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A nuclear interim deal was 
reached on 24 November 
2013 between Iran and 5+1 
(see Appendix for the full 
text)—that is, between Iran 
and the five permanent 
members of the UN Security 
Council, the United States of 
America, Russia, China, 
France and the United 
K i n g d o m , a n d w i t h 

Germany and Catherine Ashton, the European Union’s High Representative for Foreign 
Affairs and Security Policy (therefore the  negotiating forum could also be called the 6+2 or 
7+1). This deal has been a hotly discussed issue over the last months. 

Here, four scholars, B. Rezvani, V. Volovoj, T. N. Marketos and J. M. Dorsey, offer their analyses 
and viewpoints on this nuclear deal between Iran and the “international community” or 
rather, in fact, mainly the major powers of the West.

The  Nuclear Agreement between Iran and 5+1: Realities and Prospects 

Babak Rezvani

The reactions and opinions of Iranian politicians, political and economic analysts, scholars 
and ordinary people are mixed about this “nuclear deal” in November 2013; so are mine. 
Many Iranian politicians, and political analysts—not only the hardliners—call it a second 
Turkmenchay treaty.

Along with the preceding Gulistan Treaty, the Turkmenchay Treaty was a treaty which is 
regarded as the most traumatic and most humiliating event in modern Iranian history. That 
was the treaty between Qajar Iran and Tsarist Russia, by which Iran lost the remaining parts 
of its territories in the Caucasus and ceded them to Russia, lost its  navigation rights in the 
Caspian Sea, and was penalized and had to pay a huge sum of money to Tsarist Russia.

All in all, I think it is unfair to call the so-called 5+1 nuclear deal a second Turkmenchay 
Treaty. The recent deal between Iran and 5+1 is not a treaty but an agreement for a period of 
six months. And although its positive results for Iran are meager, the negotiating team was 
not to blame. They negotiated against a too powerful adversary and the power relations were 
very unequal.
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By the virtue of the recent agreement Iran gave up everything and in return got access only 
to a tiny share of its own frozen assets in banks; seemingly only $ 4.2 billion. The sanctions 
on the banking and money transfer systems, which has paralyzed the Iranian economy and 
healthcare system and had brought about severe humanitarian consequences, were not 
lifted. The sanctions against purchasing new airplanes, which also have cost human lives, 
were also not lifted. 

However, the sanctions against the Iranian automobile industry were lifted, probably 
because their removal benefits France as Peugeot and Renault have cooperation agreements 
with Iranian companies and produce cars in Iran. Remarkably, it was France that was even 
tougher than the United States in the negotiations and frustrated the first round of 
negotiations.

The Western accusation that Iran is trying to produce nuclear weapons does not rest on solid 
grounds. Iran has enriched uranium up to 20 percent, while uranium should be enriched at 
least up to 80, or preferably 90, percent if a country wants to produce nuclear weapons. The 
West is suspicious of Iran, allegedly because the Iranian enrichment program is an expensive 
one and not economically cost-effective. They always ask why would Iran insist in enriching 
uranium when it is expensive. Yet Iran has to enrich uranium itself because the West is not 
very eager to sell nuclear fuel to Iran for its civilian-purpose reactors. In addition, the West 
argues that the Iranian heavy water reactor in Arak should be closed, despite the fact that it 
does not need enriched uranium to operate.

Certain channels of media in the West and Arab countries try to depict Iran as a war 
mongering and anti-Semitic country that threatens its neighbors. They often refer to the 
statements of the former Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad. However, the 
relationship between Ahmadinejad’s statements and the necessity of sanctions against, or in 
any case the frustration of, selling Iran civilian airplanes and medicines, is not clear.

It is not fair to regard Iran as dangerous for regional peace, especially by a country that itself 
has used nuclear bombs, for the first and only times in human history. Despite Iranian 
hardliners’  belligerent discourse at times, Iran has not initiated a war in the last 200 years. It 
is not a secret now—thanks to their public statements and Wikileaks—that Saudi Arabia 
and Israel have threatened Iran with military force, or have urged Americans to take action. 

Nuclear weapons are militarily of no use to Iran. The accusation that Iran may use nuclear 
weapons against its Arab neighbors or Israel does not rest on logical grounds. Iran is 
militarily much stronger than its Arab neighbors and does not need any nuclear weapons to 
defeat them. Moreover, Iran has to face American reaction if it hypothetically uses nuclear 
weapons against its neighbors. Therefore, an hypothetical nuclear military capacity does not 
give Iran any practical military edge over its neighbors. It is also absurd to believe that the 
Iranian establishment—in fact, a theocratic establishment—would ever use nuclear 
weapons against Israel; simply because that area is known as a holy land for Christians, Jews 
and Muslims alike. Similarly, Iran has not attacked the holy cities in Iraq, during the Iraq–
Iran war (1980-1988).
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It is also not fair to depict Iran and the Iranian nation as anti-Semitic. Iranian people respect 
Judaism and Jews worldwide and are aware of their contributions to science. Many Jewish 
prophets are buried in Iran, and Jewish Iranians have contributed a lot to, and are respected 
in, Iran. Despite issues and imperfections at times, Iran has been a benevolent and safe 
environment for Jews; in stark contrast to the European or even Arab countries, where many 
Jewish communities have originated from. It is important to note that the Iranian King Cyrus 
the Great liberated Jews from slavery in Babylon, and since then Jewish Iranians have 
peacefully coexisted with Muslim and Christian Iranians for thousands of years.

It is also noteworthy that it was Saudi Arabia that invaded Bahrain and unleashed a 
bloodshed among the Shi’ite majority there who demanded democratic reforms. The 
reaction of Hillary Clinton, the then American Secretary of State, was striking: she warned 
Iran not to interfere in Bahrain’s affairs—despite the fact that many Bahrainis hold also 
Iranian citizenship—rather than unequivocally condemning Saudi action.

The West should understand that the nuclear program is for Iran an issue of national pride, 
and it is not very relevant for Iran if it turns out to be expensive. Targeting one’s national 
pride is not very productive if one wants to reach mutual understanding and good relations. 
The Western expression of “carrot and stick” is offensive. Yet the West uses this expression to 
characterize its wishful policy towards Iran. There is no need to mention that Iranians find 
this expression very offensive and disrespectful. The Iranian President Hassan Rouhani has 
said that the West should be respectful towards Iran instead threatening with sanctions. The 
Western conduct of long and relentless negotiations with Iran in Geneva was a sign of 
respect towards Iran. 

On the other hand, the American statement that the agreement does not recognize Iran’s 
right to uranium enrichment was a strategic mistake. The current US Secretary of State John 
Kerry may have said this in order to ease Saudi, Israeli and American hardliners’ tempers, or 
may have wanted to indicate that the USA does not recognize any country’s right to uranium 
enrichment. 

However, it was a strategic mistake, and not very productive,  to deny Iran’s right, after  Kerry 
had signed an agreement which foresaw in Iranian enrichment activities. Many experts have 
already mentioned the right of each signatory of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) 
to enrich uranium. For example, Hans Blix, the former executive chairman of the United 
Nations Monitoring, Verification and Inspection Commission (2000-2003) and director 
general of the International Atomic Energy Agency (1981-1997), has mentioned that the NPT 
foresees in uranium enrichment activities.

The West and Iran have to coexist. There is no other choice. Iran has a young population and 
enormous human resources. Iranian students have often gained success in many scientific 
Olympiads. If anything, and if not counteracted, the Iranian youth may play a positive role in 
the state of the world technology and science in the foreseeable future, which is beneficial to 
the West. 
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It is up to the West, and particularly the USA, to prevent the next Iranian generation from 
becoming and remaining distrustful of the West. Normalization of relations between Iran 
and the USA will be beneficial to both countries and to the Iranian people in particular—at 
least because they will not fear any shortages of medicines and any military threats in the 
future. This will only happen when agreements and relations are based on upon mutual 
respect.

True, the provocative and belligerent foreign policy by Ahmadinejad’s administration has 
isolated Iran, and has cost Iran dearly in the economic and diplomatic spheres. A North 
Korea-like isolation will be disastrous for Iran. Iranian authorities should also understand 
that engagement with the international community will benefit the Iranian economy and 
Iran’s position in the world, and the normalization of relations with the West is an 
unavoidable part of that process.

All in all, the Iranian negotiating team did its best. The Iranian team claims that the 
acknowledgement of the Iranian nuclear rights by a reluctant West was a victory for Iran. 
However, on the other hand, Iran gave up almost everything and got almost nothing. The 
West states that they may lift sanctions step by step. However, a healthy dose of skepticism is 
called for, because Iran has almost nothing more to offer for a serious and durable bargain in 
the future.

Nevertheless, the ordinary Iranian people are happy; at least for a time. The West has lifted 
the barriers against medicines and humanitarian affairs and also will sell now spare civilian 
airplane parts. And hopefully this will result in fewer fatalities.

Crucial points in the Iran or 5+1 nuclear deal

Vadim Volovoj

There are several crucial points in the Iran or 5+1 nuclear deal. First of all it means that there 
is no strategic consensus in the American elite. While one camp supports the position of 
Israel and Saudi Arabia—the position of sanctions and war against Damascus and Tehran—
the US President Barack Obama’s camp seeks peace in Syria and Iran.

It seems that for Obama and his supporters the geopolitical priority of the future concerns 
China, and he wants to finish the American role in the Near and Middle East story, to get rid 
of the Arabs and Tel Aviv problems and interests. This really coincides with the position of 
Russia, which made deals on Syria, and now also on Iran, possible.

Still this may be not the end of the story, because the “war camp” in the USA is hardly going 
to surrender easily. That is why the further agreements on, and with, Syria and Iran will be 
difficult, and there maybe possible provocations by the “war camp” to ruin today’s results.

Dr. Vadim Volovoj (PhD political science) is a Senior Expert at the Center for Geopolitical Studies 
in Lithuania; see further http://www.geopolitika.lt.
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