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Obviously, the September 11 attacks shocked the all people inside and outside United States which firstly was attacked directly and indicate that American people wasn’t no longer so immune. At the worldwide all the people saw their vulnerability after such an assault was easily realized to the American targets.Colin Powell argued “It’s a different world it’s a new kind of threat”. According to White House “unconventional adversaries prepared to wage unconventional war could conceal their movements, weapons, and immediate intentions and conduct devastating surprise attacks. The September 11 terrorist attacks greatly altered perceptions of threats to US homeland security, and challenged the continued primacy of deterrence and containment. For most senior officials in the Bush administration, and for many others in the security community, deterrence and containment are outmoded the Cold War concepts that have lost much of their previous relevance as foundations for America’s security policy.

Really, this development altered taraditional meaning of terrorism which gained a new caharacter that it has been a capability to make destructive assaults. After the end of Soviet threat and the demise of communism, Western countries which could’t make a new threat definition as a unification element, recognised this event as an attack to their common values so that their interest necessitated a joint action against this. In this way, US government insisted on a common threat to influence the Western puplic opinion to move with Washington since this attack, according to Bush, was against the democratic values of the Western World.

In this essay, American-Iran relations and the new position of Iran seeking to be a nuclear power in this volatile region, will be discussed in the context of reshaping arcitecture of regional and global power configuration.

According to Bush doctrine which can be called as preemptive strike and preventive war was revealed to the puplic as National Security Strategy in September 2002, without waiting a first attack, US government was going to recourse to war against possible adversaries. American policy is supposed to constitute the foundation of use of power unilaterally and without UN mandate or to decide preventive war or preemtive strikes to the nations threatening American interests and labeled as rogue states or axis of evil such as Iran and Syria seeking to develop WMD and/or support the anti-American movements called by Washington as terrorist organizations. The basic logic of this peemption strategy is to decide a first strike to possible targets and destroy the offensive capacity of enemy so as not to give a first strike opportunity for adversaries. Particularly, according to this strategy, some countries trying to have WMD and supporting terrorist organizations are being considered as potantial threats for US government so that it would exercise preventive war in order to deter such enemies.
Especially Washington’s basic critics depend on the claim that Iran is trying to have weapons of mass destructions and this country must comply with the desicion of international community. In other words, according to Washington, world puplic opinion is also expecting Iran to disarm and obey international treaties on WMD. It is certain that any reluctance of Iran government, in this framework, may strengthen Washington’s hand in order to take support from the UN Security Council’s permanent members which are also major powers to impose economic and military sanctions on Iran. In fact, any economic and military sanction to be imposed upon Iran may be opposed by big powers such as Russia, France and China. On the other hand, Iran advocates to have a rigt of exploring and employing the nuclear technology for peacefull purposes as a consequence of NPT. In this direction Tehran regime has been contructing nuclear reactors in Bushehr and Natanz. Of these Bushehr was constructed by the Russian government’s technological support and rather for production of nuclear energy. Whereas American government insist that Iran’s uronium enriched activities is fully to have nuclear wapons rather than peacefull purposes. 

Even though the relations between USA and Iran had been prosecuted since the beginning of 1950s, the relations essentially began in 1971 and USA gave great importance to Tehran within the context of twin pillar policy of Nixon Administration. In this context, Iran which was seen as a real buffer state for possibble Soviet expansionism toward the Middle East, supported the pro-Western traditional governments under the threat of pro-Soviet anti-regime movements. Since such vital position of Iran for USA, Shah government was accepted as a basic ally of Washington in order to maintain persisting interests of the West in the Persian Gulf. In this direction, Iran was militarily supported by White House until the the deposing of Shah in 1979 revolution.

As a consequence, in 1979, both Iran revolution and Afghanistan invasion immediately increased security problems in the region as well as in the world. USA, with the deposing of Shah, lost all the bases and facilities in Iran for gathering intelligence from the Cold War enemy. In order to replace this situation, USA government did have new installations from Oman, Bahrain and UAE. Moreover, after the fall of Shah, Egypt also appropriated two new air bases in Ras Manas and a naval base near the cost of Red Sea. Iran, as was ended as an ally to prevent Soviet threat, became a major challenge for USA interest in the region because of anti-American policies of the new born regime in Tehran. Iran, actually, not only a threat for USA, also became a real threat for all the regional countries. This situation get Gulf sheikhdoms to increase military solidarity with Washington. 

Strained relations between Tahran and Washington because of USA policies related to freezing the Iranian reserves and cutting of diplomatic relations were escalated with some developments such as “dual containment policy” put into action by Clinton Administration after the first Gulf Crises, ILSA (Iran and Libya Sanction Act of 1995) and D’Amato Law aimed at to enlarge the economic sanctions to Iran.

USA persisted to claim that Iran has been trying to have nuclear bombs, threating the Gulf regions, insisting to pursue the policy of exporting regime, obstructing the Middle East peace process, supporting the Hizbullah and Islamic Jihad, backing the international terrorism, prosecuting the authoritarian regime and threatening the lifes of Iranians living in other countries. As was known, in 1984, Washington had included Iran to the list of terorist states. As a result, it has been discussed whether stated points reflect the real reasons behind the American policy toward Iran. According to Tehran government, USA is seeing Iran as a real obstacle in front of the hegemonic policies toward the Gulf region and American policies to a large extent are shaped and constructed by Jewish lobby in favour of their own way.

Despite the embargo applied to Iran in 1995 with ILSA and enlarged with D’Amato Law of 1996 influenced negatively Iranian economy, it couldn’t destroy the support of puplic opinion for Iranian government so as to overthrow the regime in Tehran. Certainly in this process, the pressure of Iranian government to puplic in order to suppress the possible opposition movement has also been very effective. For example Iran government succeeded to control the uprisings arised in May of 2003. However, the basic goal of USA is not solely to make a military operation to Iran in the short run, but to encourage the opposition in the country in order to replace the existing regime with a democratic one favorable to Washington. For this reason White House is trying to provide that Iran regime which is getting isolated from the outside world and under the hard economic condition, increase the pressure to the puplic so that it would cause to increase radicalization and opposition against the Islamic government in Tehran.
On the other hand, if stability is achieved in Iraq it may facilitate the American job in order to take support from the world against Iran. But the developments so far indicated that efforts to reach peace and order in Iraq have been failed or slightly succesful and carrying potential seeds of conflicts. Even though, the elections held in January 2005 for a natioanal assembly which has been interpreted as the first elected parliament in Iraqi political life, Sunni Arabs boycotted the elections and balance of power among the religional and ethnic groups have not been finalized so that a potantial civil war would prevail and still among the possibilities. Fortunately it might me considered a positive development of the acceptance of first draft of permanent constitution for Iraq by Kurdish and Shia groups, but unfortunaely Sunni Arabs haven’t been satisfied about final draft of the constitution to be submitted to referandum in mid of October, 2005 after voted by transitional (constitutive) parliament. 
 On the other hand, the promise for open, transparent, accountable and democratic society of Hatemi elected in 1997 by taking 70 % of votes couldn’t be put into action by himself because of the pressures of conservatives in the country. As a result of failures of Hatemi, the puplic support for him has been steadily eliminated since the reluctance of him to take steps necessarily for reforms to be forwarded in the way of democratization of the country. So, it can easily be claimed that the expectation of Iranian people from Hatemi was quietly finished. Conservatives in Iran who are known as sympatizers of Ayetullah Humeyni and Ayetullah Ali Hamaney are fully controlling the political system as well as economic system. As a result of this situation Mahmud Ahmedinejad, a conservative candidate, has been elected in the election held in June 2005. 
As a consequence, relations between both sides were strained with the announcement of  President Bush to list Iran among the rogue states as well as among the states supporting terrorist activities and groups so that it is regarded as “axis of evil” in the context of Bush Doctrine to a large extent stemmed from 9/11 phenomena. Election victory of conservatives in Iran in 2004 and in 2005 also triggered such escalation.  

On the other hand, Iran has been among the countries that signed and approved the NPT in 1970 and a member of IAEA by accepting the conditons, and left the nuclear activities to the inspection of this organization since 1973 as well as current Iran regime in 1996, signed the CTBT. Iran also signed the Biological Weapons Convention in 1973 and approved the Chemical Weapons Convention in 1997. On the other hand, Iran advocates to have a rigt of generating and employing the nuclear technology for peacefull purposes as a consequence of NPT. In this direction Tehran regime has been constructing nuclear reactors in Bushehr and Natanz. Of these Bushehr was being constructed by the Russian government’s technological support and rather for production of nuclear energy.
 Whereas American government insist that Iran’s uronium enriched activities is fully to have nuclear wapons rather than peacefull purposes. 

IAEA officials inspected Iran on February and June of 2003 and exposed the reluctance of Iranian government to cooperate with the institution and eliminate the suspicion of world puplic opinion about the intention of Tehran government whether the activities were to have nuclear weapons or for peacufull purposes. As a result of this development and the international pressure, in November 2004 Iran regime revealed to comply to suspend the activities in the stated reactors and to approve the Annex of NPT related to the allowing the inspection and verification of IAEA without informing. As Iran really suspended the uranium enrichment activities particularly as a result of aggreement signed with the Europaen powers in December 2004, unfortunately continues to delay ratification of  the Annex.

Negotiation among the France, Britain, Germany and Iran on November 2004 yielded an agreement that Iran would comply to suspend the uranium enrichment activities in return European government supply an alternative fuel for reactors of Iran. Such initiative of European powers has been coutiously observed by the American government. European governments warned that if their proposal was not accepted by Iran government, they would support the American government to convey the situation to the European Council in order to take a desicion to impose a sanction against Tehran. Despite the fact that according to that agreement they were going to provide required fuel and propose a sustainable solution for Iran, but so far they didn’t put on the table an acceptable solution for about this question. Therefore, this situation coused to complaining of Iran that they could’nt wait and suspend the nuclear program forever since Tehran administration insisted the right of having nuclear energy for peacefull purposes.

On January 17, 2005, an article of Seymour puplished in the journal of New Yorker which argued the next target of Washington was going to be Iran related to the anti-terror campaign triggered the strained relations between USA and Iran. Article claiming the American comandos since last summer were undertaking covert operations to make certain the places in which WMD were deployed by Iran and to fınd out the possible targets of Pentagon in Iran. And as a result of these operation, American officials recognized and collected necessary information about 30 installations. 

However, while Secretary of Defence didn’t try to refuse this information, he only called attention to the some unaccuracies of article. Meanwhile, as President G.W. Bush talking to NBC tv, emphasized the hope for diplomatic solutions but noted the military option has not been completely suspended. On the other hand, Dick Chaney, Vice President, argued that their one of basic concern has been Iran, and might use military options beside political options to disarm this country and destroy its nuclaer installations. Whereas, Tehran government insisted to claim that its uranium installations located in Bandar Abbas was not being constructed for producing nuclear wepons rather aiming at peacefull energy production, and accusing American government to apply psychological warfare toward Iran. Among many experts noting the impossibilities of exersising an American operation to Iran in the short run, James Carafona, the military expert of Heritage Fundation, are assessing that possible military operation of US government to Iran carrying many potantial risks for Pentagon and White House. Carafona note that a land operation is impossible without achieving a considerable mobilization of all manpower. If US government decide to do so it is clear that it may take months or years, after it being understood that more than 100,000 troops in Iraq still couldn’t take under control the situation ın Iraq. In the same way, Cordesman, too, associated with the the Research Center of International Strategy, stated that Iran would severely respond to all options and couse many instabilities rather stability in the ragion.

On the other hand, Russian government announced that Iran is seeking to have nuclear programs for peacefull purposes rather than for promoting nuclear weapons persisting to support the construction of Bushehr reactor in this way illustrated its willingness to support of Iran which has been strategic ally of Moscow. Sergey Lavrov, Russian Foreign Minister, stated the unnecessary to warry about whether Iran has nuclear arms or not, and also pointed out that “there is no reason to believe that development in Iran couldn’t be taken under control and Iran regime may change his intentions about having nuclear arms.   Lavrov, too, called attention to the nuclear programs of Iran to be maintained in peacefull framework and didn’t arise question marks. Moreover he pointed to the special dialogue,connection between Tehran and Moscow, was able to constrain Tehran regime so as not to promote nucleer weapons. As mentionad above, Russia are contributing the construction of Bushehr reactor expected to cost for $ 1 billian. Both Condoliza Rice, Secreteray of State, and President Bush noted that there would be no urgent military operation toward Iran in the agenda of American government during their visit the European allies late 2004 and early 2005. However, during the extraordinary summit of NATO, Bush absteined to say never, and implied that “military operation is still one of the options.”
From the Isaeli front, they declared that military intervention would be decided by Washington not themselves. Meanwhile, an article puplished in New York Times quoted that US government took decision to exercise sanctions to eight Chinese companies to refrain the China to provide technological aid to Iran and to slow down the nuclear program of Tehran.  In this framework, Patrick Clawson. Deputy Head of Washington Institute for Near East Policy, on January 12, 2005, in his article puplished in Washington Post noted that leaving the intitiatives to the hand of Europe is really inteligent policy. According to the Clawson “encouraging the Europe is the best policy to realize the American objectives in terms of disarming Iran. For example, as a result of Eropean goverments inititaives, Iran  accepted to sign Annex of NPT in October 2003, signing Paris agreement in November 2004 suspended uroniun enrichment activities.

However, it must be noted that Iran is much homogenies country than Iraq. In Iran, almost 85-90 percent of the people belong the Shia sect of the Islam. In terms of ethnic division, Iran has been less vulnerable, since Persians and Turks, as ruling classes, constituted the 80 percent of the population. Kurdish people belonging to Sunni sect of Islam living in Iran has somewhat local otonomy and didn’t have any question with Tehran governments with exception of post War intitative in 1945 so that they tried to establish a state with the support of USSR. Of other ethnic groups, Arabs living in the area of Khuzestan comprising the 4 percent of the population demonstrated their loyalty to Iran rather than supporting Iraq during the Iraq-Iran war last eight years. The rest of the Iranian ethnic groups don’t have potantial threats for Iranian security. It must also be noted that religional and ethnic bonds are very crucial importance for identificiation of people and in the relations among themselves in the Middle East. In terms of military policies, Iranian geography would make difficult a military operation since it has mountains. Except these geo-strategic position, military relations with Russia and deep economic angagements with other Western governments could obstruct a unilateral American initative. Despite these, the potantial success of American pressures on Iran should not be completely excluded. Even if it doesn’t give expected results in the short run, it is quitely possible that long standing embargo and unsuccesful economic policies of Iran government might increase unsatisfaction and disloyalty of the opposition and make facilitate the overthrown of regime without a foreign military intervention.
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