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Introduction 

Iran’s nuclear programme has been in the world’s agenda since beginning of the millennium.  
International community (the US, EU, Australia, Canada, South Korea, China etc.) pressured 
to Iran to end her nuclear enrichment programme while Iran argued that her programme is 
for peaceful purposes (Eke, 2014: 39). In 2003 Iran started to negotiate in regards to her 
nuclear programme with European countries (France, Germany and the UK) but in 2005 the 
US, Russia and China joined them and created P5+1 countries. The talks were not productive 
at the beginning and not so many step could have taken in order to come to a conclusion. 
Furthermore, US-led international community increased economic sanctions on Iran during 
the 2000’s and mutual political tension continued (Benerjee, 2014: 4, Yegin and Kanat, 2015: 
8). On November 2013 sides came to an agreement for first time and they signed a 
“temporary deal” which called Joint Plan Action (JPA). According to that agreement Iran 
agreed that she will never seek to acquire nuclear weapons in any circumstance. That 
agreement was valid for 6 months (Benerjee, 2014:4). 

According to that agreement, Iran will not enrich uranium to the %20 and she will maintain a 
limited portion of her current stock. She will maintain her programme her programme on %5 
enriched uranium for civil purposes. Furthermore Iran will cooperate and allow to IAEA to 
watch and inspect her nuclear programme in a more effective way. On the other hand, a 
number of sanctions on Iran that is related to her nuclear programme, will be abated. For 
instance, with the JPA, Iran will be able to gain $700 million more per month because of 
relieved sanctions on her oil industry. It also gives Iran a limited freedom to Iran to use 
different trade materials such as gold and other precious materials (Katzman et al., 2015: 6-
8). However, these were not the final agreement and negotiations were not finalized. Due 
date for final negotiation extended for several times and on 2nd April 2015, negotiations 
came to end and sides agreed to sign final agreement at the end of the July 2015 (Katzman 
et al.,2015:10, Yegin and Kanat, 2015: 7). Finally, sides came to a final agreement on 13th July 
2015. 

The possible outcomes of the agreement is being discussed in international scale and it 
occupies a prominent space on media. While some is optimistic in regards to new 
opportunities, specifically on economy and trade, that this agreement might bring or new 
balances in the Middle East that can allow the U.S. and Iran cooperate on other issues, some 



others are more pessimistic that suspicious about Iran and questions whether she can be 
trusted on her promises about her nuclear programme. Yet, it is also important to note that 
an important number of scholar, researcher and journalist recognizes the complexity of the 
situation and indicates that it will not be a zero-sum game. However, rather than analysing 
the situation in only global scale, the US-Iran relations or Iran-regional relations, it is 
important to analyse the situation from three different aspect which can be listed as, 
possible consequences on the U.S.-Iran relations, Iran-region relations and finally Iran-Turkey 
relations. 

These three aspects have their own special conditions and importance. First the U.S.-Iran 
relations are not only the most controversial one in international scale, but also it can be 
said that the sustainability of this agreement highly depends on these countries’ relations 
although it is signed with all P5+1 countries since the U.S. is capable to retreat from the 
negotiations table and pursue international community to strength sanction on Iran as she 
did during 2000s and first half of the 2010s. Secondly, Iran’s relations with region countries 
since nuclear energy is a prominent security issue and region countries have different views 
and perception of security on Iran’s nuclear programme. Specifically, the U.S.’s close allies’ 
Saudi Arabia and Israel’s views and actions are prominent on that issue. Thirdly and finally 
İran’s relations with Turkey. What makes that aspect important is long diplomatic history of 
Turkish-Iran relations and complexity of their relations. Although they might be considered 
as antagonist in historical and geopolitical aspect, the period from 2010 to present-day 
illustrated that Turkey might follow a different policy towards her relations with Iran and 
Iran’s nuclear programme and although she is not able to be a game changer, she can play 
an important role in that issue. 

This paper will be divided into four parts. Firstly, it will analyse the possible outcomes of the 
agreement on the U.S. and Iran relations and while doing that, it will outline the historical 
background of the relations and emphasize that considering past relations is highly crucial in 
order to understand or predict possible consequences.  Secondly, it will look at the probable 
effect on Iran-region relations and it will argue that relations is so complex to make one 
single predict regards to it and it depends on several prominent factors and problems which 
can determine the future of the relations.  Thirdly, it will analyse possible Iran-Turkey 
relations and it will emphasize that it has two different aspects to consider which are 
historical and security. It will indicate that there might be two different outcome of that 
agreement on Iran-Turkey relations. Finally, it will conclude that it is difficult to make a single 
conclusion in regards to Joint Plan Action that is signed by P5+1 and Iran different factors 
can effect different situation which makes it not a zero-sum game. 

 

Possible Effects on the U.S. – Iran Relations 

The possible effect of JPA on future Iran-the U.S. relations is a crossword that is being tried 
to solve by international community. While some argue that this agreement might be a new 
phase on the relations and it can affect all region not these two countries, some others more 
pessimistic and argues it is a temporary situation and the gap between these countries 



cannot be closed by only one agreement. In fact, considering that relations between two 
countries do not change after an agreement or a situation, it is logical to agree with latter 
argument when analysed the historical shape of the U.S.-Iran relations. 

 

Iranian Revolution happened in 1979 and it changed the roots of relations between Iran and 
the West. No doubt, it also affected relations with the U.S. Before the revolution Iran was 
being ruled by a modern and “pro-Western elite” shah and relations among Iran and the U.S. 
was remarkably better than current day. However, because of deep ideological differences 
between mullahs, that were the new rulers of the Iran, relations between Iran and the West 
damaged and reached to its worst stages (Tarock, 2006: 651). However, despite these 
differences, there has been several efforts to improve relations between the U.S. and Iran 
but these efforts did not come to real for a long period of time (Katz, 2014: 44). 

When Iran’s nuclear energy efforts came to world’s agenda again at the beginnings of 2000s, 
relations between Iran and the U.S. became the worst level in the history.  Iran’s image in 
the U.S. was black and evil and some was seeing her as similar to Nazi Germany while the 
U.S. image were also “satan” in Iran. Furthermore, the US’s Secretary of State Condoleezza 
Rice stated that Iran is the main terrorism source and she is the greatest challenge to the 
U.S. security. On the other hand, right-wing think tanks and many others were claiming that 
the U.S. should attack to Iran because her nuclear programme was a greater threat to the 
U.S. than Iraq. In fact, if UN Security Council fails to impose sanctions on Iran for nuclear 
programme, the U.S. was seriously considering a preventative attack against Iran’s nuclear 
programme if Iran does not stop her activities on nuclear energy (Tarock, 2006). At this 
point, it is possible to suggest that historical aspect of relations between these countries has 
not been positive and it did not experience any considerable improvement after Iran 
revolution. As Tarock (2006) argues, hostility between them is not because of nuclear energy 
but because of ideology. The U.S. has been and is wishful for a regime change in Iran more 
than coming to an agreement with her on nuclear energy. Although there might be some 
objections to that, which will be considered in the next paragraphs, after analyses, it is 
possible to claim that historical shape of the relations suggests a dramatic improvement 
relations between these countries seems unlikely to occur in the near future even if they 
agree on nuclear programme of Iran. 

Negative and hostile view on Iran did not change when Obama came to office in the U.S. but 
the strategy that Obama Administration was planning against Iran was different that Bush 
Administration’s. In fact, after analysing Obama Administration’s policy and common ideas 
on ISIS problem currently, one might argue that an Iran – the U.S. rapprochement is 
probable. However it is important to understand what was Obama Administration’s policy 
towards Iran and why a regional rapprochement is unlikely between the U.S. and Iran.  
When Obama took office, the U.S.’s policy changed on Iran’s nuclear programme. He left an 
aggressive discourse on military terms and took relatively a more “peaceful” approach 
against Iran. They believed that a war between the U.S. and Iran is unlikely to solve the 
problem. Indeed, it can create even more problem since Iran is not as Iraq and war against 
her would be more painful for the U.S. While removing a preventative military attack against 



Iran from the table, Obama Administration took more aggressive steps on economic 
sanctions against Iran and increased sanctions on Iran’s oil and finance industry 
considerably. Furthermore they convinced their partners and international community the 
follow that strategy. On the other hand, American right-wing politics were insisting for a 
more aggressive policy against Iran (Yegin and Kanat, 2015: 15) and regional allies of the U.S. 
and Israel were requesting preventative military options against Iran. From the evidences, it 
is correct to argue that Obama Administration was more mild against Iran in last years and 
they did not intend a war with her and tried economic sanctions to supress her but it is 
prominent to note that their final aim were not being a “friend” with Iran but it was stopping 
Iran’s nuclear programme in a more peaceful way which they believe is a more beneficial 
and less painful solution for the U.S. 

While considering the U.S. perspective on the relations, it is also crucial to understand Iran’s 
side of the situation in order to analyse possible effects of that agreement on relations. 
There are three important taught of school in Iran on relations with the U.S. First school, 
which is leaded by Ayatollah Khamenei, believes that America always seek to be hegemon in 
world politics therefore Iran should be careful against the U.S. but they also partially support 
negotiations with her. The second school, which generally advocated by conservatives or 
radicals, emphasises large gap between Iran and the U.S. in ideological terms and they also 
believe that Iran is a leading power against the U.S. power in the world. They believe that 
Iran should not negotiate with the U.S., in fact negotiations should be a red line which 
should not be crossed.  The third school, which is also current president Rouhani also belong, 
is more moderate in regards to negotiations. They agree that there is a large gap between 
Iran and the U.S. but they also believe that no country benefits from the situation, since Iran 
is experiencing a difficult period and the U.S. is not having results that she wanted, an 
agreement might contribute to both sides’ interests. Furthermore, Rouhani believed that the 
reason of the economic crisis in Iran was consequences of economic sanctions that is 
imposed her (Mousavian, 2014: 18-20). Rouhani’s exceptional situation which is explained by 
a former Iran Ambassador Seyed Hossein Mousavian should be noted in this text; 

 

“Among politicians, few possess Rouhani’s credentials and background. In the 1980s during Iran's 
war with Iraq, he held close relations with the commanders of Iran's military and the Islamic 
Revolution Guards Corps (IRGC) when he served as Deputy Commander-in-Chief of the Armed 
Forces. He served for eight years as Head of the Foreign Policy committee of the Iranian 
Parliament, 16 years as the Secretary of the National Security Council and was Iran’s leading 
nuclear negotiator between 2003 and 2005. This places him in extremely exclusive company with 
political figures possessing a deep understanding of Iran’s foreign policy as well as scrupulous 
details of Iran’s nuclear crisis.”  (Mousavian 2014: 21) 

 

As it can be seen from analyses, any actor in internal politics is seeking to become an “ally” 
with the U.S.  The strategy of Iran’s, or Rouhani’s, current policy on nuclear issue can be 
determined as easing economic sanctions on her oil and finance industry thus her people 
and economy might have an opportunity to recover from current crisis. Furthermore, while 
considering current developments in the Middle East, Iran will have opportunity to support 



her regional allies in that area since she will be more comfortable with the nuclear energy 
problem (Yalcin, 2015: 10). It means that this agreement will relatively increase her effect 
and power in the Middle East which is a crucial benefit for her. In conclusion, it is possible 
argue that Iran, as the U.S., shaped her policy on that issue in current years for her interests 
not to become a friend with the U.S. 

 

The last aspect of the possible the U.S.-Iran relations after JPA that will be examined under 
that section is the U.S.’s regional allies on these relations. As Yegin and Kanat (2015) argues 
an Iran which can negotiate with the West might be crucial for the balance of powers in the 
Middle East.  Also some others pointed out that there is a possibility for the U.S. and Iran 
cooperation not only in nuclear issue but also in wider areas such as Syria, Iraq (ISIS threat), 
Afghanistan, etc. and their relation might affect the U.S. relations in different areas such as 
Muslim world, India Russia etc. (Mousavian, 2014, Katzman et al., 2015, Tarock, 2006). The 
important factor that is missing on these analyses is the U.S. regional allies, specifically Israel 
and Saudi Arabia, and their relations with Iran.  There important concerns among Israel and 
some Gulf countries that whether Iran’s promises on inspecting her nuclear weapons can be 
trusted or even it can be trusted they concern that such an agreement might change balance 
of power against them in the Middle East (Roberts, 2015 and Katzman et al., 2015).  
Furthermore, Iran’s increasing effect in Iraq via Shiite factors also disturbs some Gulf 
countries and undermines a probability of a limited cooperation between Iran and the U.S. 
although their view on ISIS are remarkably close. As a result, regional balances are not in 
favour of an Iran and the U.S. rapprochement and it is possible argue that it is unlikely the 
U.S. will risk to undermine her relations with her long-term regional allies and improve her 
relations with Iran.  

 

Possible Effects on Iran-Region Relations 

The effects of JPA on Iran – region relations is not as clear as effects on the U.S. – Iran 
relations since countries’ view on each other cause a complex structure on the region. 
However, before analysing that structure, it is important to examine another issue or project 
that is “the Middle East Zone Free of Mass Destruction Weapons”.  That initiative started by 
several region countries with the leadership of Egypt during 1960s and the aim was 
removing all weapons of mass destruction, all but specifically nuclear weapons, from the 
Middle East. It is important to note that Iran supported Egypt on her proposal and two 
countries gave a draft resolution do UN and it was accepted by a vast majority (Ulgen and 
Ergun, 2012: 3, 6). However, Iran improved a nuclear programme (although she did not 
acquire nuclear weapons) despite her efforts on that issue. It is possible say that reason that 
underlies this situation might be security problems. As Monteiro and Debs (2014) claims that 
security has a prominent role on nuclear proliferation and it affects countries choices to 
whether acquire nuclear weapons. In that context, Ulgen and Ergun (2012) argues that Iran’s 
sectarian and political differences with region countries and experiences in Iraq war that 
international law might not be followed in wars and her desire to prevent such abuses 



against her in another situations are two reasons Iran’s desire to obtain nuclear weapons. To 
conclude, it can be seen that security concerns, balance of power and mutual mistrust are 
capable of playing an important role on Middle East politics and efforts of cooperation might 
be undermined by these concerns. It is important to consider that situations while analysing 
relations among Middle East countries. 

 

Relations between Iran and Gulf countries are complicated. Oman, Dubai, Qatar, Kuwait and 
Abu Dhabi are more optimistic in relations towards Iran while Saudi Arabia and Bahrain are 
more pessimistic (Katz, 2014: 51). The optimist side argues that both sides can benefit from 
closer relations between Iran and them both economically and politically. Oman, which has 
good relations with Iran historically, even contributed to start of Iran-US talks over nuclear 
issue.  On the other hand Saudi Arabia believes that after lifting sanctions on Iran, she might 
try to increase her influence on the region and also concerns that Iran supports opposition 
against royal family in Saudi Arabia that Bahrain also shared this concern for her domestic 
issues (Gardner, 2014, Katz, 2014: 51). As a result, it is not wrong to argue that Gulf 
countries divided into two groups on that issue. Considering that countries view on each 
other is not a total black or a total white, it is possible to argue that while optimists keen to 
better relations because of economic reasons, pessimist opposes that because of security 
concerns. At this point, the role that pessimist countries will play gains importance since 
their actions have capability to both increase and decrease tensions in the region. If they 
perceive that an Iran which is open to world and improving her economy is a threat for 
them, situation might become tense in the region but if they believe that all sides can 
benefit from a rapprochement between Iran and Gulf, an increasing cooperation can be 
expected in the region.  

Apart from Iran and Gulf countries’ relations, Israel and Iran relations are also an important 
factor to consider in region. In addition to improvement between the U.S. and Iran, there 
has been a slight improvement on relations between Iran and Israel. Officials from Iran has 
been presence while their Israeli counterparts were giving a speech during renewable energy 
conference in Abu Dhabi and also Israeli Defence Minister were in the conference room 
while his Iranian counterpart was giving his speech during Munich Security conference. Also, 
Iran Foreign Minister Mohammad Javad Zarif recognized and condemned Holocaust, while 
previous Iranian President Ahmadinejad were questioning whether it was really happened 
(Katz, 2014: 50). Although these are important steps to take on these countries’ relations, 
one should also note that adversary among these countries has a historical background and 
a nuclear deal unlikely to solve that problem. The most obvious indication of that claim can 
be shown as Israel’s strong opposition to that agreement. Israeli officials shares same 
concerns as their Saudi and Bahraini counterparts and believe that recognizing Iran’s nuclear 
programme and lifting sanctions is a threat to Israel’s security. In fact, Netanyahu indicated 
that ‘Iran must recognize Israel's right to exist in deal’ which shows Israel’s unrest from Iran. 
As a result, the JPA seems to have an inconsiderable affect to improve relations between 
Iran and Israel while it can also increase the tension among them because of mutual unrest 
of these countries to each other. 



Although effects of Iran and Israel relations on Iran and the U.S. relations is an important 
factor to analyse, this paper will not evaluate that since it is difficult to categorize it under 
regional effects because on that situation, actors from other regions (the U.S. from America 
directly and her NATO allies from Europe indirectly) and it would change direction of that 
section and make it unnecessarily complex.  

 

To conclude that section, effect of JPA on Iran-region relations seems to be complicated and 
difficult to predict on a regional perspective. It is possible say that optimist countries that on 
their relations toward will improve their economic relations with that country and it is likely 
to cause an economically stronger Iran which relaxed after lifting sanctions. That might give 
Iran an opportunity to attempt increase her effect on the region. However it can be said that 
several Gulf countries and Israel will not welcome that new economically stronger and more 
active Iran in the region. If Iran and her adversaries can built a mutual trust, then a decrease 
on tension in the region (with the exception of Iraq and Syria which have their independent 
conditions) can be expected.  Yet, events that occurred in last year in the region hardly 
supports that claim and give a stronger basis for an inconsiderable change or even a slightly 
increased tension scenario. 

 

Possible Effects on Iran – Turkey Relations 

Historically, Turkey and Iran were two competing powers in the region in the past because of 
several reasons such as their geopolitics and their different views on the region specifically in 
Iraq, Syria and Lebanon (Ulgen and Ergun, 2012: 33). However, there has not been a physical 
conflict or a war between them. Before analysing the possible effects of the JPA on these 
countries’ it is important to highlight Turkey’s position on the Middle East Zone Free of Mass 
Destruction Weapons. As Ulgen and Ergun (2012) points out that Turkey was more distant to 
that project because of her NATO membership, nuclear warheads that in her territory, and 
her relations with the U.S. and Israel. However instability in the region and changing 
relations with Israel changed her view on that. As a result, it can be said that Turkey will be 
welcoming to that agreement since one of her potential competitor in the region accepted 
not to acquire nuclear weapons. However, she might also concern regards Iran’s increasing 
influence over the region. In summary, the relations between Iran and Turkey likely to 
continue on a fine line. 

As it stated above, Turkey were not intervening nuclear issues in the Middle East until last 
decade. Changing relations with Israel affected Turkey’s view on nuclear issue and Iran’s 
nuclear programme. As Kibaroglu (2012) indicates that Turkey’s existing concerns regarding 
Israel’s weapons increased her concerns regards Iran’s nuclear programme. She suspected 
that if Iran acquires nuclear weapons, it might cause a domino effect and countries may 
follow Israel and Iran. Yet, Turkey was one of the two mediator with Brazil on the 
negotiations between Iran and West in 2010 which did not come to conclusion at that time. 
Yet, Turkey’s attitude towards Iran in last 5 years shows that although Turkey has concerns 
over her nuclear programme, she is not in favour for a preventative military operation 



against Iran. At this point, it can be argued that Turkey’s view on the JPA will generally be 
positive since a danger of a nuclear armed state at the east border of her will disappear for a 
certain amount of time and a close cooperation might occur as a result of that situation. 

While considering that possible positive effects, one should also note that relations between 
Turkey and Iran is not a clear page. Two countries has been competitors in the region for 
centuries and this competition continued because of the reasons that mentioned in the first 
paragraph of this section. It is possible that if Iran increase her influence over the region 
more than Turkey expected (or is willing to accept) a possible rapprochement between them 
may be undermined or relations may become worse than the present situation. Katz (2014) 
indicates that relations between Iran and Turkey is improving specifically in economic area, 
although they have opposite policies to each other in Syrian crisis and their relations has not 
been in a positive shape. He further states that Iran realizes importance of her relations with 
regional the U.S. allies and Turkey is one of them, although he questions her sincerity on that 
issue. Time is needed to understand whether Iran is serious on that improvement or not. 
However, it might be argued that relations between Iran and Turkey will continue on the fine 
line on security, politics and economy. 

 

Conclusion 

The Joint Plan Action between Iran and P5+1 countries has been an important topic for 
international relations in last decades and that action is the first serious step to solve that 
issue in international area. While Iran accepts to continue her nuclear programme for civil 
purposes under the control of international inspectors and IAEA. On the other hand P5+1, 
specifically the U.S. will lift an important part of the sanctions, which they put because of 
Iran’s nuclear programme. Debates about its possible consequences is being done by 
international community and this essay analysed these effects under three topic which are 
the U.S. – Iran relations, Iran – Region relations and Iran – Turkey relations. The common 
conclusion that came from all topics is that all of these relations lay on fine balances with 
several different factors.  

The U.S. – Iran relation is the most considered one in the international community. While 
considering current agreement between Iran and the U.S., it is crucial to understand 
historical development of that relations in order to analyse possible future relations. 
Although nuclear issue was a prominent part of the problem, it was not the main source of 
it. As it argued in the first paragraph, the U.S. and Iran has uncomfortable with each other’s 
regime and they both found other’s as an enemy against her. At this point, although 
relations will not be as tense as it was, it would be an unnecessary optimism to expect that 
Iran and the U.S. will solve all of their problem and become a possible ally. 

The Iran – Region relations may be the most complex one since it contains several countries’ 
with different opinion towards Iran and their relations with her. One might expect that 
countries that willing to a better relations with Iran, that are Oman, Dubai, Qatar, Kuwait 
and Abu Dhabi, will improve their relations in terms of economic and maybe social aspects. 
However, it should also remembered that there is a strong opposition against Iran and the 



JPA that contains two powerful countries, which are Saudi Arabia and Israel, that has ability 
to increase tension in terms of military and security aspects. These countries’ Iran policy 
might play a decisive role on maintaining a more stable Iran – Region relations as well as 
increasing tension.  

 

Finally, Iran – Turkey relation is not the most important but also a crucial one since they has 
been two rival countries in the region in the last centuries but last 5 years showed that there 
is a possibility to put behind old hostilities and look forward. Considering that both countries 
position in international area, Turkey’s NATO membership and Iran’s problems with the U.S. 
and NATO, it would be another optimism to expect a huge rapprochement among them. 
Furthermore, two countries’ different view on Syria and Iraq seems as another problem on 
that rapprochement. It can be said that both Ankara and Tehran will try to maintain balances 
on that relation. 

 

 

Bibliography 

Banerjee, S., 2014. US-Iran: the nuclear talks. [Pdf] Indian Council of World Affairs. Available 
at: <http://www.icwa.in/pdfs/IB/2014/IBusiran.pdf> [Accessed 2 July 2015] 

Eke, S.M., 2014. Rethinking US policy towards Iran’s nuclear programme. Central European 
Journal of International and Security Studies, 8(4), p.38-55. 

Gardner, F., 2014. Gulf States divided over Iran sanctions. [Online] Available at 
<http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-25713793> [Accessed 4 July 2015] 

Katz, M., 2014. Mechanisms of Iran-US rapprochement: lessons from the past. [pdf] Al 
Jazeera Center for Studies Available at 
<http://studies.aljazeera.net/ResourceGallery/media/Documents/2014/4/6/2014461011514
2734Iran-US%20Rapprochement%20Irans%20Future%20Role.pdf> [Accessed 1 July 2015] 

Katzmani K., Kerr, P.K., Nikitin, M.B.D. & Garcia, M.J., 2015. Iran: interim nuclear agreement 
and talks on a comprehensive accord. [pdf] Congressional Research Service. Available at 
<http://digital.library.unt.edu/ark:/67531/metadc503586/m1/1/high_res_d/R43333_2015M
ar09.pdf> [Accessed 3 July 2015] 

Kibaroglu, M., 2012. Ortadoğu’da nükleer silahlardan arındırılmış bölge (NSAB) oluşturulması 
çabaları ve Türkiye. Ortadoğu Analiz, 48(4), p.69-76. 

Monteiro, N.P. & Debs, A., 2014.The strategic logic of nuclear proliferation. International 
Security, 39(2), p.7-51. 

Mousavian, S.M., 2015. Future of Iran-US relations. [pdf] AlJazeera Center for Studies. 
Available at 



<http://studies.aljazeera.net/ResourceGallery/media/Documents/2014/4/6/2014461011514
2734Iran-US%20Rapprochement%20Irans%20Future%20Role.pdf> [Accessed 1 July 2015] 

Roberts, P.C., 2015. The Iran Nuclear Energy Agreement: force again prevails over law. 
Foreign Policy Journal, [online] Available at: 
<http://www.foreignpolicyjournal.com/2015/04/10/the-iran-nuclear-energy-agreement-
force-again-prevails-over-law/> [Accessed 3 July 2015] 

Tarock, A., 2006. Iran's nuclear programme and the west. Third World Quarterly, 27(4), 
p.645-664 

Ülgen, S. & Ergun, F.D., 2012. Kum tepelerinde tökezlemek: Orta Doğu’da kitle imha 
silahlarından arındırılmış bir bölgenin oluşturulması. [pdf] EDAM. Available at 
<http://edam.org.tr/Disarmament/TR/belgeler/Politika%20Raporlari/NTI_PP1_Ulgen-
Ergun_TR.pdf> [Accessed 2 July 2015] 

Yalçın, H.B., 2015. İran nükleer müzakereleri kim neyi neden ve nasıl aldı?. [pdf] İstanbul: 
SETA. Available at <http://file.setav.org/Files/Pdf/20150630141034_iran-nukleer-
muzakereleri-pdf.pdf> [Accessed 1 July 2015] 

Yegin, A. & Kanat, K.B., 2015. İran ve batı arasında nükleer mutabakat jeopolitik karmaşa. 
[pdf] İstanbul: SETA. Available at 
<http://file.setav.org/Files/Pdf/20150404214415_121_analiz_yeginkanat.pdf> [Accessed 1 
July 2015] 


