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The Iranian revolution of 1979 was an event of immense historical significance, probably as immense as other great revolutionary upheavals such as the French and Russian revolutions of 1789 and 1917 (Cronin, 2001). The revolution in Iran was preceded by three distinct phases, which Mirsepassi (2000) terms as phases of Iranian modernity; firstly, an uncritical embrace of modernity as a Western model designed to totally replace Iranian culture, secondly, a shift to a leftist paradigm of modernity critiquing imperialism and capitalism, and finally, a turn toward Islamic discourses of modernity, culminating in the form of the 1979 revolution. 
The most ironic element of the Iran story is that parliamentary democracy was establishing a strong foothold in Tehran in the early 1950s but the process was reversed by a British-American collaboration that resulted in an August 1953 CIA-sponsored coup against a legitimate, democratically elected Iranian government (Bhutto, 2008, p. 90). In fact, many see the 1979 revolution as a reaction to the U.S. backed 1953 coup against the democratically elected government of Prime Minister Mosaddaq.
Iran-U.S. relations were stable, cordial and friendly in the days of Shah Mohammad Reza Pahlvi, whose government had close alliances with the American government. After the 1979 revolution, these relations however deteriorated progressively and the 1979 Iran hostage crisis, when American embassy in Tehran was occupied and 52 U.S. diplomats were taken as hostages for 444 days, was the first major point of escalation of tension between the two countries. In 1980 U.S. broke diplomatic relations with Iran which are yet to be restored and U.S.’s visible support to Iraq during the Iran-Iraq war, 1983 bombing of U.S. embassy which killed 17 Americans, blamed on Hezbollah (a religious group supported by Iran), further hampered their relations. Throughout the 1980s the tension between the two countries continued to rise and reached a new high when in July 1988 U.S. Navy shot down an Iranian Airbus A300B2 on a scheduled commercial flight in Iranian airspace, killing 290 civilians, including 66 children and 248 Iranians. In the late 80s, President Khatami called for a ‘dialogue of civilizations’, probably in response to S P Huntington’s article ‘Clash of civilizations’, in a CNN broadcasted interview but the relations between the two did not find any thaw as U.S. continued to press for changes in Iran’s policy towards its close ally Israel. The ‘axis of evil’ speech delivered by President George W. Bush, in which he referred to Iran, Iraq and North Korea as forming an axis of evil, several violations of Iranian territorial sovereignty by U.S. since 2003 including flying of drones, sending soldiers into Iranian territory, provoking the Iraqi Kurds against a largely Shiite Iran, implied U.S. intents of gaining an ultimate control over the straits of Hormez, through which tankers ferry close to 40% of world’s daily oil needs, 2007 U.S. raid on Iran Consulate General in Erbil Iraq and, naval disputes of 2008, all have only fueled the dispute between the two countries (www.wikipedia.org, 2009).

A deeper understanding of the dynamics of the Iran-U.S. conflict and its possible repercussions in Pakistan cannot, however, be attained without understanding the full regional and strategic context within which the U.S. is shaping and formulating a new troika; a rapidly developing America-Israel-India axis. 

America-Israel-India Axis

U.S. and its European allies were instrumental in the creation of Jewish state of Israel after the second world war and since then U.S. has openly and vehemently protected Israel’s aggressions against Palestinian and other Middle East Arab countries; from the 1967 Arab-Israel war to 1973 such conflict, to the current military Israeli excursions against Lebanon in 2006 and massacring civilians of Gaza in 2008, U.S. has used its veto power to block any resolution of substance to be passed against Israel by the UN Security Council. The close alliance between U.S. and Israel has strong political and economic basis but the strongest bond between the two is ideological and religious in nature. As Nasr (2000) notes:
“Many Muslim scholars have started to notice that separation of Christianity from politics in West is only outward and the hidden links between the two keep on surfacing from time to time, as in 1992 through the type of reaction shown to the massacre of Muslims by Christian Serbs by secularized Western governments, which are apparently devoted to human rights. Certain Christian groups, identified as Christian Zionists (the born-again-Christians), have adopted a virulent anti-Islamic attitude especially as far as the destiny of Jerusalem is concerned and support the complete Jewish domination of the city not because of their love for Judaism – for they believe that later the Jews will become Christians – but to carry out what they believe to be stages of human action necessary to prepare for the return of Christ. While some leaders of these groups take on an anti-Islamic stance in the Israeli-Palestinian question, others go further and openly identify Islam with the forces of Antichrist.”
This attitude of West defines the basic fabric of the relations between West and U.S. and Israel and leaves little doubt that U.S. and Israel have strong incentives to keep their axis alive and intact.

From 1990s onwards a clear tilt is witnessed in U.S. policy towards India. With the end of cold war in 1989 and opening up of Indian economic borders to the world in 1991, this U.S. tilt in favor of India over Pakistan, is seen to develop further throughout the 90s. President Bill Clinton’s anger over Pakistan’s nuclear explosion of 1998 and the misadventure of Kargil in 1999, changed the U.S. government level perception towards Pakistan and, U.S. started to toe the Indian line that Pakistan army and its intelligence agency ISI were infiltrating the Line of Control (LoC) and causing unrest in the occupied Kashmir. The events after 9/11 and the first decade of this century saw U.S. and India coming closer economically and then strategically through the civil nuclear deal between the two which was signed in 2005 and recently ratified by the American Congress and the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). It is ironic to note that after 9/11, U.S. has been dubbing Pakistan as its closest ally in the so-called ‘war on terror’ but supporting India in all the major problems between the two; Kargil war, bombing of Indian embassy in Afghanistan, attack on Indian Parliament in December 2001 and, recently the Mumbai incidents of 26th November, are all clear examples where U.S. has accepted the Indian stance over that of Pakistan. The Mumbai attacks are especially relevant in this regard as Ms. Rice, the then U.S. Secretary of State, visited both India and Pakistan within hours of the incident with an agenda to put pressure on Pakistan to take action against the culprits, even before any formal investigation was completed by the Indian authorities. The link between U.S. and India is also beyond economics and politics and is clearly ideological again because both U.S. and India share the perception that Islam and its followers are a global threat and should be dealt with severely, even if that means killing and massacring their innocent civilians. India has shown this attitude consistently in Kashmir and Gujarat and U.S.’s atrocities in Iraq, Afghanistan, and Iran and now in the Northern Province of Pakistan are there for the whole world to see. 

India and Israel also share many ideological and strategic commonalities: both have unlawfully annexed a large territory belonging to Muslims, occupied Kashmir and Palestine after committing aggression in the form of 1948 and 1967 wars; both have completely ignored the world community and UN resolutions; both have used state-terrorism to curb genuine and indigenous struggles for freedom; both have diplomatically managed to convince the world that their illegal stance is justified and that they, and not the innocent occupied, are the victims; both have the strongest possible support of U.S. and the West in carrying out their designs against Muslims; both seem to be immune to the international nuclear watchdog IAEA and the various non-proliferation treaties; both have strong Western style liberal democracy in place; both use their economic muscle to further isolate and curb their opponents, India’s Board for Cricket (BCCI) is using all its resources to isolate Pakistan cricket and tarnish its image; both are facing docile and impotent opposition from Arab states and Pakistan, which seem to be somehow ‘tamed’ by U.S. Recent events in Mumbai where a Jew centre was also attacked and the presence of Israeli commandoes within minutes of the attack and India’s muted response to Israeli atrocities in Gaza in December 2008 and the sparing of Jawahar Lal Nehru library in Gaza by the Israelis, when they destroyed all forms of civil institutions including schools, colleges, universities and hospitals, also speaks volumes of the common interests and common grounds which the two states share with each other.

The conflict between U.S. and Iran, therefore, assumes a new face when the full context of America-Israel-India axis is considered. This axis is not purely linear, but as figure 1 suggests, it has two additional characters in Pakistan and Iran, as they both are direct threats to the two U.S. allies of the axis, namely India and Israel. A brief discussion of relations between Iran and Israel and India and Pakistan will therefore shed further light on the nature of strategic options available to U.S. in terms of strengthening the axis and building further the deterrent capabilities of its partners.
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Figure 1

America-Israel-India Axis

Iran-Israel Relations

Until the Iranian revolution of 1979, Iran and Israel enjoyed cordial relations and Israel viewed Iran as a natural ally due to its position as a non-Arab power on the edge of the Arab world (www.wikipedia.org, 2009). Mohammad Mosaddaq, the nationalist Prime Minister, whose government was ended by U.S. and Britain, withdrew recognition of Israel after his election in 1951. The following regime of Reza Shah, though absolutely pro-America and pro-West, did not formally recognize Israel. But Israel had a permanent delegation in Tehran, which served as an unofficial, de facto embassy. In the aftermath of the Six Day War of 1967 and the closing of Suez Canal, Iran supplied Israel with a significant portion of its oil needs, the two nations had numerous business transactions, Israeli construction firms and engineers were active in Iran, and the two countries did develop close military ties and combined projects, such as Project Flower, the Iranian-Israeli attempt to develop a new missile. 

After the Islamic revolution of 1979 things changed and Ayatollah Khomeini declared Israel an ‘enemy of Islam’ and ‘The Little Satan’ – the U.S. was called the ‘The Great Satan’. It was from this point onwards that Iran called for destruction of Israel, cut off all official relations and adopted a sharp anti-Zionist stance such as the one exhibited in the 2005 ‘World Without Zionism’ conference in Tehran, supporting Hezbollah, a Shiite movement in Southern Lebanon and Hamas, the political organization currently in power in Gaza strip. 

Iran’s Nuclear Program

Iran’s nuclear program was started in mid 1960 by Reza Shah for civilian purposes, ironically it was U.S. which laid the foundation of Iran’s nuclear program of 1967 (Jabeen & Khan, 2008). In 1968 Iran signed the non-proliferation treaty (NPT) and
Tehran purchased 8 nuclear reactors from USA in 1977. Islamic revolution of 1979 strained the relations between the two countries and it was only after the Iran-Iraq war, between 1987 and 1991 that Iran’s efforts to acquire nuclear related technology intensified again. During the decade of 1990 Iran established nuclear cooperation with Russia and China and following 9/11 Bush dubbed Iran as a part and parcel of an ‘axis of evil’ (which included Iraq and North Korea as well). US continued to put pressure on Iran through IAEA, who has the main concern over the presence of highly enriched uranium that was found in the Natanz Pilot Enrichment Facility in 2003 and at Kalaya Electric Company in Tehran, plus the discovery of P-2 centrifuge components found at the Iranian air-base in 2004. U.S. instigated UN sanctions on Iran in 2006 but despite all these efforts and pressures, U.S. has failed to convince Iran to halt its uranium enrichment. U.S then started a blame game against Iran to instigate its involvement with Al-Qaeda and Taliban movement. In the meantime Iran continued to support militant groups in Syria and Lebanon including Hezbollah, Hamas and, the Islamic Jihad. U.S. has failed to convince Russia and China to stop support of Iran’s nuclear program and most of the national daily newspapers of Pakistan (quoting AFP and AP, Daily Dawn, March 4, 2009)) reported that U.S. President Barrack Obama has written his Russian counterpart about the relationship between U.S. plans to deploy a missile defense system in Europe and the Iranian ‘threat’. But the overture was rebuffed by Russian President Dmitry Medvedev, who said in Spain on March 3, 2009 that it was “not productive” to link talks over a U.S. missile defense system in Europe with Iran’s suspected nuclear program as proposed by Washington. The New York Times reported on the same day that Obama suggested in a secret letter to Medvedev that he would back off deployment of the missile defense shield if Moscow would help stop Iran from developing long-range missiles. Moscow has been angry for years over former president George W. Bush’s plans to place interceptor missiles in Poland and powerful radar in the Czech Republic, saying the move was directly aimed against Russia. Iran has rejected repeated calls by the UN Security Council – of which Russia is a permanent member – for a halt to uranium enrichment, despite three sets of sanctions being imposed for its defiance. In the meantime, U.S. was, however, able to pressurize India to withdraw from the Iran-Pakistan-India (IPI) gas project.

Iran’s Foreign Policy

Iran’s foreign policy regarding America and Israel is quite candid and is clearly based on ‘defiance’ of the dictates from the two countries. This is happening in face of the already imposed and, possibly more sanctions on Iran. This defiance of U.S. is also witnessed in Iran’s policy towards Central Asia; where it’s main aim has been to prevent the U.S. and its Turkish and Saudi allies to fill the vacuum left by the fall of Soviet Union. Iran has played the Russian card, on a North-South strategic axis (Moscow-Erevan-Tehran) to oppose the East-West axis (Washington-Ankara-Baku-Tashkent). Iran’s tilt towards Russia is understandable from its strategic and military perspectives; (Roy, n.d.)  Strategically, Iran wants the Russians to maintain a grip on the newly independent states in order to thwart the U.S. advances in the region and militarily, Iran exhausted by eight years of war against Iraq and by the U.S. led Western ban on weapons, needs to rebuild its conventional forces. It relies on Russia for support of its nuclear program and supply of weapons; MIG 29 fighters and SA 6 anti-aircraft missiles were delivered in 1990, followed by the sale of submarines and 24 SU-24 bombers. This conventional weaponry, however, is aimed at restoring the military balance with Iraq and to a lesser extent Turkey. The threat for U.S. and Israel is however the issue of nuclear cooperation which was especially heightened when Russia, in 1995, announced the building of four civilian nuclear plants in Iran and when they also helped to complete the Bushehr atomic energy plant. Russia has been under heavy pressure from U.S. Congress to halt its delivery of nuclear related material to Iran, but now China seems to have replaced Russians in terms of weapon sales, thus reducing the importance of Russia for Iran to some extent. 

Pak-America Relations

US-Pakistan relations flourished during periods of international tensions, such as in 50s, 80s, and now post 9/11 (Baloch, 2008). It’s interesting to note that U.S. has had ‘good’ relations with Pakistan mostly during the military regimes, such as that of, Gen. Ayub Khan (1958-1969), Gen. Zia-ul-Huq (1977-1988) and, Gen. Pervez Musharraf (1999-2008). U.S. has provided legitimacy and patronage to military regimes in Pakistan and has always used them for its own purposes and interests. These relations took a nose dive in conditions of détente, as in 60s and 70s and 90s, when the democratically elected governments were in place; Z.A. Bhutto (1971-1977), Benazir Bhutto and Nawaz Shariff during 1990s. During these periods U.S.-Pak relations have revolved around single issue engagements of limited or uncertain duration, and it seems that U.S. prefers a military rule in Pakistan over democracy. This is perhaps not only true for Pakistan but for the whole of Islamic world where democratically elected governments will tend to represent the true sentiments and aspirations of the masses, a possibility not in the larger interests of U.S. as the public sentiment in these countries will undoubdtly reflect an inclination towards Islam, which is enough to make U.S. and its allies Israel and now India, uneasy and uncomfortable. 
The recent history of U.S.-Pak relations took a new dimension after 9/11. The ease with which Gen. Musharraf, the then President of Pakistan, buckled under the U.S. pressure is best portrayed by a paragraph from his own memoir:
“When I was back in Islamabad the next day (after 9/11), our director general of Inter services Intelligence, who happened to be in Washington, told me on the phone about his meeting with the U.S. deputy secretary of state, Richard Armitage. In what has to be the most undiplomatic statement ever made, Armitage added to what Collin Powell had said to me and told the director general not only that we have to decide whether we were with America or with terrorists, but that if we chose the terrorists, then we should be prepared to be bombed back to the Stone Age, This was a shocking barefaced threat, but it was obvious that the United States had decided to hit back, and hit back hard”. (Musharraf, 2006, p. 201)

Since that day the story of U.S.-Pak relations has been a painful succession of unilateral concessions to the U.S. in whatever it has wanted Pakistan to do; kidnapping and jailing scores of well educated and well respected Pakistanis by U.S. agencies and government, threats of imposition of unjustified sanctions, direct military attacks on Pakistan’s territorial sovereignty, killing of thousands of innocent civilians including women and children in the name of ‘surgical strikes’ on the militant groups, imposition of ‘war on terror’ on the people of Pakistan and turning the peaceful North Western Frontier Province (NWFP) of Pakistan into a civil war torn area resulting in terrorist and suicide bombing attacks on the civilians of all the four provinces of Pakistan, installation of an American brokered deal with politicians in the name of National Reconciliation Ordinance (NRO), installing the unpopular figure of Asif Ali Zardari as President of Pakistan (A survey released by International Republican Institute in December 2008 found that only 19% of Pakistanis want Zardari as their leader and that 88% thought the country was heading in wrong direction: The Economist, February 21st – 27th 2009), a spreading Taliban insurgency fuelled partly by a similar Pukhtun uprising against NATO and American troops in Afghanistan, deployment of some 120,000 Pakistani troops on the western borders, incessant drone attacks by the Americans, revolt in Baluchistan, are all examples of this policy of unilateral concessions, which the American media itself proudly acknowledges by writing that, “the superiority of U.S. in conventional warfare has pushed its enemies toward insurgency to achieve their objectives” (Fick & Nagl, 2009). In short the toothless and impotent regimes of Gen. Musharraf and now President Asif Ali Zardari are fighting the war of America against their own people and in their own land at the economic, social, military and strategic cost of their own country! This so-called war on terror is so shadowy, aimless and unfruitful that Gen. Musharraf (2006, p. 199) has himself dubbed it as ‘a war against shadows’.

Most of the leading Pakistani analysts believe that Pakistan’s Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA) had been peaceful before 9/11 and that the ongoing insurgency is not a local phenomena, things have been spilled over in Pakistan from across its Western borders where U.S. and its allied forces have drastically failed in achieving any of their stated targets. Agreements with militant groups that could ensure peace in the region were sabotaged with air strikes and propaganda – resulting in expansion of militancy all across the country. FATA is highly underdeveloped with scarce social services and virtually no job opportunities for the youth who have no option but to join the militant groups in current circumstances. The analysts have been calling for reviewing the national strategy of ‘war on terror’ and to focus on the development potential of FATA (Orakzi, 2009). 
Indo-Pak Relations

The relations between Pakistan and India have rarely been smooth throughout their history. They have fought three major wars and are at dagger-drawn over many crucial issues. Pakistan was created as a separate homeland for the Muslims of sub-continent and is based on the ideology of ‘two-nation-theory’, an ideology which basis religion as the major separating force between the two nations; Muslims and Hindus. The validity and reliability of this theory is now proved, in the hindsight, if one looks at the condition of Muslims in India, especially in the context of Hinduvata philosophy and the incidents of Ahmedabad where thousands of Muslims were killed, demolition of Babri Mosque in 1992 and above all the state-sponsored Indian terrorism in the unlawfully occupied Kashmir where the Indian army has killed nearly 100,000 innocent civilians since 1989.

Despite this background and, in the face of nuclear explosions by both countries in 1998, the relations between the two were seemingly on a right track after the Lahore Declaration of February 1999, but then came the misadventure of Kargil from Gen. Pervez Musharraf, which suddenly put India on the world map as a country which was honest in its peace endeavors but was ditched by Pakistan army and its intelligence agencies. When Gen. Musharraf assumed Presidency of Pakistan, he suddenly reversed his stance and after witnessing war hysteria against Pakistan in India, extended hand of friendship to India. This gesture was not just diplomatic but Musharraf took it to the extent that Pakistan, just like what happened in the case of U.S., started giving India unprecedented unilateral concessions.     

The government of Gen. Musharraf kicked off a series of Confidence Building Measures (CBM) to ease the tension between the two countries. Some of the CBMs taken during Musharraf regime include scores of high level meetings, Parliamentarians’ visits, rounds of dialogues, exchange of friendly gestures, people-to-people contacts, sports events, media conferences, activities by NGOs and a number of track II initiatives. The subjects discussed in these interactions include Kashmir issue, nuclear CBM, Sir Creek, water issues including Baglihar dam, Wullar barrage, trade and commerce issues, smuggling and construction near borders, road transport and highways, communication links between maritime security agencies, import and transport of gas, cultural exchanges, drug trafficking, intelligence sharing, terrorism and even joint mechanism to deal with it (Kasuri, Mazari & Durrani, 2009).
All these measures ensured a relationship that was good atmospherically but nothing substantiate on the main issues like Kasmir, Siachin, Sir Creek and water issues came out practically. In 2004 in the bilateral statements issued by Gen. Musharraf and Prime Minister Vajpayee, Pakistan basically admitted that it was running the so-called terrorist camps and would not allow them to be run in the future, this unilateral concession given by Pakistanis put India in the lead to start with, Pakistan had back-tracked from its long-standing stance on ‘conflict resolution’ and budged to India’s ‘conflict management’ rhetoric. The present government has only gone further on this meek and sheepish stand and president Zardari, immediately after assuming his office, declared that India was never a threat to Pakistan and guaranteed New Delhi that Pakistan will never take a ‘first nuclear strike’. He also conceded LoC as more or less the international border between the two states. If India was never a threat to Pakistan then why Pakistan had fought three wars with them? Why India is bent upon turning the fertile lands of Pakistan into deserts in clear violation of the Indus Basin Treaty of 1963? Why Siachin and Sir Creek issue are still unresolved? 
Pakistan’s strange silence on the growing Indian involvement in Baluchistan and FATA, its bugling of the Mumbai attack issue and its palpable confusion immediately after the incident, such as a knee-jerk statement of sending of ISI chief to India to assist them in investigations; unconditional offer for assisting India in the probe; not highlighting the link between Samjota Express event and the killing of the Mumbai police official, Hemant Kurkuray, who was close to making a breakthrough in the train blast probe, as the first victim of Mumbai attacks; the issue of mishandling the nationality and origins of Ajmal Kasab, the only surviving suspect of the attacks; hastily declared firing of PM’s security advisor;  keeping public away from any developments and not taking into account their sentiments and feelings; strange issue of the hoax call from Indian foreign minister Mukherjee to president Zardari; violation of our airspace by the Indian Air Force which Mr. Zardari immediately attributed to nothing by labeling it as ‘a technical mistake’, a stance which India immediately grabbed with both hands, are all examples and clear evidences that Pakistan, after 9/11, has adopted an attitude of providing unilateral concessions to India as well, after doing the same to U.S. Recently when the Sri Lankan cricket team was attacked in Lahore, the incident was a loud cry of an Indian involvement; the strategy used by the attackers was very similar to that used in Mumbai attacks, there was no apparent motive for Pakistani religious outfit’s involvement in the incident, the possible role of Tamil Tigers, the Indian anger over the Sri Lankan visit and their attempt to disrupt the tour by splitting it in two phases and increasing the security risk, the use of Russian arms by the attackers, the killing of only Pakistanis in the incident, all point towards India. But the officials in Pakistan were quick to absolve India and declared that the terror attacks in Mumbai and Lahore are committed by the same people. That can only mean Lashkar-e-Tayyaba (LeT), a banned religious outfit of Kashmir origin considered to be responsible for Mumbai attacks.  Islamabad’s strange and eerie silence following the attacks was extremely meaningful and looked like an attempt by Pakistani officials to appease India and not to use this golden opportunity to expose the true face of India and taking them to task by bringing them to UN Security Council and the whole world. But the Pakistanis let the chance slip away.     

While Pakistan kept quite over Mumbai attacks, some voices in India, though few, were quite irked by comparing the attacks with 9/11 with the intentions of using force against Pakistan:

“We’ve forfeited the rights to our own tragedies. As the carnage in Mumbai raged on, day after horrible day, our 24-hour news channels informed us that we are watching ‘India’s 9/11’. Like actors in a Bollywood rip-off of an old Hollywood film, we’re expected to play our parts and say our lines, even though we know it’s all been said and done before. As tension in the region builds, US Senator John McCain has warned Pakistan that if it didn’t act fast to arrest the ‘bad guys’ he had personal information that India would launch air strikes on ‘terrorist camps’ in Pakistan and that Washington could do nothing because Mumbai was India’s 9/11. But November isn’t September, 2008 isn’t 2001, Pakistan isn’t Afghanistan and India isn’t America.” (Roy, 2009). 
In short, the policy stance of Pakistan towards India is not very different from its policy stance for U.S.; a policy of strange silence and appeasement and unilateral concessions is all what Pakistan has been offering to India since about a decade. And how did India react to these concessions? Within minutes of Mumbai attacks they started accusing Pakistan, its media and government official created an unprecedented war hysteria, within two weeks of the attack they were able to get Jamaat-u-Dua banned by the UN, they violated Pakistani airspace, they cut-off all cultural and sporting ties with Pakistan, their think-tanks started calling for destroying Pakistan economically and, they rejected Pakistani requests for cooperating in the investigations and refused to share vital information with their Pakistani counterparts. After Kargil, within a decade, Pakistan silently conceded another diplomatic victory to India. 

Iran and Pakistan: A Comparison
Iran and Pakistan share many common grounds: Both are neighbors of Afghanistan and both are accused of ‘meddling’ in its affairs (Sedra, 2003), both countries have had serious problems with Afghanistan during the 50s and 60s and were critical to trade routes for Afghan imports and exports, both have denied access to Afghanistan to use their ports (Karachi) and rivers (Helmand River), both have signed treaties with Afghanistan in the 70s to normalize relations but the suspicions of malicious intentions have remained in the air (Weinbaum, 2006); Pakistan like Iran, also exhibits three phases of Pakistani modernity:  it was created in the name of Islam but did not maintain the Islamic fabric in its governance and shifted to a leftist paradigm during late 60s and 70s, only to be Islamized again during the Zia’s rule of 80s; both have witnessed sharp internal divides among the Islamists in their countries ((Nafissi, 1998); both have suffered from the spill-over of the Afghan-Soviet conflict (www.pakistan.gov.pk, 2003); both have a largely masculine-oriented state (Faqir, 1997); both have a populace that generally believe in the literal understanding of the scripture and who claim that only people subscribing to their manifesto are truly religious (Streib, 2001).

The main difference between the two countries is their international policy stance; Pakistan’s policy based on unilateral concessions towards U.S. and India has already been discussed, Iran has not positioned itself as a sheepish and meek state and faces the Western world and its closet ally Israel squarely and without mincing much words. On December 8, 2005, President Ahmadinejad gave an interview with Iran’s Arabic channel ‘Al-Alam’ during a summit of Muslim nations in the holy city of Mecca, which is a clear testimony to the clear and bold international stance, whether agreed by the West or not, which Iran has adopted; he was quoted as saying:

“Some European countries insist on saying that during World War II, Hitler burned millions of Jews and put them in concentration camps. Any historian, commentator or scientist who doubts that is taken to prison or gets condemned. Although we don’t accept this claim, if we suppose it is true, if the Europeans are honest they should give some of their provinces in Europe – like in Germany, Austria or other countries – to the Zionists and the Zionists can establish their state in Europe. You offer part of Europe and we will support it.” (www.wikipedia.org/, 2009). 

The other difference between the two is based on economic performance: Pakistan’s 160 million population is growing at a rate of 2.09 as compared to Iran’s 67 million population with a stringent growth rate of 1.10 per annum, Pakistan’s GDP Per Capita (in U.S. $) is 632 as compared to Iran’s 2431, Iran’s regional exports are nearly double than that of Pakistan, 10,308 million as compared to 5,149 million, 40% of Pakistanis live below poverty line as compared to 32% of Iranians, 77% of Iranian population is literate as compared to only 49% of Pakistanis and, Iran’s political stability index is 3 times more than that of Pakistan, 19.9 as compared to 6.3 for Pakistan (Weinbaum, 2006). The Human Development Index (HDI) of Pakistan is 0.562 (ranked 139th in the world) as compared to that of Iran’s 0.777, ranked 84th in the world (www.wikipedia.org/, 2009).

Another important contrasting point between the two countries is that Pakistani governments, especially that of Gen. Musharraf and now President Zardari, have totally ignored public opinion of Pakistanis while formulating their policies and strategies; this has not happened in Iran after the 1979 revolution and the Iranian policies fully reflect the sentiments of its people. 

Now that the various players of the region and their policies are analyzed in light of the evolving America-Israel-India axis, the strategic options available to U.S. concerning its conflict with Iran are discussed below.          
Strategic Options available to U.S. against Iran

U.S. has been slow in learning its lessons from Vietnam and Iraq wars and the new set-up in White House is under pressure not to escalate its commitment to the disastrous policies of the preceding administrations, which made the situation in Middle East from bad to worse for U.S. (Russell, 2009). The U.S. options for Iran, therefore, cannot be assessed in isolation and need to be studied in the fuller regional context:

1. U.S. needs to transform its regional policies and the starting point could be not to repeat the errors of the Soviet Union which they made in case of Afghanistan. So far, like the Soviet empire, and the British before it, U.S. has failed to understand that controlling Afghanistan is much harder than invading it. President Barrack Obama is now reinforcing failure by sending thousands more troops to confront an insurgency organized from across the border in Pakistan (Economist, 2009). The suggested U.S. strategy pillars for Afghanistan are simple, but radical: Focus on protecting civilians over killing the enemy, use minimum, not maximum force (Fick & Nagl, 2009).
2. Iran is a crucial pillar of U.S. strategy because Iranian nuclear weapon capacity has the potential to break Israel’s monopoly in the region and to become first Muslim nuclear state in the Middle East. This is the main concern which U.S. has over Iran’s nuclear program and therefore the option of a direct military attack on Iran cannot be ruled out.
3. Considering the economic and political damage caused to U.S. through its earlier adventures in Iraq and Afghanistan, the United States is unlikely to repeat another Iraq or Afghanistan – that is, forced regime changes followed by nation building under fire. Where possible, U.S. can employ indirect approach – primarily through building the capacity of partner governments and their security forces – to prevent festering problems from turning into crisis that require costly and controversial direct military intervention (Gates, 2009).  

4. For six years, U.S. policy in the Middle East has been dominated by Iraq. The improved situation in Iraq will allow the new administration to shift its focus to Iran, where the clock is ticking on a dangerous and destabilizing nuclear program. President Obama can offer direct official engagement with the Iranian government, without preconditions, along with other incentives in an attempt to turn Tehran away from developing the capacity to rapidly produce substantial amounts of nuclear weapons grade fuel, otherwise, harsher sanctions from international community can be considered (Haas & Indyk, 2009).
5. Military action against Iran is an unattractive option and the U.S. should bolster Israel’s deterrent capabilities rather than curtailing Iran’s such capabilities through a direct military action.
6. Breaking the Syria-Iran axis (the Hezbollah connection) and brokering peace deals between Israel and Arab nations, with the intent to further isolate Iran, is a political option available to U.S. Political option would be especially attractive for U.S. whose influence has diminished in Middle East since 1991 because of failed wars, ignoring region’s principle problems and, through its repute of arrogance and employing double standards. 

7. President Obama can focus on building and strengthening local capacities to fight terrorism and needs to project that U.S. is not at war with Islam but with a small group of violent extremists acting against the basic tenets of Islam

8. U.S. needs to strike a balance between its interests and its values and needs to understand that Energy policy is foreign policy. Reducing oil consumption and hence reducing oil dependency can alter the strategic balance and environment in Middle East. (Haas & Indyk, 2009).
9. Attention needs to be shifted to Iran instead of Iraq. U.S. needs to understand that the newly empowered Shiite communities in Iraq and Lebanon will enhance Iran’s influence in the region and to counter that threat, U.S. need to take Russia and China on board. Otherwise, Iran, once it crosses the nuclear threshold will directly challenge Israel’s such supremacy in the region.
10. Direct strikes on Iran can delay their nuclear program for a few years but expose Israel and U.S. forces in Afghanistan and Iraq.

11. President Obama should engage the Iranian government directly , if it fails then take hard-line actions, play carrot (of softening sanctions) and stick (of harsher sanctions) game with Iran

12. Considering the full regional context, U.S. has the following broad strategic options available to it against Iran: 

· Negotiation with Iran along with key regional players

· U.S. to abandon its demand that Iran suspends its enrichment program as a precondition for formal negotiations

· Back of the mind, keep military response open

· Broadly speaking, as the above discussion highlights, U.S. has two options against Iran; political action and military action. 

Implications for Pakistan
The implications on Pakistan of either a direct military action on Iran or political attempts to isolate it would largely be dependent on the foreign policy stance of Pakistan itself. The foreign policy of Pakistan can either follow the status-quo of impotency, compliance, granting unilateral concessions to stakeholders like U.S. and India, or taking a different ‘eyeball-to-eyeball’ stance of articulating their own position to the world community through purposeful, intelligent and brave diplomacy to reverse its image of a near failing or rouge state. Once this image is in the process of getting reversed through diplomacy, only then can Pakistan utilize its geopolitical potential to the fullest; by showing the world that it’s importance is not because U.S. is using its geography as ‘hindrance’ (Ahmed, 2009) for its own objectives but that it is a ‘connecting territory’ which connects the region politically as well as economically. Through its diplomacy, on the basis of equality, Pakistan must be able to resolve its issues, like Durand Line, with Afghanistan to usher a period of peace and trade and (Aziz, 2009), in a similar way Kashmir issue also needs to be addressed and solved. The government of Pakistan must establish a national consensus and a comprehensive counterinsurgency policy to demonstrate to the world that Pakistan is a peaceful and friendly state which is very firmly based on its foundational values of religion, tolerance and economic growth.

If status-quo of the current policies (shown in Fig. 2) does not break then no matter what strategic option U.S. adopts for Iran, the repercussions on Pakistan will be disastrous.      
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Figure 2

America-Israel-India Axis

Note the difference between Iran and Pakistan’s policy as shown in the boxes.

Pakistan and Iran share a border stretching to 700 kilometers and as the Afghan war experience has shown, the spillover effects from Iran, in the form of refugees’ crossing over to Pakistan will further destabilize the already troubled Baluchistan province. The chances of an escalating Baloch insurgency against the state of Pakistan cannot be ruled out and Iran, anticipating such a possibility, is already erecting concrete fence along its 700 km border with Pakistan because of Jundullah militant groups present on the Pakistani side of the border. U.S. is already sowing seeds of trouble for Pakistan by using Baluchistan based Iranian Sunni opposition groups to create instability in Iran, stream of refugees or terrorists can enter Pakistan, economic ties between Pakistan and Iran will be disrupted, with serious damage to the credibility and importance of the Economic Cooperation Organization (ECO), second most powerful economic bloc after the EU.
The resulting further instability and weakening of Pakistan will only provide India with a golden opportunity to corner and isolate Pakistan further from the global community. Pakistan, at this juncture in history, has its future in its own hands. It’s beyond the scope of this paper to go into the details of the reasons behind Pakistan’s current weak and confused foreign policy but suffice is to say that unless and until Pakistan takes a hard inward look on its internal political turmoil, public unrest, energy and economic crisis, lack of law and order and, exclusion of public opinion from policy making, it will continue to be exploited by its stronger neighbors and Western powers. 
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