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U.S. Imposes Naval Blockade in the Strait of Hormuz Following Failed Negotiations with Iran

This past weekend, following the initiation of a two-week ceasefire, negotiations between the
United States and Iran took place in Pakistan with the aim of bringing a permanent end to the
conflict. However, after 21 hours of deliberation, both sides failed to reach an agreement due
to disagreements regarding several core issues. These consist of uranium enrichment, the
inclusion of Lebanon as a part of the ceasefire deal, the lifting of sanctions and release of frozen
assets, control and fee collection in the Strait of Hormuz, the state of Iran’s missile program, the
presence of American troops in the region, and repatriation for damage caused by U.S. and
Israeli attacks on Iran. With respect to uranium enrichment, outlets reported that Iran offered
to stop doing so for 5 years, but the U.S. insisted on 20 years. The United States flatly rejected
Iran’s demand for U.S. troop withdrawal, only offered partial relief to Tehran’s seeking of the
lifting of sanctions and releasing of frozen assets, and changed its position regarding a ceasefire
in Lebanon as a part of the initial agreement at the request of Israeli Prime Minister Netanyahu.
U.S. negotiators also failed to respond to Iran’s request for repatriation while refusing Iran’s
desire to control and charge a fee for the Strait of Hormuz — with Trump instead at some point
offering joint control and sharing of the fee with Iran. On the other side, Iran refused any
restrictions on its missile program. All of this has led many analysts to outline that the Trump
administration’s adoption of a maximalist approach towards Iran has resulted in a set of
circumstances which seem unlikely to produce a long-term deal unless a pivot is made to more
realistic and incremental concessions that can resolve the stalemate.

After the failed negotiations, U.S. President Trump relayed his intent to impose a naval
blockade in the Strait of Hormuz directed at vessels entering or leaving Iranian ports and coastal
areas. The blockade has been characterized by legal observers as a potential violation of
international law and one that risks garnering a response from Iran, and in turn, escalating the
conflict. Experts note that while blockades can be legitimate acts of war, their legality is
generally tied to an active state of war. Thus, this occurring during the midst of the two-week
ceasefire has been labeled as highly questionable and problematic. It is therefore unsurprising
that the global community’s response to the blockade has been mostly negative amid rising
concern over the risk it poses to prompting further escalations and hindering the prospect of
long-term stability. U.K. Prime Minister Starmer remarked that the action is “deeply damaging’
and relayed the United Kingdom and France’s intent to co-host a summit aimed at working out
a plan to safeguard international shipping and restore freedom of navigation in the Strait of
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Hormuz. More than 40 other countries are expected to attend the summit, highlighting the
global community’s widespread concern over the continued disruptions that are being caused
by the Iran war.

As officials from the United Kingdom, France, and others have distanced themselves from the
Trump maneuver and voiced deep concern over it, notable global powers like China have done
the same. Beijing has officially condemned the blockade as “dangerous and irresponsible,”
lamenting that it threatens international trade and exacerbates already troubling tensions. As a
primary buyer of Iranian oil, China of course also fears what prolonged hostilities and persistent
disruptions would mean for it economically and has taken a de-escalation stance — urging for
continuation of the ceasefire. Economics have warned that sustained high oil prices will
accelerate inflation, particularly in food and consumer goods, due to increased transportation
costs and disruptions to the supply of fertilizers and industrial materials like helium and
naphtha. As the world's largest energy importer, China is expected to be hit hardest by the
"slow hemorrhage" of higher import costs and is therefore — predictably — particularly
concerned with what the perpetuation of hostilities could mean.

Even at the larger-scale full global level, the disruptive economic implications of these new
developments are expected to be severe as well, especially the longer that they drag on.
Another blockade removes additional oil from the markets, driving prices even higher, and
increasing the likelihood of further escalation. This has already prompted many experts to
speculate that the impact of the disruptions to the Strait of Hormuz will be felt long after the
war is over, negatively affecting both trade and energy markets. International organizations
have also issued warnings, with the UN Food and Agriculture Organization cautioning that
continued obstructions could trigger a global food catastrophe, while officials from the
International Energy Agency have labeled the situation as “the greatest energy security
challenge in history.” Thus, it is clear to many that the failure of recent U.S.-Iran negotiations
and the subsequent decision to initiate an American naval blockade has highlighted how the
Trump administration’s maximalist approach towards Iran is preventing meaningful progress
from being achieved. If this continues, it is more likely than not that negotiations will remain
fruitless and open the door for renewed hostilities.



