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I’d like to focus nost of ny remarks on the diplomatic options

avai |l able to President Cbama to prevent Iran from devel oping a

nucl ear weapons capability, in ternms of the ability to produce

| arge quantities of weapons grade nuclear materials. 1’1l then
concl ude by di scussing options that are available if this

di plomatic strategy fails.

The Status Quo

Let me begin with the situation President Cbhana will face in
January 2009. For the three years, the U S. has enployed a
classic ‘carrot and stick’ diplomatic strategy against Iran's

nucl ear program On the stick side, Washi ngton has joi ned an

i nternational coalition (the so called EU3 plus 3 or the P5 plus
1) to inpose political pressures and econonic sanctions on Tehran
to suspend its enrichnment programas a condition for beginning

mul til ateral nuclear negotiations. On the carrot side, the US has

of fered to support substantial assistance to Iran’s civil nuclear




program — i ncludi ng guarantees of fuel supply — if Iran agrees to

a ten-year noratoriumof its enrichment program

Unfortunately, this strategy has failed. Iran has ignored

I nternational pressures and continued its enrichnment program At
this point, Iran has nastered the P-1 centrifuge technol ogy that

it acquired from Paki stan sone 20 years ago and i s now enbar ked on
buil ding up its bank of centrifuge machi nes and stocks of | ow
enriched uranium Eventually, this will create an option for Iran
to produce enough highly enriched urani um qui ckly enough to

support a nucl ear weapons program — so cal |l ed nucl ear break out.

In nmy view, lran is probably still a few years away from having a
credi bl e break out option — in terns of being confident that it
coul d produce sufficient quantities of weapons grade material to
support a small nuclear arsenal before any action could be taken
to prevent it, but this a matter of political judgnent, not
technical certainty. 1In any event, it is clear that tine is
working to Iran’s benefit. Even worse, there is grow ng sense in
the region and nore broadly that Iran’s nuclear effort is close to

unst oppabl e.

Di pl omatic Options




As a result, the Qohana adm nistration will be under pressure to
reverse this defeatist tendency and take action quickly to change
the status quo. Based on statenents nmade by President-el ect Cbhama
and his advisors, | think it’s likely that the new adm ni stration
will attenpt to sone variation on the existing diplomtic strategy
— but with bigger carrots and bigger sticks - to convince Iranian
| eaders to curb their enrichnment programin exchange for receiving

benefits and avoi di ng puni shnents.

There are three reasons why Cbama m ght succeed where Bush has
failed. First — and nost inportant - is the collapse in world oi
prices, which has made Iran nore vulnerable to the threat of
econoni ¢ sanctions and increased public discontent with the
econoni ¢ policies of President Ahmadi nejad. Faced with donestic
unrest, Tehran m ght be nore willing to make nucl ear concessions

i n exchange for relief fromeconom c sanctions. |[|f nothing else,
Iran’s economc troubles gives the U S. and its allies a stronger
argument with reluctant countries that sanctions are worth another
try and might be successful at $50 barrel even though they failed

at $150 barrel oil

Second, the Obama admi nistration will be in a stronger position to
credibly offer a genuine inprovenent in U S -lranian relations if
the nuclear issue is resolved. The Bush adm nistration’s efforts

in this area were weakened by internal disagreenents on whet her




and how to engage Iran. In contrast, | think the Cbama

adm nistration will propose to begin direct, unconditional talks
with Iran on a broad range of issues as part of an effort to get
mul tinational nuclear talks started. |In addition, | expect the
US will offer to inprove bilateral political and economc
relations with Iran — including security assurances - if it agrees
to curb its nuclear program By making these offers public, the
U S mght be able to generate internal pressure on Tehran anong
those elenents of the Iranian public and elite that genuinely want

better relations with the U. S.

Third — and nost challenging - the Cbama admi nistration will need
to line up support for much stronger sanctions to pressure Iran to
suspend its enrichment program while negotiations take place and
to eventually accept serious limts if a nuclear deal can be
reached. In contrast to President Bush, Cbama’s popularity in
Europe will give hima stronger political base to appeal to

rel uctant governnents and publics to inpose stronger financial and
ot her sanctions beyond those mandated by the Security Counci l
Getting Russia and China to support stronger UN sanctions will be
nore difficult because Mdscow and Beijing do not share our concern
about Iran’s nucl ear program and have not been willing to
jeopardi ze their bilateral relations with Iran for the sake of
stopping its nuclear weapons efforts. Nonethel ess, the Cbhama

adm nistration will have a fresh chance to strike a new deal with




Moscow, for exanple by offering to abandon m ssile defense in
Europe if Russia works with the U S. to halt Iran’s enrichnent

progr am

(bama’ s international appeal may also give the U S. a nore
credible threat to resort to force if diplomcy fails, if the U S
can denonstrate that Iran has rejected a generous and reasonabl e
offer to resolve the issue. In addition, if the U S can sustain
an orderly withdraw of forces of Iraq, Tehran may be | ess
confident that a U S. strike is deterred by the threat of Iranian

retaliation against U S. forces in Iraq.,

If Diplonacy Fails

Even though the Cbama administration can play a stronger

di pl omati ¢ hand, we have to be realistic that stopping Iran at
this point will be a difficult challenge. Iran’s current

| eadership seens to believe they are in a strong position to
pursue their nuclear anbitions within acceptable risks. Ilran’s

| eaders probably val ue the acquisition of a nuclear weapons
capability (which they have been pursuing for 20 years) nore than
better relations with the U S. In fact, sone of Iran’s |eaders
probably prefer a hostile relationship wwth the U S., which allows
Iran to nobilize regional opposition to the U S. and justifies

repressive neasures at hone. Moreover, broadening the agenda of




US-Iranian to include other issues like Irag, Persian Gulf
security, and Pal estine may not help a solution because there are
limts to how much US can recognize Iran’s regional position as

part of a nucl ear deal.

Under these circunstances, Tehran's natural instincts will be to
drag out the negotiations with various diversions and hints of
concessions while Iran builds up its enrichnent capacity. At sone
point, the U S. wll probable need to declare a deadline in an
offer to force Iran to chose between suspendi ng enrichnent or face
stronger sanctions. |It’s inportant to renenber in this regard
that the imedi ate objective of engaging Iran is to restore the
suspension of Iran’s enrichnment programin exchange for a
suspensi on of sanctions. This ‘double suspension’” would create
space for nuch nore conplicated and | engthy internationa
negoti ati ons on the nuclear issue and bilateral U S. -lranian

negoti ati ons on ot her issues.

If diplomacy fails to halt Iran’s enrichnment program the U. S.
will be tenpted to negotiate a technical solution to accept
limted enrichnment in Iran, but with technical and politica
constraints to make it nore difficult for Iran to break out. For
exanpl e, the nunber of centrifuges could be capped or Iran could
be required to export their | ow enriched urani um abroad for fue

fabrication. Such a technical conprom se sounds good on paper,




but I don’t think it exist in reality because | see no evidence
that Iran is willing to accept neani ngful constraints on its

enri chment program beyond those required by the NPT. Mbreover,
any agreenent along these lines runs the risk of |egitimzing
Iran’s enrichnent program while putting Iran in a stronger
position to renege or cheat on the deal when they think it is safe

to do so.

In the end — if diplomacy fails — the U S, will be left with two
very unappealing options. On one hand, the U S. could revert to a
strategy of contai nnent and deterrence, trying to weaken Iran wth
| ong term sanctions, slow its nuclear devel opnent through
interdiction and export controls, and deterring Iran from using
nucl ear weapons or pursuing nore aggressive policies by offering
nucl ear guarantees and enhanced defense cooperation to Anmerican
allies in the region. On the other hand, the U S. could attack
Iran’s nuclear facilities, in an effort to set back Iran’s

techni cal progress and re-set the diplomatic clock.

I n choosi ng between these unappealing options, | think the U S.

wll take three factors into consideration:

First, what is the expected utility of a mlitary attack, in terns
of how nmuch danage will be inflicted and how long it woul d take

lran to rebuild? This calculation will need to take into account




the possibility that Iran has clandestine enrichnent facilities
and the fact that Iran has nastered basic centrifuge technol ogy
and has presumably taken precautionary neasures to stockpile
materials and equi pnment so that it can rebuild nore quickly in the

aftermath of an attack.

Second, what are the risks of a mlitary attack, in terns of
Iran’s expected retaliation? WIIl Iran be cautious and confine
itself to limted retaliation through proxies and covert action or
will lIran take steps that |ead to a broader conflict, which could
i nclude direct attacks on U. S. forces and allies in the region and

potentially disrupt oil production and shi pping?

Third, what are the risks of not acting? |Is it possible to erect
barriers to keep Iran below the threshold of actually building
nucl ear weapons or is it inevitable that Iran will eventually
choose to exercise its nuclear option once it is available? |If

I ran acquires nucl ear weapons, how effective can deterrence be to
prevent use or transfer of nuclear weapons? What is the risk of
unaut hori zed or accidental use or transfer of nuclear weapons?
Can further proliferation in the region be prevented if Iran
acquires a nuclear option or actually builds a nuclear arsenal ?
What neans are available to counter Iranian efforts to use its
nucl ear capabilities to intim date nei ghbors and enhance its

regi onal position?




Most of the answers to these questions are unknowable w th high
confi dence, but they are the type of issues that will be taken
into consideration if the U S. admnistration is forced to choose

between trying to nmanage an Irani an bonb or bonbing Iran.

As |1’ ve suggested, we may be able to avoid this horrible choice.
There’s a good case to nake that the Cbhama adm nistration is in a
better position than the Bush admi nistration to nount an effective
diplomatic strategy to halt or at |east delay Iran’s enrichnent
program by offering nore attractive inducenents and (even nore

I nportant) threatening nore effective puni shnents.




