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Fifty years ago, the English author Douglas Adams wrote that the answer to life, the universe and 

everything was 42. He intended it as a joke, the number actually chosen at random and having no 

independent meaning. 

  

The principle however, has been absorbed by Washington. Now, whatever the question, the answer 

to them is “Iran”. It is a country that to them is the universal source of what are the multiple ills that 

now beset the Americans in their multitudinous and entirely self-centered forays into the Middle 

East. 

  

It was not always so. Iran had a democratically elected government under Prime Minister 

Mohammed Mosaddegh.  In 1953 the Iranian government sort to limit the control that the Iranian 

Anglo Oil Company (now BP) had over Iran’s oil reserves. One would normally regard national 

resources as the legitimate concern of a sovereign government. 

  

The Anglo Iranian Oil Company saw things differently and resisted any moves by the Iranian 

government to exert its sovereign influence. In the face of this refusal to cooperate, the Iranian 

parliament voted to nationalize the company. 

  

The British reaction was typical of behaviour observed today by western powers resenting the 

assertion of national control over national assets. The then Labour government of Clement Atlee 

organized a boycott of Iranian oil to try and pressure the Iranian government. This was 

accompanied by using their Iranian resources to try and undermine the Mosaddegh Government. 

  

When Atlee was replaced by Winston Churchill as British prime minister the policy did not change, 

but was accentuated. The British, in cooperation with the new United States government under 

Dwight Eisenhower, organized a coup that saw the overthrow of a democratic government and its 

replacement by an autocratic regime, which granted extensive powers to Mohammed Pahlavi as 

Shah.   He exercised essentially dictatorial powers. 

  

Although it was not known at the time, more recently released declassified documents show that the 

then relatively fledging Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) was instrumental in the overthrow of the 

Mosaddegh Government, with active British support. 

  

The Shah then ruled until in turn being overthrown by the Islamic revolution of 1979. The 

relationship between Iran and the United States has been varying degrees of poor ever since. 

Although the United States has taken no overt official steps to displace the Iranian government, 

there can be little doubt that it has supported dissident groups within Iran, and most particularly the 

Mujihideen al Qalq, a terrorist group dedicated to the overthrow of the Iranian government. 

  

Although the Iranian government had foregone the option of developing nuclear weapons in the 

early 21st century, concerns persistent that it might one day become a nuclear power. The principal 

concern emanated from Israel, itself a major, albeit unadmitted, major nuclear power that has 

bitterly opposed its sworn enemy, Iran. It is one of the many ironies of the region that Israel is a 

major nuclear armed power, but that fact  is rarely commented upon, much less criticized by the 

Western powers. 

  

Formal negotiations aimed at obtaining a commitment from Iran not to develop nuclear weapons 

began in 2013 with an initial agreement signed between Iran, the five permanent members of the 

United Nations Security Council, plus the European Union as an organized body. 



  

The actual agreement imposing limitations on any potential Iranian nuclear weapons development 

was signed by all of the parties to the negotiations, including of course the United States, in July 

2015, with an implementation date of January 2016. Its details are readily ascertainable. The only 

points to be noted here are that Iran agreed to eliminate its stockpile of medium enriched uranium, 

reduce its stockpile of low enriched uranium by 98%, and for the following 15 years only enrich 

uranium up to a level of 3.7%. It would be literally impossible to develop a nuclear weapon at such 

a greatly reduced enrichment level, even if it wanted to, for which there was zero evidence. 

  

Subsequent regular inspections by the International Atomic Energy Agency confirmed that Iran was 

complying its obligations under the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA), the name given 

to the agreement signed by the various parties. 

  

That however was insufficient for the incoming United States administration of Donald Trump, that 

took office in January 2017. It might be more accurate to say that the agreement did not satisfy the 

Israeli government, whose influence on any United States administration is unparalleled for a 

foreign government. 

  

In October 2017 Trump announced that the United States would no longer make the certification 

that Iran was in compliance with the JCPOA (an action required under United States law) and in 

May 2018 the United States formally withdrew from the agreement. At the time of writing, the 

European signatories appeared to be adhering to their obligations under the JCPOA, although that is 

increasingly in doubt given the hostility of the European signatories to what they allege to be 

Iranian behaviour in the ongoing conflict between Saudi Arabia and Yemen. 

  

Added to that, the statements and actions of the current UK prime minister Boris Johnson look 

increasingly like the United Kingdom withdrawing its support for the JCPOA in solidarity with the 

United States administration.  Events are currently moving so quickly in this area that confident 

predictions are difficult to make. 

  

Russia and China, the other two permanent members of the Security Council and signatories to the 

JCPOA deal remain firmly in support of Iran. For the reasons to be discussed this growing 

relationship between the three powers is one of the most geopolitically significant developments in 

the region. 

  

There is no question that Iran was complying with its obligations under the agreement, as repeatedly 

confirmed by the International Atomic Energy Authority (IAEA). As noted above, the influence of 

the Israeli lobby in United States politics was undoubtedly a factor in the United States’ decision to 

withdraw from the agreement. Of itself, that is probably an insufficient reason for the American 

conduct. One is repeatedly driven to the conclusion articulated by Russia’s President Vladimir Putin 

even before the United States withdrew from the JCPOA, that the United States was “not agreement 

capable”. 

  

Events before and since Putin’s pithy observation have reinforced the validity of his opinion. Since 

becoming President Trump has withdrawn the United States from a number of international arms 

agreements aimed at limiting the development, proliferation and utilization of nuclear weapons. It is 

axiomatic that such policies significantly increase the risk that nuclear weapons will be used in any 

future conflict between the great powers. 

  

Trump did not just withdraw the United States from the JCPOA. He also vastly increased the policy 

of sanctions imposed on Iran, citing, inter alia, its “nuclear program” for which there is not a shred 

of evidence.  The real reasons are more likely to be related to Israel’s fear of Iranian influence. That 



influence currently manifests itself in Iran’s effective cooperation with Syria in defeating the US 

supported terrorist operations in Syria; Iran’s support for the increasingly successful rebels fighting 

Saudi aggression in Yemen; and Iran’s growing cooperation with the government of Iraq. 

  

The absence of any actual evidence to support many of the frequently extreme allegations made 

against Iran’s activities in the region has never been a hindrance to American unilateral action. 

Although Australia maintains diplomatic relations with Iran, its adherence to both the American and 

Israeli view of the world means that any potential benefit from that diplomatic relationship is 

squandered. 

  

Unlike the actions of the United States and its allies in Syria, Iran is in Syria at the invitation of the 

legitimate Syrian government, as are the Russians. Despite Syrian demands the American forces in 

Syria are there illegally and refusing to leave. The western mainstream media is generally silent on 

this blatant disregard for international law. As recently as September 2019 the Syrian government 

demanded that the Americans vacate their occupation of Syrian territory. That demand was simply 

ignored by the Americans. 

  

It is not just the United States whose presence and military activities in Syria are unwelcome and 

illegal. British and Australian air forces have also been active in Syrian territory and have similarly 

ignored Syrian protests. The situation is even worse in the Australian case in that Australia’s 

presence and activities in the region are never debated in the parliament, and scarcely mentioned in 

the mainstream media. 

  

There is only fractionally less resistance about Australia’s military presence in Iraq, which has been 

a constant since 2003 when the United States initiated its blatantly illegal occupation of the country 

on the manufactured pretext of Iraq having weapons of mass destruction. Similarly, deceptive 

arguments were used to justify the invasion of Afghanistan in 2001. The ostensible reason were the 

events of September 11, 2001, although it is indisputably documented that the decision to invade 

Afghanistan was made in July 2001, and the events of September that year simply provided a 

pretext. 

  

There is a similarly deceptive narrative in the Australian media about Australia’s military presence 

in Iraq.  Despite the blatant illegality of that invasion and occupation, again it is a matter never 

debated in the Australian parliament. The Australian parliament are similarly not told that all 

Australian troops in Iraq are there on diplomatic passports. The reason is that they are so 

unwelcome in that country that the Iraqi Government refuses to sign a status of forces agreement 

with Australia. 

  

It hardly needs to be added that the presence of Iranian forces in both Syria and Iraq is welcomed by 

the respective governments and no such limitations on their presence exists. Iranian forces are 

present in the territory of both governments and at the specific invitation of the said governments. 

The Australian media frequently reports American complaints about Iranian presence in the 

territory of its regional neighbours but invariably fails to report that they are there by specific 

invitation of the host government. Their presence is therefore entirely legitimate under international 

law. 

  

The Iranian, Iraqi and Syrian governments are bound to each other by more than their allegiance to 

the Shi’ite interpretation of the Islamic faith. Although that is undoubtedly a factor, in this writer’s 

view recent developments give added impetus to their willingness to cooperate with one another. Of 

considerable significance is that all three nations see a future for their people as part of a much 

broader regional renaissance that is occurring. 

  



It is significant for example, that not only do Russia and China reject the manifestly illegal and 

unwarranted sanctions applied on Iran by the United States and its acolytes, but both countries have 

taken significant steps in recent months to enhance their relationship with Iran. 

  

Perhaps the best known in the West of these developments although still misunderstood and 

regularly misrepresented by the western media, is the Belt and Road Initiative (BRI). This Chinese 

initiated project now encompasses more than 150 nations. The United States and Australia have not 

signed on despite the latter having China as its largest trading partner by a significant margin, 

selling nearly 3 times the volume of its exports to China than it does to Japan, its next largest 

trading partner. 

  

Iran of course is not a stranger to international trading links. The old Silk Road from China to 

Europe passed through Iran (Persia as it then was) more than 2000 years ago, at a time when North 

America was largely uninhabited, and Australia had yet to be “discovered” by Europeans.  The 

aboriginal people of course had been in Australia for tens of thousands of years before the European 

“discovery.” 

  

Whether Chinese explorers in the great Zheng He fleets of the 15th century reached Australia is 

more controversial and currently lacking in convincing evidence. 

  

The early name for the BRI was the “New Silk Roads” and that title reflected a solid historical 

tradition. In 2019 both China and Russia made investments in Iranian infrastructure projects valued 

at several hundred million dollars. Significantly, these investments were made at the time when 

United States hysteria about Iran was reaching a rhetorical peak. As with a great deal of United 

States rhetoric, there is a marked gap between the claims and the reality. 

  

Russian and Chinese investment agreements with Iran go beyond mere symbolism. They are an 

unmistakable message to the United States and to its diminishing band of adherents, that Iran is not 

perceived in the same manner that United States rhetoric is attempting to portray. 

  

The BRI is far from the only major project that envisages Iran in a different manner than the United 

States is attempting to portray. The Indian initiated and projected International North South 

Transportation Corridor (NSTC) is a more than 7000 km long project linking India with Russia via 

Iran and Azerbaijan, by sea, rail and road links. Extensions of the initial project envisage other links 

involving Afghanistan and other of the “stans” in central Asia all the way to Europe. 

  

India, along with Pakistan also recently became full members of the Shanghai Cooperation 

Organisation (SCO), which dates from 2001, although earlier versions began in 1996. It currently 

has eight member states including Russia and China, four observer states including Iran and six 

“dialogue partners” of which Turkey is the most demographic and economically significant. 

  

It is envisaged Iran will achieve full membership of the SCO in the reasonably foreseeable future. 

Turkey has similarly expressed a desire to elevate its membership status, a further symptom of its 

growing detachment from the West, of which its difficult relationship with the United States/NATO 

alliance is the best known contemporary example. 

  

The essential point is that all of these organisations have a distinctly Asian emphasis. This region 

including as it does many countries already creating relationships with the principal states of the 

aforesaid organisations, together account for more than 40% all the world’s population, including 

its two most populous nations by far. These trends represent in this writer’s view a re-establishment 

of an Asian focused economic and geopolitical world that follows approximately 300 years of US/ 

European economic and political domination. 



  

The adjective “re-establishment” is used because Asia historically has been the centre of the world 

in the cultural,  political and economic sense, and that the brief centuries of European domination 

may be seen as an historical aberration. It is not a development welcomed by the United States. 

  

Partly because the United States emerged from World War II relatively unscathed unlike the 

devastation wrought on China and Russia by Japan and Germany respectively, and partly by 

military dominance aided by an initial monopoly of nuclear weapons, the United States enjoyed a 

brief period of relative economic, military and social hegemony. In the present century, that is 

rapidly coming to an end, although that development is far from being free of transitional risks. 

  

Even that relative American hegemony was achieved at the expense of smaller and weaker nations. 

Ignoring some minor skirmishes, the United States has not won, in any long term sense, any war 

since 1945, and that victory was achieved on the back of colossal Russian and Chinese casualties. 

  

The current United States economic warfare being waged on Iran is symptomatic of the wider 

misuse of their relative power. The Iranians recently shot down an American spy plane, leaving 

untouched its accompanying manned military aircraft. The threatened United States retaliation 

against what was in terms of international law an entirely justified legal act by the Iranians, was 

rapidly diverted by telephone calls from the Russian and Chinese presidents to their American 

counterpart. 

  

In the face of this formidable Chinese and Russian support, quite apart from Iran’s own military 

capabilities, the United States was impotent, and Trump knew it. The Israelis were furious at 

Trump’s acquiescence, but there was nothing they could do about it either. 

  

This incident marked a significant turning point for Iran. United States belligerence and hostility 

was not new:  it was a constant that the Iranians had lived with since 1979. The commitment of 

Russia and China to Iran’s security did however mark a significant new phase. 

  

The economic developments noted above, and Iran’s central role in multiple regional projects 

would still not amount to much unless their regional security could also be guaranteed. 

  

They cannot of course match the United States’ firepower, but with the powerful support of Russia 

and China they do not have to. With the support of these powerful friends Iran can ignore the latest 

US bluster over the latter’s role in their continued support for the horrific and wholly illegal Saudi 

Arabian war on an impoverished Yemen. 

  

Yemen, almost assuredly with Iraqi and Iranian support, is now finally able to significantly retaliate 

after years of relative military impotence. That also marks a significant turning point in the war. 

  

It is clear that the period of relative United States dominance in the region is rapidly coming to an 

end. The unanswered question is whether the United States will recognise that reality (which 

includes the loss of military dominance) and adjust its policies accordingly, or will they continue to 

flail against the historical tide and endanger all of us in the process. 

 

 


