Future of Jewish

Liberal foreign policy failures led us to war against Iran

This is a guest essay by Vanessa Berg, who writes about Judaism and Israel.

You can also listen to the podcast version of this essay on Apple Podcasts, YouTube Music,
YouTube, and Spotify.

In November 1979, a group of Iranian revolutionaries climbed over the walls of the
American embassy in Tehran and took 52 U.S. diplomats hostage. It was a brazen act,
but also a test — of a new regime’s willingness to confront the United States, and of

America’s willingness to respond.

For U.S. President Jimmy Carter of the Democratic Party, that test would define his
tenure. For the new Islamic Republic of Iran, the outcome would define something even

more important: how far it believed it could go.

What followed was not a decisive assertion of American power, but a prolonged effort
rooted in restraint, negotiation, and caution. The Carter Administration pursued
sanctions, froze Iranian assets, and relied heavily on diplomatic channels to secure the

hostages' release, while avoiding actions that might escalate the crisis.

Yet as months turned into more than a year, diplomacy failed to produce results, and a
last-ditch military rescue attempt collapsed in disaster, killing eight American

servicemen and further undermining U.S. credibility.

The crisis revealed more than a tactical failure; it exposed an emerging pattern,
reflecting a broader post-Vietnam War, increasingly “progressive” view of American
power — one that prioritized restraint over confrontation and assumed that even hostile

regimes could ultimately be managed through pressure and engagement.

Iran drew a different conclusion. It learned that the United States, despite its strength,
could be constrained, delayed, and outmaneuvered. And in that lesson, learned at the

very beginning, lay the foundation for decades of escalation to come.
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When the Iranian Revolution overthrew the Shah and brought Ayatollah Ruhollah
Khomeini to power in 1979, much of the Western world struggled to interpret what had
just happened. In parts of the United States and Europe, particularly within Left-leaning
political and intellectual circles, the revolution was filtered through familiar narratives:

anti-imperialism, popular resistance, liberation from authoritarian rule.

Up until that point, the Shah had been backed by the West; his overthrow, therefore,
could be understood as a kind of corrective. What was less fully absorbed, or at least not
sufficiently acted upon, was that this was not merely a political revolution but an
ideological one — a theocratic project rooted in a revolutionary vision that explicitly

defined itself in opposition to the United States, Israel, and the broader Western order.

That initial misreading did not immediately produce catastrophe, but it established a
framework that would persist: the belief that Iran, like other states, could ultimately be

engaged, moderated, and gradually integrated into the international system.

Throughout the 1980s and 1990s, this assumption expressed itself in policy decisions. In
the United States, President Bill Clinton of the Democratic Party pursued a dual-track
approach: containing Iran through sanctions while avoiding full-scale confrontation, to
leave open the possibility that internal change within Iran (especially under so-called

reformist figures) could eventually alter the regime’s trajectory.

In Europe, the logic of engagement was more explicit and more sustained. Governments
led by parties such as Germany’s Social Democratic Party of Germany and the United
Kingdom'’s Labour Party were central to what became known as “critical dialogue.”
Leaders like Helmut Kohl and later Gerhard Schréder, along with Britain’s Tony Blair,
supported sustained diplomatic engagement paired with expanding trade ties. The
European Union as a whole institutionalized this approach, maintaining open channels
with Tehran even after crises such as the Mykonos assassinations, in which Iranian

operatives were implicated in murdering dissidents on European soil.

France followed a similar path under leaders like Frangois Mitterrand of the Socialist
Party, balancing criticism of Iran’s actions with continued diplomatic relations and

commercial engagement. Across the continent, the prevailing belief — shared most
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strongly among Center-Left and social democratic parties — was that isolation would
harden the regime, while dialogue and economic integration might gradually empower

more moderate elements within it.

This approach reflected a broader worldview that was gaining strength in the post-Cold
War era. Economic interdependence was seen not just as a tool of prosperity, but as a
mechanism for peace. Trade would soften regimes. Diplomacy would create incentives
for cooperation. Over time, exposure to global markets and institutions would

encourage political evolution.

It was a hopeful framework, and in many cases around the world it produced real gains.
But in Iran, it ran up against something far more rigid: a regime whose identity was not
merely political, but ideological and religious, and whose legitimacy was tied in part to

resisting precisely the system it was being invited to join.

While Western policymakers debated engagement, Iran moved with clarity. It
consolidated its internal power structure, sidelining reformist currents when they
threatened the regime’s core identity. It built and expanded a network of regional
proxies, from Hezbollah in Lebanon and Hamas and Palestinian Islamic Jihad in Gaza
and the Houthis in Yemen to militias in Iraq and Syria, embedding itself across the
Middle East. It invested in missile technology and, critically, pursued nuclear capabilities
that would alter the strategic balance of the region. None of this was hidden. It unfolded

gradually, often incrementally, but consistently.

The tension between what Iran was doing and how the West chose to respond became
more pronounced in the early 21st century. After the Iraq War, there was little appetite
in the United States or Europe for another large-scale conflict in the Middle East. This
fatigue reinforced a preference for diplomatic solutions, even as Iran’s regional influence
expanded in the vacuum created by Saddam Hussein’s collapse. By the time Barack
Obama entered the White House, the dominant strategic question was no longer

whether to engage Iran, but how.

The answer came in 2015 in the form of the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action, the

nuclear deal that sought to place verifiable limits on Iran’s nuclear program in exchange
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for sanctions relief. The logic behind the agreement was coherent and, in many ways,
compelling. Iran’s nuclear ambitions posed a clear risk; war was an unattractive option;
therefore, a negotiated constraint, backed by inspections, offered a pragmatic path
forward.

“If Congress kills this deal ... then it's the United States that will be blamed for the failure
of diplomacy. International unity will collapse, and the path to conflict will widen,”
Obama said at the time. Earlier, he told Iranians that they “deserve better” leadership
and that a comprehensive nuclear deal could help move Iran toward “a new path that so

many lranians seek.”

More than that, the deal reflected a deeper belief: that by bringing Iran into a structured
agreement with the international community, you could begin to shift its incentives,

opening the door to a less confrontational relationship.

But embedded within that logic were assumptions that would prove difficult to sustain.
The restrictions in the agreement were not permanent; key provisions were designed to
expire over time. The deal focused narrowly on the nuclear issue, leaving Iran’s missile
program and regional expansionism largely untouched. And the economic relief it
provided, while intended as leverage for moderation, also strengthened the regime’s

capacity to operate both domestically and abroad.

Supporters of the agreement argued that it successfully delayed Iran’s nuclear breakout
capability and created unprecedented transparency. Critics countered that it effectively
legitimized a pathway to nuclear threshold status while failing to address the broader
architecture of Iranian power. What is clear in hindsight is that the agreement did not
resolve the underlying conflict; it delayed it, temporarily, within a fragile framework that
depended heavily on continued political alignment among the United States and its

allies.

Europe, for its part, remained deeply invested in that framework. Countries like France,
Germany, and the United Kingdom saw the deal not only as a nonproliferation success,
but as a model for resolving complex international disputes through multilateral

diplomacy. There were also economic incentives: the reopening of Iranian markets
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presented opportunities that European businesses were eager to pursue. Even as
concerns grew over Iran’s missile tests and regional activities, the priority in many

European capitals was preserving the agreement itself.

To understand how the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action came into existence, you
have to look beyond the agreement itself and examine the broader worldview that
shaped Obama's foreign policy. The deal was not an isolated diplomatic achievement; it
was the natural outcome of a strategic philosophy that sought to redefine America’s

role in the world.

Obama entered office deeply influenced by the failures of Iraq and Afghanistan,
determined to avoid new military entanglements and convinced that the United States
had over-relied on force at the expense of diplomacy. His administration emphasized
negotiation, multilateralism, and economic leverage, operating under the belief that
even adversarial regimes could be managed through sustained engagement. Iran
became the central test case for this approach, grounded in the assumption that the
regime, despite its revolutionary ideology, was ultimately rational and could be

incentivized to alter its behavior through a combination of pressure and opportunity.

This strategy unfolded through a dual-track approach that combined sanctions with
diplomacy. On one hand, the Obama Administration maintained and intensified
economic pressure, helping to push Iran toward negotiations; on the other, it pursued
unprecedented backchannel talks, particularly through intermediaries like Oman,

signaling a clear willingness to engage directly.

Yet from the outset, the scope of these negotiations was deliberately narrow. The focus
was almost exclusively on Iran’s nuclear program, while other critical elements of its
behavior — its support for militant proxies across the Middle East, its ballistic missile

development, and its broader regional hegemonic ambitions — were largely set aside.

This decision to compartmentalize the threat reflected a key assumption: that the
nuclear issue could be isolated and resolved independently, creating space for broader

change over time. This was not just a tactical choice, but a strategic concession, one that
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allowed Iran to continue expanding its influence even as it negotiated limitations on its

nuclear activity.

At a deeper level, the most significant critique of Obama’s policy lies in its underlying
assumptions about the nature of the Iranian regime. Iran’s power structure does not
operate like a typical political system. Real authority resides not with elected officials,
but with entrenched institutions and leadership figures committed to preserving the
ideological foundations of the Islamic Repubilic. In that context, the idea that economic
incentives would fundamentally alter the regime was, at best, optimistic and, at worst,
misguided. The deal may have constrained specific activities, but it did not — and likely

could not — change the regime’s core identity or long-term ambitions.

But Obama'’s foreign policy wasn't just about avoiding war or negotiating a nuclear
agreement; it was also shaped by a distinctly “progressive” worldview about how the

international system works and how the United States should operate within it.

First, a skepticism of American power as a unilateral force for good. Obama frequently
emphasized the limits of U.S. influence and the unintended consequences of
intervention, particularly in the wake of Iraq. This translated into a foreign policy that
was less about projecting dominance and more about sharing responsibility through
multilateral institutions. In the case of Iran, that meant prioritizing alignment with

European allies and global consensus.

Second, a belief in moral equivalence (or at least moral complexity) in international
relations. Obama tended to frame adversaries as actors shaped by history, grievances,
and incentives. Applied to Iran, this meant seeing the regime not just as an ideological
opponent, but as a state reacting to decades of isolation, sanctions, and Western
interference. The implication was that if those pressures were adjusted — through

diplomacy and economic integration — Iran’s behavior might evolve.

Third, a strong commitment to engagement as a transformative tool. This is a hallmark
of "progressive” foreign policy thinking: the idea that bringing countries into the global
system — economically, diplomatically, culturally — can gradually reshape them from
within. The Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action wasn't just a nonproliferation agreement
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in this view; it was a first step toward a different kind of relationship between Iran and
the West.

If you believe adversaries are primarily responsive to incentives, you may underestimate
the role of ideology, especially in a regime like Iran’s, where hostility toward the U.S. and
Israel is not just strategic but foundational. If you believe engagement drives
moderation, you may overestimate the impact of economic integration, particularly
when the most powerful actors within a regime benefit from resistance rather than
reconciliation. And if you are deeply wary of using force, you may weaken deterrence,

even unintentionally, by signaling that escalation will be avoided at almost any cost.

Over time, the contradictions that had been building for decades began to converge.
Iran’s nuclear program had advanced significantly. The diplomatic frameworks designed
to contain it had weakened or collapsed. Regional proxy conflicts intensified, creating a
web of low-level war that stretched across multiple countries. Trust between Iran and
the West was effectively nonexistent, and the space for meaningful negotiation had

narrowed dramatically.

At that point, the shift from managed tension to open conflict was less a sudden break
than an acceleration of existing trends. The structures that had once held the situation in
a fragile equilibrium — sanctions regimes, inspection agreements, diplomatic channels
— no longer functioned with the same power. What remained were hardened positions,
accumulated capabilities, and a series of actors increasingly willing to test the limits of

escalation.

To say that this outcome is the product of liberal foreign policy alone would be too
simple. The reality is more complex, involving decisions made by leaders across the
political spectrum. And yet, it is also true that certain recurring tendencies more
common in Left-leaning policy frameworks played a significant role in shaping the path:
the belief that economic engagement would moderate ideological regimes, the
preference for diplomacy even when deterrence weakened, the inclination to prioritize
process and agreement over the long-term enforcement of outcomes, and the

reluctance to confront adversaries decisively for fear of escalation.
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None of these tendencies were irrational. In many contexts, they reflected hard-earned
lessons from past conflicts. But in the case of Iran, they interacted with a regime whose
strategic patience, ideological rigidity, and willingness to absorb pressure made those

assumptions far less reliable.

What this history ultimately reveals is not just a series of miscalculations, but a deeper
mismatch between worldview and reality. For decades, mostly Left-wing policymakers
operated on the belief that time, incentives, and integration would bend Iran toward the
international order. Instead, time allowed Iran to harden its position, expand its reach,

and move steadily closer to the very capabilities the West sought to prevent.

The lesson is not that diplomacy is inherently flawed, but that diplomacy untethered
from a clear understanding of the adversary — and from credible enforcement —

becomes a mechanism for delay rather than resolution.

The war we see today is the price of that delay. It is what happens when a regime
defined by ideological certainty is met by a strategy defined by conditional hope. And it
leaves behind a harder, more uncomfortable truth: Not every conflict can be managed
into submission, and not every adversary can be persuaded to become something it was

never trying to be.

betta er gestaritgerd eftir Vanessu Berg, sem skrifar um gydingdém og israel.

PU getur einnig hlustad & hladvarpsutgafu pessarar ritgerdar 8 Apple Podcasts, YouTube Music,
YouTube og Spotify.

Deila

i névember 1979 klifradi hdpur iranskra byltingarmanna yfir veggi bandariska sendiradsins i
Teheran og toku 52 bandariska dipldmata i gislingu. betta var 6skammfeilin athéfn, en einnig
préfraun - 4 vilja nyrrar stjornar til ad takast a vid Bandarikin og a vilja Bandarikjanna til ad
bregdast vid.
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Fyrir Jimmy Carter, forseta Bandarikjanna, ur Demokrataflokknum, myndi pessi préfraun
skilgreina kjértimabil hans. Fyrir nyja Islamska lydveldid fran myndi nidurstadan skilgreina
eitthvad enn mikilvaegara: hversu langt pad taldi sig geta gengid.

Pad sem fylgdi i kjolfarid var ekki afgerandi yfirlysing um bandariskt vald, heldur langvarandi
vidleitni sem byggdist & adhaldi, samningavidreedum og varud. Stjorn Carters beitti
vidskiptapvingunum, frysti iranskar eignir og treysti mjog @ diplomatiskar leidir til ad tryggja
frelsun gisla, en fordadist adgerdir sem geetu aukid a kreppuna.

En pegar manudirnir urdu ad meira en ari skiludu dipldmatiskum adgerdum ekki arangri og
sidustu tilraun hersins til ad bjarga Bandarikjunum hrundi med hormungum, atta bandariskum
hermoénnum férust og truverdugleiki Bandarikjanna grafadi enn frekar undan.

Kreppan leiddi i ljds meira en bara hernadarlegt mistok; hin afhjupadi vaxandi mynstur, sem
endurspegladi vidteekari, sifellt ,,framsaeknari” syn 4 bandariskt vald eftir Vietnamstridid - syn
sem forgangsradadi adhaldi fram yfir atok og gerdi rad fyrir ad jafnvel fjandsamleg stjérnvold
geetu ad lokum verid stjérnud med prystingi og adgerdum.

fran komst ad annarri nidurstodu. bad leerdi ad pratt fyrir styrk sinn geeti verid haegt ad hefta,
tefja og yfirbuga Bandarikin. Og i pbeim laerdémi, sem leerdur var strax i upphafi, var lagdur
grunnurinn ad aratuga uppsveiflu sem framundan var.

begar iranska byltingin steypti sjahnum af stéli og kom ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini til valda arid
1979, atti stor hluti vestraenna heimsins i erfidleikum med ad tulka pad sem hafdi gerst. | hlutum
Bandarikjanna og Evrdpu, sérstaklega innan vinstri sinnadra stjérnmala- og menntahodpa, var
byltingin siud i gegnum kunnuglegar frasagnir: and-heimsvaldastefnu, almenn métspyrna,
frelsun fra einraedisstjorn.

Fram ad peim timapunkti hafdi sjainn notid studnings Vesturlanda; pvi matti skilja steypingu
hans sem eins konar leidréttingu. Pad sem var minna medtekid, eda ad minnsta kosti ekki
nagilega vel brugdist vid, var ad petta var ekki bara stjornmadlabylting heldur hugmyndafraedileg
bylting - gudraedislegt verkefni sem atti reetur sinar ad rekja til byltingarkenndrar framtidarsynar
sem skilgreindi sig skyrt sem andstédu vid Bandarikin, israel og vidtaekari vestrana skipan.

Pessi upphaflega misskilningur olli ekki strax hdrmungum, en hin skapadi ramma sem myndi
haldast: trina & ad iran, eins og énnur riki, geti ad lokum verid tekid patt i, stjérnad og smam
saman sampezett alpjodakerfinu.

A niunda og tiunda aratugnum birtist pessi forsenda i stefnumétunarakvérdunum.
Bandarikjunum beitti Bill Clinton, forseti Demdkrataflokksins, tvipaettri nalgun: ad halda iran i
skefjum med vidskiptapvingunum en fordast algera atok, til ad halda peim moguleika opnum ad
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innri breytingar innan irans (sérstaklega undir stjérn svokalladra umbdtasinna) geetu ad lokum
breytt stefnu stjérnarinnar.

[ Evrépu var rokfraedi patttoku skyrari og varanlegri. Rikisstjornir undir forystu flokka eins og
pyska jafnadarmannaflokksins og Verkamannaflokksins i Bretlandi voru lykilatridi i pvi sem vard
bekkt sem ,,gagnrynin samraedur”. Leidtogar eins og Helmut Kohl og sidar Gerhard Schroder,
asamt Tony Blair, Breta, studdu vidvarandi diplématisk samskipti dsamt pvi ad auka
vidskiptatengsl. Evrépusambandid i heild sinni stofnfesti pessa nalgun og hélt opnum
samskiptum vid Teheran jafnvel eftir kreppur eins og mordin a8 Mykonos, par sem iranskir
starfsmenn voru bendladir vid mord a8 andofsmonnum 4 evrdépskri grundu.

Frakkland for svipada leid undir forystu leidtoga eins og Francois Mitterrand fra
Sésialistaflokknum og vegadi & milli gagnryni & adgerdir irans og dframhaldandi diplématiskra
samskipta og vidskiptatengsla. Um alla alfuna var rikjandi trd — sem var hvad sterkust medal
midju-vinstri og jafnadarmanna — ad einangrun myndi herda stjérnina, en samraedur og
efnahagsleg sampaetting gaetu smam saman styrkt héfsamari adila innan hennar.

bessi ndlgun endurspegladi breidari heimssyn sem var ad styrkjast &8 timum kalda stridsins.
Efnahagsleg sampaetting var ekki adeins talin taeki til velmegunar, heldur sem leid til fridar.
Vidskipti myndu mykja stjérnkerfi. Stjiornmalasamskipti myndu skapa hvata til samvinnu. Med
timanum myndi tengsl vid alpjodlega markadi og stofnanir hvetja til pdlitiskrar préunar.

betta var vonarrikur rammi og i mérgum tilfellum um allan heim skiladi hann raunverulegum
avinningi. En i fran maetti pad einhverju mun stifara: stjérn sem...

bad var ekki adeins pdlitiskt, heldur einnig hugmyndafraedilegt og truarlegt, og logmaeti pess var
ad hluta til tengt pvi ad standa gegn nakvaemlega pvi kerfi sem pvi var bodid ad ganga til lids vid.

P6 ad vestraenir stjornmalamenn raeddu um patttdku, pa beitti [ran sér af skyrleika. bad styrkti
innri valdakerfi sitt og setti umbadtasinnada strauma til hlidar pegar peir 6gnudu kjarna
sjalfsmynd stjérnarinnar. Pad byggdi upp og steekkadi net sveedisbundinna umbodsmanna, allt
fra Hezbollah i Libanon og Hamas og palestinsku islamsku Jihad 4 Gaza og Huti-sveitunum i
Jemen til vigasveita i irak og Syrlandi, og festi sig i sessi um allt Mid-Austurlénd. pad fjarfesti i
eldflaugataekni og, mikilvaegast af 6llu, sottist eftir kjarnorkuvopnum sem myndu breyta
stefnumotandi jafnvaegi svaedisins. Ekkert af pessu var falid. bad préadist smam saman, oft
stigvaxandi, en stodugt.

Spennan milli pess sem iran var ad gera og hvernig Vesturlond kusu ad bregdast vid vard meira
aberandi i byrjun 21. aldar. Eftir iraksstridid var litil Idngun i Bandarikjunum eda Evrépu fyrir
00rum stérfelldum atékum i Mid-Austurlondum. bessi preyta styrkti val & dipldmatiskum
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lausnum, jafnvel pétt svaedisbundin ahrif irans jukust i tdmariminu sem skapadist vid fall
Saddams Hussein. begar Barack Obama ték vid voldum i Hvita husinu var rikjandi stefnumétandi
spurningin ekki lengur hvort zetti ad taka patt i samskiptum vid iran, heldur hvernig.

Svarid kom arid 2015 i formi sameiginlegrar heildarazetlunar um adgerda,
kjarnorkusamkomulagsins sem leitast vid ad setja sannanlegar takmarkanir a kjarnorkudaetlun
irans i skiptum fyrir afléttingu vidskiptapvingana. R6kfraedin 4 bak vid samkomulagid var
samhangandi og 4 margan hatt sannfaerandi. Kjarnorkumarkmid lrans voru augljés ahaetta; strid
var 6adladandi kostur; pvi baud samningavidraedur, studd af eftirliti, upp a raunhzefa leid fram &
vid.

,Ef pingid fellir pennan samning ... pa verda Bandarikin kennt um mistok diplématiskra
stiérnmala. Alpjédleg eining mun hrynja og leidin ad atokum mun breikka,” sagdi Obama pa.
Adur hafdi hann sagt ironum ad peir ,verdskuldudu betri“ forystu og ad
heildarkjarnorkusamningur geeti hjalpad iran ad faera sig i tt ad ,nyrri leid sem svo margir iranar
leita ad"“.

par ad auki endurspegladi samningurinn dypri tri: ad med pvi ad koma iran i skipulagdan
samning vid alpjodasamfélagid geeti madur byrjad ad breyta hvétum pess og opnad dyrnar ad
minna atokum.

En i peirri rokfreedi voru innbyggdar forsendur sem reyndust erfidar ad vidhalda. Takmarkanirnar
i samningnum voru ekki varanlegar; lykilakvaedi voru honnud til ad renna Ut med timanum.
Samningurinn beindi préngt ad kjarnorkumalinu og 1ét eldflaugadzetlun irans og sveedisbundna
Utpenslu ad mestu ésnert. Og efnahagsleg léttir sem hann veitti, pott setlad veeri ad vera
stjérnteeki til héfsemi, styrkti einnig getu stjérnarinnar til ad starfa beaedi innanlands og erlendis.

Studningsmenn samningsins héldu pvi fram ad hann hefdi tekist ad seinka
kjarnorkuvopnaafkdstum irans og skapa fordaemalaust gagnsaei. Gagnrynendur métmaeltu pvi
ad hann hefdi i raun réttlett leid ad kjarnorkuvopnaproskuldi en ekki tekist a vid vidtaekari
uppbyggingu iransks valds. Pad sem er ljost i baksyn er ad samningurinn leysti ekki
undirliggjandi 4tok; hann seinkadi peim timabundid innan brotheaetts ramma sem byggdist mjog
a aframhaldandi politiskri samramingu milli Bandarikjanna og bandamanna peirra.

Evropa, fyrir sitt leyti, hélt afram ad vera djupt tengd peim ramma. L6nd eins og Frakkland,
pyskaland og Bretland litu & samninginn ekki adeins sem arangur i barattunni gegn Utbreidslu
kjarnorkuvopna, heldur sem fyrirmynd til ad leysa fléknar alpjodlegar deilur med fjolpjodlegum
dipldmatiskum adferdum. bad voru einnig efnahagslegir hvatar: enduropnun iranskra markada
baud upp a tekifaeri sem evrépsk fyrirteeki voru afjad i ad nyta sér. Jafnvel pott dhyggjur jukust
af eldflaugatilraunum irans og svaedisbundinni starfsemi, var forgangsverkefni i mérgum
evropskum héfudborgum ad vardveita samninginn sjalfan.
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Til ad skilja hvernig sameiginlega heildaraaetlunin vard til verdur ad lita lengra en samningurinn
sjalfur og skoda vidtaekari heimssyn sem moétadi utanrikisstefnu Obama. Samningurinn var ekki
einangrad diplomatiskt afrek; hann var edlileg afleiding stefnumdtunar sem leitast vid ad
endurskilgreina hlutverk Bandarikjanna i heiminum.

Obama ték vid embaetti undir miklum dhrifum fra mistékum iraks og Afganistans, stadradinn { ad
fordast nyjar hernadarlegar flaekjur og sannfaeerdur um ad Bandarikin hefdu ofreitt sig 4 vald a
kostnad diplématiskra adferda. Stjorn hans lagdi dherslu @ samningavidraedur, fjolpjédahyggju
og efnahagslegt ahrifavald, og starfadi undir peirri trd ad jafnvel andstaedingastjornum veeri
haegt ad stjérna med vidvarandi patttoku. iran vard adalpréfraunin fyrir pessa nalgun, sem
byggdist a peirri forsendu ad stjérnin, pratt fyrir byltingarkenningu sina, vaeri i raun skynsém og
geeti fengid hvata til ad breyta hegdun sinni med blondu af prystingi og taekifeerum.

Pessi stefna préadist med tvipaettri nalgun sem sameinadi vidskiptapvinganir og dipldmatiskt
samstarf. Annars vegar hélt Obama-stjornin afram og jok efnahagslegan prysting, sem hjalpadi
til vid ad yta iran { att ad vidraedum; hins vegar stundadi hiin fordeemalausar vidraedur 4 bakvid
rasina, sérstaklega i gegnum millilidi eins og Oman, sem gaf til kynna skyran vilja til ad taka patt
beint.

En frd upphafi var umfang pessara vidraedna visvitandi prongt. Aherslan var naestum eingdngu &
kjarnorkuaaetlun irans, en adrir mikilvaegir paettir i hegdun pess - studningur vid herskaa
umbodsmenn um allt Mid-Austurlénd, proun skotflauga og vidteekari svaeedisbundin
yfirrd@amarkmid - voru ad mestu leyti settir til hlidar.

Pessi akvordun um ad skipta égninni nidur endurspegladi lykilforsendu: ad kjarnorkumalid geeti
verid einangrad og leyst sjalfstaett, sem skapadi rymi fyrir vidtaekari breytingar med timanum.
betta var ekki bara taktisk akvérdun, heldur stefnumétandi tilslakun, sem gerdi iran kleift ad
halda afram ad auka ahrif sin jafnvel pott pad samdi um takmarkanir a kjarnorkustarfsemi sinni.

[ dypra lagi liggur mikilveegasta gagnrynin & stefnu Obama i undirliggjandi forsendum pess um
edli iranska stjérnarinnar. Valdakerfi irans virkar ekki eins og daemigert stjérnmalakerfi.
Raunverulegt vald byr ekki hja kjornum embaettismonnum, heldur hja rétgrénum stofnunum og
leidtogum sem eru stadradnar i ad vardveita hugmyndafraedilega undirstédu Islamska
lydveldisins. | pvi samhengi var si hugmynd ad efnahagslegir hvatar myndu breyta stjérninni
grundvallaratridum i besta falli bjartsyn og i versta falli rong. Samningurinn kann ad hafa
takmarkad tiltekna starfsemi, en hann breytti ekki - og gat liklega ekki - kjarna sjalfsmynd
stjérnarinnar eda langtimamarkmidum.

En utanrikisstefna Obama snerist ekki bara um ad fordast strid eda semja um kjarnorkusamning;
hdn var einnig métud af greinilega ,,framsakinni heimssyn um hvernig alpjédakerfid virkar og
hvernig Bandarikin zettu ad starfa innan pess.
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[ fyrsta lagi efasemdir um bandariskt vald sem einhlida afl til g6ds. Obama lagdi oft aherslu &
takmork ahrifa Bandarikjanna og 6fyrirsédar afleidingar ihlutunar, sérstaklega i kjdlfar iraks.
betta pyddi utanrikisstefnu sem snerist minna um ad varpa ljosi a yfirrad og meira um ad deila
abyrgd i gegnum fjolpjédlegar stofnanir. i tilfelli irans pyddi pad ad forgangsrada samramingu
vid evrépska bandamenn og alpjédlega samstddu.

[ 68ru lagi, tru & sidferdilegt jafngildi (eda ad minnsta kosti sidferdilegt flaekjustig) i
alpjédasamskiptum. Obama hafdi tilhneigingu til ad skilgreina andstaedinga sem adila sem
métadir voru af sdgu, kvértunum og hvétum. begar petta var beitt & iran pyddi petta ad sja
stjérnina ekki adeins sem hugmyndafraedilegan andstaeding, heldur sem riki sem brast vid
aratuga einangrun, vidskiptapvingunum og afskiptum Vesturlanda. Iimyndin var st ad ef pessum
brystingi yrdi leidrétt - med dipldmatiskum haetti og efnahagslegri sampaettingu - gaeti hegdun
frans proast.

i pridja lagi, sterk skuldbinding til patttéku sem umbreytingartdl. betta er adalsmerki
yframsaekinnar” utanrikisstefnuhugsunar: si hugmynd ad pad ad koma ldndum inn i hnattraena
kerfid - efnahagslega, dipldmatiskt, menningarlega - geti smam saman endurmotad pau innan
fra. Sameiginlega heildardatlunin var ekki bara samningur um bann vié Utbreidslu
kjarnorkuvopna i pessari skodun; hin var fyrsta skrefid i att ad annars konar sambandi milli frans
og Vesturlanda.

Ef pu telur ad andstaedingar séu fyrst og fremst mottaekilegir fyrir hvotum gaetirdu vanmetid
hlutverk hugmyndafraedi, sérstaklega i stjorn eins og irans, par sem fjandskapur gagnvart
Bandarikjunum og israel er ekki bara stefnumétandi heldur grundvallaratridi. Ef pu telur ad
patttaka knyi afram héfsemi geetirdu ofmetid dhrif efnahagslegrar sampaettingar, sérstaklega
begar 6flugustu adilar innan stjérnkerfis njéta géds af motspyrnu frekar en sattum. Og ef pu ert
mjog varkar vid ad beita valdi geetirdu veikt faelingarmattinn, jafnvel dviljandi, med pvi ad gefa til
kynna ad fordast verdi stigmbdgnun hvad sem pad kostar.

Med timanum féru métsagnirnar sem hofou verié ad myndast i dratugi ad renna saman.
Kjarnorkudaetlun lrans hafdi préast verulega. Diplématiskt rammaverk sem aetlad var ad hefta
hana hafdi veikst eda hrunid. Svaedisbundin umbodsatok jukust og skapadi vef |agstigsstrids sem
teygdi sig yfir morg 16nd. Traust milli irans og Vesturlanda var i raun ekkert og rymid fyrir
marktaekar samningavidraedur hafdi prengst verulega.

A peim timapunkti var breytingin fra styrdri spennu yfir i opin 4t6k minna skyndileg rof en
hrédun & ndverandi préun. bpau skipulag sem adur hafdi haldié astandinu i brothzettu jafnveaegi -
vidskiptapvingunarkerfi, eftirlitssamningar, diplématiskir rasir - virkudu ekki lengur med sama
krafti. Pad sem eftir var voru hardari stodur, uppsafnadur heefni og rod adila sem voru sifellt
fusari til ad profa mork stigmognunar.
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A0 segja ad pessi nidurstada sé eingongu afleiding frjalslyndrar utanrikisstefnu veeri of einfalt.
Raunveruleikinn er fléknari og felur i sér akvardanir sem leidtogar alls stadar ad ur
stjornmalasvidinu taka. Og samt er pad einnig rétt ad akvednar endurteknar tilhneigingar, sem
eru algengari i vinstri sinnudum stefnumaoétunarkerfum, gegndu mikilvaegu hlutverki i ad moéta
leidina: truin a ad efnahagsleg patttaka myndi milda hugmyndafraedileg stjornkerfi, akjosanleiki
stjornmalasamtaka jafnvel pegar falingarmattur veiktist, tilhneiging til ad forgangsrada ferli og
samkomulagi framar langtimaframfylgd nidurstadna og tregda til ad takast a vid andsteedinga
afgerandi af 6tta vid stigmagnandi atok.

Engin pessara tilhneiginga voru érokrétt. | mérgum samhengi endurspegludu paer erfidisfengna
leerdédma fra fyrri atékum. En i tilfelli [rans attu peir samskipti vid stjérnkerfi sem med
stefnumoétandi polinmaedi, hugmyndafraedilegri stifni og vilja til ad takast 4 vid prysting gerdi
bessar forsendur mun dareidanlegri.

Pad sem pessi saga leidir i ljos ad lokum er ekki bara r6d misreikninga, heldur dypra ésamrami
milli heimssynar og veruleika. | dratugi storfudu adallega vinstri sinnadir stjérnmalamenn Gt fra
beirri tri ad timi, hvati og sampaetting myndu beygja Iran i att ad alpjédaskipulaginu. [ stadinn
gaf timinn fran teekifeeri til ad herda stodu sina, auka umfang sitt og faerast stédugt naer peim
moguleikum sem Vesturlond reyndu ad koma i veg fyrir.

Leerdomurinn er ekki sa ad stjérnmalasamskipti séu i edli sinu gollud, heldur ad
stiérnmalasamskipti, sem eru laus vid skyran skilning & andstaedingnum — og traverduga
framfylgd — verda frekar adferd til tafa en lausnar.

Stridid sem vid sjdum i dag er verdid fyrir pessa tafir. bad er pad sem gerist pegar stjérn sem
skilgreinir sig af hugmyndafraedilegri vissu maetir stefnu sem skilgreinir sig af skilyrtri von. Og
bad skilur eftir sig hardari og dpeaegilegri sannleika: Ekki er haegt ad stjérna 6llum atokum ftil
undirgefni og ekki er haegt ad sannfzera alla andstzedinga um ad verda eitthvad sem peir voru
aldrei ad reyna ad vera.
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