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CONCEPTUAL APPROACHES OF U. S. POLICY TOWARDS THE PERSIAN GULF
COUNTRIES ON THE EXAMPLE OF RELATIONS WITH IRAN

Y ecmammi oocnioscyiomocs ochoeri yunnuku popmysanns norimuxu CLIA wooo kpain
Ilepcokoi samoku, cmpameeii ma mexanizmu ii 30iticCHeHHA Ha NPUKAAOT 8IOHOCUH 3 Icnamcbkor
Pecnybnixor Ipan. Ananizytomucs konyenmyanohi nioxoou nonimuxu Cnonyuenux [lmamie y pecioni
bnusvkoco i Cepeonvoco Cxo0y. ¥ nocmbinonsaprnomy ceimi cmpumyeanns Ipany cmano ona CLLIA
OCHOBHUM KOMNOHEHMOM NOLIMUKYU 8 OIU3bKOCXIOHOMY pe2ioni. 3 mouku 30py Cnoayuenux [[Imamis,
ye obymosneno mum, wo Ipan npooosacye niompumysamu MidDiCHapOOHUL MepopuUsM, npazxe 00
eKCNnopmy ICIaMCbKOIl pesoiioyii, Hapoulye c80i GILICbKOBO-MEXHIUHI MONCIUBOCHLI, BKAIOUAIOYU
PO36UMOK A0EPHOT NPOCPAMU, NEPEUUKOOINCAE BPESYNIOBAHHIO NANECMUHO-I3PAINTbCObKO20 KOHpAIKmY. VY
8i0N06i0b, 30TUCHIOIYU MUCK HA IPAHCLKY ekoHoMmIKy, CLLIA namazarombcsa obmedncumu QiHancosi
Mmoxcaueocmi Ipany cnoncopysamu c6010 npomunpasHy akmuericms. Aemop cmeepoicye, wo
cmaobinbHum i npiopumemuum YuHHUKoM gopmysanns nosimuxu CLIA wooo exazanoco cyopeziony
BUCMYNANU eKOHOMIYHI IHmepect, 00YMOBIeH] HASABHICIIO MYM 8ETUYEIHUX eHePeeMUUHUX PeCYPCI8.
Hartisaxcnusiwum i3 exonomiunux inmepecis 6ys i 3aiumacmscs 00Cmyn 00 Haghmozazosux 3anacis, a
came 8U00OYmMoK, nepepobka i peanizayis apadbcovkoi Hagpmu.

Knrouoei cnosa: 306nivunvononimuuna kouyenyis, CLIA, norimuuna ookmpuna, Ilepcvka
samoxa, lcnamcovrka Pecnybnixa Ipan, 306niwins norimuxa.

In the last decades of the twentieth and early twenty-first centuries the Persian Gulf region
attracted considerable attention of the leading countries primarily due to the presence of significant oil
and natural gas fields. This has an impact not only on the process of price-formation in the energy
market, but also has a strategic importance for international processes regionally and at the global level.
Since the 1970s, oil mining and exporting Gulf countries occupy a prominent place in the global system
of international relations, in the balance of military and strategic counterpoise worldwide, in the
development of political, cultural and spiritual traditions of the nations in the East. This region is special
because of its geographical position at the crossroads of the Middle East. Setting control over it allows
influencing the political processes that concern a large territory. However, the US show a significant
interest in the region that produced a strategy for a number of Gulf countries in recent decades, in
particular Iran.

The acuteness of the topic of our research is determined by the fact that the scientific
understanding of contemporary political processes taking place in the Middle East, a comprehensive
study of US influence on these processes is not possible without consideration of the impact of the
largest country of the Gulf region — the Islamic Republic of Iran (IRI). The doctrine of President George
W. Bush enrolled Islamic Republic to the so-called “axis of evil”, perceiving it as one of the main
sources of instability [2]. The main focus of President B. Obama’s Middle East policy concerned the
problems of combating nuclear-armed Iran. So it is obvious that for the US the Gulf region remains at
the forefront of the global fight with terrorism and regimes that support it.

The aim of the article is the determination of the main factors in the formation of the US policy
towards the Persian Gulf, as well as strategies and mechanisms of its implementation on the example of
relations with the Islamic Republic of Iran in 1970 — 2000’s. The foreign policy of the United States has
always been and still is of particular interest of political scientists, historians, economists and lawyers.
Among the Ukrainian researchers of the problem the works of I. M. Koval, V. V. Glebov, B. M.
Gonchar, V. A. Shved, D. V. Kushnir, V. V. Grebtsov should be singled out. Among foreign researchers
works of H. Kissinger, K. Katsmana, Z. Brzezinski, G. Yuldasheva, G. Sik, R. Ramasani, R. Haass, T.
Flynn, M. Ledeen draw the attention. However, the US policy regarding the Gulf countries (especially
Iran) has not found the proper coverage and has not become the subject of a special study in Ukrainian
political science.

The US activity in the Persian Gulf in the 1970s was determined by the desire of the ruling circles
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of Washington to maintain and, if possible, to increase their control over natural resources and the
countries of the region. The concept of “twin pillars” on which the United States tried to implement a
policy of “accommodation” in the Persian Gulf, caused the shift to Saudi Arabia and Iran’s Shah a large
proportion of the burden and costs related to the implementation of the US strategy in the region [16].
Namely, based on this concept these countries had to act as instruments of US policy in the Middle East.
However, development of events in the Persian Gulf forced Washington to resort to additional methods
of influence, in particular, to establish relations with feudal monarchy countries, primarily the United
Arab Emirates, Bahrain, Oman, Qatar and Kuwait, based on “principle of partnership” which included
their economic and social development under the control of the United States.

US Secretary of State C. Vance in the early 1970s formulated the importance of the Shah of Iran
in the context of US strategic interests: his leadership ensured the necessary economic assistance to
countries in the region, helped to reduce tensions in South East Asia, furthered the suppression of the
rebellion in Oman, supplied oil to the West, refusing to join oil embargo of Arab countries in 1973, was
a major supplier of oil to Israel [9, p. 64]. Thus, the policy of “accommodation” provided the full
support of the Islamic Republic of Iran and the maximum financial and material, consultative, political
and military assistance from the United States.

In the second half of the 1970s, Washington made the transition from policy of adaptation to
direct pressure and attempts to legitimize the “right” of US to direct military intervention in their
internal affairs. Control of the Persian Gulf area during the presidency of J. Carter (1977-1981) was seen
by Washington as an integral part of the global strategy. Such actions of the United States indicated the
intention of the state to make an even greater emphasis on the power factor, which was reflected in the
Carter Doctrine, which declared the Persian Gulf area to be of vital interest to the United States. Under
this doctrine Washington expressed readiness to use all necessary means, including military force in
case any outside force attempts to gain control over the Persian Gulf [10].

The United States did not support the idea of the Islamic revolution in Iran and did not want to
recognize past mistakes against the IRI, linked to boycott of Iranian oil in the early 1950s and
involvement of the US in the intervention in the internal affairs of the Islamic republic, which
culminated in the removal of Iranian Prime Minister M. Mosaddegh from power and converting the
country to shah absolutism. Washington also suspended logistics assistance, did not consider the issue
of the deportation of supporters of the shah’s regime, repatriation of R. Pahlavi’s funds and did not
make serious efforts to establish cooperation with the authorities of revolutionary Iran.

One of the most important stages in the history of the US-Iranian relations was the hostage crisis,
when on November 4, 1979 in response to the approval of the US leadership to host the Iranian Shah for
treatment, 80 Iranian students took over the US embassy in Tehran and took hostages — 52 employees of
the diplomatic mission. In response, the United States first introduced economic sanctions against the
IRI. President J. Carter banned US trade with the Islamic Republic and froze $12 million, which Tehran
put into US banks. In Executive Orders of April 7 and April 17, 1980 J. Carter expanded sanctions to
include a ban on all trade and tourist travel between the two countries [3, p. 73].

Carter Doctrine laid the foundation of the policy of neoglobalism, the aim of which was to
achieve global influence of the US, which was supplemented in the Reagan administration (1981-1988)
by the deployment of military bases’ structure, the creation of the Joint Central Command and the
introduction of the nuclear deterrence element in military policy in the Gulf area. R. Reagan’s policy
was based primarily on the fact that the Gulf region received absolute priority in the system of American
interests [14, p. 91]. In our opinion, it is due to its geo-strategic location and the presence of significant
energy and transport branches.

In January 1984, the US Secretary of State J. Schulz declared Iran a country that supports
international terrorism, which further limited the development of relations with this country. Since 1984,
economic restrictions on trade with Iran were steadily growing. On October 6, 1987, Congress passed a
special resolution and on October 29, 1987, President Reagan signed Executive Order to ban almost all
types of imports from Iran. Foreign companies that, according to the US, supply technology and military
goods to Iran later also became the objects of sanctions [11, p. 85].

However, if we analyze the Middle East strategy of the US in the 1980s, it can be concluded that
by the summer of 1990 the US policy towards the Persian Gulf was ineffective, as any of the
negotiations or any of numerous US diplomatic initiatives with any partner in the region was not
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successful. Therefore, George H. W. Bush’s administration (1989-1993) received the information about
the Iraq’s attack of Kuwait with “some relief” as it allowed the USA to move issues of the Arab-Israeli
settlement into the background [1, c. 128].

During the administrations of Ronald Reagan and George H. W. Bush a list of so-called “rouge
states” was formed; states that violate certain international standards, including sponsoring international
terrorism, provoking regional conflicts, trying to acquire weapons of mass destruction. These states
were declared the “axis of evil”, to which the United States included the Islamic Republic of Iran.

After the death of Ayatollah Khomeini in 1989, and after a more pragmatic politician H.
Rafsanjani came to power in Iran, the US again began discussions about possible rapprochement with
the IRI. However, according to American authorities, official rhetoric is at odds with the actual actions
of Iran.

Efforts of Tehran to acquire weapons of mass destruction appeared to be of the particular concern
to the United States [13, p. 185]. The United States were convinced that, if to maintain a strict position
towards Iran, it will have to normalize relations with the West on American terms. In addition, a greater
role of Washington in Middle Eastern politics began to use natural rivals of Iran — Saudi Arabia and
Iraq, which gradually turned into instruments of US policy in the region.

During the administration of W. Clinton (1993-2001) the basis of the US policy in the Gulf region
was the concept of “dual containment”, which included a set of economic, political and, if necessary,
military measures to neutralize the negative impact on security in the region by local power centers, Iraq
and Iran. The concept of “dual containment” was radically rethinking some starting points of Carter
Doctrine, but the continuity of the basic points of the two concepts suggests that it is a modification of
its predecessor, being a response to political changes in conditions of the regional system of
international relations functioning [12, p. 14].

With the formation of independent republics in Central Asia the conservative leadership of Iran
gained new opportunities to export Islamist ideology and strengthen its position in the Islamic world
through the including the countries of the region in the sphere of its influence. Thus, Iran is trying to
create a new power center in the Middle East by involving Central Asia and Transcaucasia [9, p. 63].

In the light of these events, on January 10, 2007 the US President George W. Bush in the State of
the Union accused IRI of trying to create weapons of mass destruction, supporting terrorist
organizations (Hamas, Hezbollah), supporting the Shiite militia, which arranged the attacks in Iraq and
appeals to destroy Israel. [15]

After the events of September 2001 global terrorism was recognized as the main threat to the US
security, and in 2002 a new concept of national security of the United States was adopted, known as the
Bush Doctrine. It has become an ideological and conceptual core of US policy in the region and was
further developed and specified in the strategy of “promoting democracy” in the Middle East [21].

The Iranian issue, especially after the election of Iranian President M. Ahmadinejad — the
representative of the radical wing — became one of the most important and the most difficult ones for the
United States in the Middle East. This is primarily due to Tehran’s nuclear program, which, according
to American government, aims to develop nuclear weapons, as well as Iran’s attempts to become a
leader not only in the Middle East but throughout the Muslim world. US National Security Strategy of
2006 clearly states that no other country poses such a threat to the US as Iran [22].

In order to fulfill its tasks concerning Iran the US make the main bet on intensifying integrated
pressure against the Iranian regime. This pressure includes a wide range of activities — from the creation
of powerful strike group of the US Navy with several aircraft carriers and permanent “emissions” in
media reports about the alleged planned attack against Iran’s nuclear facilities, to a more comprehensive
sanctions regime which includes economic, financial and technological sanctions.

At the same time, the US demonstrates the increasing support of the official opposition human
rights, national, cultural and other organizations; this support also includes engagement in extensive
information and propagation work aimed at Iran. In addition, the United States actually managed to
form a military-political alliance, consisting of eight leading Sunni Arab countries, the six member
countries of the Cooperation Council of Arab Gulf States, Egypt and Jordan — “6 + 2. This alliance has
a clear focus and anti-Iranian direction that is designed to prevent the spread of influence of Tehran in
the Arab world, especially in the “crucial” states such as Iraq, Lebanon and Palestine.

According to the State Department in 2002, the United States spent $1.5 million on support of
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Iranian human rights, humanitarian and other non-governmental organizations. In 2006 the size of these
allocations has been increased to $10 million, and in 2007 the Congress passed a law to allocate $75
million to development of democracy in Iran [20].

After B. Obama came to power, American foreign policy toward the Middle East has undergone
some changes, in particular, it was announced that the President and the government will actively work
on the final settlement of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict and the existing interdependent problems of
Afghanistan and Pakistan [4, p. 7].

In this case, Iran will act as a factor of stability in the region. The newly elected president said he
plans to make progress in talks with Iran’s nuclear program by the end of 2009. In his Cairo speech he
expressed his intention to resume dialogue with Tehran and to find approaches to solve its problems
through negotiations. He promised economic assistance to the Iranians if they modify their nuclear
program and stop supporting Hamas and Hezbollah [17, p. 23]. However, the proposal of Washington
found no response from the Iranian leadership.

In October 2009 the plan that called for sending most of Iran's uranium to another country for
enrichment was developed in Vienna by the United States, Russia and France. This could have
significantly reduced the concerns about the opportunities of the Islamic Republic to create its own
nuclear weapons. However, Tehran refused to accept the plan, playing for time and actively continuing
its nuclear development [4, p. 9].

Unable to reach progress in the negotiations regarding Iran’s nuclear program and progress
towards normalization of US-Iranian relations, Barack Obama initiated the introduction of new, more
stringent economic and political sanctions against Iran in 2011, thus recognizing the ineffectiveness of
the US earlier strategy, which managed to cause significant damage to the US interests. In our opinion,
the policy of dialogue with Iran has significantly ruined the friendly relations of the US with the Middle
East countries such as Israel and the Arabian monarchies, for which the regional ambitions of Iran are a
direct threat to their national security. In addition, failure to stop Iranian nuclear program significantly
increased the threat of proliferation of weapons of mass destruction in the region, pushing other Middle
Eastern countries to accelerate finding an adequate response to Iran, which certainly increases the
potential for regional instability.

Thus, US policy in the sub-region of the Persian Gulf and the Middle East has been formed under
the influence of multiple determinants of circumstances, including political, military-strategic and
ideological factors and interests.

Modification of the regional policy largely concerned the relations of the US and Iran, as the
“Iranian factor” has been one of the most important ones in the regional system. The dynamics of the
evolution of US political thought on the role of Iran in the regional system is similar to the Middle East
transitional official concepts on this issue. With some convention the following periods of evolution can
be distinguished: 1) 1950-1979 — period of prevalence of the pro-Iranian sentiments. 2) 1979-1993 —
drastic transformation of the perception of Iran, which is regarded as one of the main opponents of the
US in the region. 3) 1993-2001 — dominance of tough anti-Iraq positions with the gradual development
of a more balanced approach to the region-wide processes. 4) 2002-2012 — commitment to military
intervention to solve the problem of nuclear weapons of IRI. 5) 2013-2015 - intensive negotiations to
halt Iranian nuclear program and preparation to sign the agreement.

It should be noted that during the study of the US security interests in the Persian Gulf, American
political scientists put forward various plans of action that have later been used by Washington in other
parts of the world (in Somalia, Bosnia, Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, etc.).

Moreover, the economic interests, due to the presence of huge energy resources in this region,
have been the priority and a constant factor in shaping the US policy during the studied period. The
most important part of the economic interest was and remains the access to oil and gas reserves as well
as production, refining and selling of Arab oil.
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Pavliuk O. I. Conceptual Approaches of the U. S. Policy towards the Persian Gulf Countries on
the Example of Relations with Iran

The article studies the main formative factors of the U.S. policy toward the Persian Gulf,
strategies and mechanisms for its implementation on the example of relations with the Islamic Republic
of Iran. The conceptual approaches of the United States’ policy in the region of the Middle East are
analyzed in the paper. In the post-bipolar world containment of Iran was a major component of the US
policy in the Middle East. According to the United States, it is due to the fact that Iran continues to
support international terrorism, seeks to export the Islamic revolution, increasing its military and
technical capabilities, including the development of a nuclear program and prevents the settlement of
the Palestinian-Israeli conflict. In response, making pressure on the Iranian economy, the US is trying
to limit Iran’s financial capacity to sponsor its illegal activity. The author argues that a constant
priority factor in shaping US policy in this subregion was given to economic interests, determined by
the presence of huge energy resources here. The most important economic interest was and remains the
access to oil and gas reserves, such as production, refining and selling of Arab oil.

Keywords: foreign policy concept, the USA, political doctrine, the Persian Gulf, the Islamic
Republic of Iran, American foreign policy.

Haegniwok 0. H. Konyenmyanvnoe ovecneuenue nonumuxu CIIIA ¢ omnowenuu cmpan
Ilepcuockozo 3anuea na npumepe omuoutenuil ¢ Upanom

B cmamve uccnedyromes ocnosHule ghakmopul ghopmuposanus norumuku CLIA 6 omnowenuu
cmpan Ilepcuockozo 3anuea, cmpamezuu u MexaHu3Mvl ee 0CyWecmeneHus Ha npumepe OmHOUeHUl ¢
Ucnamcroii Pecnybauxoi Upan. Ananusupyromcs KonyenmyaivHvle nooxoowl noaumuxu CoeounenHvlx
HImamos 6 pecuone bnuoicnezo u Cpeonezo Bocmoka. B nocmbunonsaprom mupe coepacusanus Upana
cmano 0na CLLA ocroénbim KoMnoHenmom noaumuku 6 oaudcnesocmournom pecuone. C mouxu spenus
Coeounennvix [LImamos, smo 06ycnoenreno mem, umo Hpan npooondicaem noooepacueams
MEAHCOVHAPOOHBIL MEPPOPUIM, CIPEMUMCA K IKCNOPMY UCTAMCKOU PeBoNIOYUU, Hapawueaem ceou
B0€HHO-MEXHUYeCKUe 03MOACHOCU, BKIIOUAS pA3eumue s10epHoll NPOSPAMMbL, NPENAMCmayem
Vpe2yauposanuio naiecmuHo-u3pauibCko2o Kongaukma. B omeem, ocywecmenssn oagnenue Ha
upanckyio sxonomuxy, CLIA neimaiomces oepanuyums gunancosvie sozmodxcnocmu Mpana
CNOHCUPOBAMb C8010 NPOMUBONPABHYIO AKMUBHOCb. A6mop ymeepaicoaem, 4mo cmabuibHbiM U
npuopumemuviym paxmopom gopmuposanus nonumuxu CLIA 6 omnowenuu ykazanno2o cyopecuona
8bICMYNANU IKOHOMUYECKUE UHMeEPeChl, 00)C0BNEHHbLE HATUYUEM 30€Ch 02ZPOMHBIX IHEPLEMUUECKUX
pecypcos. Badxcneuuwium u3z IKOHOMUYECKUX UHmMepecos bbll u ocmaemcst 00Cmyn K Hegme2a308bim
3anacam, a UMeHHO 000blua, nepepabomka u peaiuzayus apabckou Heghmu.

Knrouesvie cnosa: snewnenonumuueckas xonyenyus, CLLIA, nonumuyeckas 0okmpuHa,
Iepcuockuui 3anue, Ucnamckas Pecnyonuxka Upan, amepuxkanckas enewnsas nOJUMuKdA.
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