash of the US and British oil interests in the Middle East.80 

Britain and the USA were in a big competition regarding oil privileges in the Middle East. Britain 

at first was trying to prevent the US from taking part in extraction and marketing of Middle East 

oil. However, soon, the US authorities decided to break British dominance in the field and take 

part in the game.81 So, to mention a special relationship between the USA and another country 

there must be vital and mutual interests on the grounds. Then what are the factors that make 

Israel an ally of the United States? What makes Israel a special partner is its role as a balancer in 

the Middle East. It manages to be able to blockade the maneuvers of the Middle Eastern 

countries. For example, the triumph of the Israel in 1967 war made the US feel that Israel is a 

strong ally who could defeat the Soviet-backed Arabs.82 This triumph was important because it 

prevented Arab nationalism from being a uniting discourse among Arab people, which was 

deemed as harmful to western interests.83 Thus it can be easily argued that Israel was accepted as 

the proxy to balance the ambitions of the countries having oil. On the other hand, once the US 

chose Israel to have better relations, this selection also created the US dependency on Israel, and 

this could be termed as path dependency.84 

The other interest of the US in the region is the regional stability and the concerns of its 

allies in the region,85 which is also based on the security of oil in lack of the Soviet Union, and 

might be utilized in the competition with China. Many observers also mention the Iranian regime 

as a threat to US interests.86 And the outcome of this perception is that the nuclear weapons 

would be a tool for the Iranian regime to use against US interests. The global political 

calculations and regime change issues would be elaborated below.  
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WHAT MEASURES DO AUTHORITIES SUGGEST TO THE US DECI SION 

MAKERS? AND WHAT ARE THE POSSIBLE IRANIAN RETALIATO RY ACTIONS?  

Under the assumption that US interests are threatened by Iran and its nuclear program, it 

is suggested that US should not let Iran have nuclear weapons which would make Iran stronger 

and harm US interests. Accepting this causation, what do the authorities suggest to the USA? 

Should it attack to Iran or impose stricter sanctions to force it stop going nuclear? The scenarios 

vary. 

The scenario one is hitting the nuclear facilities of the Iran via air strike or missiles.87 

Observers believe that in such a situation bombing the nuclear facilities of Iran would be either 

performed by USA, or by Israel or by both.88 In either case, the problem is the sporadic locations 

of nuclear facilities,89 and some of the facilities are built underground.90 This would make 

difficult for the US and Israel to penetrate all the facilities. This situation can make the attack 

even a failure.  

The scenario two is attacking to ‘strategically important economic infrastructure’ and 

nuclear facilities of Iran which would seriously damage Iran’s vulnerable economic capability 

and demolish its nuclear facilities thus create the popular outcry91 which will tame Iran not to 

dare again to construct nuclear capability.  

The third scenario is invading Iran as Iraq invaded. In this option also the regime change 

would be put into practice.92 

These scenarios that foresee a military attack of varied intensities may cause the 

retaliation of Iran. The retaliation most probably would be asymmetrical because the power of 

Iran is not equivalent to that of the US.93 However the weigh of the retaliation would range from 

giving orders to Iran backed-armed groups94 and some sleeper al-Qaeda cells under the control of 

the Iran,95 to sabotaging the oil flow in the Strait of Hormuz.96 Iran backed-armed groups would 

either attack to direct US targets or vital targets of the US allies, thus harming the US relations 

with their allies. The groups/organizations that can attack US targets are not only in Lebanon but 

also in Syria, Saudi Arabia, the Gulf States, Iraq, Sudan and Turkey, which makes these countries 

unwilling regarding a possible US attack.97 On the other hand the closure of Strait of Hormuz 

would be a shock for the global markets that would cause the dissent of the other influential 

governments in the world.98  
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Another important development is recent news in the press regarding Iran's nuclear 

program. It is argued that some evidence showing that Iran developed some devices that can only 

be used for the military purposes have been reported to the governments of the countries 

involved.99 On the other hand, Iran has recently conducted a military exercise. The exercise 

covered 600.000 square kilometers and aimed to increase air defense capabilities. If Iran can 

successfully manage an air defense, attacking to Iran may cause a serious failure and a loss of 

credibility for the attacking parties.100 The recent intelligence reports implies that international 

community may take action while the military exercise of Iran shows that the option of an attack 

to Iran is not an avoidable matter still and Iran prepares itself to confront such an attack.  

Other scenarios are those suggesting either to impose more harsh sanctions and exert 

diplomatic pressure101 to force Iran stop its program, or to ease the Iran’s security concerns102 by 

giving the necessary guarantees to Iran that it would not be attacked by any country and drive 

Iran to normalcy. In this scenario, supporting internal opposition groups or ethnic or sectarian 

groups to foster their positions103 to topple the ayatollahs is still considered.  

Even in the case of adopting non violent measures, there is the risk of increasing the 

popular support to the regime because of the external interference to the internal affairs of Iran. It 

shouldn’t be forgotten that Mosaddaq was not an Islamist and was against the foreign 

domination, so a different regime other than Islamic one can also be anti-American if the wrong 

policies applied by the USA.  

Consequently, it is obvious that confrontation with Iran has a cost and may doom to fail. 

Thus we can argue that, as stated at the beginning, confrontation with Iran, because of Iran's 

capabilities to retaliate, is not a suitable option. That is not to say that Iran can not be defeated, 

but it is to say that it will be costly while that cost would not worth to shoulder, given the fact that 

Iran does not harm the US interests in the region, as will be discussed below. Meanwhile as 

discussed in detail by Anthony and Sullivan, the possible repercussions of a harsh confrontation 

with Iran may be an uncontrollable catastrophe that none of the regional governments would like 

to see, and global politics can not be able to absorb. 

But if the material fact indicates that confrontation with Iran is neither necessary nor 

profitable, then why does everybody assumes that Iran should be confronted? It seems that the 

reason is cultural perceptions rather than political calculations.  
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Does really Iran Pose a Threat to US Interests?  

What about to reverse thinking about Iran, its nuclear program, regional dynamics and Iran’s 

regime? In fact, none of the approaches that discuss the possible confrontation methods touches 

on the essence of the subject. What are the failures of the analysts?  

 

Oil 

To begin with it is widely accepted that secure extraction and flow of oil is the most obvious 

interest of the United States. The problem begins when many analysts do not show any hesitation 

when saying that Iran threatens the US’s oil related interests in the region. Would really the 

secure flow and extraction of oil be something that Iran like to sabotage? Given the Iranian 

economy’s heavy dependence on oil revenues104 it is not wise to imagine that Iran would be a 

threat to US interests on oil flow. In contrast, Iran would really like to benefit from both 

extraction and flow of oil. On the other hand, Iran extremely needs the investment in its oil fields 

which suffers from the old technology and blockade of USA; actually, White argues that Iran 

looks for American investment more than that of any other country.105 Meanwhile, Vakil argues 

that Iran looks to west not to east.106So why people fear that a strong Iran would threaten the US 

interest in expense of undermining its own economy? The answer is the perception about its 

Islamic identity. The equation goes like this line; Islamic politics is anti-American. Its adherents 

are blind and the only thing that should be expected from them is destruction of the 

American/western civilization. They can not cooperate! Cooperation would embolden them. Do 

whatever you can to stop its rise! Iran has a regime oriented on political Islam Block it whenever 

you can! Isolate it! Don’t let it go nuclear! If it acquires nuclear weapons, it would not make 

rational political calculations. It would act differently from any other nation. What it would do is 

blindly attacking to US interests.  

This is the line of the thinking about Iran which causes the people to think that Iran is a 

threat to secure flow of oil.107 When closely examined neither the facts support this line of the 

thinking nor there is a claim of Iran saying that if Iran go nuclear it would directly blockade the 

flow of oil, nor Iran’s nuclear capability would be able to do this blockade, the only thing that 

this capability would serve is deterring other states from attacking on it108, because it could be 

able to harm the attackers seriously with nuclear weapons.  
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Special Relationship with Israel 

Second interest of US is supposed to be Israel’s survival and its qualitative military superiority in 

the region.109 Many sources accept the survival of the Israel as a primary interest of the United 

States without questioning. However, first of all, it should be noted that Israel has not a status that 

would never be discarded by the United States, even when Israel’s interests contradict with those 

of the United States. The United States is a global player110 while Israel is a regional player.111 As 

once the US dismantled its special relationship with France and showed it can dismantle with 

Britain, it can also dismantle with Israel. This needs to be expressed in order to avoid 

misconceptions. It is not proposed that the US should break its relations with Israel. However it is 

to say that Israel is not a national interest of the US. Even if in a particular period of time, in the 

cold war period, Israel’s survival has been accepted as an interest of the USA, it should be 

expressed that it was situational not perpetual. For a fair and stable future for both Israel and 

other regional countries, Israel needs to pave the way of survival by employing policies other 

than reliance on special relationship with USA. An Israel which only relies on the security 

measures would not be able to protect its security, Israel needs to develop less problematic 

relations with its neighbors and thus prevent them to use an anti-Israel discourse.112 Furthermore, 

Israel’s heavily reliance on military approach was something that goes beyond reliance on 

Israel’s own capabilities.113  

Second, Iran is not the enemy of the Jews, and is not so irrational to attack Israel. Iran is 

not the enemy of Jews because there is a wide community of Jews who has not left Iran until 

now.114 There is a bias that Iran would launch a nuclear attack if it acquires the weapons, because 

it is a ‘fundamentalist’ state.115 Iran would not launch a military attack because Israel and USA 

had an absolute nuclear advantage compared to Iran. If Iran attacks first then it will be the end of 

Iran.116 Moreover, there is Iranian approachment to Israel, including Israel-Palestine and WMD 

issues.117 Considering these fact, it seems that, the fear of Israel is not justified on the technical 

and political grounds, and the current considerations need to be reviewed in light of the new 

world political conditions. 

Third, Iran uses anti-Israel language because it plays a regional role and it has to voice its 

existence, because Israel’s actions in the region influence whole of the regional politics, which 

almost none of the states in the region embrace. The reason behind the view of some authorities 
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that Iran would use these weapons is because of the bias against the Islamic politics. It is believed 

Islamic politics is blind and would cause irrational moves. However, it is interesting, when 

analysts examine the Iranian retaliation in a case of the American or Israeli attack, they really 

rationally think in their analyses, and say, for example, that Iran doesn’t use its cards now, but if 

it is attacked then it will use its cards. This is a very rational reasoning, and reveals that Iran is 

not so lunatic to use every kind of violence in any case; it would use violence if when it is under 

pressure. So if Iran would not be attacked then it will not use those weapons and may manage 

very well like it manages its cards today, regarding its proxy violent groups in the Middle East. 

Fourth, in the global play today between USA, China and Russia,118 Israel has little to 

offer, while Iran has much to offer to the USA. 

 

Relations with Iran and Its Implications on Global Politics: What is the Cost to the USA? 

Russia cooperates with Iran to ‘minimize the US presence in the region’.119 China’s economic 

development has a tremendous impact on the ‘international political economy’.120 These great 

powers are global players, and to deal with these powers the USA needs the cooperation of other 

nations. Let alone the possible implications of positive contribution of oil and gas reserves and 

geopolitical position of Iran to the US global position,121 an engagement with Iran would have 

tremendous implications on the imagery of the USA in Muslim people’s mind all around the 

world, which would considerably contribute to the enhancement of US position in world politics. 

What about Iran? Would Iran accept being a partner of the most powerful global player, the 

USA? Iran, in contrast to general perception, is a country looking to west. Even the Iranian 

revolution was not anti-western; it was for mitigate the uneven pro-western linkages, not to end 

those linkages. The aim was to make a balance between east and west.122 However, after western 

blockade of Iran from world affairs, beginning from 1979, Iran became to be a player looking 

toward eastward, to China and Russia. China made huge deals with Iran and also undermines123 

the US efforts to blockade Iran.124 Sanam Vakil gives a lot of details about the cooperation 

between China and Iran. On the other hand, indeed, historically, Iran and Russia are structural 

foes.125 A geopolitical Chinese and Iran confrontation is also inevitable because the sphere of 

influence of these two countries overlaps with each other. A stronger China would try to exercise 

hegemon-like behaviors in its sphere of influence. Central Asian republics and Afghanistan are 

two regions on which Chinese and Iranian interests would structurally contrast. That would not 
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be because of the policy failure or choices but because of the inevitability. Therefore, if Iran is 

not forced to have close relations with China it would be a structural ally of the United States in 

the global game between China and United States. But the policies of the US drive Iran to have 

close relations with China and Russia, in a political milieu in which the United States try to 

contain China.126 

What is going on in the side of China? Although there are views claiming that China 

would not utilize its economic power to political power,127 there are several evidences showing 

that China has a global agenda and makes global political projections.128 However the reason 

behind Chinese political projections is not Chinese ill wills. It is international political system 

that drives China to make these calculations. China, since the midst of the 19th century, has been 

subjected to the pressure of great powers. Until the emergence of the Japanese imperial 

conquests, western countries were the major attackers that compelled China to accept unfavorable 

conditions in international politics. Then, the beginning from early 20th century to the end of the 

Second World War Japanese pressure has been main concern of China.129 In the cold war period, 

at first, China made alliance with USSR against the containment policy of the USA, and when 

USSR became a threat in the Chinese perception then China approached to the USA. In the post-

cold war period China still felt the pressure of the most powerful state in the world, the USA.130 

The US’s engagement with Japan on military issues in 1990’s and US’s backing of Taiwan are 

some examples of the external pressures that China perceived in the post-cold war period from 

USA.131 Thus it can be argued that China has been subject to a continuous external pressure 

which compels Chinese authorities to take steps to avoid this pressure.132 

China started its projection for current economic fast growth in 1979, and this projection 

is not a result of social dynamics, rather it is the result of state planning.133 The logical 

interpretation of this situation is that Chinese state made a decision to be economically powerful 

because it wanted to increase its political power, not because it wanted to increase the life 

standards of its citizens. However, as stated above it is not the ill wills of Chinese state to make 

these calculations. It was the anarchical structure of the international political system that drove 

China to have its current position.  

What are the evidences to think that Chinese economic growth has political motivations? 

First of all, China wanted to see a multipolar world in aftermath of the cold war.134 Is there any 

country that has not global calculations and want to see a multipolar world? China also regrets 
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about some USA actions in post cold war period. In her article, Rosemary Foot argues that China 

is not a realist player and doesn’t plan to confront USA. Ironically when Foot tries to convince 

the reader that China is not motivated with realist principles of international relations gives such 

security related examples as NATO’s intervention in Kosovo, the US’s anti-terrorist campaign 

which enabled a strong US presence in the Central Asia, US military intervention in Iraq, and the 

US and Japan’s revision of their defense guidelines etc. as main international developments 

concerning China in the post cold-war period.135 If China doesn’t act in accordance with the great 

power politics motivations, why does it care about these actions of USA? In line with the Chinese 

global calculations China also try to establish a regional (Thailand, India, Russia, Kazakhstan, 

Indonesia, Malaysia)136 and global (Iran, Sudan, Venezuela, Brazil, France, Germany)137 network 

with other countries to further its influence. Furthermore, China in recent years increased its 

military spending, although not in an exhaustive way as Soviet Union did.138 

After the collapse of the Soviet Union, China could stay at the side like Germany and 

Japan did, but it took initiative in balancing US power. Rosemary Foot notes that China expected 

to see the world as a potential multipolar world with a super power, USA. In accordance with this 

reasoning China wanted to see Europe and Japan take initiative to establish a more balanced 

world. But EU and China disappointed China by not taking initiative to balance the US 

dominance.139 This is exactly what Mearsheimer calls as buck-passing.140 This means that EU 

and Japan passed the buck to China and China caught it, because China can not stop its 

development. Thus, the US and China confronted.  

In respect to Chinese calculations,141 US’s isolationist policy toward Iran provides a gate 

to China to enter the Middle East easier than Soviet Union could be able to.142 Soviet Union 

lacked a direct contact chance to the Middle East energy resources because the United States 

made a good alliance chain against Soviet Union. Until 1979, including Iran, all the oil countries 

of Middle East were allies of the USA. After 1979, even though Iran was not a pro-American 

country, it was not an ally of USSR either.143 However, today, the US let Iran, a country holding 

the fourth largest oil reserves and second largest natural gas reserves in the world, to look toward 

to Chinese and Russian alliance.144 This is something that Iran does unwillingly but forcibly. A 

militarily stronger China would someday have the opportunity to control all the gulf oil which 

would demolish whole US interests in the region.145 Additionally China would have the chance to 

access to Caspian Sea basin natural resources through an alliance with an Iran isolated by 
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USA.146 Together with Russian and Middle East reserves, Caspian Sea basin is the third pillar of 

energy politics of the Eurasia.147 Although Russia has a total control on its energy resources; Iran 

has access to these three energy basins. In the Middle East and Caspian Sea basin it is a direct 

player. China now is the ‘third-largest net importer behind United States and Japan’ and this 

‘compelled China to embark on a global hunt for energy. Since the early 1990’s, Chinese oil 

companies have cemented large deals with producing states from Africa and the Middle East to 

Latin America’.148 This increase in the demand for natural resources makes USA, and China 

competitors in ‘energy security arena’.149  

Hall remarks that in today’s multipolar international system, whether China’s would be 

offensive and increase its military capability or would adapt peaceful means still needs to be 

seen. However there are some initiatives of China and Russia to establish a military pact against 

the US/NATO intrusion in the region, Shangai Cooperation can become an organization to 

balance the NATO presence.150  

Looking from this perspective, it can be easily inferred that, US opposition to Iran 

endangers both the US regional policies and, most importantly, its global status. In addition to the 

argument that the US military action against Iran would produce harmful retaliation of Iran, and 

loss in the credibility of the United States among its regional allies; the confrontation, also would 

not be profitable for the US because it will lose many opportunities to its rivals (China, Russia, 

India) while would be devoid of those opportunities. On the other hand, Israel is not as much a 

vital interest of USA as it was in the cold war period because of the current global competition 

having many players. What is necessary today is taming Israel’s policies toward its Middle 

Eastern neighbors151 and drive it to pursue more modest policies instead of endangering US 

global interests. This policy would both ease the Israel’s security concerns and make its survival 

sustainable, and would give the United States more flexible cards in its relations with the 

countries in the region.  

Should the US stay indifferent to Iran’s Nuclear Program? Indeed, the United States 

without confronting Iran should diplomatically do whatever it can do to prevent Iran go nuclear, 

because, let alone Iran, the proliferation of nuclear weapons endanger the whole security of globe 

since it increases the possibility of accidents and transfer of technology,152 but if the diplomacy 

doesn’t work, it would not be the end of the world,153 the USA can find a way to live with a 

nuclear Iran, as it managed to live with a nuclear Soviets and a nuclear North Korea.154 However, 
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from the perspective of Iran, it should be noted that a nuclear Iran may face a dilemma. The 

increased expectations attached to Iran's nuclear program might cause Iran lose prestige. Because, 

somehow because the Iran's nuclear program is perceived as the weapon of the Muslims, the 

acquisition of this weapon would bear with itself the implication of using the nuclear weapon. If a 

country insists on obtaining a weapon there must be a reason, if, at the end, Iran would not use 

that weapon then for what purpose it tries to get that? In a paper referring Abdullah GUL, the 

President of Turkey, the same argument is spelled out, that a nuclear Iran could commit 

mistakes.155 

 

Regime Change and Perceptions  

The last US interest that some experts argue is the regime change in Iran. Actually this idea lies 

in the root of misperceptions related to Iran. Just because of this idea, people think that Iran is a 

threat to the oil interests of the United States and survival of Israel, despite the fact that material 

reality does not support these arguments. This idea says that Iranian Regime is hostile to US 

interests with no clear reason. Iran is assumed to be irrational completely because what is 

inherent in Islamic thought. There is an orientalist and confrontational assumption that Muslim 

people or Islamic countries act with an inherent hatred against western countries,156 and there is 

not a western input causing these anti-western sentiments.157 This sentiment about the Islamic 

thing has been also directed to Islamic identity based politics.158 However, this suspicion, as 

stressed above, is not political; rather it is a cultural perception. On the other hand this perception 

is not correct because it omits the fact that Islamic politics is, in fact, reconcilable159 with 

democracy and western ideas.  

What is the source of this cultural perception? The thing making this cultural perception 

widespread is the orientalist approach and scholars, who produce the imagery about the middle 

eastern/Islamic/Iranian issues. The orientalist perception makes a clear distinction between the 

“western” and “eastern” and assumes that east and west are two ways of living, making politics, 

practicing religion, and thinking.160 Meanwhile between these two perceptions there is a 

hierarchy. The western one is superior to the eastern one.161 This distinction between these two 

ways o life is assumed to be really important in the way the people act. At least, it is assumed 

that, the eastern one may sometimes act irrationally162 and thus unexpectedly. Not only 
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unexpectedly but also with hatred.163 Thus if they acquire power they may destroy the “western” 

thing.  

Because of this perception, the US interests and Iran interests are deemed as 

irreconcilable, because they represent different cultures. ‘Iran is centre of new comintern’164, it is 

the centre of political Islam. The Iranians don’t ration as we ration. So we can’t or shouldn’t 

make empathy with the Islamic countries. The only thing that we can do is to confront them165 

and their irrationality. Although, as stated above, the calculations and assumption about US 

interests and Iran's position do not correspond to the reality, if people or politicians endure their 

perception that the interests of Iran and USA are irreconcilable, we can say that it is not because 

of the political reasons but because of the cultural perceptions that heavily influence US policy in 

the Middle East and in particular in Iran.  

On the other hand, the political perceptions drive the USA to take a different route. Some 

US political elites, military authorities and intelligence service representatives are hesitant about 

attacking to Iran and have doubts about harsh confrontation with Iran.166 Katzman notes that 

congress also opposes to a military action, and without Congress’s approval, military action 

against Iran is forbade.167 So the US neither acts decisively to stop the Iran’s program like it did 

in Iraq and Afghanistan because that will harm US global interests, nor let Iran have cooperation 

with it. This hesitation causes Iran to go alliance with eastern countries, the rivals of the United 

States, while the US loses its concentration and rationality.  

Furthermore, it should be noted that, other great powers like China, Russia and India, in 

every occasion try to address the threat posed by the so-called Islamic. These maneuvers of China 

and Russia, and India, however, obviously aim distracting the US attention from them and 

weaken the US global position. In contrast to the general perception that there is an alliance 

between Islamic countries and Confucian countries, in fact these two blocks are quite separate 

and clash with each other because of the structural reasons, namely the power of the one side 

increases in expense of the other’s. A wise eye would see that there are only Muslim countries 

are there to have alliance with the United States in designation of its global perspective. India can 

not be an ally of the United States in the global politics, because it is another spot of the 

increasing economic and political power, thus it is a potential rival. On the other hand, the 

Muslim countries are all located around of these two rising powers (India and China) and the 

sleeping giant Russia. In the meantime, none of the Muslim countries are able to become a global 
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power, because, all of them are behind the great powers in terms of the territorial and population 

sizes. The US authorities are aware of these facts and these facts make them hesitant to totally 

confront Muslim countries and in particular Iran.  

Some might argue that in the case of a confrontation between China and the US some of 

the Middle Eastern countries would be allies of the China and some others would be the allies of 

the United States as it was the case in the cold war period. However, there are some differences 

between the cold war Middle East and contemporary Middle East. When the cold war began, 

most of the Middle Eastern countries have just won their independency from the colonial powers, 

their state institutions were weak, and extreme nationalism was dominant; thus the Middle 

Eastern countries were overly reactionary. However, today, most of the Middle Eastern countries 

have a state tradition and can manage calculating their interests better. Wise policies of the 

United States would reveal the natural alliance between the Middle Eastern countries and the 

United States. The confrontation of the United States with Iran without moral and legal 

justification weakens the will of the Muslim countries to approach the United States, because 

they think that the Unites States confront Iran since the US has an enmity to the Muslims.  

Furthermore, cultural perception cannot be a source of politics in this political global 

milieu. However, public opinion, media and other global forces cause confusion and hesitation in 

the minds of US politicians, which is a common flaw of the US foreign policy. Kissinger 

throughout his book, Diplomacy, emphasizes that US foreign policy has always been indecisive 

when it needed to make a choice between the cultural perception priorities and political 

perceptions/calculations. Kissinger also notes that the United States utilized the 

ideological/cultural bias during the cold war period in confrontation with Soviet Union; however 

in today’s multipolar world there is a need to adopt a more pragmatic approach to succeed.168 

 

Conclusion 

Iran's nuclear program has long been subject to monitoring. Iran's program, from the legal 

perspective has not been a violation of its international commitments. The regional dynamics are 

not appropriate to confront and there is not an actual clash of interests of the USA and Iran. 

Moreover, even though the USA seems as if confronting Iran decisively, in fact, the USA is 

hesitant about the way to deal with Iran's nuclear program, because its political/global 

perceptions does not overlap with its current policies and its cultural conceptions. On the other 
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hand, the cultural conception is not constructed in a fair way, rather it is shaped by some 

influential orientalists, intellectuals, and more importantly by other great powers like China, 

Russia and India who want to distract the US attention on them.  

The USA misses the chance of, from a political pragmatic point of view, accommodation 

of Iran because of its hesitations. Obviously the problem is not whether to let Iran go nuclear or 

prevent it from that goal. Neither is it a problem of how to encounter it, because it is very obvious 

that it is neither to the US interests to be negatively biased against Iran and its nuclear program 

nor that program is a threat to US interests. What drive us to think that Iran is a threat to interests 

of the US are, however, cultural misperceptions, and these perceptions harm the US global 

interests. Unfortunately the same misperception and miscalculation prevails in all of the US 

policies in the region. 

Unless these misperceptions and wrong calculations are overcome, it would not be 

possible to look with a fresh and more realistic approach to the problem of Iranian nuclear 

program, and to adopt more convenient policies in the region which would contribute to the US 

global interests. A new and unbiased approach in the region would make Iran's nuclear weapon 

ambition, if there is, pointless and Iran would not risk its whole future and shoulder unforeseen 

consequences of being a nuclear power. A nuclear Iran would be both more aggressive which 

could endanger the survival of the country, and also trigger irrational or reactionary attitudes 

from the countries in the region, which would make Iran to live in a more ambiguous 

environment that could incur further irrational moves. But Iran would act the way it acts if the 

current policies are continued to apply.  
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