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ABSTRACT

to leave the JCPA agreement.

The US effort to pull out of the nuclear agreement, called JCPA, was a plan Donald Trump has had since participating in the US presidential election.
Finally, the US state officially announced its withdrawal from JCPA, the return of sanctions as in the past, and also readiness to resume negotiations if Iran
wished. The main question in this article is what factors have influenced the US withdrawal from JCPA. The hypothesis of the article is: Trump’s foreign
policy foundations, threatening nature of Iran after JCPA, creation of a common understanding and notion between the United States, Israel and Saudi
Arabia about the threat of Iran, their interpretation of JCPA role in strengthening regional presence of Iran and its ignorance in the context of JCPA and
from the internal point of view, the Islamic Republic of Iran’s action after JCPA should be regarded as some of the key variables in Donald Trump’s decision
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Introduction

Confronting Iran and the policies of the Islamic Republic of Iran
in the region have been one of the key issues of Trump’s foreign
policy in the Middle East. In his election campaigns, Trump had
repeatedly criticized Barack Obama for saying that his policies
have made Iran stronger in the region and threatened US. He has
cited as his main policies the opposition to Iranian troops in the
Persian Gulf and the intensification of pressure on Iran to withdraw
from regional policies. However, the axis of Trump’s policy on
Iran can be seen as Iran’s nuclear agreement and opposing it.
Like many Republicans, Trump strongly opposed Iran’s nuclear
agreement, calling it a challenge for the United States and its
allies. He has strongly criticized the US diplomatic apparatus for
its nuclear agreement with Iran [1]. Donald Trump is from the
American Republican party and belongs to the Christian Right.
With an ideological, yet power-driven attitude, it is about returning
America to its era of authority and American exceptionalism. In the
case of the Islamic Republic of Iran, Trump has interest-oriented
policies; he believes in countering Iran’s regional influence and
dealing with Iran’s military adventure in the region, and calls
for a revision of JCPA through re-negotiation, using multilateral
economic pressures. This was considered to be a kind of US
withdrawal from JCPA or a challenge by the Islamic Republic of
Iran. For the United States and its regional allies (Saudi Arabia

and Israel) after the JCPA, the Islamic Republic of Iran has also
been portrayed as a permanent threat to international stability
and order (based on a common understanding of Iran’s threat and
in line with their common interests of challenging the regional
hegemony of the Islamic Republic of Iran, these countries have
forced the United States along with other secondary variables to
withdraw JCPA). In other words, the notion of threat and security-
oriented activism remained as before. However, the threat content
in the name of the Islamic Republic was constant and its form was
changed. Before the JCPA was implemented, the Islamic Republic
of Iran was a terrorist threat, a human rights threat and a nuclear
threat, and after the nuclear agreement, the JCPA threat became
the basis of regional hegemony threat, and then the missile threat
and the chain will continue. After the United States’ leave from
JCPA, it seeks to accompany, with the compulsion, a large number
of international actors and Iran’s trading partners and threaten
its economic interests and in fact engage Iran in a repetitive or
repeated play of sanction. Slowly, through which the targeted
country is surrendered, changes its behavior or resists against
the will of the sanctioning country; this cycle continues until one
of the parties decides to end the play. The nature of the play of
sanction is repetitive and very erosive. The Islamic Republic of
Iran has been embroiled in a vicious circle of security activist-play
of sanction-negotiations.

Research background
Given the short timeframe for the US withdrawal from JCPA,
there is no domestic scientific article (other than journalistic
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writings) addressing this issue. A translation of the article “The US
Withdrawal from Vienna Agreement on Iran’s Nuclear Program.
A Contradictory Legal Status”, which is articulated by a number
of French jurists, is considerable. The importance of the article is
to outline the legal framework in which Vienna Agreement was
concluded, and propose a set of possible legal working procedures
in response to the withdrawal from this agreement and to counter
US unilateralism. According to the authors, these working
procedures can be in the form of a referral to the International
Court of Justice, the World Trade Organization or the use of the
European Union blockade law [2].

In international published articles, we can refer to Mohammed
Cherkaoui’s article “The American Withdrawal from JCPA,
Political or Security-oriented.” The author considers the
extraterritorial law adopted after the US Withdrawal from JCPA
to be to the detriment of the balance of power on both sides of
the Atlantic, and regards the US Withdrawal from JCPA that was
an international agreement and had the UN Security Council
approval a new heresy in the international system. For him since
the European authority is at stake, more than ever it is time for
Europe to re-balance its power relations with the United States and
be equipped with the tools necessary to exercise its full authority

[3].

Ariel Levite discusses the consequences of the US withdrawal
from JCPA in the article “Nuclear Accord with Iran is bad and
withdrawal from JCPA is worse”. He states that this is a vague and
long-term project, lacking the cooperation of European partners
and global competitors, Russia and China. If America’s goal is
to change the regime, it will lead Iran to a more radical position
and nuclear weapon for its survival [4].

In the article “Dangerous Realities”, G. Blanc describes the
agreement with Iran as practically lost and refers to it as a new
dangerous reality. He believes that the agreement with Iran has
been successful because Iran’s nuclear program has been controlled
and is not a threat to stability of the region. According to the author,
Iran will return to its nuclear program, and with the onset of the
industrial enrichment process, the regional competitiveness will
be enhanced by the shadow of fear and doubt. This will deepen
the Atlantic alliance between the US and Europe and challenge
the future leadership of the United States in resolving future
international conflicts [5].

Perry Cammak argues in the article “What Happens Now” that
sanctions are a tool, not necessarily a cure for all international
disputes. The sanctions worked well at a specific juncture with
Europe, Russia, China, and the United Nations, bringing Iran
to the negotiating table and JCPA was concluded; he continued
to question the similar Trump-North Korean behavioral model
and stated that Iran has lost 98 percent of its uranium reserves
and two-thirds of its centrifuges. North Korea has ten to twenty
atomic bombs, and Iran has been restrained, not a potential nuclear
threat to the international community, and therefore US sanctions
policy does not have the international consensus, solidarity and
legitimacy and will fail [6].

The articles summarized above have either addressed the legal and
technical aspects of US withdrawal from JCPA, or have examined
the success or failure of this withdrawal in the light of futurology.
But our article is to explain why the United States withdrawal,
and to use the theory of defensive realism under the influence of
the common understanding of the threat of Iran and the shared
interests between the countries involved.

Theoretical framework of the research

Understanding the behavior of the state in the anarchic conditions
or providing a proper theory for the foreign policy remains the
most important goal of knowledge of international relations. The
macro theory of realism is one of the paradigms in international
relations that has undergone inter-paradigm debate in the process
of analyzing and explaining the developments of the international
system, and the result has been the emergence of numerous sub-
theories (Shipping, 2008). In the defensive realism, the security
concern is the most important problem; in other words, the
defensive realists are purely security-oriented, and along with
aggressive realism, it has led international relations studies to
be oriented to the security. These two approaches seek to answer
the security puzzle in the international anarchic system. The key
question for this group of realists is how much power is necessary
or sufficient for the states? Or when will states begin to back the
power? The answers to this question have distinguished the two
realistic schools [7].

Stephen Walt is one of the best-known defensive realist thinkers
who has worked hard to recognize the main and central propositions
of balance-of-power theory. The failure of the hypothesis of power
against the potential post-Cold War US hegemony led Stephen
Walt to shift the focus of realism from the balance of power to the
threat balance so as to strive for the Gordian knot of neorealism
[8]. Walt’s critique of the principle of balance of powers and the
theory of threat balance states that what drives countries to the
balance is the degree of threat they perceive [9].

In his view, the states unite against the most threatening countries.
In this case, the threatening state or states are not necessarily
the strongest states. He sees the threat in addition to power as a
combination of other factors such as offensive capability, military
might, geographic proximity, and in particular potential aggressive
intentions. His point is not just about the power of states, but about
how states perceive threat in their relationships. When states feel
that their very existence and interests are threatened by other states,
they unite against them and strive for balance [10].

According to Walt, therefore, the element of power alone does
not lead to a balancing act, and the threat balance is a more
comprehensive concept with a higher explanatory power and is the
main rule of balancing foreign policy [ 11]. The subject of perception
and sense of threat in Walt’s theory is preceded by another part of
his theory, the Coalition for Balance Against Threats, in which this
part of Walt’s theory distances it from materialistic dimensions and
leads it to the constructivist and idealistic approaches [12]. For
example, based on the constructivist aspect of the threat balance
theory, the security dilemma does not only arise from the fact that
both countries possess nuclear weapons but also how they view
each other [13]. The attitude of the main actors of the international
system towards the revolutionary countries is not only threatening
because of their possession of nuclear technology or possessing
nuclear weapons but also because of their demands for change in
the status quo of the international system. From Walt’s point of view,
any actor seeks to develop approaches to change the status quo,
and then pave the way for counteraction pacts within the balance of
threat. Thus, what is considered to be a revolutionary approach will
be accompanied by the complex and diverse reactionary reactions
of regional and international actors [14].

According to Walt’s theory, to understand why states conflict
or cooperate with one another, one has to see what these states
imagine of their interests and the environment in which they
live. How they acquire these perceptions and how they become
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a part of specific political-defense policies [15]. Identities affect
the security of states and humans by directly interfering with
identity boundaries to shape agents’ perceptions of the threat and
the creation of identities that are threatening in the others’ view.
In addition, the states are through the process of securitization
that make other states the source of threat or enemy. That is, by
identifying them as ‘the dangerous other’, they require specific
actions outside routine practice and define exceptional situations
[16]. Because every state is a social code that shows its particular
identities and reinforces its political actions and reflects the value
preferences of the state. Therefore, the strategy of threatening the
countries of the region against Iran is in line with maximizing
these values and value preferences. Some countries in the region
regard the Islamic Republic of Iran as a threat and a source of
insecurity and are operating their strategies by identifying it as
an enemy seeking to destroy them. External threats are therefore
a major factor in the formation of alliances and the threats that
affect the existence or interests of states, especially those that
have shared security, political and economic concerns. Therefore,
for the formation of a unity, there must be two factors: common
threat and common interest [17].

Research Findings

Foundations of Trump’s foreign policy Donald Trump seems
to be a phenomenon in the American political structure. With
no background in state or government affairs, Trump won the
election despite opposition to the American political structure
and accordingly took control of the world’s largest power. Trump
does not believe neither in the American political structures, nor
does he value the accepted principles of foreign policy. Trump
does not consult with US political, intelligence, and intellectual
structures, and is extremely anti-structured and self-centered. In
this regard, at least the 45th President of the United States is an
exceptional person in the White House. This has made the main
lines of foreign policy extremely vague [18].

The Trump cabinet has been the most radical American cabinet
in at least two decades, gathering the Republican Party’s most
militant and extremist people. They are far more ideological than
the Obama cabinet. In this group, the majority is the generals,
and in their mental background, most of whom have a prominent
military option on any issue. Another feature of the Trump cabinet
is that they have a hostile view on the IRI. Most of the generals
who have been effective in Trump’s foreign policy have been
in Iran’s strategic environment, including Iraq and Afghanistan;
they believe that Iran’s policies and actions are one of the main
causes of America’s failure in these two countries. They have
considerable animosity towards Iran. At the forefront was Michael
Flynn, whose period was short-lived and had to resign because of
his relationship with the Russian embassy.

First Vice President Mike Pence, Rex Tiller son, who was later
replaced by CIA Chief Mike Pompano, US Secretary of Defense
Gen. James Matthews, General McMaster later replaced by John
Bolton, and Secretary of Treasury Steven Manu chin and Nicki
Hilly representative of this country at the United Nations, are
among the most important individuals who are very influential in
shaping US foreign policy and national security strategy against
Iran [19]. From this point of view, the logic of US foreign policy
approaches realism. Logic of realism is very militaristic and
attributes military power and the use of force to the inevitable
consequences of the nature of world politics [20].

By examining Trump’s proclaimed policies and practices, it can
be argued that he is at best in favor of new isolationism. New

isolationism wants to end some of its foreign policy commitments
but at the same time agrees with the continuation of some of them
and suggests accepting some new ones [21]. New isolationism is
a choice, not absolute isolationism [22].

According to this policy, new isolationism is a profit-oriented
foreign policy with a kind of self-centered strategy and is
highly capable of adapting to realism. On the other hand, new
isolationism, by pursuing some form of non-binding diplomacy
in the field of foreign policy, drives the United States out of a
series of troublesome international organizations, treaties, and
pacts, and restores American sovereignty; on the other hand,
realism provides greater freedom of action for the United States
with action in sensitive conditions. Because of Trump’s approach
to the instrumental calculations about US national interests, his
state often assesses the costs of a committed foreign policy and
isolationist policies and then designs a foreign policy that serves
national and international interests [23].

In the Trump’s state, political cooperation will be entirely selective
and based on American national interest. Trump believes the US
should be ready to cut off its interaction with anyone and any
country that needs it [24]. He is also clearly opposed to America’s
global leadership role and clearly questions US international
commitments [25]. Trump’s disregard for American values is
rooted in Trump’s commercialism and pragmatism, which is one
of the pillars of the Trump administration, what Farnes Pulsey
calls “immoral trans-pragmatism” [26]. Speaking before Congress,
Trump said, “My task is not to represent the world, my task is to
represent the United States of America” [27].

Based on this view, on the JCPA Donald Trump believes that
this agreement is not in the best interest of the United States.
Trump called it “a very bad agreement” and “embarrassing” for
his country, and repeated a sentence in his selection campaign
saying: “We gave $ 150 billion and got nothing.” Trump’s main
complaint was that the US spent a great deal of money on a “one-
way deal” and failed to achieve anything significant. “We gave
those (Iranians) billions of dollars” he said in an interview with
The New York Times. Because our country is a bankrupt country
with over $ 19 trillion in debt, we had to keep this money [28].
In fact, Trump’s approach to international trade treaties aims at
revising and re-negotiating treaties to achieve a better and more
favorable deal for the United States. Donald Trump’s view of
international treaties is based on the relative gains (that is, how
much do I benefit from you compared to you?). Accordingly, he has
always emphasized JCPA’s one-sidedness, citing repeatedly issues
such as “Iran came to the money”, “ JCPA does not hinder Iran’s
missile tests”, “the supervisory power of international inspectors
is limited”, “some sections of the agreement are not permanent”,
Iran does not commit to the spirit of agreement”; that is rooted in
the US president’s view of the international agreements.

Richard Hass, chairman of the Council on Foreign Relations and
one of America’s foremost foreign policy advisers and thinkers,
wrote on his Twitter page: “Trump’s foreign policy has found
its content and that is the doctrine of withdrawal.” America has
abandoned the important international treatises or threatened to
exit from them, including the “Trans-Pacific Treaty, the Paris
Climate Agreements, Naphtha, UNESCO and JCPA” [29]. All of
which are diplomatic achievements of the Obama era. Trump is
trying to prove that the Obama is misguided in its administration
and decisions and is trying to provide the previous administration
to the American public with new and sometimes completely
disagreeable decisions. Earlier, Donald Trump’s Vice President
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Mike Pence had emphasized in the election campaign that Trump
would tear JCPA entering the White House by failing to adhere
to it [30]. Trump was also influenced by the same doctrine after
repeatedly approving the JCPA in on.

Common notion and understanding of Iran’s threat

Similar to any other international agreement in the international
anarchic world that relies on the comparative advantage of nations,
JCPA has had undesirable consequences, so that the “logic of
undesirable consequences” explains that no form of contract -
compulsory or voluntary - in international politics cannot be free
from weaknesses; in addition, the logic of adverse consequences
is so strong that even the most definitive results, such as unilateral
contracts after victories and military conquests to defeat enemies,
cannot considered as absolute advantages for the conqueror country
[31]. On this basis, it seems that Trump’s role in the Middle East
approach and the formation of a kind of triangle alliance between
the US, Israel and Saudi Arabia may be seen as a key factor in the
US withdrawal from JCPA. Iran has achieved opportunities and
benefits since its inception, it has increased its influence and power
in the region. Removing Iran’s economic obstacles and agreeing to
its official presence in the regional crises increased Iran’s position
and power in the region. This is a threat to other countries, especially
Iran’s regional rivals (Israel and Saudi Arabia) and the trans-regional
hegemony of the United States. The reason for these countries being
ignorant of the intentions of their regional rival that is now becoming
abit stronger and increasing its military might in the future that could
pose a serious threat to the influence and power of Iran’s regional
competitors [32]. So it seems natural to take countermeasures to
counteract this, and that was to persuade the trans-regional hegemon
to exit the winning card of Iran, JCPA. It should be noted that what
forms the main framework of Trump’s Middle East policy is his
understanding of the increasing power of the Islamic Republic of
Iran in the region after JCPA. Such an approach can also be found
well among Trump’s regional allies, so that Saudi Arabia and Israel
do not see JCPA as a factor in enhancing regional stability through
war risk mitigation, but as a factor in enhancing Iran’s power factors
in the region and as its threat. Thus, the formation of a shared
understanding between Saudi Arabia, Israel and the United States
about the threat of Iran, their interpretation of the role of the JCPA
in enhancing Iran’s regional presence, and ignoring the issue in the
JCPA context should be among the key factors driving the US out
of the nuclear agreement [33].

From the perspective of American critics, according to JCPA,
Iran’s enrichment establishments will continue to operate; the
Islamic Republic of Iran will continue to research and develop
new generation centrifuges, and at the end of 15 to 25 years and
the end of an important part of the commitments, it can apply these
new technologies to enhance the nuclear industry. The nuclear
agreement recognizes Iran as a country on the brink of nuclear
power. Some countries in the region are concerned that the success
of the Islamic Republic of Iran in resolving the nuclear issue in
negotiations with major world powers will strengthen this country
and strengthen its role and influence in the region [34].

That is why the global opposition of JCPA has become very angry
about it. They argue that since a significant portion of Iran’s
commitments will be completed shortly and the restrictions on
Iran’s nuclear activities will be lifted, the United States will be in
a worse position in the coming years by disrupting the sanctions
regime. Contrary to initial expectations, not only did JCPA fail
to ease regional competition, it also intensified tensions between
Iran and regional competitors. The nuclear agreement is a form of
contradictory restriction in a way that Iran maintains its weapons

capability; in contrast, the United States and its partners are trying
to prevent Iran from using that capacity [35]. Eventually, alongside
the extensive lobby, other secondary variables paved the way of
the United States to withdraw from JCPA. We discuss them in
the following First, according to the agreement, the infrastructure
of Iran’s nuclear activities will not be dismantled. So those
regional competitors who are concerned about Iran’s acquisition
of nuclear weapons should be concerned about the possibility of
Iran cheating, withdrawing from the agreement, and reducing its
nuclear breakout time. Because with the termination of the term
of JCPA life, most of the restrictions on Iran’s nuclear activities as
well as international supervision will be lifted. From the neighbors’
point of view, Iran will be able to provide technical preparations
for the acquisition of nuclear weapons in a short period of time.
As long as these countries are skeptical of Iran’s hegemonic
intentions, they cannot be indifferent to the consequences of Iran’s
acquiring a nuclear weapon, although the possibility is delayed.

Second, if the United States could stand as a reliable ally for the
weaker actors alongside these countries against nuclear Iran, the
fear of these countries would be greatly reduced on Iran’s chance
of acquiring a nuclear weapon; but from the perspective of these
countries, the nuclear agreement showed that the United States,
in the wake of the request (under the Obama administration)
that Iran cease all its nuclear activities, has in practice shown a
willingness to compromise with Iran at the expense of neglecting
the demands of its allies [36].

Third, for Saudi Arabia, Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weapons
cannot be measured without the competition of these powers for
leadership in the Muslim world and, in the geopolitical terms,
the Hartland of Islamic powers in Asia and Africa. Putting Iran
on the brink of nuclear weapons production and its success in
the multilateral talks with major powers has made Iran a worthy
leader of the Muslim world and placed Iran in a position that the
West has accepted implicitly its disruptive role in the vast area
from Lebanon to Yemen [37].

Fourth, Israel considers some of Iran’s restrictions in the coming
years to be a disadvantage of this agreement and has repeatedly
called for their permanence. They refer to these clauses in the
JCPA that its restrictions will be removed in the coming years
as the “sunset of the JCPA”. According to the clause, Iran could
increase the number of uranium enrichment centrifuges to more
than the current ceiling (5,060) after ten years of implementing
the nuclear deal. However, after 15 years it can increase its current
ceiling of storage of less enriched uranium (300 kg). Netanyahu
claims that lifting the restriction is in fact returning to zero.

Israel, by its magnification, conceived the Islamic Republic of Iran
as a threat and the source of its insecurity, and by identifying it as
an enemy seeking to destroy Israel (dangerous other), took specific
measures and defined one exceptional case, found JCPA against its
existence and its control of Iran’s nuclear program ineffective, and
sought to dismantle and persuade the United States to withdraw.
Therefore, Israel seeks to increase regional power and achieve
regional hegemony to ensure its survival. Therefore, the further
weakening and isolation of Iran in the region is entirely in line with
Israeli security objectives The Israeli effort with the US to do so
is rooted in a theoretical and important logic in the international
politics that avoids the emergence of regional hegemony

Post-JCPA action of the Islamic Republic of Iran
Although JCPA not aimed at resolving regional issues, it has
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created the opportunity for the two sides to come to terms with
each other on other tensions, through the opportunity to bring
Iran back to the international community and open the way for
interaction between Iran and the West. But for reasons that are
not the subject of discussion, it failed to open the way for Iran and
the West to do so; in a situation where Iran itself could take the
initiative and win in the regional crises in his talks on the tense
issues with the West, this golden opportunity was lost due to the
Islamic Republic’s performance after JCPA.

Accordingly, if JCPA is not a prelude to resolving regional
disputes, it would be of no use. The US and Iran’s regional rivals
hoped that the Iranian government’s conservative tendencies and
Saudi’s strongly anti-Iranian tendencies would be able to drive
Iran to the regional JCPA if managed wisely and systematically.
The nuclear agreement in the calculations of some foreign policy
officials should improve Iran’s relations with regional actors and
countries. Some international experts and analysts believe that
there has been no change in the foreign policy of the Islamic
Republic of Iran. Although the tone of Iran’s foreign policy has
changed after JCPA, it was expected that Iran’s foreign policy after
JCPA would change, but is more similar to it’s before.

In other words, although its potential could open regionally the
ways, it failed to meet its expected goals and was ineffective
due to Iran’s dual and inconsistent performance after JCPA. By
its very essence, JCPA was a messenger of peace and friendship
agreement, and by giving negative pulses to the West and the
countries of the region, the Islamic Republic’s performance in
the regional dimension has intensified the perception of the threat
of the Islamic Republic and rendered it ineffective. Reports from
Western and regional countries have confirmed this; we refer to
parts of it.

The most notable of these analyzes is the report of the US
Congressional Research Center on entitled “Iranian Foreign
Policy” written by Kenneth Katzman in response to the question of
whether JCPA has made any changes to Iranian policy. He reports,
“the Iranian leader, on various occasions, has stated that the nuclear
agreement in Iran’s foreign policy will not change relations with
the United States, while the Iranian president considers that JCPA
is about establishing an atmosphere of friendship and interaction
with the world.” The report emphasizes that there has been no
sign of a change in Iranian foreign policy since JCPA. This report
refers to Iran’s support for Bashar al-Assad, continued ballistic
missile tests, acquisition of new military systems from Russia,
turning Iran into a regional challenger, Iran’s quest for modern
missile technology and its delivery to its regional allies, Iranian
Navy’s more active patrolling and provocative measures in the
Persian Gulf. The report also notes that Iran could use its financial
resources to recruit Shiite Muslim fighters to fight in Syria and
support Bashar al-Assad, as well as to support opposition groups
in Bahrain, and could also be turned to the regional energy and
trade pole, in a way that weakens the US’s ability to exert economic
pressure if the nuclear agreement is not implemented.

Siam Shine, an Israeli National Security Intelligence researcher,
writes an article in the journal National Internet, asking if JCPA
has changed Iran’s foreign policy. In response, he says the Iranian
government wants to open the doors of the Iranian economy to
foreign investors, but the conservatives are worried about the
Iranian economy opening to the west. They believe that this in
the long run will lead to the cultural influence and to the detriment
of the system. Maintaining the regime has been and remains the
ultimate goal of the Iranian government. The government wing

believes in implementing the Chinese model, ie, openness of the
economy despite political flexibility, while the opposition camp
says it will be similar to Gorbachev’s action in the former Soviet
Union and may pose a threat to the overall system. The European
Parliament has released a report entitled “The European Union’s
Strategy on Relations with Iran after the Nuclear Agreement”,
stating that “although Iran pretends to work to repair existing gaps
in its relations with regional countries, it has not abandoned its
destructive activities. Countries in the region are concerned about
Iran’s expansionist policies. This could fuel sectarian flames in
the near future and lead to inter-regional Cold War.

Iran’s regional disruptions will be interpreted as disrupting the
implementation of the JCPA, reflecting that if Iran continues
to engage in provocative and dangerous activities in the region
and does not show clearly that it can interact as a reliable and
transparent actor in the global financial system, it will not be in a
position to expect foreign investment in that country, even though
there are attractive opportunities for foreign investment there.

Lack of proper understanding of the structure of government and
the status and function of each of these agencies in the decision-
making hierarchy and understanding of their role in relation to other
institutions and organizations, as well as structural inconsistency
in the Iranian foreign policy have imposed irreparable damages
to the national interests. So each of the various decision-making
centers has created many structures that do not interact with each
other without the necessary and sufficient coordination with others;
in addition to forming parallel structures to the formal decision-
making structure in the constitution, we are seeing the emergence
of ultra-structural actors that are autonomous and without the
formal structure interfere with the process of decision making
and policy making.

These numerous decision-making centers not only render the
country’s diplomatic apparatus inefficient, but by producing and
sending conflicting messages from the country, also dislocate the
opposite actors. This difference in goals, when approaching specific
foreign policy decisions, leads to disagreement or misconduct by
the various units involved in foreign policy. Non-harmonization
in its foreign policy will have serious consequences for reducing
the efficiency and diminishing credibility of a country globally.
This becomes more serious when the opposite goals are being
implemented at the same time. The Revolutionary Leader has stated
on various occasions that “the nuclear agreement in Iran’s foreign
policy will not change in its relations with the United States”.
Following same policy, after JCPA we witness intense anti-JCPA
speeches, setting the Saudi Arabi’s embassy on fire, continuation
of ballistic missile test and missile icon with the slogan Israeli
vanishing, Iranian support for Bashar al-Assad, purchase of new
military systems from Russia, turning Iran into a regional challenger,
Iran’s quest for modern missile technology and its delivery to the
regional allies and provocative acts in the Gulf. These are the chain
rings that have greatly reduced the chances of lifting sanctions and
the confidence of foreign companies to invest in Iran, and this is
only in conditions where it is very difficult to gain confidence in the
economic circles, and this is in stark contrast to the opinion of the
Iranian president who believes that “JCPA will create an atmosphere
of friendship and interaction between Iran and the world.” This has
led to a “duality in Iranian foreign policy”: engagement with the
West in the context of nuclear and face-to-face negotiations and
Iran’s hegemonic superiority in Iraq, Syria, Yemen and Bahrain.

Wise actor theory may not reflect the decision-making process,
but the countries prefer to engage with a single actor in foreign
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policy rather than multiple uncoordinated actors. The comments
of foreign policy makers on the foreign policy reveal how other
countries’ decision makers have been affected by this lack of
coordination and the multiplicity of decision-making centers in
foreign policy. The process of conflicting decision-making in
Iranian foreign policy, rather than being the result of previous
and targeted strategy, is the product of multiple structural
inconsistencies and incoherent decision-making At least some
behaviors such as the Comprehensive Nuclear Agreement called
JCPA and its aftermath expresses this discordance.

Conclusion

Stephen Walt criticized the principle of balance of power and
proposed the theory of the balance of threat that states what makes
countries to move towards balance is the amount of threat they
perceive. In his view, the states unite against the most threatening
countries. His point is not just about the power of states, but about
how they perceive it in their relationships. When the states feel that
their very existence and interests are threatened by other states,
they all unite against them. External threats are therefore a major
factor in the formation of alliances, and the threats that affect the
very existence or interests of the states, are especially those that
have shared security, political, and economic concerns. Therefore,
for the creation of alliance two factors need to be formed; common
threat and common interests. It seems that the feeling and notion of
common threat of the Islamic republic of Iran became in existence
in the environment after JCPA among the United States, Israel
and Saudi Arabia, and each with its own reasons.

In other words, what constitutes the main framework of Trump’s
Middle East policy is his understanding of the increasing power
of the Islamic Republic of Iran in the region in the post- JCPA
space. Such an approach can also be found well among Trump’s
regional allies, so that Saudi Arabia and Israel see JCPA as a factor
not in enhancing regional stability through war risk mitigation,
but as a factor in enhancing Iran’s power factors in the region
and increasing threat of Iran. Thus, the formation of a common
understanding between Saudi Arabia, Israel and the United States
on the threat of Iran, their interpretation of the role of the JCPA
in enhancing Iran’s regional presence and missile capability and
ignoring this issue in the JCPA context should be among the key
factors driving the US withdrawal of the nuclear agreement. From
the perspective of these countries and the United States, Iran
after JCPA has achieved opportunities and benefits which have
been followed by its increased influence and power in the region.
Removing Iran’s economic hurdles and agreeing to its official
presence in the regional crises increased Iran’s position and power
in the region. This was perceived as a threat to other countries,
especially Iran’s regional rivals (Israel and Saudi Arabia) and the
trans-regional hegemon namely the United States. The reason is
that these countries are unaware of their regional rival’s intentions
that are now becoming a bit stronger and that its military might
increase in the future can pose a serious threat to the influence and
power of Iran’s regional competitors. So it would seem natural,
according to Stephen Walt’s theory, they take countermeasures
to counteract this, and to persuade the trans-regional hegemon to
leave Iran’s winning card, JCPA.

The next important and influential variable is the personal
characteristics of Donald Trump and his foreign policy foundations
that as a catalyzer accelerated the United States’ withdrawal from
JCPA.In the Trump’s state, the full-blown political co-operations
have been designed and based on US national interests. Trump
believes the US should be ready to cut off its interaction with
anyone and any country that needs it. He is also clearly opposed

to America’s global leadership role and clearly questions US
international commitments. Trump’s disregard for American
values is rooted in his commercialism and pragmatism. Trump
has considered a commercial approach to the international treaties
aimed at revising and renegotiating treaties in order to reach a
better and more favorable agreement for the United States. Based
on this view, Donald Trump believes that JCPA is not in the best
interest of the United States. Trump called the agreement “a
very bad deal” and “embarrassing” for his country, and repeated
in the election campaign this sentence: Trump’s foreign policy
has found its content and that is the doctrine of withdrawal. The
United States has abandoned or threatened to abandon important
international treaties, including the “Trans-Pacific Treaty, the Paris
Climate Agreements, Naphtha, UNESCO and JCPA”, all of which
are diplomatic achievements of the Obama era. On this basis,
Trump is trying to prove that Obama’s way of administrating the
country and making decisions is wrong; he is trying to convey to
the American public the work of the previous state with new, and
sometimes completely opposite, decisions.

The third variable refers to the contradictory post-JCPA function
and action of the Islamic Republic, so that the JCPA could be
regional in scope, given its potential. But due to the post-JCPA
double and inconsistent performance of Islamic Republic, it failed
to meet its expected goals and proved ineffective. By its very
essence, JCPA is a message of peace and friendship agreement, and
the Islamic Republic’s performance, by giving negative pulses to
the West and the countries of the region, has regionally intensified
the perception of the threat of Islamic Republic and reflected its
further inefficiency to them. Wise actor theory may not reflect the
decision-making process, but the countries prefer to interact with
a single actor in the foreign policy sphere rather than multiple
uncoordinated actors. The comments of other countries’ decision
makers on the foreign policy reveal how other countries’ decision
makers have been affected by this lack of coordination and the
multiplicity of decision-making centers in foreign policy. The
process of conflicting decision-making in the Iranian foreign
policy, rather than being a result of previous and deliberate
strategy, is the product of numerous structural inconsistencies
and incoherent decisions. At least the behaviors in some specific
cases, such as the Comprehensive Nuclear Agreement called JCPA,
and the aftermath, illustrate this discordance. This has given rise
to “a duality in the Iranian foreign policy,” the policy of engaging
with the West in the context of nuclear negotiations, and Iran’s
hegemonic superiority in Iraq, Syria, Yemen and Bahrain.
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