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Summery

Given the history of Iranian nuclear program, its current status and relative success of Iran in leading its nuclear crisis in a long-term diplomacy direction, analysis of the Purposive Pattern of Iran’s behavior in its nuclear crisis from an international relations standpoint can be a major contribution to assess the past failures and present challenges of such crisis.

Perception of Iran’s behavior in its nuclear crisis determines the degree of success to convince Iran to commit to the international community’s demands and to set a feasible plan for multilateral negotiations. Applying Rational Actor Model in this study, it intends to raises some key questions to investigate the motivation underlying the Iran’s objects to develop its nuclear program on the basis of a proactive behavior. 

Iran’s behavior has created a strategic context which has led the international community to believe that “the portrayal of Iran’s nuclear activities is incomplete.” (Perkovich, 2005, 2) The only way for completing this portrayal is to determine the real context of Iran’s behavior in its nuclear crisis. Without a realistic analysis of Iran’s nuclear behavior, even its nonproliferation intends might result in a nonproliferation challenge for the international community.

The strategic context of Iran in its nuclear crisis can be defined on the basis of four elements constituting the framework of Iran’s nuclear behavior. These elements include ‘Interdependent decision-making’, ‘uncertainty’, ‘time constraints’ and ‘conflicting goals’. Iran’s nuclear behavior has a preference ordering defined on the basis of an international network of constraints and opportunities or, in the other words, a strategic chain of interactions. The units of the above mentioned international network is described in this study under the titles of risk perception system, the interaction between the world powers, military threats and risking energy security.  

I hypothesize that the proactive behavior of Iran in a strategic environment has so far changed its nuclear crisis from a question of maximum conflict into a question of minimum risk aiming to engage International community in a competitive zero-sum game on the one hand and to maintain a Partial Equilibrium Process in its nuclear strategy as a rational actor’s strategy which is guided by a cost-benefit approach.  To this end, the dissertation seeks to explain how Iran’s nuclear behavior has been formed on the basis of variability of regional and international circumstances. Notwithstanding this fact that Iran’s nuclear behavior has been based on a rational choice-based deterrent policy, the safety margin of legitimization as a NPT by-product for Iran is one of the reasons why in Iran’s political horizon, its nuclear strategy has not been defined within the security or insecurity category.  This aspect has provided Iranian leaders with the potentiality for a crypto-political will to cross the nuclear threshold without imaging any moratorium.  Drawing a real portrait of Iran’s behavior, It is the prime focus of this study to show that an immediate request for the international community in Iran’s nuclear crisis is to answer the question of ‘who challenges whom?’ Through this novel problematization, it can be studied in a realistic context the role of pressures and inducements on Iran’s decision-making process as a proactive actor.
Introduction
Over recent years, Iran’s nuclear behavior in its multi-faceted program has continued to be addressed by international relations analysts for drawing an accurate portrait of Iran’s strategy in its nuclear crisis. The interaction experiences of the international community on Iran have proved that the case of Iran, notwithstanding the close similarities with the North Korea, should be treated in a different way. As Defarges points out, “the West is pursuing multiple, potentially conflicting, objectives with a country whose politics are in flux and whose leaders oscillate between open hostility and pragmatism.” (Defarges, 2004, 3)
 Reviewing the reports released by IAEA, it seems Tehran has not changed its strategy as a result of the international pressures and sanctions. This suggests that determining the kind of Iran’s behavior as an independent variable would make a contribution to reexamine the past miscalculations and ‘great strategic errors’ about its nuclear crisis in a strategic context where possible and reasonable solution would have a nature governed by “a paradigm of mistrust and verify.” (Dobbins et al, 2007, xii) In fact, the kind of Iran’s behavior in its nuclear crisis determines the degree of success to convince Iran to commit to the international community’s demands and to set a feasible plan for multilateral negotiations. This dissertation, therefore, might be an opportunity to illustrate some dimensions of the complex formulation of Iran’s nuclear behavior and to assess whether Iran’s nuclear crisis is a question of war or risk and whether it is independent of the international pressures or incentives for bullying Iran into give up its so-called nuclear rights.
Research Methodology

Using a conceptual analysis strategy, my research method will consist of interpreting and comparing/contrasting the involved actors’ behaviors in Iran’s nuclear crisis on the basis of negotiations and strategic interactions. Iran’s nuclear behavior will be also viewed in the context of Iran-US relations. This research considers North Korea’s nuclear crises as a comparing case with similar causal characteristics. I will also use a hypothetico-deductive model in determining the answer to the questions. I make use a small-case controlled comparison strategy in order to focus on the independent variables believed to be more related to analyze Iran’s behavior in nuclear crisis in an International Relations context. I will support my findings with a significant number of critical essays on decision-making process in International Relations which deal specifically with the subject of the Rational Actor Model to provide a good starting point and baseline for viewing Iran’s International Relations in its nuclear crisis from a realistic perspective. In making this argument, I also address a debate in literature on the role of sanctions and incentives on Iran’s nuclear behavior. I conclude by specifying the implications of this argument and paths for future use.
The model employed for debating over Iran’s nuclear crisis in this study is Rational Actor Model. Applying Rational Actor Model in this study, it intends to raises some key questions in to investigate the motivation underlying the Iran’s proactive behavior in its nuclear program. In testing my hypothesis, I will compare and contrast the interaction context between Iran and international community.

Research limitation
The major limitation of this study is the necessity of restricting the works selected for this investigation. I have focused on those where Iran’s behavior has been studied in an interactive context between Iran and the international community particularly when Iran has made decision regardless of what steps the international community takes.  
The second limitation is the need to study those interactions between the involved actors which can be analyzed within the framework presented by the Rational Actor Model including relevant objectives and values, possibility of alternative options, value maximizing solutions.  So, the study space does not permit a full discussion on the deliberations of Iran’s nuclear crisis.  
Research Problem

Background
As Stantchev says “international politics is all about interdependent decision-making. That is, each actor does his best to further its goals knowing that the other actors are doing the same.” (Stantchev, 2005) Iran’s nuclear crisis seems to be a strategic puzzle for the international community: Iran is uncertain about the international community’s response to its action and the international community is uncertain about the consequences of the sanctions and incentives on Iran’s behavior. Both actors calculate the payoffs of their decisions on the basis of other actor’s strategic behavior in order to act within the framework of an Equilibrium process or a ‘competitive zero-sum game’ where “actors respond to each other’s decisions until each is at a position from which no improvement is possible.” (Levi, 1997, 23) 

Research questions and objectives

According to Prof. Anousheh Ehteshami, “in terms of strategic developments, Iran, it could be argued, is the only two-legged runner in a race of one-legged competitors in a dysfunctional regional system. Iran’s nuclear program, thus, could mark a new watershed in the region’s strategic relations.” (Ehteshami, 2009, 26)  It seems for international community, two parts of the nuclear crisis of this two-legged runner, need to be clearly analyzed: first, Iran’s intentions to follow its nuclear program and second its capabilities to achieve a nuclear weaponization.         

Iran’s attempts focus on indicating that its nuclear issues should be addressed over long term. Hence, sanctions as long-term instruments have not resulted in what the international community has expected to convince Iran to stop its nuclear program. Given the history of Iranian nuclear program, its current status and relative success of Iran in leading its nuclear crisis in a long-term diplomacy direction, analysis of the Purposive Pattern of Iran’s behavior in its nuclear crisis from an international relations viewpoint can be a major contribution to assess the past failures and present challenges of such crisis and would be an effective approach to find ‘the basic problem lays where?’ In the other words, “We need to make a final assessment of Iran’s end-game. Is it to acquire a nuclear-weapons capability, and is this for deterrence or for power projection?” (Ehteshami, 2009, 37) It is of high importance for international community to address the question of whether Iran’s nuclear activity reflects a sense of insecurity: Examining this issue entails assessing Iran’s behavior pattern in its nuclear scenario. Likewise, answers of some vital questions such as ‘how Iran and international community should go about talking’ or ‘when they should talk’ seem to be to high extent related to Iran’s behavior pattern in its nuclear scenario. 

This research considers a main question of whether it could be concluded that Iran’s behavior in its nuclear crisis is proactive rather than reactive. Two subjects will be assessed to pave the way for finding the answer to main question: First, the action channels in Iran nuclear case moved through which stages? And the second one focuses on this question whether Iran’s nuclear behavior is a rational choice-based deterrent policy? Based on these essential questions this research would involve determining a contextual and institutional framework for the strategic environment of happened interactions between different actors in Iran’s nuclear crisis.
 I hypothesize that the proactive behavior of Iran in such a strategic environment has so far changed its nuclear crisis from a question of maximum conflict into a question of minimum risk aiming to engage International community in a competitive zero-sum game on the one hand and to maintain a Partial Equilibrium Process in its nuclear strategy as a rational actor’s strategy which is guided by a cost-benefit approach.   
Seen from Iran’s view, ‘Proactive behavior’ means an ‘assertive behavior’ and seen from the West’s view, it means a ‘risky behavior’. It is the prime focus of this study to show that precedence of which meaning has conducted the crisis towards the current situation. 

The results of this research can also be a contribution to illustrate the following issues: 
· The role of pressures and inducements exerted on Iran in its decision-making process as a proactive actor in order to address the question of whether the more sanctions might be imposed to Iran.

·  Is the proactive behavior of Iran a key factor to make its crisis difficult to resolve through a peaceful diplomacy or quite contrary, such behavior is a strategy to thwart any military plan? 
· Which factors could impact on the proactive behavior of Iran?
Theoretical Framework

The logic of actors’ behavior in an international context is structured in terms of different factors such as security, power interests and survival and etc. However, as Holsti believes ‘relative capabilities’ is a central feature of the International Relations. (Holsti, 1994) In a ‘crisis point’ of an international system characterized by aforesaid feature, finding a value maximizing solution entails mapping the positions of different actors and their goals as two factors constituting the lens through which each actor sees the problem. The question of how each actor defines the problem may be analyzed by means of various approaches. One way is “to explain events by explaining the choices that is led to them.” (Wagner, 2001, 3) The rational actor model hypothesizes that actors are rational in the sense that they choose actions that somehow help them achieve their goals. According to Sharp a rational actor can be dealt with through “traditional policy strategies such as negotiations, sanctions, or deterrence, but an irrational actor is far less predictable and much more dangerous.” (Travis Sharp, 2009, 3) the ‘rationality’ involves in ranking options as Slantchev describes “on the bottom go options that are costly and unlikely to produce benefits close to the important goals, and on the top are options that are quite likely to work at no great cost.” (Slantchev, 2005)  
In a strategic context the rational actor’s attempts are made “to satisfy one’s needs by maximizing benefits and minimizing costs and to have perfect information about the consequences of certain choices” (Bonham, 2007) In this study by ‘strategic context’ we mean a context of interactions between Iran and international community, defined on the basis of four main factors namely ‘interdependent decision-making’ and ‘Time constraints’, ‘uncertainty’ and ‘conflicting goals’. In a strategic context, environment as a dependent variable produces limitations for the actions. (Stantchev, 2005) The components of strategic context of Iran’s nuclear crisis is here determined through its ‘action-channels’. The action-channel as Allison says structures the game by “preselecting the major players, determining their usual points of interest into the game and distributing particular advantages and disadvantages for each game. Most critically, channels determine who’s got the action.” (Graham Allison and Philip Zelikow, 2005, 301) The most reliable or most probable common knowledge to all actors involved in the game is that they act according to most preferred outcomes. The decision making process of involved actors is here studies on the basis of two main factors:  

· Individual Limitation Critique (ILC) which focuses on the actor’s ability to relate means to ends in a strategic context. ILC relates to the actor’s knowledge of environment implications and different limitations affecting its rational capacities (time, assumptions, information, resources …) and
· Organizational Critique (OC) which focuses the ability of an actor to control over the implementations of actors’ decisions. (Slantchev, 2005)
Analysis

Literature Review

Analyses in the case of Iran’s nuclear crisis are so variable and to some extend contradictory that the rare cases in the international politics can be found to have the similar situation. The contemporary world context is one of the main causes for this situation. As Halliday points out “Iran’s nuclear issue in a world context that described by as a world of one dominant and several medium powers seems more probable; a state of affairs that I have called ‘contested unipolarity.’” (Halliday, F., 39) 

Iran’s leaders, According to Kemp “appear to have calculated that they can withstand the diplomatic pressure they are likely to face and that even if sanctions are imposed Iran has the will and financial resources to ride them out.” (Kemp, 2006, 4) The reason for such analysis is believed to be rooted in Iran’s diplomatic position on the nuclear program at the UN and the IAEA “to run the risk of a major confrontation with the United States and Europe.” (Ibid, 6) Add to these factors, an international context where Iran’s nuclear crisis has become an opportunity for most countries “to demonstrate their ability to balance their domestic interests with their responsibilities” (Shen, 2006, 56). From one hand China‘s strategy to develop its relations with the regional states and from the other hand, its “economic boom [which] has resulted in an energy thirst that is now affecting Beijing’s foreign policy” (Shen, 2006, 57) is a good example for the above mentioned international context. 
Along with the security concerns on Iran’s nuclear activities and the potential spread of enrichment and reprocessing technology to other states, the kind of Iran’s behavior in its nuclear crisis is itself a separate question deserving a particular attention so that Leurs considers it as a third challenge for the international community: “The third challenge is that Iran has developed several tactics intended to undercut the current US strategy. It has improved relations with Russia, attempted to use its oil exports to win support from an energy-hungry China, and launched a diplomatic offensive aimed at its Persian Gulf neighbors. Iran has also sought to counter US pressure in the UN Security Council by agreeing to negotiate with the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA).” (Leurs, 2008, 6) It has presented a fundamental challenge to the international community to address this question that how the political leaders of Iran see its nuclear program. Some studies suggest that “a nuclear posture strengthens Iran’s profile in an Asian neighborhood full of heavy-weights and nuclear weapon states, and also strengthens its negotiating hand with its adversaries.” (Ehteshami, 2009, 31) Seen from this perspective, “that source of the nuclear threats is not the weapons themselves but the political context in which they are deployed.” (Sigal, 2009, 5) Iran’s behavior has created a strategic context which has led the international community to believe that “the portrayal of Iran’s nuclear activities is incomplete.” (Perkovich, 2005, 2) The only way for completing this portrayal is to determine the real context of Iran’s behavior in its nuclear crisis. Without a realistic analysis of Iran’s nuclear behavior, even its nonproliferation intends might result in a nonproliferation challenge for the international community as it is well described by Perkovich, the vice president for studies at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace: “If Iran has decided to strictly adhere to the rules, then the nonproliferation challenge may become greater. By complying with all IAEA requirements, Iran could strengthen the case for preserving the traditional interpretation of rules regulating nuclear technology. Iran could rally many other countries to preserve the “right” of all NPT-compliant states to acquire uranium enrichment and/or plutonium separation capabilities. Iran would find more support for its refusal to accept demands by France, Germany, and the United Kingdom (and the United States) that Iran revise its nuclear plans and rely on guaranteed international fuel services rather than national uranium enrichment and/or plutonium reprocessing.” (Perkovich, 2005, 4)  Referring to 2007 report of the National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) that announced “Tehran’s decision to halt its nuclear weapons program suggests it is less determined to develop nuclear weapons than we have been judging since 2005”, it reminds us that to locate the coordinates of Iran’s behavior is more complicated than the international community imagines so that the question of ‘who challenge whom’  is an important factor in determining the direction of Iran’s nuclear crisis and the way within which the international community can take steps toward a solution. This is why some analysts like Jim Walsh believe “of course, Iran could resume weaponization work.  Of course, it continues to enrich. That is obvious. What is not obvious is that the primary assumption about Iranian intentions and behavior guiding US policy was incorrect and changing that assumption has profound implications for US nonproliferation strategy.” (Walsh, 2008, 5)  From the other hand, the report of NIE indicates that Iran’s behavior can be modeled as a rational actor or in the other words “Tehran’s decisions are guided by a cost-benefit approach rather than rush to a weapon irrespective of the political, economic and military costs.” (Walsh, 2008) The rational actor model is sometimes named as the “Golden Standard” (Bonham, 2007) whose main aspect is to pave the way for the involved actors to anticipate the strategy of each other in an interaction context.  The behavior of international community in such interaction context can be summarized, according to Perkovich in “a full spectrum of both coercive and positive steps must be identified and agreed upon to gradually increase or relieve pressure on Iran, commensurate with moves Tehran makes either toward or away from the agreed U.S. and European objective of persuading Iran to forgo national enrichment of uranium and separation of plutonium.” (Perkovich, 2005A, 9)
Discussions
The misperceived image on Iran’s nuclear behavior seems to be an immediate answer to the question of why sanctions have not produced the intended result. In fact Iran’s strategy to indicate to ignore the UNSC resolutions and international sanctions has shaped a large part of Iran’s complex nuclear behavior emphasizing that Iran has not persuaded that the risk of pursuing its nuclear scenario exceeds the incentives and sanctions. The strategic context of Iran in its nuclear crisis can be defined on the basis of four elements constituting the nature of Iran’s nuclear behavior. As before mentioned, these elements include ‘Interdependent decision-making’, ‘uncertainty’, ‘time constraints’ and ‘conflicting goals’. The first question of this study regarding the stages that the action-channels of Iran have moved through them is investigated on the basis of these four factors.   

First question: 

The action channels in Iran nuclear case moved through which stages?

For Iran, the pattern of ‘interdependent decision-making’ has been defined on the basis of the ‘Dual Decision Effect’. Within the framework of this pattern, “an actor chooses an action both for the action’s direct effect and its indirect effect on the actions of others.” (Stantchev, 2005) A decision-making framework defined on the basis of aforesaid effect is the core of the strategic context of Iran’s international relations in its nuclear crisis where the different actors are competing to be the answer for the questions of ‘when decisions are made’, ‘how decisions are made’ and ‘who makes the final decision’. In this section, Iran’s strategy has been focused on how its decision are implemented (Security factor of its decision-making process) and the responses of other actors (Security factor of the interaction environment). For the first Security Factor, Iran’s attempts have made to convince the international community that its nuclear crisis should be addressed in near or long term. The failed experience of US-led sanctions can be interpreted on the basis of this strategy deployed by Iran. While the Security Council of the UN passed three sanction resolutions on March 2006, Iran developed its uranium enrichment capability by increasing its centrifuges from 164 to 3000. As Walsh says, “in the race between centrifuges and sanctions the centrifuges are wining. The historical record here is sufficiently clear that scenario American and European officials have conceded the point.” (Walsh, 2008, 6) The sanction strategy (which has been gradually diverted to the strategy of the sanction-for-the-sake-of-sanction) is not basically a feasible solution for long or near term crisis. Iran’s proactive behavior, indeed, has converted its crisis into a long term challenge for the international community. McManus at the council of the Foreign Relations says to Nicholas Burns: “Now, of course as you know, some of the critics of this policy say, well, your track of sanctions and diplomacy is proceeding at this pace, and the Iranian enrichment program at a faster pace. This new round of sanctions presumably has to qualitatively tougher, not just incrementally tougher, to change Iran’s behavior.” (Walsh, 2008)         
For Iran, the second security factor, i.e. the Security factor of the interaction environment means to transfer this message to the international community that they need to adopt ‘post-nuclear’ policies regarding Iran. Iran’s proactive behavior stems from such Iran’s intend. On the basis of information released by the IAEA inspectors, it seems that Iran has not changed its nuclear strategy as a result of the international pressures and this could suggest that the international community is confronting a nuclear-capable Iran. Seen from this point of view, Iran is trying to enhance its leverage with the international community through its proactive behavior or and a strategy of commanding international attention. Iran’s tactic in this section has been to prevent forming an international consensus or cooperation on its nuclear crisis using its energy incentives and geopolitical conditions. Iran’s attempt has focused in this scenario as Perkovich says “to devise guarantees that would satisfy European negotiators (and Russia and China) and split them from Washington … U.S. officials should not take any steps or speak any words that help Iran isolate the United States within the international community.” (Perkovich, 2005, 11) This can be result in restricting US maneuvers to take harder position toward Iran. China and Russia believe that Iran’s nuclear crisis should be resolved within the IAEA and their inclination to accompany with the US policy on Iran - as a cooperative partner for Russia and China - has been doubtful. Russia might be reluctant not to resolve the nuclear conflict between Iran and International community in an American way. In fact, the diplomatic dilemma in the Iran’s nuclear crisis could pave the way for closer relation between Russia and Iran in nuclear and commerce issues. In his lecture for the ‘US Senate Committee for the Foreign Relations’, George Kemp to this situation: “Seen from the Russian point of view, not only are we interfering in their backyard, but if we eventually improve relations with Iran as part of some ultimate “grand bargain” and remove economic sanctions then Russia stands to lose a great deal of economic leverage in that country while witnessing the return of the U.S. and all that entails for the region.” (Kemp, 2006, 2) Hence, an important element of what has characterized Iran’s behavior as being proactive is the fundamental rift in the international community due to the particular geopolitics of Iran whose impact has a realm from China to Europe. Iran’s geopolitics, indeed, is a factor to make its nuclear crisis, despite the case of North Korea, be a multi-facet challenge not being a pure nuclear-proliferation case. The role of Iran in post-saddam Iraq and Afghanistan, the linkage of Iran with the resistance group in Palestine and Lebanon, its role in the security of Persian Gulf and in a word, its ‘Iranian-Islamic geopolitics’ has led to what labeled by Kemp as “Iran’s gleeful defiance to the international community on the nuclear issue” (Kemp, 2006, 4) The  mentioned geopolitics is as well the source of the international community’s dilemma in the face of the question of what the real concern is about Iran’s nuclear program. 
Second Question: 

Whether Iran’s nuclear behavior is a rational choice-based deterrent policy?

The second question focuses on this issue that whether Iran’s nuclear behavior is a rational choice-based deterrent policy? Vulnerable stance of Iran in its nuclear crisis suggests that there is a deterrent policy in its nuclear activities. However the nature of this policy is different to what is deployed by North Korea. The interaction environment for Iran and North Korea is defined in different context. As Paul Kerrat in the Arms Control Association in Washington says “it's hard to believe the Iranians would put themselves in the same category as the North Koreans. There are so many differences between them." (See LaFranchi, 2006) In fact the key policy of Iran in this section has been to transfer this message to the world community that they should treat Iran as a different case compared to North Korea. For North Korea, the insecurity is the main reason for its nuclear activity as North Korean Foreign Ministry spokesman said: “Only military deterrent force, supported by ultra-modern weapons, can avert a war and protect the security of the nation. This is the lesson drawn from the Iraqi war.” (Sigal, 2009, 5) However the question of how the political leaders of Iran see its nuclear program has a more complicated answer. The insecurity should be considered as a primary motivation for Iran. Undoubtedly, for the Islamic Republic “defense (and therefore deterrence) has been a policy imperative. So long as this is the case, the West’s conventional and nonconventional capabilities will be regarded as potentially threatening.” (Ehteshami, 2009, 43) However, Iran’s nuclear scenario is a competitive zero-sum game where the lack of international consensus and resulting diplomatic impasse have enabled Iran’s leaders to dominate the role of pressures and inducements exerted on Iran in decision-making process in a rational way rather than to be dominated by them.
Though in a rationally-modeled game, as Thomas Bossert says, “you are competing with other interests and other rationalities for making changes in politics and rules of the game”, (Bossert, 2006,) in Iran’s nuclear game it seems the major actors have not succeeded to change neither rules nor politics. The reason can be found in Iranian manufactured-situation where the menu of policy option for the West becomes day by day limited. From one hand, Iran’s prudent behavior resulted in some positive reports and reactions such as one announced by the National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) – according to which in 2003 Iran halted its activities related to the development of nuclear weapons – or some confirmations on the health of Iran’s nuclear activity by the IAEA, puts the ball in the court of the international community. Iran’s strategy in this direction was successful even at the time of Bush: “The momentum for dialogue had gained so much speed by 2008 that even the skeptical Bush Administration had directly brought into the process, and as a sign of its seriousness dispatched William Burns, a senior State Department official, to the July 2008 round of meetings with Iranian officials in Geneva.” (Ehteshami, 2009, 21)

From the other hand Iran desires to be a vague security concern for the international community. In fact, in the case of North Korea the international community, from the outset, knew the stance of Pyongyang regarding the declaration its military ends for accessing to the nuclear capability. However in the case of Iran, as IAEA former Director Muhammad Al Baradei said “the most important issue is the scope and nature of Iran’s enrichment program.” (Segal et al, 2009, 19) Developing uncertainty in the international community’s perception of the coordinates of Iran’s nuclear program is seen by Iran as a strategic tool and pressure leverage - whether in the form of an artificial posture or a real threat - for enhancing its bargaining power.  According to Cordesman this is an inevitable tactic for Iran: “To put direct or indirect pressure on its neighbors, threatening them to achieve goals it could not achieve without the explicit or tacit threat of weapons of mass destruction” (Cordesman and Al-Rodhan, 2006, 3)

Adopting such a strategy entails continual evaluation of the international community’s reactions. Iran’s approach to the aforesaid evaluation according to Perkovich can be providing opportunities that “Tehran will create crises to extract better terms or test whether terms on offer are the best that can be had, as it did in August when it broke its agreement with the EU-3 and resumed uranium conversion work at Isfahan.” (Perkovich, 2005A, 9) Iran-produced or imposed uncertainty on its nuclear activity has paved the way for a strategy of warning the West about any aggressive position by means of endangering the interests of the involved actors or their allies. The outcomes of such strategy impact on a wide spectrum of situations. Iran’s relations to its neighbors can be addressed as one of such situations: “The consequence of a violent reaction (terrorism or a military attack) by Iran against the populations of neighboring countries is playing into Tehran’s hands, ensuring that Iran’s neighbors remain paralyzed in policy terms. This position leaves the door open for Iran’s further penetration of the Arab heartland and core Arab issues (such as Palestine). Even in indirect ways, Iran’s nuclear posture is feeding its regional ambitions.” (Ehteshami, 2009, 26) This nuclear-regional ambition, from one hand, is a message to deter any military intervention from the US whose interests are largely located in Arabic countries, and from the other hand, it is a political strategy in response to the Israel’s growing relationship with India and Turkey.  
An important note needs to be addressed when studying the environment of Iran’s nuclear crisis is that if interdependent decision-making is a key aspect of a strategic environment (Stantchev, 2005), how neither incentives nor military preventive threats or international sanctions have seriously influenced Iran’s behavior in its nuclear crisis. Furthermore, it seems to be contradictory to what has been generally accepted as a rational behavior in response to the incentives and the sanctions. (See the Theoretical Framework section: Travis Sharp, 2009) It should be noted that the logic of Iran’s  behavior has been based on deploying a rational policy to enhance its ‘power’ in a strategic context of international relations where power is a combination of bargaining advantages, skill and will in using these advantages, and other players’ perceptions of the previous two factors. (Townsend, 2008) President Ahmadinejad’s 2007 announcement that “with great pride, I announce, as of today, our dear country Iran is among the countries of the world that produces an industrial level of nuclear fuel” (Linzer D, 2007, A9) can be considered in accordance with such strategy. As Walsh says “It is Iran’s interest to claim success in the field of enrichment to create facts on the ground to make enrichment a fait accomplice. Grand announcement have not always been followed by grand accomplishments.” (Walsh, 2008, 4) The core of Iran’s great announcements is to indicate that the denuclearization of Iran is impossible as a strategy to avoid getting forced to accept what can be named as “a parallel process of bilateral and multilateral denuclearization and normalization of negotiations.” (Sigal, 2009, 15) According to the 2008 report of IAEA “Iran has not provided the Agency with all the information, access to documents and access to individuals necessary to support Iran’s statements [that its activities are purely peaceful in intent]. The Agency is of the view that Iran may have additional information, in particular on high explosives testing and missile related activities which...Iran should share with the Agency.” (IAEA report, 26 May 2008, 4) Indeed, what is here imposed to the international community by Iran is an increasingly volatile situation forcing the international community to adopt a see-and-wait strategy. This would automatically paralyze the information structure of the interaction environment between Iran and other key actors involved in its nuclear crisis. In February 2010, Iran announced that it should be recognized by the international community as a ‘nuclear state’.  In response to Iran’s statement on ‘becoming a nuclear state’, the White House announced that Iran’s claim is on the basis of the politics rather than physics. Such type of statements by Iran seems to be based on its proactive strategy to test the red lines and the probable implications of a nuclear-armed Iran in the light of the past international recognition of Iran’s low uranium enrichment program. According to Walsh two aspects of Iran’s nuclear program are remarkable to attend: “big announcements and greater progress in construction than in operation and technical achievement combined with ongoing technical hurdles.” (Walsh, 2008, 4) To characterize Iran’s nuclear behavior by means of two aforesaid aspects suggests that Iran’s attempt has focused on exhibiting a proactive behavior on the basis of a virtual dominant position in its nuclear crisis. The information structure according to Stantchev is “what the actors can know and what they have to infer from observable behavior of others.” (Stantchev, 2005) The result of such paralyzed information structure is the situation where actors are unsure about what the other side will do: A game of uncertainty or ‘game of incomplete situations’ whose direct consequence has been “the lame international community's efforts to predict the course likely to be taken by the custodians of the Islamic Revolution of Iran.” (Brosh, 2009, 3) Putting its nuclear scenario in such situation, Iran has tried to send this message to the international community that the nature of its nuclear program has not focused on any of actors involved in the nuclear crisis. This is essentially contrary to the nuclear policy of North Korea whose first and main aim in its decision-making process has been to eliminate American hostility. In fact, it can be said that Iran attempts to play a game patterned on Harsanyi’s model of ‘games of incomplete information’ in which the action-channels and beliefs of the actors are not known to other actors. (Gilboa, 2004) This is why the behavior of Iran, being a rational actor notwithstanding, can be rarely predicted by the international community which has consequently a week position in the face of Iran’s behavior due to the information constraints as according to the Game theory, the actors maximize their utility function subject to the information they possess. (Gintis, 2009)           
One of the key difference between Iran and North Korea in their nuclear program which should be seen as one of the sources of Iran’s proactive behavior stems from their situation of nuclear commitment to the NPT. Given that uranium conversion is within Iran’s rights under the NPT it is politically impossible to force Iran to give up its NPT claimed right regarding uranium enrichment. This is why Iran’s leaders prefer to act under the rule of NPT rather than the considerations of the involved actors in the crisis such as EU-3 or the United States. In Perkovich’s words, “under current international rules, some activities that may lead to nuclear weapon capabilities are allowed as long as there is no evidence that a state intends to build nuclear weapons. The rules do not specify how judgments of intention should be made.” (Perkovich, 2005, 1) Acting in the NPT-framework along with the above mentioned ‘situation of uncertainty’, enhances the maneuver power of Iran’s strategic performance in its nuclear crisis as Hassan Rouhani, the former head of Iran’s National Security Council announced that: “the enrichment pause “could last for one day or one year, it depends on us ... as long as Iran thinks this suspension is beneficial it will continue, and whenever we don’t want it, we will end it”. (Everts, 2004, 14) Another factor in enhancing Iran’s power of political maneuver is that Iran has been assured that US does not follow to overturn its regime particularly with Obama in the White House. Even at the time of Bush presidency, notwithstanding the US proposed military threats to repel Iran’s nuclear activity, Iran did not feel a serious threat from US because the involvement of US in Iraq and Afghanistan. Also Tehran assures that there is no regime change option on the table of US and its allies because as Matthews says “a strategy of regime change is certainly fraught with risks and no guarantees. Such a policy could easily lead to a new government that also seeks nuclear weapons.” (Matthews, 2004, 8) Iran’s attempts to nationalize its nuclear program, indeed, have been successful so that in Walsh’s words, “Iran’s enrichment program is driven by national pride and internal policies.” Iran to some extent has convinced the different political groups to consensus on retaining the nuclear program. This means, as Everts says “change in regime would not end Iran’s nuclear ambitions.” (Everts, 2004, 12) In fact, Tehran’s regime change does not remove not only the international community’s concerns but also makes the situation of nuclear risk in the region more complicated because the world are now confronting a nuclear Iran and any internal strife and revolutionary interactions in a nuclear country could lead to instability in the entire Middle East region. 
The isolation of Iran is not a feasible approach because Iran has own partners in the south America, Asia and even in the east Europe. According to the report of Government Accountability Office (GAO) “Iran’s global trade ties and leading role in energy production make it difficult for the United States to isolate Iran and pressure it to reduce proliferation.” (Government Accountability Office (GAO) 2008, 35) It is worth noting that the isolation of Iran has resulted in some counter-products due to the role of powerful cliques in the region in preventing improvement of Iran’s relation with the West because of their interest being guaranteed by isolation of Iran so that the risk of isolation for the West is more than its benefits. As some analysts believe “among Iran’s Arab allies such as Hezbollah and Hamas, the prospect of US-Iranian accommodation could mean an end to their primary source of funding.” (Sadjadpour, 2009) From the other hand, Iran’s proactive behavior is one of the results of attempting to escape from the costs Iran may pay due to the international isolation. The other side of the coin is that isolation for a country with a nuclear proliferation plan might have more benefits -or more safety- rather than engagement in the international community. A consistent monitoring and the transparency of the nuclear activities are the least expectation the international community has of Iran. On the contrary, what is of high importance for Iran is to have an industrial-scale national program with little international monitoring. (Walsh, 2008) The isolation, indeed, has provided Iran with the conditions for acting on the basis of a proactive behavior beyond the international control. Hence, instead of the isolation approach, as Everts believes “the West has to deal with the conservative establishment to ensure any agreement on Iran’s nuclear program is implemented.” (Everts, 2004, 3) 
Among the regional states of proliferation of nuclear know-how, Iran has faced the minimum consequences of the international sustained pressures and this situation may provide some useful insights regarding Iran’s nuclear behavior. The two US wars in the Middle East region were an experience for Iran to understand that the White House’s willing is to confront the week states in the region and the states which engage solely in the US terms are the big losers. For Iran, its nuclear crisis has been a political game where the more number of involved actors equals to the more chance of winning. The contemporary history has indicated in the most of war experiences in the region the US has been the single actor in the game. This is why a large part of Iran’s attempts has focused on augmenting the EU negotiation position so that “in Tehran, the story is that a fear of ‘losing Europe’ played a key part in Iranian calculations.” (Evert, 2004, 14) It is worth noting only a proactive behavior could pave the way to involve as many actors or pseudo-actors as Iran needs to make a decision-making dilemma on its nuclear crisis and indicates that it is not a two-actor game between Iran and the US. Hence, the involved actors in Iran’s nuclear crisis intend to play their own role in different way to what determined by US. One of the leading members of the international community is Chain whose strategy on Iran is structured on the basis of “its philosophy of peaceful conflict resolution coupled with its need for energy cooperation.” (Shen, 2006, 64) While both China and Russia are the core members of the Security Council of the UN, an important question posed by Geoffrey Kemp in its lecture for the US Senate Committee on Foreign Relations needs to be answered by the international community: “Can Russia and China be helpful in pressuring Iran to change its present course?” (Kemp, G. 2006) Perceiving the importance of the position took by Russia and China as two key actors in the world context, Iran’s behavior has suggested that it prefers to talk with the international community rather than negotiating. What Iran needs is a political instrument for interpreting the position of the other involved side of its nuclear game. Even if we can consider this approach as a negotiation instrument, it has focused on “negotiating without clarifying the power differences.”  (Brett, 1998, 63) In fact the coordinates of the location of China and Russia in Iran’s nuclear crisis are so that the power difference between Iran and the US or its European allies has a minor role in the bargaining context of the negotiations. 
The negotiation plan Iran has pursued is indeed a strategic misrepresentation of its interests as a bargaining tactic in accordance with its nuclear proactive behavior in order to minimize the outside influences on its nuclear strategy. A glimpse at almost any of Iran’s negotiations indicates that it has consistent preferences over all possible outcomes as it can be seen in Iran’s response to 5+1 package emphasizing on “establishing enrichment and nuclear fuel production consortiums in different parts of the world-including Iran.” (Ehteshami, 2009, 43) the same case can be observed in 2003 when according to Jim Walsh, “Iran did halt its military weaponization efforts, and it did so because of changes in international environment.” (Walsh, 2005, 8) Such negotiation strategy has presented a fundamental challenge to the international community being faced with the unintended consequences.    
Another element of Iran’s strategic context is the factor of ‘time constraint’ being instrumentally used in its nuclear crisis. This factor should be studies as an incentive for Iran’s proactive behavior in its nuclear scenario. In fact, from one hand, because of the sensitivity of the issue particularly in the field of uranium enrichment capacity, the international community has no way but to increase gradually incentives or punishments toward Iran. An immediate and quick action can have dire consequences considering the international community does not have a complete portrait of Iran’s activities. From the other hand, as Leurs says, “the more immediate problem, however, is that every centrifuge Iran builds—whether it works or not—creates new facts on the ground.” (Leurs, 2008, 5) This situation has given Iran the opportunity to set a game of time through its proactive behavior. Time plays the key role in advancing Iran’s ‘point of no return strategy’ or as nuclear scientists say a ‘breakout capacity’- the brink of nuclear weapons status (Ehteshami, 2009, 32) as an element of Iran’s proactive behavior. The ‘point of no return’, a phrase made by Carla Robins, means “different things to different people, but for the longest time it was the idea of developing the technical competence to enrich uranium.” (Levite et al, 2009, 17) Some months after IAEA meeting with Iran in Geneva IAEA announced that Iran concealed some information about its uranium enrichment and centrifuges used for this aim between 2005 and 2008. Nevertheless, according to IAEA reports in 2009, Iran had enriched further low enriched uranium than it had announced. Iran intends to draw a strategic context where an IAEA more actively engaged in its nuclear crisis has a dominant role rather than other actors: The result for Iran would be a political leverage to justify its actions and to drive its nuclear program in desired direction and for the international community it means to be forced to adopt a strategy of wait-and-see (contrary to the proactive behavior of Iran). For an instance as Prof Ehteshami points it out, “the 2008 February  report of IAEA … effectively closed the book on the controversy, giving Iran a clean bill of health and, in the process, also condoning Iran’s enrichment activities as part of any NPT member’s inalienable right to all aspects of nuclear technology for peaceful purposes.” (Ehteshami, 2009, 21)

The international community’s experiences over recent years on Iran’s nuclear crisis suggest that “Engagement and containment options are ultimately preferred to confrontation.” (Dobbins. 2007, xiv) However Iran sees its interests in an opposite direction. The stability of the Middle East as a major source of energy for some world power like China and also as a nuclear proliferation-prone zone is one of the main concerns for the international community so that its instability can dwarf the world strategies on Iran’s crisis as an actor being believed that “no other Middle East state has the same vulnerabilities and opportunities in Asia as Iran, so its “look east” policy has significance both strategically and operationally.” (Sigal et al, 2009, 27) From one hand, a tense situation resulting from the confrontations between a nuclear Iran and the international community gives Iran the opportunity to gain leverage with the international community in general and the Unites Stated in particular. From the other hand, one of the conflicting goals for Iran has been the strategy of behavior evaluation encompassing a broad spectrum from crisis making to conciliatory course of action. Seen from Iran’s perspective, political pressure, trade sanctions, financial assistance and scientific cooperation, all belong to the above mentioned spectrum. What is well described by Perkovich is a good sample of such strategy: “Tehran inevitably will create crises to extract better terms or test whether terms on offer are the best that can be had, as it did in August when it broke its agreement with the EU-3 and resumed uranium conversion work at Isfahan.” (Perkovich, 2005A, 9) A proactive behavior of Iran defined in the direction of these conflicting goals can destabilize the Middle East region through an arms race for nuclear parity which would pave the way for an Islamic states- convergence of nuclear capabilities in the face of Israel’s possession of nuclear weapons and military presence of the United States in the Middle East region so that it seems Iran’s nuclear strategy has a regional focus rather than international. If the Muslims possessed nuclear weapons, according to Rafsanjani, the chair of Expediency Council of Iran: “the attitude of global arrogance would have to change”. (Everts, 2004, 12) 
In fact the new movement of Iran’s foreign policy from micro-level identity to macro-level can be considered as a fundamental incentive for Iran’s nuclear proliferation which needs to act in a proactive behavior in all interaction contexts between Iran and the Western world so that it has been the dominant strategy in regional and international policies of Islamic Republic. As described in Dehshiri’s words, “The level of identity and analysis has moved from the “micro” level—that of the nation-state—to the “macro” level, namely the Islamic Ummah, or, more generally, all freedom-seeking countries of the world, which clearly has implications for Iran’s foreign policy.” (Dehshiri and Majidi, 2008, 103) From this perspective, its proactive behavior should be studied in the light of role Iran believes to have in empowering the Islamic world through pragmatic means in a security-oriented context. It seems this is why it can be seen traces of idealistic approaches and transnational objectives in Iran’s nuclear strategy regardless of the international-standard settings, detent and confidence-building policies. In fact, Iran’s attempts to transnationalize its nuclear objectives toward the Islamic world-interests stem from what can be labeled as a mission-oriented foreign policy to set its behavior up as a model in the field of nuclear activities. It is worth noting here that the strategic context of Iran’s behavior is principally constrained by systematic conditions related to the revolutionary-fashioned mind-set and objectives and religious considerations. Due to such mind-set framework whose core has been structured by promulgating ‘neither East nor West’ as primary slogan of Islamic Republic, Iran’s decision-making process is not steered under the pressures created by the ‘outside world’. Add to above mentioned mind-set an aspect of Iran’s foreign policy namely “Counter-hegemonic coalition” which has been focused to create “ties with the Islamic world, the surrounding region and the developing world in general.” (Dehbashi and Majidi, 2008, 109) All attempts of Iran in the aforesaid context is to connect its nuclear activity - whether civilian or military – to the interests of the world of Islam or the ignored rights of the third world countries. In another words, the strategy wielded by Iran here is to make a solid line of so-called the ‘incompatible interests with the West’ to change the action environment of the global powers in general and the United States in particular in the region. As described by Perkovich, for Iran the need is “a common strategy to shape the regional and global environments in which Iran, Iraq and other Middle Eastern states will make nuclear policies in the future.” (Perkovich, 2005, 10) Hence, an important factor in structuring Iran’s nuclear behavior deserving attention is Iran’s view on Nuclear weapon as a means to balance the power between the Islamic World and the West. Some analysts like Brosh believe that what is emerging now in the case of Iran’s nuclear crisis from the standpoint of international reaction is similar to the case of North Korea. Brosh believes that, as it can be observed in the North Korea’s nuclear strategy, “the Iranian leadership, if it has not done so already, may conclude that even harshly worded Security Council resolutions that are already on the books, and the future threat of incrementally severe sanctions – do not really mandate a change of direction.” (Brosh, 2009, 2) Notwithstanding such imagination in both cases on the international community’s course of actions, the nuclear behavior of Iran is, despite North Korea’s nuclear strategy, has been defined in a proactive framework. The source of such different behavior should be found in their different conclusion drawn from the above common imagination. One conclusion conducts North Korea’s strategy to test two nuclear devices so that it has been engaging in deploying the ballistic missiles for nuclear purposes. The other conclusion induces Iran to emphasize constantly on its peaceful purposes of nuclear activity. While the first conclusion is used as the basis of North Korea’s reactive behavior, the second one forms Iran’s proactive strategy. The point should be noted here is that the source of Iran’s nuclear behavior is not the nuclear weapons themselves, but the context whereby Iran redefines the power equation not only in the region but also from a pro-Islamic standpoint in the world. 
In the case of North Korea, the situation of the United States’ military threats was the main end of North Korea’s nuclear activity as a forward military posture. In fact, the inflexible nuclear position of Iran stems from invariable factors that shape Iran’s nuclear stands, preferences and ends. The behavioral difference between the nuclear positions of Iran and North Korea, indeed, is related to this matter that one program is defined on the basis of value-centered belief (Iran) and another has been formed according to an object-centered view (North Korea).  

One of the main components of Iran’s value-centered perspective in its nuclear position is the context of interaction between Iran and the United States. This interaction is worth noting in this study mainly from two respects:
· The role of the Unties States’ regional policies in the Middle East in forming Iran’s proactive behavior in its nuclear crisis
· The considerable impact of such interaction context on objectives Iran desires to accomplish by means of its nuclear program
The contemporary history suggests that the antagonistic postures between two countries have had an undeniable impact not only on the policy-making processes in Asia and Middle East region but also without any exaggeration, on the world policies so that the role of the United States in changing Iran’s nuclear question into an international crisis cannot be denied. The new Us President’s strategy in the field of international relations can be realized clearly in his lecture in Prague in April 2009 (as if he has addressed Iran’s nuclear behavior): “Rules must be binding. Violations must be punished. Words must mean something." (Brosh, 2009, 1)
 Since the victory of Islamic revolution in Iran the United States’ measures in the region have been interpreted by Iranian hardliners as the most serious threat against the country. From the beginning of Obama’s presidency, Iranian leaders professed a prudent strategy on new US president’s policies. Supreme leaders of Iran announced:  “To prove its credibility, US must change its policies toward Iran and the region…We have no experience of this new president and administration. We will wait and see. If you change your attitude, we will change, too. If you do not change, then our nation will build on its experience of the past 30 years” (Erdbrink, 2009) However, despite seemingly attempts to put an end to the antagonistic conditions of US and Iran relationships during recent years, the fact is that Iran’s international relations has been characterized by a ‘revolutionary framework’ defined in hostility towards US. At the time of Bush, this situation was intensified. Such strategy being independent of the political atmosphere in Washington has become one of the unchangeable principles over 30 years of Islamic Republic international relations. This type of constant strategy on US has been the source of proactive behavior of Islamic Republic in different parts, from foreign policy to scientific researches. The basis of this unchangeable model of behavior can be found in two important factors inherent in the United States’ policy towards Iran. First is that, from viewpoint of Iran’s leaders the United States is a country where “Republicans tend to see Iran as evil and therefore unworthy of American recognition and Democrats on the other hand often use Iran in a strategy of political triangulation.” (Travis Sharp, 2009, 2) The second factor is the similarity of mindset between US presidents (even between Bush and Obama) or the “continuity with the previous administrations’ positions” in the White House on one issue: Israel’s security. As Prof Ehteshami says “one key driver of US policy remains the absolute security of Israel, which the new Secretary of State, Hillary Clinton, spelled out in tones that echoed those of President Bush during her visit to Israel in early March 2009.” (Ehteshami, 2009, 22) A large part of the context of Iran’s behavior is has been formed on the basis of its attempts to triangulate its nuclear activities with the United States’ relation to Israel. From Iran’s perspective, Israel is the biggest threat to the main objective of Iran’s nuclear program namely being hegemony in the region. According to a report by the New York Times in June 2008 Israeli Air Force was practicing for an aerial bombardment of Iranian nuclear targets. (Ehteshami, 2008) 
It is no exaggeration to say that the security of Israel was prior to all reasons argued by US and its allies for deterrent war against Iraq. The case of Iran’s nuclear activities, from the viewpoint of the sensitivity of Israel’s security for US, is more serious in comparison with the case of Iraq: In addition to the bad blood between Iran and Israel over the issue of Palestine, any kind of confrontation between Israel and Lebanon or Syria could mean the involvement of Iran in a war with Israel. Add to these conditions the emergence of a self-help system produced by Iran’s nuclear activity in the region. According to Holsti, “in a self-help system one nation's search for security often leaves its current and potential adversaries insecure, any nation that strives for absolute security leaves all others in the system absolutely insecure, and it can provide a powerful incentive for arms races and other types of hostile interactions.” (Holsti, O. R, 1994, 39) In terms of the strategic context of Iran’s nuclear crisis, even if the fear of Iran’s nuclear threats can lead to an American scenario for a politically expedient convergence of Arabs and Israel for curtailing Iran’s influence in the region and its political isolation, it would provoke Iran to resort to its influence in non-state actors such as Hamas, Hezbollah and Shiite groups in Arabian countries to signal to US and Israel that the risk of an instable Middle East is higher than a ‘dormant nuclear risk’. Both Israel and Iran know Israel has a serious problem to garner support for military action towards Iran. Iran’s awareness of Israel’s nuclear capability means Iran as a Rational Actor needs to profess a strategy of what can be named ‘an acceleration of reaching Equilibrium situation’. By Equilibrium we mean what described by Margaret Levi: Equilibrium is a process in which “actors respond to each other’s decisions until each is at a position from which no improvement is possible” (Levi, 1997, 23) Such Equilibrium situation gives Iran the necessary time for completing a deterrent nuclear capability. Doubtless Iran’s behavior in the scenario to reach such capability would not be reactionary which means - in a zero-sum game whose spectrum of actors includes US and Israel – a static behavior. Learning useful lessons from US war in Iraq and Afghanistan, Iran knows a rational actor is not one whose behavior is static. According to Ehteshami, “for every gain there is a potential price to be paid and a whole range of other pressures to accommodate and problems to manage. Iran’s neighborhood is dynamic and that dynamism is a two-edged sword in strategic terms.” (Ehteshami, 2009, 27) It is worth mentioning here to this note that Iran’s nuclear crisis has had a political outset since the allegedly nuclear breaches were revealed by an opposition group namely the exiled members of the National Council of Resistance of Iran. Largely for this reason and the belief that the lack of an internationally-driven disarmament movement provokes Iran into thinking that there are political grudges in efforts to halt its nuclear activities, it would make sense from Iran’s perspective that the answer to the question of ‘who makes the final decision in this crisis’ to high extend depends on the proactive behavior of an actor rather than the reactionary decisions. According to the National Intelligence Estimate (NIE), Iran would be the answer to the above mentioned question: “We assess with high confidence that Iran has the scientific, technical, and industrial capability eventually to produce nuclear weapons if it decides to do so.” (NIE, 2007, 7) If Iran has the capability to be the final decision-makers, then the international community needs to find an answer to the question of when ‘it decides to do so’, or ‘why it has not decided to do so yet.’ Iran applying the rational actor model in its nuclear crisis needs to do a dual-control (on the basis of ‘organizational Critique (OC)’ and ‘Individual Limitation Critique (ILC)’):

·  To control over the implementations of its decisions avoiding cognitive errors resulting from the international pressures and inducements and
· To control the flow of information on its nuclear program to gain the utility maximization from the game of uncertainty as according to Harsanyi Doctrine, different information makes rational actors have different beliefs (Gintis, 2009)
 Both measures have been based on a strategic part of the complex formulation of Iran’s nuclear policy which has focused on legitimizing its activities under the NPT’s rights. The NPT permits the members to withdrawal from the treaty if remaining in NPT harms the national interests and sovereignty. It seems such rights can provide a safety margin for the second ‘control’ mentioned above. As Levite says “the difficulties that the Iranian model presents, and the biggest challenge that we are facing is that the Iranians are trying to pretend that what they are doing is perfectly legitimate under the NPT.” (Levite et al, 2009, 19) 

Notwithstanding this fact that Iran’s nuclear behavior has been based on a rational choice-based deterrent policy, the safety margin of legitimization as a NPT by-product for Iran is one of the reasons why in Iran’s political horizon,` its nuclear strategy has not been defined within the security or insecurity category.  This has provided Iranian leaders with the potentiality for a crypto-political will to cross the nuclear threshold without imaging any moratorium.  Drawing a real portrait of Iran’s behavior, it seems an immediate request for the international community in Iran’s nuclear crisis is to answer the question of ‘who challenges whom?’ as a main question mark attached to the nuclear program of both Iran and North Korea. According to Lebow hypothesis “in most crises, the state initiating the crisis had enough warning of an adverse response by its adversary that it should have been virtually certain of the response, and therefore its action can only be explained by the hypothesis that it ignored information that was readily available.” (Wagner, 2001, 5) In the past, the international community has attempted to transfer this massage to Iran that the past trespasses are forgiven. However, the subsequent measures of Iran suggest ignoring the international messages. It might be worth noting the question of whether such ignorance could be explained as the consequence of a rational choice or a result of the stress and anxiety in Iran’s behavior. The importance of this question returns to the way whereby Iran’s behavior is interpreted. According to Richard Lebow, “the general tendency of foreign policy makers to ignore information about the likely consequences of their actions, and therefore to be surprised by them, a tendency which could only be explained as the result of cognitive errors caused by stress and anxiety.” (Lebow, 1981) Reviewing Iran’s nuclear crisis, there cannot be seen any trace of stress or anxiety in Iran’s decisions on its nuclear politics. A possible explanation of Iran’s strategy of ignoring the messages and information can be found in the functions of so-called ‘clientele groups’ who constitute a large part of the political body of Iran’s decision making system. 
Generally speaking, the information process section of the decision-making system can be divided into three sections: to control the flow of information from outside, the process of decision-making on received information and the way of conveying the decisions to the external world. All these measures are framed in the direction of enhancing the effectiveness of chosen behavior. In the case of North Korea, the nuclear strategy focused on ending the hostility with the United States or in Sigal’s words the nuclear program was counted as a “bargaining cheap to end US hostility.” (Sigal, 2009, 3) Professing a reactive behavior, North Korea evaluated any message or signal from US and oriented its reactions towards it. As sigal says, “the ultimate goal of the DPRK is not ‘denuclearization’ to be followed by its unilateral disarmament but one aimed at settling the hostile relations between the DPRK and the US and removing the very source of all nuclear threats from the Korean Peninsula and its vicinity.” (Sigal, 2009, 5) It was on the basis of such reactive behavior that the North Korea’s Foreign Ministry spokesman announced: “The DPRK will never use nuclear weapons first but strictly prohibit any threat of nuclear weapons and nuclear transfer.” (KCNA, 2006) Hence, it can be said that in the case of North Korea, the decisions were affected by the chosen framework for the nuclear behavior of DPRK in a reactive foreign policy. 

For Iran, there have not existed the concerns of the same type regarding the hostility of the United States. A strategy to repel an attack from US cannot be imagined in the case of Iran: Iran has experienced an imposed-war with Iraq when its industry was not supported by a nuclear technology. In the eight-year war, notwithstanding a highly sophisticated weapon system and powerful allies, Iraq could not reach its goal to overthrow Iran’s regime. For a nuclear Iran, there is no fear of another war. Nevertheless, there are some important factors that minimize the possibility of a preemptive war or any military action against Iran. These factors belong to what can be named a preference ordering of Iran’s nuclear behavior.       
The point needs to be noted in assessing Iran’s nuclear behavior is that it has a preference ordering defined on the basis of an international network of constraints and opportunities or, in the other words, a strategic chain of interactions. The units of the aforesaid international network can be summarized under the following titles:       

Risking energy security 

Energy security is one of the main considerations of China and some other countries. Not only it can be difficulty imagined a regional actor with capabilities to block Iran’s interests but also due to bilateral energy ties between Iran and some regional or international powers, they have played the role of safety valves for Iran’s nuclear strategy when the international pressures have become too great. 
Military Threats

Even, according to some analysis, the practical measures in the military framework have no more chance of success rather than the verbal threats: “A full obstruction of Iran’s drive towards nuclear weapons would require years of repeated attacks against Iran’s nuclear sites, including sites rebuilt after previous military strikes, until the government in Tehran were to abandon the goal of acquiring nuclear weapons.” (Kam, 2007, 33) 
That is why resorting to threats could not be feasible in the case of Iran’s nuclear crisis. Iran believes that there is no military solution for resolving its nuclear crisis as far as the international community is concerned. This is the context of its proactive behavior.
According to some reports, Iran had been able to accumulate near to 700Kg of low enriched uranium in 2008. They suggest that “the possession of such a stockpile (600kg-700kg of low enriched uranium) has been described by scientists as a ‘breakout capacity’—the brink of nuclear weapons status.” (Ehteshami, 2009, 32) The report of the UK Parliament’s Select Committee on Foreign Affairs suggests that “the potential for an Iranian nuclear ‘breakout’ remains strong given the diversity and richness of its nuclear program.” (Ehteshami, 2009, 32) To reach the alleged nuclear breakout, Iran has avoided accepting any decision which entails backing down its nuclear plan or curtailing any part of it. In fact, without such strategy, it was not possible to reach the point of ‘no return’. Largely for this reason, Iran feels that its proactive behavior is an absolute necessity, lifting economic sanctions or assurance of nuclear fuel supply has least role in changing it. Having seen what might have been achieved in terms of Iran and the West negotiations, the core of Iran’s attempts in the negotiations has been to continue its uranium enrichment activities. Even, under the proposal of 5+1 package 2006/2008, notwithstanding Iran’s agreement on freezing the installation of more centrifuges, it did not make any commitment on stopping its uranium enrichment process.   

The interaction between the world powers 
The US war in Iraq and Afghanistan and its control on an important part of the Middle East as the consequences of a unilateral non-international war, was an alarm for China and Russia while they was trying to promote their International eligibility for a hegemonic position. Seen from the Russian point of view, Iran’s nuclear question is an opportunity to contest a geopolitical region near to the US territory of Iraq and Afghanistan. From the other hand, Russia is the main Iran’s military supplier and its main nuclear partner. (Ehteshami, 2009, 32) We can see the similar case as far as China’s strategy in the Middle East is concerned. According to US intelligence “since the 1980s China has been responsible for helping the Islamic Republic build fuel fabrication, uranium purification, and zirconium tube production facilities, and even provided it with the equipment used in electromagnetic isotope separation enrichments of weapons grade uranium.” (Cordesman, Anthony H and Al-Rodhan, Khalid R, 2006) Iran’s proactive behavior can be considered as a by-product of an interaction game between the world powers where the some actors’ positions has been organized in a way to offer Iran the freedom of action as a power balance-strategy in a multi-player gaming. The role of Iran in such game is to put the ball in the United States’ court.   
Risk Perception System 

As defined in the Rational Actor Model, the rational choice approach is based on optimizing decision-making process estimating the likelihood of consequences and outcomes. Having a successful maneuvering with the international community, Iran has made an environment of volatile political conditions for the involved actors in its nuclear crisis. Actions, information structure and negotiations in the strategic context of Iran are all defined in such volatile conditions to maximize its capability of the risk reduction. From the outset, Iran’s behavior in its nuclear crisis suggested to have been structured in the direction of setting up a risk perception system rather than a risk management system. For an immature nuclear state the calculated risk of a nuclear program is more complicated to manage rather than to perceive it and to take the necessary measures. In March 2005, the former Iranian president Akbar Hashemi Rafsanjani announced that Iran has involved in a clandestine nuclear activity however he claimed that the reason for nuclear furtiveness has been the United States’ sanctions. (Shen, 2006)  One of the reasons for Iran’s past clandestine nuclear activities seems to stem from the above mentioned priority. In fact, for Iran the justification of a clandestine nuclear activity meant a risk perception which has been made on the basis of the US sanction regime. Another example of the Iran’s risk perception strategy which can be said is common among nuclear-proliferation states is resorting to the non-state actors to supply their activity. AQ Khan’s network which provided the first P-2 centrifuge for Iran is one of the aforesaid non-state actors. Even if there did not exist any sanctions against Iran at all, it did not trust with a state-actor to develop its nuclear program.    

Conclusions and Future Directions
As regards Iran, analogy with any crisis is misleading. This may be why Iran’s nuclear crisis, regardless of the radical nature of the regime is a matter of big concern for the international community. The main thesis this study advances is that a proactive behavior in nuclear crises has disabled a world consensus by the international community to compel the involved country to moderate or suspend its nuclear activities whereas the behavior of defeated actors - the case of North Korea and Syria – has been mostly in accordance with a reactive strategy. Acting in a strategic context defined on the basis of four elements namely ‘interdependent decision-making’, ‘Time constraints’, ‘uncertainty’ and ‘conflicting goals’, Iran has unilaterally decided not to play by the rules of the international community in its nuclear crisis. In fact, Iran’s nuclear program has reached to the point where this is not EU or US that determine the continuous of Iran’s nuclear activities but its proactive behavior is driving the international community’s strategies. This seems to be why resorting to threats could not be feasible in the case of Iran’s nuclear crisis. Iran desires to enhance its leverage with the international community through its proactive behavior. Like all other nuclear cases the primary goals of Iran in its nuclear program are regional hegemony and its regime survival however defining its nuclear program from one hand in a context of national identity and from the other hand within an Islamic transnational framework, Iran has been able to repel the international community’s measures whether in the form of deterrent military threats or sanctions and isolation strategies.   
Possibilities for future researches can be focused on the following questions: 
· How could the international community take advantage of the proactive behavior of Iran or other future cases of nuclear proliferation to overcome the diplomatic impasse in related crises?
· The role of non-state actors in the kind of behavior of nuclear proliferation cases.   
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