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Abstract

     The analysis of religion has never been completely excluded from political theory. Depite modernization and the advance of secularization, religion has become important to understand present day political realities. In many non-Western societies, individuals, and non-state actors have become disillusioned by “utopian claims associated with many [Western] ideologies-that modernity, science, and rationality would usher in a golden age” and as a result, they have turned to religious fundamentalism and political violence. After the terrorist attack  September 11. 2001 analysts began to ask the question, “What would motivate terrorists to commit such atrocities?” To answer this question scholars began to investigate, among other things, the relationship between Islamic fundamentalism and political affairs, since many of the recent global terrorist activities have been done in the name of Islamic jihad. 

     Despite the fact that several world leaders have publicly denounced the idea that the religion of Islam is inherently violent, after September 11th, Western media overwhelmingly adopted Samuel Huntington’s Clash of Civilizations theory as it explained the emerging conflict between Western and Muslim societies. It became an “us versus them” dichotomy without a systematic evaluation of many other variables that help explain the disparity of ideologies. Such a single faceted scrutiny fails to explain how some predominantly Muslim nations have been strong allies with Western states. After conducting a comparative analysis of two Middle Eastern nations, the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan and the Islamic Republic of Iran, this paper concludes that notwithstanding religion’s importance in political analysis, the Islamic faith alone is not a qualitative explanation as to why there is are hostilities between certain Muslim and Western states.   
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INTRODUCTION

     In a post Cold War environment, the examination of global politics has shifted by adding new variables to comparative studies. While the analysis of religion has never been completely excluded from political theory, even with the development of modernization and the advance of secularization, it has come to the forefront in the attempt to understand present day political realities. In many non-Western societies, individuals and non-state actors have become disillusioned by “utopian claims associated with many [Western] ideologies-that modernity, science, and rationality would usher in a golden age”
 and as a result have turned to religious fundamentalism and political violence. After the events of September 11th, individuals and analysts alike began to ask the question, “What would motivate terrorists to commit such atrocities?” In the attempt to find a response to this inquiry, scholars began to investigate, among other things, the relationship between Islamic fundamentalism and political affairs, primarily because many of the recent global terrorist activities have been done in the name of Islamic jihad. 

     Despite the fact that several world leaders have publicly denounced the idea that the religion of Islam is inherently violent,
 after September 11th, Western media overwhelmingly adopted Samuel Huntington’s Clash of Civilizations theory as it explained the emerging conflict between Western and Muslim societies.
 It became an “us versus them” dichotomy without a stratified evaluation of the numerous variables that are involved in the disparity of ideologies. Such a single faceted scrutiny fails to explain how some predominantly Muslim nations have been strong allies with Western states. A comparative analysis of two Middle Eastern nations, the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan and the Islamic Republic of Iran, will give insight to the fact that, notwithstanding its importance in political analysis, the Islamic faith alone is not a qualitative explanation as to why there is are hostilities between certain Muslim and Western states.   

MUSLIM IDENTITY

     The strong similarity between these two nations, apart from regional identification, is that both countries are Muslim countries. In December 1979, a month after the occupation of the U.S. Embassy in Tehran, a new Iranian constitution was approved by referendum with Article 12 establishing Shiite Islam as the official state religion. The eight-six members that make up the Assembly of Experts have “broad powers of constitutional interpretation;”
 and despite the fact that these members are elected, only mullahs (Muslim clergy) were permitted to run for these positions.
 The president is also elected by popular vote, and it is not stipulated that he be a Muslim; however, the constitution requires him to make an oath stating that he will “guard the official religion of the country . . . devote all [his] capacities . . . [to] the propagation of religion and morality . . . [and] seek help from God and follow the Prophet of Islam and the infallible Imams.”
 The velayat-e faqih or religious leader is the “supreme commander of the armed forces and the Revolutionary Guard, [who] can declare war, and can dismiss the president . . . [and] is also formally responsible for the ‘delineation’ of national policies in all areas.”
 After the fall of the Shah monarchy, the judiciary also went through a transformation. Civil courts were replaced by Islamic Revolutionary Courts and Iranian jurisprudence came under the dictates of Sharia or Islamic Religious Law. All previous legal codes established under the leadership of the Shah were annulled in 1982, and such actions as homosexuality and alcohol consumption were added to the list of capital offenses due to the strict interpretation of the Quran. 

     The Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan is not a theocracy like Iran, but it is a Muslim nation. 

Article two of the Jordanian constitution, which was adopted on January 8, 1952, asserts that Islam is the state religion.
 Over ninety percent of the population is Muslim, with the majority being Sunni; and an Islamic revival swept through the nation in the 1980s giving way to an “increased interest in incorporating Islam more fully into daily life.”
 Although the government is defined as a hereditary monarchy with a parliamentary form of administration, many conditions are incorporated solidifying a strong Muslim identification. For instance, the king whose power includes commanding the armed forces, declaring war, signing treaties, appointing the prime minister, disseminating laws, convening the legislature, and other government functionaries is required by Article 28 of the constitution to be a Muslim. In addition, the throne is to be passed down through the dynasty of King Abdullah Ibn Al-Hussein in a direct line through his male heirs. King Abdullah I was the son of Husayn ibn Ali, who succeeded as Grand Sharif of Mecca in 1908. A sharif is a person claiming to be a descendant of the Prophet Muhammad through his daughter Fatima. 

  In the Jordanian judicial system, many legal codes have been modified from the strict adherence to Sharia Law actuated by Ottoman rule and have become more moderate, especially in the case of criminal jurisprudence: however, “the [present] codified laws were based on Islamic principles and customs.”
 The court system has been divided into a three-tier structure: Civil Courts, Religious Courts, and Special Courts. The religious court system is broken down into the Sharia Courts for Muslim citizens and Religious Tribunals for religious minorities. The jurisdiction of these courts includes all matters regarding marriage, divorce, family disputes, and inheritance laws. 

RELATIONSHIP WITH THE WEST (THE UNITED STATES) 

      Prior to the Islamic Revolution of 1979, the U.S. has had an “historic friendship with Iran.”
 Because of Soviet expansionism and the establishment of the Truman Doctrine, America’s post WWII foreign policy fell under what George F. Kennan phrased as “Soviet containment.”
 This policy prompted the Shah of Iran to seek U.S. economic and military assistance. While Iran did not hold the same stature as Western European countries under this policy, the U.S. did enter into a Mutual Defense Agreement with Iran in 1950,
 which allowed the transfer of military equipment and technical personnel. The State Department’s Four Point Plan was also carried out under the Act for International Development (Public Law 535) during this year; and under the provisions of this plan, the U.S. agreed to enter into a cooperative agreement with Iran establishing an “integrated health, agriculture, and education project for improving living 

conditions.

     Despite the fact that there were strains on U.S.-Iranian relations throughout the next few 

decades due to unofficial reports indicating the possibility of an anti-Shah American leaning and Iran’s collaboration with the Soviet Union, relations between the U.S. and Iran, for the most part, 

remained “unchanged with regard to closeness and cordiality.”
 Iran’s significance in U.S. 

interests is explained due to its “importance to the security of the gulf region, the future of the 

Middle East, and the production of oil.”

     Resentment against the U.S. began to foster among Iranian citizens due to a number of 

factors. In 1953, the CIA orchestrated a coup d'état ousting democratically elected Mohammad Mosaddeq, a move which generated anti-American sentiment and was fueled by U.S. involvement in the Middle East, especially with the Israeli-Arab conflict. In addition, the role of the U.S. as a superpower became associated with the image of a new form of imperialism in the perception of many Third World nations including Iran.
 This anti-Americanism came to a climatic point with the successful takeover of the U.S. Embassy on November 4, 1979 and the Hostage Crisis that followed. This event saw the end of the Bahktiar/Bazargan provisional moderate government, which was set in place at the beginning of the forces of the revolution, and Ayatollah Khomeini came to power as the Supreme Leader with the objective of exhibiting the impotence of the U.S.  

     In the beginning days of the revolution, Iran, immediately developed a “radical” foreign 
policy due to a sense of insecurity and fear that the U.S. would attempt to return the Shah to power. This new policy was impacted by “the revolutionary fervor and ideological beliefs of the early days,” and as a result it isolated Iranian interests.
 All diplomacy between the two countries deteriorated; and immediately after the events of the Hostage Crisis, President Carter, under Executive Order 12170, froze all Iranian assets in America.  The U.S. extended its punishment of Iran with the introduction of the Comprehensive Iran Sanctions Act and the passing of the Iran Foreign Sanctions Act in 1995, which was later named the Iran-Libya Sanctions Act (ILSA). Under the latter legislation, any American company that invests in Iran would be penalized. It further considered consequences for any non-American corporation that invests more than $20 million in the Iranian oil industry.
 Sanctions have continued with recent international embargos being imposed by UN Security Council Resolutions 1737 and 1747 due to Iran’s nuclear ambitions. In fact, Iran’s position in American foreign policy declined to the point that President Bush  designated it a part of the “Axis of Evil” in his January 29, 2002 State of the Union address.
 In this statement, the President acknowledged that these “Axis of Evil” nations were “arming to threaten the peace of the world,” and he vowed to “deny terrorists and their state sponsors the materials, technology, and expertise to make and deliver weapons of mass destruction.”
 Relations between the U.S. and Iran have continued to be hostile with no sign of any immediate improvement. In fact, even with the release of the National Intelligence Estimate (NIE), which has evaluated with high confidence that Tehran has halted its nuclear weapons program, and it has not been restarted as of mid-2007.
 President Bush, in response to a question at a recent press conference declared, “I still feel strongly that Iran is a danger. nothing has changed in this NIE that says, okay, why don't we just stop worrying about it. Quite the contrary. I think the NIE makes it clear that Iran needs to be taken seriously as a threat to peace. My opinion hasn't changed.”
 
     The relationship between the U.S. and Jordan is in stark contrast with the Iranian/U.S. relationship. Jordan’s pro-Western leaning began with King Abdullah I and his friendly dealing with the British during the period of the Palestinian Mandate after WWI. Shortly after Jordan’s full independence, the U.S. began its involvement in providing the country with economic aid, which, to this day, has “total[ed] more than $9 billion ($1.3 billion in loans and $7.7 billion in grants),”
 This aid incorporated programs that fund projects such as health care, education, water increasing construction projects, and support for economic policy modifications toward a better free market system. In 1996 Jordan was given the designation of a Major non-NATO ally (MNNA) by the U.S.; and on October 24, 2000, the U.S. signed the unprecedented bilateral United States-Jordan Free Trade Agreement, which became law on September 28, 2001. This agreement is “historic because it is only the fourth free trade agreement the United States has negotiated, after those with Israel, Canada, and Mexico (NAFTA), and the first ever with an Arab state.”
 In discussing this agreement, Charles E. Grassley, chairman of the U.S. Senate 

Committee on Finance, described Jordan as America’s “most reliable friend and ally.”
 

     The U.S. has also provided military assistance to Jordan through Foreign Military Financing (FMF) programs, which reinforce Jordan's ability “to maintain secure, peaceful borders with its neighbors and help Jordan's armed forces modernize and improve readiness and interoperability with the U.S.” 
 Under these provisions, a total of $1.5 billion in military aid was supplied by the U.S. between 1950 and 1988.
 From this period to the present, the U.S. has helped Jordan modernize its military through arms provisions. Under the 1996 Foreign Operations Appropriations Act, fifty M60A3 Tanks and sixteen refurbished F-16 Fighter Jets were transferred to Jordan’s stockpile of weaponry, and in 2004 the Defense Department sold fifty U.S. Advanced Medium Range Air-to Air Missiles (AMRAAMS) to Jordan.
 Besides funding and arms, the U.S. has also furnished technical support, offered training programs, and provided specialized training courses with annual joint military exercises being held on Jordanian soil.

     With this information, the question is inevitably raised: “How do two predominantly Muslims countries hold polar opposite positions in relationship with the U.S.?” While an answer to this query is comprehensive and numerous variables need to be addressed, one of the most important factors in an attempt to qualify a response is the analysis of each country’s political leader. Both nations are ruled by non-democratic regimes where the majority of power lies in one individual. These individual actors have had enormous influence in the shaping of their nation’s ideology and the formation of its government, especially as it relates to their relationship with the West. 

THE LEADERS

     Ayatollah Musawi Ruhollah Musawi Khomeini was the undisputed leader of the Islamic Revolution in Iran. His role is described as the “most critical factor in the ascendancy of the fundamentalists who were his natural constituency.”
 This form of fundamentalism has translated into Iranian politics, which is essentially based on Khomeini’s specific interpretation of Islam and political philosophy. His tremendous influence began before his rise to power. 

     The shaping of Khomeini’s beliefs began at an early age. He was educated in Islamic schools beginning with his primary education, and later attended seminary at Arak. During this time, he was heavily influenced by Abdol-Karim Ha’eri-Yazdi, one of the leading Shi’a theologians at the time.
 Khomeini followed his mentor to Qom, and there he studied Irfan, which is a form of Islamic Gnosticism. This philosophy added an esoteric dimension to a familiar theological interpretation of Islam, which formulated the faith into the relationship between “literal religion (sharī’ah)” and “spiritual religion (haqīqah).”
 One of the more significant influences of this theosophy is that the haqīqah prescribed the necessity of religious guides to unveil the hidden 

meaning of Islamic dogma, which ultimately placed all interpretive authority in the hands of the

 religious elite.

     Khomeini began a teaching career in the 1920’s and quickly became an influential scholar in the area of Islamic philosophy and jurisprudence. However, it was his lectures on ethics that brought him acclaim among his students. He wrote numerous commentaries on mysticism, ethics, and traditional Islamic doctrine. Even at this early stage, Khomeini interpreted Islam as a “commitment to social and political causes.”
 One of his students, Mohammad-Javad Bohonar, remembered that he emphasized the need for “Islam and Iran to be independent of both Eastern and Western colonialism.”
 It was also during this time that Reza Shah came to power and began to westernize Iranian politics and culture. Because of his secular agenda, the Shah viewed the ulama (clerical community) “as a barrier to the achievement of [his] goals, and set about eroding their power and standing.”
 The clerics began opposing the government through protests, which often led to their imprisonment, exile, or worse.
 

     After Mohammad Reza Shah succeeded the throne in 1941, Khomeini continued to write on 

Islamic law and ethics. He authored his first book entitled Kashf ol-Asrar (The Unveiling of Secrets). The book criticized the rule of the Shah calling him a “usurper” and declared his government “illegitimate.”
 This disapproval stemmed from his view that the Shah deliberately ignored Islamic principles in forming governmental policy, and instead committed numerous “secular” transgressions. Among these sins, Kohemeini accused the Shah of “replacing religious courts with state ones . . . permitting the consumption of alcohol . . . banning the long veil (chador), thereby ‘forcing women to go naked in the streets’ . . . [and] his compliance with

 “the ‘imperialist-Jewish conspiracy’,” to name a few.
 Despite these harsh criticisms, the ideas in his book acted more as a word of warning than any revolutionary caveat.
 

     The next few decades saw the rise of Khomeini’s influence as he was named an ayatollah, the highest position given to Shi’a clerics. In 1961, after the publication of his book Towzih al-Masa’el (Questions clarified), he was given the title of Grand Ayatollah, making him one of the most powerful leaders in Shi’a Islam. Up until this point, Khomeini did not formally enter the 

political arena despite his unwavering condemnation of the Shah’s secular government. 
A couple of years later, Khomeini led a protest movement against the Shah’s “White Revolution;”
 and as a result was exiled to Iraq due to the violent uprisings. During this time he remained constant in his denunciations of the Shah government, a quality that established him as the “leading antiregime ayatollah.”
 This time away from his country was noteworthy due to the evolution of his ideology. 

     Although Khomeini’s rhetoric was unquestionably religious, there were tones of other 

influential ideologies mixed in. It has been postulated that the modification of his belief was influenced by such writers as Jalal al-Ahmad, who wrote the booklet, Gharbzadegi (The plague of the West). In al-Ahmed’s writings, there is an avocation for a return to Islam, but he also analyzed civilization through a Marxist perspective. In Khomeini’s post-revolutionary speeches and writings, including his thirty five page Will and Political Statement, strong elements of populism emerge catering to anti-capitalistic idealists and appealing to the “middle class and the deprived population.”
 Nevertheless, whatever principles helped to form his position, he always 

articulated his views in Islamic terms.

     Along with his strong criticisms of the monarchy, he began to blast the Islamic clergy in Iran who were keen on remaining apolitical. A collection of these lectures were published and distributed in Iran under the title Velayat-e Faqih: Hokumat-e Islami (The jurist’s guardianship: Islamic government). He also began to speak out against the very institution of the monarchy, 

and he started “to urge not only adherence to Islamic law, but the establishment of an Islamic 

state.”
 He planted the seeds of the upcoming revolution.

     Upon his return to Iran in January 1979, the revolutionary forces were in full swing; and it was Khomeini that continued to fuel the fire. He refused to accept any compromise, and he “stressed the centrality of Islam to the whole opposition movement.”
 Opposition leaders such as Mehdi Bazargan, urged a position of moderation, claiming that the opposition needed the goodwill of the U.S. and Europe, a position that Khomeini utterly rejected.  It was at this time that Khomeini solidified, in the minds of the Iranian population, the vision that America is the embodiment of evil. In a November 5, 1979 speech, he coined the phrase “Great Satan” when he endorsed the takeover of the U.S. Embassy in Tehran. This simple epithet has continued to be a defining aspect of Iranian foreign policy towards America, and such rhetoric has ruled out any productive dialogue between the two countries. As mentioned above, Khomeini’s own interpretation of Islam is what mostly influenced the Islamic Revolution and the development of politics under the new regime. His interpretation was a mixture of Islamic tradition with outside philosophies. Some have suggested that Iranian Shi’ism is “nothing but a reinterpretation of pre-Islamic Iranian spiritual concepts into an Islamic framework.”
 In any case, Khomeini was irrefutably responsible for transforming Shiite Islam “from a conservative quietest faith into a political militant ideology,”
 resulting in what has become a radical fundamentalist policy of the theocratic government.  This political ideology has been the strongest factor for U.S. failure to normalize relations with Iran.      

     Despite the fact that, after Khomeini’s 1989 death, moderates attempted to change the nature 

of Iran’s radical foreign policy, fundamentalist politicians frustrated such efforts. These radical policies and rhetoric have continued through the next couple of decades, which can clearly be attributed to the foundation of Khomeini’s ideology. Ayatollah Seyyed Ali Hosseini Khamenei, who was the Iranian president from 1981-1989 and is now the current Supreme Leader of Iran, reiterated Khomeini’s position in a June 4, 2006 speech commemorating the seventeenth anniversary of his death. Karl Vick, in a Washington Post article, stated that Khamenei, in his speech, “echoed the themes on which his predecessor constructed the government's foreign policy: disdain for the West, hatred of the United States, and pride in the notion of Iran as an example for disempowered Islamic and developing nations.”
 

     Just before Khomeini’s death, the structure of the political system shifted slightly towards secularization. Amendments were made to the constitution, which included the downgrading of the necessary qualifications for supreme leader and the upgrade of the president’s role, to include the responsibilities of the prime minister, a position that was now abolished.
 However, matters of foreign policy continued to remain firmly enveloped in Khomeini’s radical interpretation of Islam. The constitution states that the Iranian government has the duty, among other things, of “directing all its resources to . . . framing the foreign policy of the country on the basis of Islamic criteria, fraternal commitment to all Muslims, and unsparing support to the mustad'afiin of the world.”
 So much international focus has been placed on the Iranian president, Mahmoud Ahmadinejad. He has brought the radical and revolutionary discourse of Khomeini’s day back into prominence with his rhetoric. His words and hard line position has been perceived by the Bush Administration as the biggest obstacle to normalizing relations between the two countries. President Bush stated that his hope is that “the Iranian regime takes a look at their policies and changes their policies back to where we were prior to the election of 
Ahmadinejad, which was a hopeful period”
 He has also non-officially called for regime change in Iran suggesting that the problems lie in the leadership of Iran.
     As Iran’s current government and principles can be traced to the groundwork of Ayatollah Khomeini, so too can Jordan’s political structure and leaning be ascribed to the legacy of King Abdullah I and his grandson King Hussein bin Talal. As previously stated, Abdullah’s pro-Western stance began with his favorable relationship with the British after WWI. His father led the Arab revolt against the Turks; and after certain political compromises, Abdullah was placed as Emir of Transjordan.
 In his memoirs, Abdullah, on May 15, 1923, made a speech at an official reception of high government officials. He credited Allah, the prophet Muhammed, and the first Caliph for building a strong Arab civilization. Later in this dialogue, he offered his gratitude to the British by stating, “We cannot omit to thank the Government of Great Britain, which has been an ally of the Arabs, for their strong support of the Arab movement . . . and [the 

Arabs] cannot but feel indebted to Great Britain for her acknowledgement of the independence of 

all countries and for the support given to the Arabs in establishing their unity.”
 

     Jordanian independence was declared in May 1946, and Abdullah became king. During this period, the newly formed state developed under considerable differences than that of the Iranian Islamic Republic’s infancy. Both Abdullah and Hussein have been described as “pragmatic practitioners of the craft of politics and the art of diplomacy.”
 Rather than being motivated by a strong religious and political ideology, the Jordanian leader was compelled by practical realities that he saw as either an aid to his nation’s development or as a hindrance. The significant challenges to this new Hashemite government were not the imperialistic interests of the British empire
or any other form of colonialism, rather the test was that parts of the Arab Muslim population were motivated by strong nationalism and tribal rebellions. The foundation of this early nation, prior to its independence, was that the arrangement between Abdullah and the British was a “coalescence of British imperial and Hashemite interests.”
  

     This pro-Western stance for the sake of building a strong Jordanian government continued when Hussein assumed the throne on May 2, 1953. With the emergence and swelling of Islamic jihad among Arab nations, King Hussein, throughout his reign, was effective in neutralizing the fundamentalist political persuasion by opening up the political process and “thereby creating a constructive dialogue with mainstream Islamist politicians.”
 His legacy as a moderate monarch who had strong foreign relations with the West can be seen by those who attended his funeral in 1999. Those in attendance included President Clinton with former presidents Carter, Ford, and Bush, British Prime Minister Tony Blair, French President Jacques Chirac, Queen Beatrix of the Netherlands, King Juan Carlos of Spain, German Chancellor Gerhard Schroder, and Prime Minister Keizo Obuchi of Japan. Besides these Western leaders, there were also numerous regional leaders as well as an Israeli delegation that represented all major factions of Israeli politics. President Clinton said of King Hussein: ''He really was driven not by the title he had, but by the responsibilities it bore. He was ennobled not by the title, but by the strength of his own character and his vision and his spirit.''

     Hussein’s background was significantly different from that of Khomeini. Prior to his reign he 

attended the famous Harrow school in London, the same boarding school Winston Churchill attended in the late 1800’s. Hussein also attended the British Royal Military Academy at Sandhurst just before being crowned king at 18 years of age. Early on, he displayed remarkable traits that provided the means for him to deal with internal and external challenges. Numerous scholars and historians attribute the strength of Hussein’s character as the key to what “emboldened and rallied loyalists.” He is often described along the lines as one whose qualities include: “political acumen, tactical sophistication, and personal courage and determination of the highest order.”
 He was not a revolutionary denouncing a corrupt government but rather a monarch driven by a sense of purpose and a determination never to give up, which designated him as the “standard-bearer of the Hashemite house.”
 Also, the way he carried himself was crucial to the success of his foreign political relationships. Avi Shlaim, an Oxford University historian portrays Hussein as “honest, fundamentally decent and, in a region noted for its brutality and treachery, notably merciful and kind. In his personal dealings, most strikingly with 
the Israelis, he was especially gracious.”

     Despite certain issues that brought contention between Jordan and the West such as the 1967 Six Day War and Hussein’s support of Iraq in the 1991 Persian Gulf War, friendship between Jordan and the U.S. has remained strong largely due to significant political developments. During the early years of Hussein’s reign, the Jordanian government was strained. Opposition forces were uniting against the king, the British financial backing was gone, and the Arab Solidarity Agreement had dissolved. To counteract these disabilities, Hussein “unequivocally 

placed his country in the Western camp and sought a new source of aid--the United States.”
     

     Throughout his administration, his political philosophy matured and he took certain measures that revealed his moderate political leanings. These actions include Hussein’s charging the Royal Commission with the task of drawing up a national charter. This 1990 National Charter laid the groundwork for future national policy. The objectives of this charter were to promote plurality in government and democratic principles. It also provides “expanded freedoms for women and the press and limits the powers of the executive branch.”
 This 40-page document, which came at a time when riots were occurring throughout the country and fundamentalists were gaining more and more influence, shows the King’s determination to pursue liberal policies. Another significant step that solidified Jordan’s relationship with the U.S. is the notable peace agreement that Hussein made with Israel after many years of tensions due mainly to the issue of the Palestinians. 

     When Prince Abdullah bin Hussein took the throne upon his father’s death on February 7

 1999, he had not been groomed for the throne; but, due to Hussein’s request on his deathbed, 

succession changed just days before his decease. Abdullah followed a policy of “continuing his father's paternalistic style of rule and moderate, pro-West political viewpoint.”
 He was 37 when he was crowned; and prior to him becoming monarch, he had a successful career in the military as Commander of the Jordanian Special Forces. Western influence began early in his childhood. He was born of Hussein’s second wife, Princess Muna (nee Antoinette "Toni" Gardiner), who was British. Abdullah’s education began at St. Edmund's School in Surrey, England, and his secondary education continued at Eaglebrook School and Deerfield Academy, both located in Massachusetts.  In 1980, King Abdullah received his military education at the Royal Military Academy Sandhurst in England. He completed his studies at Oxford University where he underwent a one-year Special Studies course in International Politics and World Affairs, and finally in 1987 he attended the School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University in Washington, D.C. Not only did he receive military training in England, but he also served as a Reconnaissance Troop Leader in the 13/18th Royal Hussars Regiment (British Army).

     A key component to the Hashemite monarchy’s moderate political ideology is the Jordanian ruler’s view of Islam. The king’s interpretation of the Muslim faith is diametrically opposed to Ayatollah Khomeini’s exposition and Iran’ theological radicalism. In a 2002 Washington Post op-ed article, King Abdullah addressed the American people by describing the “true voice of Islam.”
 He characterized fundamentalists by stating that “there is nothing fundamentally Islamic about these extremists. They are religious totalitarians, in a long line of extremists of various faiths who seek power by intimidation, violence, and thuggery.”
 He further exclaimed that

    extremists violently reject the original moderation and openness of Islam-qualities that made 

    the Muslim world the historical home of diversity and learning. Nor does their violence 

    constitute “jihad” . . . [and] when terrorists target innocents, they provide direct evidence of 

    their real agenda: power politics not religion.

Besides a small article in a popular U.S. newspaper, Abdullah has been on a mission, since September 11th, to rally Muslim action against extremism. He convened the International Islamic Conference, held in 2005 in Amman, which gathered the world's most pre-eminent Muslim scholars and clergy from all eight schools of Islamic jurisprudence. They endorsed the substance of the Amman Message
 and issued an historic statement that essentially “invalidates religious edicts issued by extremists to justify indiscriminate violence.”
 

      In the few years that he has been king, Abdullah has been very active in furthering his predecessor’s liberal policies. He has made it apparent that progress toward democracy, pluralism, freedom of speech and thought in Jordan is an “irreversible course.”
 He has also actively participated in aiding the U.S. in efforts against global terrorism. Jordan, under Abdullah has placed bans on banking operations linked to terrorist activities, sent medical and mine clearing military personnel to Afghanistan in 2001, trained Iraqi military, and police security forces, and pursued al-Qaeda militants.

ISRAEL AND THE NUCLEAR THREAT

     A primary objective of U.S. foreign policy has been the achievement of a “comprehensive, just, and lasting peace in the Middle East”
, and for the past several decades, the focus of U.S. Middle Eastern strategy has been connected to its relationship with Israel.
 While other variables exist, which are important in evaluating the U.S. position in relation to Iran and Jordan, none is as vital as America’s unbending support of the Jewish state; and no other factor explains the basis of difference in Jordan’s relationship with the U.S. and that of Iran. 

     Many strategists and policymakers focus primarily on Iran’s nuclear ambitions, especially since, up until the release of the NIE, there has been the perception that, despite Iran’s official denials, it has violated the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Under President Eisenhower’s Atoms for Peace program, Iran became one of the largest beneficiaries of International Atomic Energy Agency’s technical cooperation for peaceful purposes;
 and up until the 1979 Iranian Revolution, the U.S. was not opposed to Iran acquiring nuclear capabilities. 

     As the fundamentalist ideology of Khomeini’s new government developed, it became clear to Western states that the “Zionist regime (Israel) and the American government [became] the main enemies of Iran.”
 Sentiments from U.S. politicians, for instance when House Speaker Newt Gingrich exclaimed that “Israel is facing it greatest danger for its survival since the 1967 victory,” reveal that the U.S. position regarding Iran’s nuclear threat primarily deals with the defense of Israel. The U.S. takes a hard stance against any nation or non-governmental actor that threatens Israel in any way, especially those that have the means to harness thermonuclear energy. While there is great discrepancy in beliefs and policies among the different political parties in the U.S., the proposed policies toward the Middle East with respect to Israel has had little disagreement among Republicans and Democrats. This consensus is clearly seen in recent speeches made by the U.S. presidential candidates from both parties. All the candidates have expressed pro-Israel sentiments “with equal ardor,”
 and a specific favorable expression can be seen in a speech by Hillary Clinton when she stated that “in this ‘moment of great difficulty for Israel and great peril for Israel . . . what is vital is that we stand by our friend and our ally . . . Israel is a beacon of what’s right in a neighborhood overshadowed by the wrongs of radicalism, extremism, despotism and terrorism.’”
 Aware of Israel’s strong concern over a nuclear armed Iran, former Massachusetts governor Mitt Romney declared that it is “time for the world to speak [the] truth: . . . Iran must be stopped,” and John Edwards, speaking at the annual Herzliya Conference located near Tel Aviv, told the attendees that Israel’s future “is our future.”
 This conference occurred early in the current campaign and several potential candidates spoke on security issues at this symposium. It was reported in Jewish Week, that all the candidates were “seemingly competing to see who can be most strident in defense of the Jewish State.”
 

      The current Bush administration has also publicly made strong claims of support for Israel when explaining the U.S. posture towards Iran. In a May 2006 meeting with Israeli Prime Minister Olmert, President Bush clearly stated that the U.S. position is that Iran must not gain nuclear weapons. He said in a joint press statement that 

    I told the Prime Minister what I've stated publicly before: Israel is a close friend and ally of    

    the United States, and in the event of any attack on Israel, the United States will come to 
    Israel's aid. The United States is strongly committed, and I'm strongly committed, to the 
    security of Israel as a vibrant, Jewish state.

Although it is clear that if Iran ever becomes empowered with nuclear weapons it is a strong 

threat to the U.S., as well as to other countries in the Middle Eastern region and Europe, the most pressing existing threat is against Israel. If Iran’s nuclear development reached the phase of placing warheads on missile systems, the ability to strike the American homeland would take many years;
 however, the potential to annihilate Israel is a capable short-term objective of 

the Iranian policy. Steve Weizman, in an article in the Jordan Times, stated that Iran “is strongly opposed to Israel's existence and frequently boasts of its ability to strike the Jewish state with long-range missiles.”
 This is clearly evident in the rhetoric that continuously comes from Tehran, such as the extremely controversial statement made by Ahmadinejad when he called for Israel to be “wiped off the map,”
 a quote from  the late Ayatollah Khomeini.
     The official U.S. State Department position on Jordan-U.S. relations is that the U.S. seeks to reinforce Jordan's commitment to “peace, stability, and moderation.” Jordan’s active involvement in the peace process “indirectly assist[s] wider U.S. interests”
 and is described as the prominent reason for the continued support from the U.S. This allegiance has not been altered despite Jordan’s recent announcement of its intention to produce nuclear capabilities. According to the Israeli newspaper Haaretz,, Jordan is believed to have 80,000 tons of uranium, and 100,000 tons in its phosphate reserves,
 but there is not any U.S. or international outcry against this aspiration. In fact, a September 16, 2007 press release by the U.S. Embassy in Amman indicates that the two countries signed a “memorandum of understanding,” which states that the U.S. will work with Jordan “to develop requirements for appropriate power reactors, fuel service arrangements, civilian training, nuclear safety, energy technology, and other related areas.”
  The nuclear accord signed by Jordan Minister of Education and Energy Dr. Khaled Touqan and  U.S. Secretary of Energy Samuel W. Bodman was agreed upon based on the restrictions of the Global Nuclear Energy Partnership (GNEP),  which implements safeguards to help prevent misuse of nuclear facilities for non-peaceful functions, and Jordan’s commitment to the NPT. 

     The whole issue rests on whether Israel feels threatened or not. While the ideal scenario would be for a Middle East free of any potential for the development of weapons of mass destruction, Israel’s policy towards some Arab states, including Jordan, with regard to building a nuclear infrastructure for peaceful purposes, is that as long as they pursue this technology within the framework of the international standards there is “no problem.”
 For Israel, Iran is a far more significant threat that moderate Arab states like Jordan. Israel’s permissible position towards Jordan is derived from the language in the 1994 peace treaty that the two countries signed.  This agreement stipulates that each actor agrees to “refrain from the threat of use of force or weapons, conventional, non-conventional or of any other kind, against each other . . . that adversely affect the security of the other Party,”
 which includes refraining from joining any coalition or alliance with any country that threatens the security of either nation. 

     It can be argued that the U.S. policy towards Jordan and Iran would not be any different if Israel were not in the picture; however, it is clear that America’s official commitment to defend Israel is at the forefront in determining its strategy to deal with these aspirations to develop nuclear capabilities, even if it is only for peaceful purposes. If there is a threat (even if it is merely a perceived threat) against Israel then the U.S. will take an unwavering and hard line position against such a nation, especially concerning nuclear development. Otherwise, the U.S. will allow and possibly support nuclear expansion for peaceful purposes among Middle Eastern countries who pose no danger to the Jewish State.  

CONCLUSION

     Admittedly, this analysis of the difference between the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan and the Islamic Republic of Iran, as each relates to the U.S., fails to detail the importance of oil, outside international pressure from the U.N. and the E.U., Russian and Chinese support of Iran, and the many other variables that are necessary for a comprehensive understanding of the differences in these relationships. However, in order to answer the question of how two predominantly Muslim nations position themselves at polar opposite sides in developing their foreign policy, it is necessary to examine the development of the different ideologies. Each of these country’s leaders interpreted philosophy, ethics, and Islam through different theological and political lenses; and as a result, the foundation of each regime’s policy was fashioned, one developed a radical ethos and the other a moderate pro-Western outlook. The reasons for the disparity in these rulers’ worldviews include the diversity in their education, the political environment that shaped their beliefs, and the regional placement and whether there is the necessity for outside aid. 

     In a region that is possibly facing a nuclear arms race in the future, it is important to understand that Israel plays a significant role in U.S. foreign policy decision-making in the Middle East. A great deal of the antagonism between Iran and America is the posture that Iranian officials have had towards Israel; and the friendship that the U.S. has had with Jordan is the result of the moderate pro-Western government that has been in place in Amman, which position has been reinforced by Jordan’s official policy towards Israel with the signing of the peace agreement between these neighboring states. 

    A scrutiny of the important issues that surround America’s relationship with Middle Eastern countries reveals that certain macro-level theories that generalize the tensions within this connection are deficient. A simple analysis that places Islamic nations in one camp and the Western world in the other lacks empirical support. Although it can be argued that certain Muslim doctrines could influence an anti-Western slant, the faith alone is not the only qualifier to explain conflict between these different cultures, especially among nation states. Islam does not necessarily breed fundamentalism, and opposition to its doctrine is not the basis for U.S. foreign policy in the Middle East.
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