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PETER CRAIL:  All right.  Good morning, everyone, and welcome.  My name is Peter Crail.  I am the nonproliferation analyst here with the Arms Control Association, which is a nonpartisan membership organization dedicated to promoting the public understanding of and support for effective arms control policies to deal with the world’s most dangerous weapons.

And on that note of dangerous weapons I would like to give a friendly reminder for people to please turn any cell phones or cell phone-like devices into a silent setting.  

Well, I don’t think I need to tell anyone here that it’s quite an opportune time to discuss the Iranian nuclear issue, but I would like to take a brief moment to step back to look at the bigger picture.

We have recently entered the eighth year in which the international community has tried to deal with Iran’s nuclear program, and things have only become more complex.  In fact, this year alone there have been a number of developments that have changed the landscape dramatically from where we were at that this time last year.

We can start at the beginning of the year when we saw a new U.S. approach being articulated by the Obama administration, a policy of engagement, and particularly the abandonment of preconditions for negotiation that have been maintained by the previous administration.

Now, as we look at the recent negotiations and the fact that we had U.S. negotiators talking bilaterally with the Iranians about the nuclear program, it’s important to raise the question about whether or not that could have happened had not that shift occurred. 

Perhaps the most fundamental change that we had seen this year as we attempt to deal with the nuclear issue doesn’t really have anything to do with the nuclear program at all, referring of course to the Iranian elections in June and the aftermath, the sustained protest campaign and the apparent fracturing of the political and clerical elite within Iran.  The decisions that Iran takes in the near future and perhaps further out are sure to be influenced in some way by the forces that the Iranian leadership unleashed on June 12th. 

Then we have the events of the last several weeks, starting with reports about a so-called IAEA secret annex on Iran’s weaponization activities, followed by revelations about a secret enrichment site buried underneath a mountain at Qom, as well as ongoing negotiations to take a significant portion of Iran’s stockpile of low-enriched uranium out of the country and return fuel for use for medical purposes.  These talks ended up with somewhat of a cliffhanger yesterday and it’s anyone’s guess as to how the situation will play out tomorrow.

As we look at all of these issues, these most recent events, it’s important to keep an eye on what the ultimate goal is and how the United States and the international community can best achieve it.  

And with us today to discuss many of these issues are three experts with a wealth of experience examining developments in the Middle East in general, nonconventional weapons programs in particular, as well as experience in engaging in challenging negotiations. 

Paul Pillar, from Georgetown University and former national intelligence officer for the Middle East and South Asia, will discuss the role of intelligence and the intelligence community in dealing with the Iranian nuclear issue and share some insight into some of the questions raised recently about intelligence assessments.

He’ll be followed by ACA senior fellow Greg Thielmann, who joined us earlier this year after most recently serving as a senior staffer on the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, who will talk about Iran’s capabilities and tackle the important question of how much time Iran may need to develop nuclear weapons and how recent events may have affected that timeline.  

And, finally, Ambassador Jim Dobbins, who I think it’s safe to say is one of the few Americans who can say that they’ve actually negotiated with the Iranian government, will share his thoughts on the ongoing negotiations and what to look for in the future.

And with that I’ll leave the floor to Paul.

PAUL PILLAR:  Thank you, Peter, and good morning.  

MR.
:  (Off mike.)

MR. PILLAR:  Oh, certainly.  It looked like someone’s head was in the way.  Okay.  Thank you, Peter.

There is a great deal that we don’t know about the subject of the Iranian nuclear program and a great deal we will not know, despite our best unilateral efforts and those of our allies.  And the main reason for that is the strong efforts to deny and deceive and otherwise to frustrate intelligence gathering efforts, which are true of countless issues and countless adversaries, and it is no less true of Iran and its nuclear program.

And if we need a reminder of that, we can just recall how knowledge of the first enrichment facility that we learned of, the Natanz facility, you know, came our way through a tip from none other than the MEK terrorist group cult, which is almost an embarrassment for Western intelligence services to acknowledge that.  But that gives you some idea of what those services are up against.

And if you need any further reminder, just think if the roles were reversed and how we would consider compromises of our own nuclear secrets to adversaries’ intelligence services.  We would treat it as a scandal, as something that ought not to happen, and that ought to put in perspective your sense of the possible and the impossible when it comes to finding out these things.

So I mean, just at the factual level there’s a lot that we don’t know and won’t know, but things get even harder when you get beyond facts into things like intentions of an adversary, the Iranian government or anyone else, because those intentions may not be fully formed; they may be contingent on events that have not yet occurred.  And I would suggest that there is a lot of that involved in what we’re dealing with here with regard to Tehran’s intentions on nuclear matters.

It is impossible to discover a decision that has not yet been made and trying to project beyond that is not a matter of knowledge; it’s at best informed analytical speculation, at worst it’s prophecy, but that’s the sort of thing that often gets expected.

What it makes more sense to expect from intelligence on this topic I would summarize as follows:  There will be more that is known in the classified domain than we know in the public domain but there will always be significant gaps.  Some of what can be obtained would involve specific pieces of information that are useful in their own right in piecing together a more accurate image of exactly what’s going on over there.  

There will be some information that aids us in drawing inferences about things like intentions.  For example, the mere fact that discovery of a facility that had not been acknowledged for years by the Iranians is one more piece of evidence that they’re lying and they haven’t been open. 

And there will be some bits of information, with the facility at Qom being, I think, a good example of it, where either making the information public or confronting the other side with it may bring about desirable second-order consequences such as negotiations that actually make some progress in Vienna, such as the prospect – and I think it’s just this weekend – of IAEA inspectors actually going to see that facility on the ground before it was discovered.  Those are good things.  

I think they bring us closer to our goals and they are a result of a particular piece of information being uncovered, in this case evidently not with the help of the MEK.  By the way, we had parallels with this earlier with Libya where,  you know, certain things that were discovered by Western intelligence with regard to their import of nuclear-related materials was a key factor in pushing the process along to where Qadhafi is now acknowledging opening and basically closing down his special weapons programs.

There is a lot of misperception still out in public discourse in this country about what our intelligence community does and is doing on a topic like this.  And I hasten to add this caveat:  I have absolutely no inside knowledge of exactly what’s going on with regard to assessments and information being gathered.

I do have a lot of past experience in terms of how things in general tend to work.  And, unfortunately, public impressions about what the intelligence community does on a topic like this, or any other topic, are formed on the basis of the tiny fraction of the community’s work that becomes public.  And we tend to forget that is just a tiny fraction.  

And when you have certain unfortunate experiences, such as with the unclassified judgments from an earlier assessment in 2007 – I’m going to get back to that in a moment – that cause various folderol that makes intelligence officers uncomfortable, they are all the more likely to kind of clam up and become less willing to offer public judgments, unless forced to do so, the next time around.  So the fraction we’re seeing becomes even tinier.  

There also tends to be a focus in public discourse on just a few art forms that we’ve heard of.  You know, everyone has heard of National Intelligence Estimates, right?  That’s only one of a whole bunch of art forms that serve basically the same sorts of purposes.

So I’m a little bit bemused by some of the discussions and questions about, well, is the community going to have another assessment, another estimate?  On a topic this important, I have no doubt – and, again, without inside information – that assessments in various formats and forms are being done just about every week on this topic, almost continuously updated.  

There are policymakers are being – they are receiving the benefit, if it’s a benefit, of whatever assessments or reassessments are being done.  It’s not a matter of waiting for one particular art form, which happens to have a blue and green cover and a title we’re heard of, to come out.  Again, that’s only a small part of the work that’s being done.

There are further misperceptions that have floated around about the intentions of the community, particularly regarding the influencing or attempted influencing of policy, and here I really do have to go back to that one estimate that received so much attention in December of 2007, the main news stories about which were centered around the theme that this supposedly reflected a major reversal of judgments on the part of the intelligence community.  It reflected no such thing.  

Here are some of the judgments that were not changed from previous judgments that the community had made on the topic:  that Iran was continuing its uranium enrichment program, which is the pacing element in determining when it would be capable of making a nuclear weapon; reflecting that the projected timetable for that capability was essentially unchanged; that the Iranians claim that their nuclear program is entirely for peaceful power purposes is basically a lie – an interest in weapons certainly had been there – and that whether Iran ever does exercise the option to make a nuclear weapon will depend on Iranian decisions yet to be taken, which in turn will depend on the Iranians’ perceptions of cross-risks, threats and opportunities they face.

All of those were previous intelligence community judgments.  They were not changed by that 2007 estimate.  What did change was apparently new information about clandestine weapons design work, both the fact that it had been going on and an apparent cessation, in the judgment of at least some analysts, of this work as of 2003, and related to that, some additional agnosticism about just what the current Iranian state of mind was regarding ultimate nuclear weapons intentions.

There are a lot of comparisons made by the community itself in its public presentation with an earlier estimate in 2005.  That earlier estimate made no judgment one way or another about the status of a military program, a weaponization program.

So if the judgment on the new estimate about cessation of weapons work was supposed to represent some major new reversal, one will search in vain for what was supposedly reversed, especially given that there was not a major change in intelligence judgments about the Iranian program as of 2007.  

There was no change in the fundamental policy questions, which merit continued attention and debate then as they do now; questions like, what posture is most likely to dissuade Iranian leaders from exercising their nuclear weapon option – carrots, sticks, engagement, threats, all those policy questions we’ve been debating, in addition to the further question of just how much difference an Iranian nuclear weapons capability would make to U.S. national interest.

Logically, the story of that estimate in 2007 should not have changed any of that policy debate at all.  The effect on the policy debate came not from the intelligence assessment but rather from public reactions to it, or rather public misperceptions from it.

What were some of the reasons for the misplaced reactions?  Well, they stem partly from an unfortunate choice of terminology by the estimate writers, both of the 2007 paper and of the earlier one, as well as some misleading efforts by the authors of the 2007 paper to make it look like they were not afraid to change previous judgments – in other words, to welcome the idea that this was some kind of reversal.

The biggest bit of misleading terminology in the 2007 paper was the term “nuclear weapons program,” used in a very narrow way to apply only to weapons design work and weaponization and not to apply to the production of fissile material, and that choice of terminology I think was justly criticized.

There was also the whole matter of what you emphasized; you know, what’s in line one of paragraph one, and that was this business about the weaponization work ceasing in 2003.  Order of presentation matters.  If things had been shifted around, a different impression would have been conveyed.  That’s why intelligence analysts, by the way, when they coordinate on these documents, may spend hours arguing over the placement of judgments and not necessarily the wording on them.

Why was it ordered that way?  Well, mainly because the estimate was written for a classified inside audience, which was already thoroughly immersed in the whole uranium enrichment issue.  So the news for them was this business about weaponization work supposedly ceasing in 2003.  So that’s the lead.

Then, when a subsequent decision was made to have a redacted, unclassified version, the estimate writers were stuck with the format that they already had for the classified version.  If they started moving things around, then they would be justly criticized for massaging a message for public consumption that differed from the one that they gave the policymakers.

There were a lot of stories floating around after that estimate, and some of them linger today, about members of the intelligence community, refugees from the State Department and so on, trying to influence policy through public presentations of judgments.  That sort of story is also misplaced and I think it belies – or it indicates a failure to understand what intelligence officers are like.

Those senior enough who would be in a position to do such manipulation or to attempt it have been around long enough to realize that they’re in the wrong business if that’s really what they wanted to do.  

Also, intelligence officers, you know, are not very good because they’re not very experienced at it, at playing the game of making things public to try to manipulate the policy debate here in Washington, and most of them I think are just smart enough to realize that they’re not very good at playing that game.

And even for those who might be better at it, it would be a very difficult game to play because just how some of these public revelations play out and exactly how they do affect the policy debate are really hard to predict.  

Take the whole business, the most recent chapter of the facility in Qom.  You could have thought, well, here was another indication of just what the Iranians are up to.  They’re being more aggressive and pushy with the program; they’re being more deceitful and not acknowledging this.  

To reveal this would, at first blush, seem to be a blow in favor of hard-line policies, but look how it’s played out in fact.  One can say the – and we can discuss this but this is at least my interpretation, that second- and third-order effects of this revelation have been some of that diplomatic progress that we’ve just seen in Vienna, and the fact that the inspectors are going to see that facility this weekend.

And that seems to push things in the other direction.  Time has been bought.  We don’t have to take such a hard line.  How can you game that out?  How can you predict that?  I don’t think anybody could have done so with any confidence.

Now, much has been made more recently about alleged analytic disagreements, including with foreign services and governments, about this issue of whether weaponization work is ongoing or not.  And I think implicit in some of the discussion of this is the mistaken view that we’re talking about an either/or judgment.  Either they’re doing it or they’re not.

The actual phenomenon may be a matter of degree; for example, work that was slowed greatly but perhaps did not come to a complete stop.  It’s not a matter of they’re doing it or they’re not.  

And even if the actual phenomenon is closer to an either/or question, the analytic question that the analysts face, both in our services and in foreign services, given the ambiguity and incompleteness of the information available to them is more a matter of probabilistic judgments.  It’s not ever an either/or thing for them.  It’s a matter of what is relatively more likely; what’s relatively less likely?

So whatever underlies whatever indications of disagreement there may be and that are reported in the press – and, again, without any direct inside knowledge of it myself, I suspect – do not come down to any one key piece of evidence or reporting, where some analysts are turning thumbs up on it and others are turning thumbs down on it.

Rather, it’s going to be the usual ambiguity about incomplete fragmentary reporting and the usual sorts of analytic challenges of trying to come up with a probabilistic judgment about what they are likely doing or what they are not likely doing.

Intelligence analysts face issues like this just about every day, and left to their own devices, they will not try to turn what is not an either/or issue into an either/or issue and say, yes, they’re doing it, or no they’re not.  Instead, they will convey to the policymakers, their customers a sense of what they know, a sense of what they don’t know, a sense of what the possibilities are, and then they’ll go out and try to collect more information, and they will continuously try to update their assessment.

But as is often the case with a few issues that get very high attention – understandably so, like this one – the analysts tend to get pressed into making either/or judgments, or at least making a judgment that their consumers will tend to interpret as either/or, even though any such judgment really goes beyond the limits of their knowledge and our knowledge and may not be appropriate for the subject matter, and even though such judgments that are made stick in people’s minds much more than any reminders from the intelligence community about what they don’t know and about what might be a very thin factual base for making such judgments. 

Let me close with a couple of thoughts about implications of all of this for policy.

There has been a tendency for many years – and maybe the tendency has become all the greater in recent years but it’s been around for a long time – to take policy questions and try to reduce them to intelligence questions.  That’s a mistake, on this issue as well as other issues.

It’s a mistake partly because of the incompleteness of the information that I’ve been dwelling on, and partly because even if we had perfect knowledge of what was going on, that would still leave those major questions of cost, risk effectiveness of different policy courses of action, and intelligence is never going to be able to answer those questions.

And one last observation, of a more specific sort.  There has been a justified concern for some time about facilities and programs and military programs that we still don’t know about – more Qoms that we haven’t come across to this day, and I think that’s a legitimate concern about the Iranian program.

And one policy implication I see of that is with regard to the so-called military, option, whether it’s one exercise by the Israelis or by ourselves, is we probably would have an incomplete target list, and even if we struck what we knew was out there, there would be other things, or there is a good chance there are other things, important facilities, parts of a program we’ve never been informed about and the Iranians have never admitted to, that we wouldn’t be hitting at all because we don’t know about them, and that would make the military option that much less effective.

I’ll stop there.

MR. CRAIL:  Greg?

GREG THIELMANN:  My current mission at the Arms Control Association is to offer realistic threat assessments and responses.  And for some time I’ve been making two arguments about Iran’s nuclear program.  First, Iran is farther away from nuclear weapons than many pundits and politicians imply.  And, secondly, the focus of six-power leverage should be on insuring the transparency of Iran’s nuclear program rather on depriving Iran of a domestic uranium enrichment capability.

And while I’m trying to remain open to alternative perspectives, I confess that recent events have only strengthened my conviction on these two points.  And I hope my views will rest comfortably between my former IC colleague, Paul, and my former boss at the State Department, Jim Dobbins.

I am puzzled about the nature and depth of the pessimism in Washington concerning Iran.  And this may be because of my own pessimism about the chances of getting Iran to give up its uranium enrichment program.  And having said that, I’m cautiously optimistic about achieving the next best thing; that is, an Iran inside the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, that does not have nuclear weapons.  

I wasn’t surprised to read that John Bolton said, at the University of Chicago last week, that the only way to avoid Iranian nuclear weapons in the very near future was for Israel to use nuclear weapons against Iran.  

I was surprised to read some of the mainstream commentary in the immediate aftermath of the October 1st Geneva meeting.  The Economist, on October 10th, said, “Without suspending all of the enrichment activities, any deal will look less of a breakthrough than first hoped.”  

Jackson Diehl’s op-ed in the Washington Post on October 4th referred to a “deep and growing gloom” in Washington and European capitals, concluding that, “None of the steps the West is considering to stop the Iranian nuclear program is likely to work.”  

And then that language even was echoed a few days later in Tony Karon’s Time Magazine coverage:  “An air of gloomy skepticism descended on Washington in the days after the Geneva meeting.”  With so much gloom here it’s a wonder we can even get out of bed in the morning.  (Laughter.)  

Well, what are the Iranians doing?  I’ve tried to remain agnostic on whether Iran has actually decided to build nuclear weapons, and I think that I would dissent slightly from Paul’s comments about what has changed and what has not changed between the 2005 National Intelligence Estimate and the one done toward the end of 2007. 

I do agree that there is much continuity between these.  I agree that the public handling of this left a lot of misimpressions, but it is important to note that the language in 2005 was, “It assessed with high confidence that Iran currently is determined to develop nuclear weapons” – pretty unqualified. 

In 2007, the language was, “We do not know whether Iran currently intends to develop nuclear weapons.”  There’s a lot of space between those two statements and I think that the fact that that particular judgment had changed as a result of some intelligence which I was privy to seeing in detail on the Senate Intelligence Committee, did leave an impact on a political environment at Washington at the time that saw red lines approaching, imminent threats, little chance that Iran could be prevented from acquiring nuclear weapons.

So the intelligence community today, as far as I can tell, believes that at the very least Iran wants to achieve a breakout capability; that is, to be able to build nuclear weapons quickly if necessary.  And news reports suggest that the British, German and French intelligence services, and the IAEA Safeguards Department are convinced that Iran is well along on a nuclear weaponization work.  But neither the U.S. intelligence community nor the International Atomic Agency has found a smoking gun to confirm that Tehran has decided to build and deploy nuclear weapons.

There is, clearly, strong domestic support in Iran for a nuclear energy program but not necessarily for a nuclear weapons program.  And remember that the shah’s government had planned building 20-some nuclear power reactors, along with a reprocessing facility, which could have yielded plutonium for weapons.

The clerical leadership of the Islamic republic revived these ambitious plans for nuclear power, this time with uranium, fueled by uranium, but unlike the shah, the clerical government has always insisted that nuclear weapons are un-Islamic and therefore immoral.

As was repeatedly mentioned after the release of the 2007 National Intelligence Estimate, three things are needed to build an operational nuclear weapon:  getting enough fissile material – meaning highly enriched uranium or plutonium – learning how to package these ingredients in a way that permits a sudden and precisely predictable change in their geometry and chemistry at exactly the right moment; and then, finally, developing a fast and reliable vehicle for delivering the package.

Iran is making steady progress – not, I would argue, extremely rapid but steady progress in satisfying two of the three requirements:  getting the ingredients and developing a delivery vehicle.

We hear a lot about red lines being crossed and time running out, yet measured against the worst-cased assumptions about an Iran seeking to develop and deploy nuclear weapons as soon as possible, one conclusion is hard to avoid:  Timelines for the earliest possible arrival of an Iranian nuclear threat are actually being extended outward.

Let’s break it down a little bit:  fissile material.  The 2007 NIE said Iran probably would be technically capable of producing enough HEU for a weapon between 2010 and 2015.  INR, at State Department intelligence bureau, judged that Iran was unlikely to be technically capable before 2013.  

And read and hear all of these words.  George John reported – Associated Press – from Vienna just this week that the intelligence community said Iran could have a nuclear weapon between 2010 and 2015.  No?  That’s not what it says.  It would be technically capable of producing enough HEU for a nuclear weapon.  So it’s very important to follow the details here and avoid the shorthand when we can possibly avoid it.  

What would have to happen for Iran to produce enough highly enriched uranium?  Well, there is a fast route.  Iran could ban IAEA inspectors from all nuclear sites and remove monitoring equipment from Natanz, where the uranium enrichment is occurring.  They could break into the monitored stockpiles of low-enriched uranium already produced.  They could reconfigure existing centrifuges so that uranium gas could be enriched to weapons-grade levels.

Or there is a slower route and one judged the most likely that Iran would follow if it decided to build nuclear weapons, and that is to build a covert uranium conversion facility and a covert enrichment facility, enriching to HEU levels there from the outset, invisible to the international community.  It could take years to build such facilities and many months of spinning to build up a sufficient stockpile, but that is another way that they could do it.  

And note that the lower end of the timeframe that I mentioned, that 2010 to 2015, is only a couple of months away.  So recall that the intelligence community predicted covert highly enriched uranium production as the most likely scenario for Iran to pursue nuclear weapons, which of course raises all kinds of alarm bells about the facility that has been exposed at Qom.

But now that leading suspect covert site – that had been monitored for some time by the U.S. intelligence community – has been exposed, some three years after expensive construction was underway, and it will now presumably be subject to IAEA inspection and monitoring.

And there is a good chance, I would argue, that Iran will ship most of its existing low-enriched uranium stocks outside the country for further enrichment and fuel fabrication, receiving it back sometime later for making medical isotopes in the Tehran research reactor, but in a form less susceptible to diversion.  

And then there is the delivery vehicle.  If Iran chose to build a nuclear weapon at the earliest possible time, we’re talking about a regional weapon, not a missile that would be able to reach the United States.  In fact, Secretary of Defense Gates recently testified the U.S. had overestimated how fast Iran would be able to develop and deploy long-range missiles.  

The past estimate for Iran being able to deploy ICBMs to attack the United States was early in the next decade, meaning a couple months from now.  It is now mid-decade at the earliest and more likely toward the end of the decade that Iran could do that.

And, finally, weaponization.  There is still no evidence that Iran has achieved a weaponization capability.  So far the U.S. intelligence community is sticking with its 2007 assessment that Iran halted the weaponization portion of its nuclear program in the fall of 2003 with moderate confidence that the halt had continued through mid-2007.

But before Iran can pose a nuclear threat, it must develop a reliable weapons package and integrate it into a delivery vehicle.  This means reducing the design of a simple device, which could be the size and weight of a car, so that it could be put on the top of a medium-range missile.  Building nuclear weapons is not like assembling furniture at IKEA.  It is both an art and a science.  There is no evidence that Iran has completed this work yet and little reason to believe it could do so quickly.

Estimating that proliferants could have a nuclear weapon within several months of acquiring sufficient fissile material is a common predictive formula used in past intelligence estimates, but the real-world technical challenges of designing a reliable nuclear warhead for placement in a ballistic missile argue for a longer timeframe. 

In the 2009 East-West Institute study, U.S. and Russian experts estimated it would take perhaps five years to develop a nuclear warhead capable of being fitted onto existing and future Iranian ballistic missiles. 

So my bottom line is we probably have years and not months before Iran could pose a real nuclear threat.  And from that I would conclude that there is time to dissuade Iran from building nuclear weapons.

The pace of progress should not be forced in a way that strengthens hardliners in Iran or leads to counterproductive military action by U.S. friends in the region.  But if Tehran can be dissuaded from wanting to build nuclear weapons, it can be persuaded to accept procedures which would convince the IAEA that the Iranian nuclear program is peaceful.  So I hope that Jim can tell us what negotiations can contribute to this end.

MR. CRAIL:  Thank you, Greg.

JAMES DOBBINS:  Well, my qualifications for addressing this subject derive from several months of cooperation with Iran in the aftermath of 9/11 in efforts to overthrow the Taliban and replace it with a broadly based successor government.

This experience, which involved a series of negotiations with senior Iranians, tends to be so unusual in the American experience that I’m often asked what negotiating with Iranians was like, as if this was a particularly exotic form of activity.  In fact, I think it was remarkably banal and surprising only in how easy and how successful it was.  

Of course I’m comparing this to my prior experience in which I had the pleasure of negotiating with Soviet apparatchiks, Somali warlords, Caribbean dictators, Balkan war criminals, and afghan mujahedeen.  

Against that background, I found the Iranians by far the most professional, candid and cooperative of my interlocutors.  Now, admittedly these were not the same Iranians we’re negotiating with today, and I’m not suggesting that my successors in the administration have anything like as easy a task.

I would note, however, that by far the most difficult negotiations I ever participated in were with our European allies over agricultural trade.  (Laughter.)  If you want to see bitter backbiting, savage negotiations, just get in any trade negotiation.

Looking at the administration’s record from the standpoint of an outsider like Paul, and no particular inside information, I think that it has done rather well over the last eight months or so since coming into office.  

The administration’s approach to Iran, particularly in contrast to its predecessors, seems to be remarkable coherent.  You don’t have a lot of news stories about arguments and divisions and paralysis in the administration – imaginative in its use of different techniques and channels and approaches discreet in not both revealing its internal debates and in not revealing all of its diplomatic contacts, patient and rather agile.

I think the public and private messaging that the president has engaged in seem to me to be quite appropriate and likely effective in both reaching the Iranian public and the senior levels of the Iranian administration, including the supreme leader.  I think the administration’s restraint in responding to provocations, including, in particular, the provocations involved in the Iranian elections, was also appropriate and effective.  

And I think the administration’s agility was evidenced in the way it was able to turn the revelations about the second site in Qom into an important source of leverage on the Iranians by their ability to assemble a much broader international coalition, including China and Russia in expressing concerns about this.  

And I think that the administration was also appropriately patient in recognizing that the Iranians simply weren’t going to engage with the U.S. prior to their elections, despite the fact that the U.S. was quite ready to engage with the Iranians much earlier in the year.

I’d say the only real difference I have with the way the administration has conducted itself so far was with a statement that President Obama made just a few weeks ago in which he said that he was only ready to negotiate for so long, and that if negotiations didn’t achieve some early results, he was going to move to sanctions.  

Now, I have no problem with moving to sanctions, but I don’t believe that engagement and sanctions are alternatives.  I believe they are mutually reinforcing and that they ought not to be presented, even rhetorically, as an either/or situation.

Personally, based on my experience, not surprisingly as a career diplomat, I believe that engagement is a virtue in its own right.  It may or may not lead to agreement but it will always lead to better information, and better information will lead to better policy.  The more information a president and his administration have, the more soundly based their decisions are likely to be.  And engagement always leads to information.  It may not always lead to agreement. 

I would also make a distinction between the use of force and threats of the use of force.  Force is certainly efficacious.  Force can compel change.  Of course, force has – the use of force has high costs and, as we’ve discovered, for instance, both in Iraq and Afghanistan, unintended consequences, and therefore, it needs to be embarked on only in the last resort and only after very careful consideration, and only in the recognition that it will be very costly and it may have unintended consequences.

But force does create change.  Threats, on the other hand – threats of force, on the other hand, are much less efficacious.  Coercive diplomacy, in my judgment and in the judgment of many analyses, has a poor record.  Threats of force often lead to more obdurate behavior on the part of the target of those threats, and the result of a coercive course of diplomacy usually is that the state engaging in that activity either has to back down or back up its threats with the actual use of force.

I think we only have to look back at the experience with two of the rogues that we engage in this tactic with to see what I’m talking about.  In 1999, the United States threatened President Milosevic of Serbia with the use of force if he did not cease ethnic cleansing in Kosovo.  He accelerated his ethnic cleansing as a result and we escalated to the use of force, which was efficacious, but the threat was completely inefficacious.

Similarly, we twice threatened Saddam.  We threatened him in 1991 that if he didn’t pull out of Kuwait, we were going to – we were going to overrun his forces.  He refused to pull out.  We had to overrun his forces.  And we threatened him again a decade later in 2003.  Again he proved unresponsive and again we had to resort to force.

So the threat of force is an appropriate warning signal if you actually are determined to use force, but it’s a very poor negotiating tactic.  And I think the administration has been wise to avoid it, to downplay the likelihood, to point out the likely inefficacy of a targeted and limited use of force in solving this particular problem.

As to the likelihood of success, I think in the – I’m pleasantly surprised by the progress that’s been registered.  My own predictions – I’ve been writing an article on this and I have to keep changing it and making it less pessimistic.  (Laughter.)  

Because my view was that the Iranian leadership was probably so preoccupied with their domestic crisis that they would have a hard time making the decisions, which require a certain integration among different factions and interest groups necessary to engage successfully with the United States and the rest of the international community over these issues. 

And so I’m pleasantly surprised that they have been able to do so with as much clarity as they have achieved so far, and to bring the discussions forward rather more than I would have expected only a few weeks ago.

So I would say that the prospects of an eventual agreement over the Iranian nuclear program between Iran and the rest of the international community are reasonable; that is to say, there may be as high as a 50-percent chance.

If we do get an agreement, I think we can be reasonably assured that it will be mutually unsatisfactory, that neither side will be pleased with the result.  And this will of course go back to the whole issue of whether or not we should be negotiating in the first place.

You know, throughout the last decade, those on both – not in the last decade; the last three decades in fact – those who opposed engagement on both sides argued publicly that they opposed engagement because agreement was unlikely.  In fact, they opposed engagement because agreement was likely and it was precisely what they feared.  And the fear was entirely justified.  Engagement is not certain but quite likely to lead to agreement, and so I do hope that the administration persists in its efforts in this regard.  

MR. CRAIL:  All right, thanks, everyone, for your insightful and enlightening comments.  I just wanted to focus very briefly on one thing that I believe both Greg and Paul had mentioned about assessments about where Iran stands with its program, that while it is still working on certain capabilities, that ultimately a decision about whether or not to build nuclear weapons has not been made, and I think that carries very serious implications for the policy approaches that the United States, its allies, and the international community as a whole takes to try and address the issue.

And as Jim mentioned, the engagement approach can, at the very least, yield information about where Iran stands on that and perhaps even lead to influencing that ultimate decision, even if an agreement might be mutually unsatisfactory to all sides.

With that, I would like to open up the field to questions from you.  Please wait for the microphone.  We have two microphones.  It will come your way.  And please ask a question, and if you really need to, make your statement in the form of a question.  We’ll start right here.

Q:  Hi.  Do you want me to identify myself as well, or – 

MR. CRAIL:  Yes, please.  

Q:  It’s Stephanie Cook with Uranium Intelligence Weekly.  I’d like to ask whoever would like to respond two questions.  One is a suggestion that the Iranians don’t yet have the technology at the conversional stage to get rid of the impurities in the uranium such that they could enrich it to above 5 percent.

The other suggestion that’s been made to me by a former weapons inspector is that by engaging – by sending our fuel overseas – and indeed the Iranians have suggested doing business with the United States, that they are getting some legitimacy for the uranium they’ve already enriched.  And I don’t know where that takes us, but I wondered if you would comment on both those issues, or questions.  Thanks.  

MR. CRAIL:  Thank you.  Greg?

MR. THIELMANN:  Well, on the first question concerning whether or not Iranian – I think the implication of your question is whether or not there are impurities in the gas that Iran is now using as a result of their conversion process.  The quick answer to that is I don’t know.  I’ve heard discussions this week, and a lot of discussion were prompted by a David Ignatius article implying that Iran has a serious problem with impurities and – 

Q:  I’ve actually heard it from somebody else.

MR. THIELMANN:  You’ve heard it elsewhere, yeah.

Q:  I don’t know if it all comes from the same sources that went – (inaudible, off mike).

MR. THIELMANN:  Right, and all I can say is that – and I hope this is a faithful reflection.  Some of you were probably there.  I know Peter was – that some of those who are in a position to know seem to think that it is not as significant a problem as portrayed in that article.  That is, it’s not a deal-stopper.  It’s not something that Iran – that would prevent Iran from producing highly enriched uranium if it chose to do so with its existing LEU stocks.

Q:  I’ve heard that they just need to get the technology.  It’s probably not that big a deal but they just don’t have the equipment to do it at this stage.  I mean, I don’t know that for sure but that’s what I – 

MR. THIELMANN:  Yeah, and I can’t really confirm that.  I don’t – it doesn’t seem like they would be getting the equipment through this deal that is underway now.

(Cross talk.)

MR. DOBBINS:  – if they shipped their – 

MR. THIELMANN:  Right, and that’s a very interesting thing.  I mean, another of the benefits of this arrangement is we’ll know a lot more about what their existing stocks look like.

MR. DOBBINS:  And if this problem exists, they probably won’t be willing to ship it because it would reveal an inadequacy.

MR. THIELMANN:  One would think that would argue against exposing themselves in that way.

Q:  The way it was put to me was that it was just the opposite, that they need to ship it because they need the fuel – you know, they need the fuel for this medical isotopes reactor.  They can’t actually physically push it above 5 percent.  They are in this – and they apparently have been trying to get the technology from whoever.  But, as I say, that is not – 

MR. THIELMANN:  Yeah, it’s interesting speculation.  I’m afraid that this panel is probably not going to be able to answer your question.

(Cross talk.)

Q:  – idea of legitimacy – (inaudible).

MR. THIELMANN:  For those of you concerned about reinforcing the Iranian desire to – or what they see is legitimate desire to be able to enrich their own uranium, yeah, of course it’s a step in the direction of recognizing that legitimacy, and I think that’s unavoidable no matter what other advantages are to be gained in this arrangement for us, and I think they’re considerable.

But presumably, that symbolism is helpful to Iran in reinforcing their desire to make the argument that as an NPT member they should have a right to enrich uranium.  

MR. CRAIL:  Right here?

Q:  (Inaudible) – okay, we’re dropping the charade; we have a weapons program but our only motive is to end the Israeli nuclear weapons monopoly in the Middle East.  If Israel scraps its nuclear program, we’ll do the same.  Deal or no deal?  (Laughter.)  

MR. CRAIL:  Do you want to take that, Jim?

MR. DOBBINS:  I don’t think we have any Israelis on the panel.  (Laughter.)  I don’t think there is the slightest chance the Israelis will take that.

MR. PILLAR:  I’m afraid Jim is probably correct, but I think it would be in the U.S. interest to take up the long, fluid subject of a nuclear weapons free zone in the Middle East.  

MR. DOBBINS:  Which the Israelis have, under some rather extensive conditions, indicated they are prepared to envisage.

MR. PILLAR:  Yes, and it will put the Israelis to the test as well as putting us to the test, but I think that is something worth pursuing.

MR. CRAIL:  Okay.  Richard.

Q:  (Inaudible.)  My question is for Paul and for Greg, just following up on the previous question – (inaudible) – after this period of buying time and so forth.  (Inaudible) – some kind of enrichment – (inaudible) – and the question is what do we get back – (inaudible).  I wanted you to talk about how – (inaudible) – acceptance – (inaudible) – for Iranians, acceptance – (inaudible).  (Inaudible) – safeguard system, but I don’t know if you agree.  

MR. PILLAR:  Greg is more competent than I to address some aspects of – (inaudible) – security, such arrangements – (inaudible).  I’ll just make a couple of points.  One – (inaudible) – for us.  I agree with Greg’s intonation and I take your statement and question as agreeing as well, but if we’re going to have some kind of solution to this impasse, it will include some sort of enrichment continuing – (inaudible).  And – (inaudible) – intrusive inspection regime.  I think that’s – (inaudible) – the next best thing to have no nuclear program at all in Iran. 

The only other last point I’d add before Greg can complete the answer is in terms of our information base and what we find out, when you compare unilateral and allied intelligence work to what is found out by on-the-ground inspections, by the like of IAEA personnel, the latter, when we have it, constitutes a very large part of our information base.  That was true in the case of Iraq.  And I dare say it is or will be true in the case of Iran.  

MR. THIELMANN:  I’d make a couple of points.  One is there’s clearly a reason that we do not want additional countries – non-nuclear weapons countries to have a full fuel cycle capability.  And once a country acquires that, then they are much closer to breaking out.  So I’m not denying that at all, but in a world of real possibilities I just think that we can’t put that particular genie back in the bottle and the NPT is what it is.  

But because the right to enrich uranium is really conditional on accepting safeguards and those other articles of the treaty, I think the international community has a right not only to demand the additional protocol, which involves challenge inspections and a lot more penetration into what a country is doing, more access to documents, to individuals involved in the program, but perhaps other measures as well.  And the reason, of course, is that Iran has a long history of deception and clandestine activity.  And so they have to win back the confidence of the international community that they do indeed have a peaceful program, as they contend.  So I think that is indeed the tradeoff.

The U.N. has sanctions and everything and I would hope that we would use the leverage of sanctions or the fear of worse sanctions to get the kind of transparency measures that would raise our confidence level on the nature of the program.  

MR. CRAIL:  Jim, do you have anything to add about the idea of – okay – yes, Glenn?  

Q:  Glenn Kessler with the Washington Post.  I was just curious.  The administration says that its main goal right now is suspension of enrichment and the next meeting in Geneva is to actually try to put that on the table and get the Iranians to move towards at least acceptance of the freeze-for-freeze proposal.  And I’m just wondering anyone on the panel or all three of you how realistic a goal was that?  How should the administration try to pursue that goal?  And if it’s not really realistic at this point, what’s something short of that goal that would be acceptable?

MR. CRAIL:  Just to clarify, you mean the goal of suspension or the freeze for freeze along the way or –

Q:  (Inaudible, off mike) – goal of suspension.  

MR. DOBBINS:  I’ll start.  This has been a centerpiece, of course, of the U.S. and a broader international position for a long time.  I doubt it’s going to be abandoned in toto at an early stage in the negotiations.  I do think that the agreement that has tentatively been reached, as somebody has suggested, does breach this point of principle in a tangential way.  And I wouldn’t be surprised to see other sort of partial breaches as the two sides try to reach mutual accommodation.  And as I’ve said, if they do, it will be mutually unsatisfactory and undoubtedly it will require compromises on our part as well as theirs, including on this principle.  

MR. THIELMANN:  There is – one of the expressions used is freeze for freeze and I think from the Iranian perspective that is not a very attractive offer because we’re saying a freeze – at least a freeze in any expansion of the program and perhaps a freeze in activity.  Freeze sort of implies that the centrifuges are not going to spin anymore.  But if in fact the deal on the table is a suspension of any increases in Iranian centrifuge capability, then it’s in exchange for what is the international community offering, therefore, a removal of sanctions?  Now, that doesn’t seem to be the case, just no more worse sanctions.  That seems to be what the deal is right now in the offer on the table.  

There may be something less than this maximalist offer.  There may be some sort of a quid pro quo on an easing of certain kinds of sanctions or the implementation of certain kinds of cooperative programs if Iran somehow caps even temporarily the growth in its uranium enrichment capabilities.  I would much rather see it – any concessions on our part, though, peg to greater transparency on the part of Iran because that’s the logical connection to being able to assure ourselves that they have only a peaceful nuclear energy program.  

Q:  (Inaudible) – Center for National Policy.  (Inaudible) – ultimate question.  (Inaudible) – weapons.  Yet the consensus is – (inaudible) – ways to get nuclear weapons.  (Inaudible) – to do about it because – (inaudible) – an issue which I think I agree with – (inaudible) – militarily is increasingly – (inaudible).  

MR. PILLAR:  If it came to that, yes, we can live with Iranian nuclear weapons, but I hasten to add that we should not surrender that as the ultimate outcome.  We’ve just been talking about arrangements that would involve continuing uranium enrichment, but not having an Iranian nuclear weapon.  And I think that is still a feasible, viable route to go.  But if it came to that, the principles of deterrence do not get repealed even if one of the actors involved happens to wear a beard and a turban.  

I note in passing, by the way, that some of the same voices who seem to be partial to the military option, be it carried out by Israel or by us, have been remarkably reassuring in talking about what kind of Iranian response there would be to such a military action, reassuring in the sense that, well, they’re not going to do anything contrary to their interests.  They will be calm, cool and collected.  They will not strike back because they know we’re going to bash them.  And then somehow, this image of Iranian decision making dissipates when we talk about, in response to your question, what the situation would be if we had nuclear deterrence.  But we could live with it, but we should not surrender the better goal of stopping short of it.  

MR. THIELMANN:  I guess my comment is more in the realm of diplomacy and public relations, but I do not like to see the U.S. use the word unacceptable.  When you’re the most powerful country in the world, with nuclear weapons, it tends to imply that unacceptable means you’re not going to accept it.  (Laughter.)  And there’re military consequences in that.  So I do not like to hear presidents of the United States use that word.  Undesirable, certainly, and we will do everything we can to avoid it certainly.  And I think, in this context, it’s realistic to believe that we can prevent the Iranians from having nuclear weapons, but to say it’s unacceptable, implies a willingness to unleash something which I think almost all objective observers would label an unmitigated disaster.  

MR. DOBBINS:  Well, first of all, I don’t think that there is a consensus that Iran wants nuclear weapons.  I think there’s a consensus that Iran – or a near consensus that Iran wants the capability of developing and deploying nuclear weapons.  But I don’t think the U.S. intelligence community or the U.S. analytical community outside the intelligence community has concluded that they indeed want to build, develop, and deploy nuclear weapons.  

It’s plausible and one can see why they might, given their geopolitical situation, and the fact that most of their neighbors have come to that conclusion.  They’ve done it already.  But I don’t think that’s a consensus.  I agree with the speakers that in the end, if engagement doesn’t lead to accommodation, your alternatives are either preemption or deterrence.  And as we’ve discovered, preemption has unanticipated consequences and I don’t think there’s much of an appetite for it in this country.  

MR. PILLAR:  If I can just jump back in.  I meant to comment on this, but let me just second enthusiastically what Jim said, that there is not a consensus that Iran definitely wants a nuclear weapon.  I think Peter summarized very well the most important policy-relevant point that as far as we know, the decision has not yet been made.  And by the way, I would just clarify something.  The intelligence community has not changed that judgment.  What Greg cited before, which was a sentence fragment, was one of those unfortunate instances of wording that I mentioned.  It was part of a sentence from a 2005 estimate that said, well, they’re currently determined, but they may change their mind, which is another way of saying they aren’t really determined, a sort of an oxymoronic judgment.  (Laughter.)  And just as unfortunate, our choice of wording, as the later choice of nuclear weapons program to mean everything other than the fissile material production.  

Q:  Samira Daniels (sp).  Is this on?  Coming back to the issue of public diplomacy and consequences, I think that from someone who would put herself into the Iranian position, Iran must be looking at and hearing the rhetoric coming out of Israel, which is for the last seven years very consistent posturing and imploring the United States to take some action.  And I’m wondering that even if we assume that it hasn’t – or we question whether it will go in the direction of nuclear capability and so – I mean, what kind of impact – is there any leverage that the United States has over Israel to somehow tamp down its rhetoric because it’s – it is daily.  So I wondered if any of you had any opinions on that.  

MR. DOBBINS:  Well, I mean the U.S. has had – has immense leverage over Israel on these issues, but it’s been very – it’s been quite unwilling to use it except on the margins.  The Bush administration did apparently – I guess a couple of years ago – tell the Israelis to knock off any thought of an early strike against Iran.  And one assumes that the current administration has been sending similar signals, certainly that – its public posture – it would suggest that.  But whether they’d gone further and indicated that an Israeli strike would have no U.S. backing, be immediately condemned and Israel couldn’t expect us to indemnify them from the consequences of an attack.  I don’t know, probably not.  If they did, it probably would lead the Israelis to drop the idea.  

So I think the answer to your question is, yes, we have influence, but it’s not clear that we would use it.  I’m not sure that the administration believes, although I think they probably should, that these Israeli threats are counterproductive.  I think there’re some views that these Israeli threats, first of all, may have more credibility than American threats, and secondly that they may be instrumental.  My guess is that they are not and that the Iranians – while they would have a lot to fear from an Israeli strike that had U.S. backing because it could be sustained.  I would have little to fear from an Israeli strike that did not have U.S. backing.  

MR. PILLAR:  What leverage the United States does have with Israel I think ought to be reserved for Israeli actions and not Israeli rhetoric.  In this particular case, given the awfulness of the Iranian rhetoric about Israel, at least from their president, I believe the Israeli response and the response of a lot of people in this country is it’s only reasonable for some rhetoric to be fired back, but it’s the actions that are more important than the rhetoric.  

MR. THIELMANN:  And I would only add that with great sympathy for the psychological condition that Israel finds itself in, listening to the kind of a vile rhetoric coming out of Tehran, regarding its existence and so forth, one also I think would advise the Israelis to think also about the impact of their rhetoric on the Iranians.  Anthony Cordesman recently noted that Tehran with its – I’m sorry – that Iran, with its concentrations of population in a few cities, stands under existential threat from Israel.  And one needs to realize that there’s only one of these two countries that has nuclear weapons and one has a whole lot of nuclear weapons.  The other country has none.  One country has a really formidable air force.  The other country does not.  Given those realities, one should contemplate a little bit what the steady drumbeat of threats from either the U.S. or the United States that we’re going to attack Iran, whether that’s productive or not in getting to where we want to be.  

Q:  Hi, Bruce MacDonald, with the Strategic Posture Review Commission at the U.S. Institute of Peace.  A comment and a question.  A comment, first of all I want to compliment all three presenters for this excellent, cogent analysis this morning.  I particularly wanted to single out, Greg, your comments about the difficulty of developing ICBMs as delivery vehicles.  As one who is a former aerospace engineer, my special – (inaudible) – people seem to think that building a long range missile is just sort of taking a shorter range missile and multiplying all the dimensions by three or four.  It’s actually – it’s a very – difficult because – (inaudible) – the difficulty goes up way proportional to the range of the missile.  When I was on the House Armed Services Committee staff and we got a declassified CIA assessment that said that the earliest any third world country might have an ICBM might be 2010 or 2015 and this was the early ’90s.  Certainly, members of Congress, if you pardon the expression, went ballistic at that wholly unrealistic assessment.  The question’s now we’re only a few months away from 2010 – (inaudible) – of those assessments back then I think should be apparent.  

My question comes to – I hate to inject little gloom because we started off being told – (inaudible) – but that really – and it seems sunnier now because of the presentations we’ve heard, but I’m troubled by a couple of things and I hope the panelists could help me get a bit of grip on.  One is that Iran is still going to hold on to some of its enriched uranium, so it’s not going send it out of the country to Russia.  It’s unclear what might happen with any future enriched uranium even at a – (inaudible) – material to be processed elsewhere.  

And secondly, there’s this whole question about a virtual nuclear capability.  Well, I’d much rather Iran not have nuclear weapons than have nuclear weapons.  From a geopolitical perspective, if they’re at a point where they could become nuclear without too much more difficulty over a period of a couple years, it already confers on them certain geopolitical dimensions as if they were nuclear powers.  And I’m – that causes me some heartburn about that impact in a very volatile region of the world.  

How do we deal with that and do you think that there is any way in which we may be able to get agreement with Iran that would lessen the – if I can use the expression – virtual nuclear capability over the next few years?  

MR. THIELMANN:  Virtual capability – I understand very much the concern.  One could argue that Japan has a virtual capability and is the world better or worse off that they have a virtual capability?  I think in the case of Iran, you have, because of the nature of the government and the rhetoric, one worries much more about an Iran having a virtual capability.  And I think that, however this ultimately comes out, one would hope that much more intrusive IAEA arrangements in Iran make it a little less virtual than it would be otherwise.  There’re certain things that will be harder to do and positions that would be harder to adopt.  It’s going to be harder to get to the starting line if you’re a member of the NPT in good standing with high confidence the IAEA knows what’s going on and knows where things are.  But I think we do have to confront that possibility.  It’s one of the undesirable aspects of the probable future that Iran will be much closer to being able to – closer to a breakout capability than we would like.  

I don’t think we can rule out that in Iran there is more a part of the international community in good standing may start seeing economic reasons for them to do things cooperatively with other countries within the nuclear fuel cycle in the way that it creates some greater assurance that Iran would not have an easy route to break out.  And some of those things have already been offered to Iran.  Things have been talked about in terms of like fabricating fuel rods outside the country, for example.  I think there are some possibilities there that would not force Iran to say, okay, we’re going to get totally out of the uranium enrichment business.  But I can’t remove the gloom completely from the virtual nuclear weapons capability concern.  

MR. PILLAR:  If I can comment, in addition to Greg’s point with which I totally agree about who has virtual capability now and what intrusive inspection arrangements might do to minimize it, you also raised – what was your phrase – the geopolitical dimensions that would flow from even a virtual capability.  And we hear this a lot in terms of what the regional ripples would be.  The main one that’s usually discussed is stimulating further nuclear proliferation in the region.  I think that really is a function more of actual nuclear capability as opposed to virtual in terms of what Egypt would do, Saudi Arabia would do, and so on.  

Well, the virtual comment seems to be a vaguer sense of well, Iran would be able to kind of throw its weight around a little bit more.  But if you break that down and try to analyze it in a little more detail, okay exactly how does this work and what’s the mechanism for it, I really don’t see it.  Iran already has a conventional military superiority over its Gulf neighbors, on the other side of the Gulf, for example.  And how the awareness on everyone’s part that they might have a breakout capability somehow would affect their regional clout or their relationships with the Gulf states or anything like that, I just don’t see how the mechanism would work.  So I don’t worry about it very much.  

MR. CRAIL:  Okay, we only have a little bit of time left, so I’m going to take two very quick questions and then I’ll hopefully get two very quick answers as well.  Right here and Miles in the back.  

Q:  I suppose we’re all affected by experience, but I thought that that’d be – (inaudible) – if it goes slow.  (Inaudible) – in Vienna if it goes through.  If I were to look at what – (inaudible) – at the beginning of – (inaudible) – critically important because – (inaudible) – of the negotiations.  

MR. CRAIL:  So your question is about the –

Q:  (Inaudible) – discussions at the beginning of negotiations – (inaudible) – the termination of successful negotiations.  

MR. CRAIL:  I’d like to move on –

Q:  (Inaudible) – would be set up.  And – (inaudible).  

MR. CRAIL:  Okay, I’m sorry.  (Inaudible) – to move on to the next question.  

Q:  (Inaudible) – I’d like a response for all of that.  

MR. CRAIL:  Okay, thank you.  Very quickly from Miles.  

Q:  Hi, Miles Pomper from James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies.  Two quick questions.  One – (inaudible) – in the current U.S. negotiations, but is important for a future resolution of the Iranian program and is in the U.N. resolutions is the Arak facility.  How do you see that playing out?  Let’s say we solve the enrichment route.  That’s actually probably a better way for them to develop weapons.  

And a question for Ambassador Dobbins or sort of a challenge, I agree we’ve not always been very smart or savvy in the way we’ve used military threats and you have to be very careful about how you use them.  But I would challenge that they have not always been effective.  Think about the 1994 negotiations with North Korea and the perception that we might bomb Yongbyon or getting the U.N. inspectors into Iraq in 2003, the question about what we did after they were there and other matters.  

MR. CRAIL:  Thank you, Miles.  So a question about what to do about Arak, the role of force and the climate of the current negotiations on the LEU deal.  

MR. THIELMANN:  Okay, let me just say quickly about Arak, the Arak heavy water facility.  It’s another development recently which is encouraging in Iran after a lot of stalling and stiff arming IAEA inspectors, is now letting them in to the facility and talking about plans.  So I think that’s a positive step, but is obviously a deep concern about what Iran is going to use the Arak facility for, but it’s a more distant concern.  So I think it’s something we have to keep our eyes on and again look for transparency.  

But going to the other question about buying time, I think that is a very important thing and I think metaphorically as a door being opened here, one should not pile too much expectations on this LEU agreement for the research reactor.  It only does what it does.  It doesn’t solve the core problem of Iran, but it opens a door to all kinds of other possibilities.  And it not only buys time, it buys tools.  It buys personal contacts and connections, which can then lead to other opportunities.  So I do see it as being a very important development if it plays out the way it looks like it’s going to, even though it’s only a step and not the whole distance.  

MR. PILLAR:  It certainly is a very important development, but just to inject a closing note of caution here, not only is the question of what Tehran does to ratify or accept what was agreed to in Vienna, but at every step of the implementation of this agreement, the Iranians who are the ultimate bazaaris – will continue to bargain.  Nothing is ever a final done deal with them.  So it’s going to be a struggle every inch of the day, a struggle worth pursuing in my view.  And I agree that this is an important agreement, but it’s nowhere close to the end, even of this agreement.  

MR. DOBBINS:  Well, let me just say I wasn’t trying to suggest that coercive diplomacy has no record of success, just that the record is not a very good one and that it often leads to more obdurate behavior on the part of the target rather than more cooperative behavior.  I do think that the threats of the use of force are very appropriate in giving fair warning of an imminent attack and thereby securing both domestic and international support by demonstrating that you gave fair warning.  So back in ’91, Baker met with Tariq Aziz a few days before we invaded Kuwait as a last warning, not because he expected anything to come of it, but because he wanted to demonstrate that we’d gone the last round.  That’s probably what the Bush diplomacy, which preceded invasion of Iraq this time, consisted of.  

And in that sense, I think it’s quite appropriate.  I think the idea of using it as a negotiating tool in the expectation that is likely to avoid actually having to carry through on the threat is where I would argue that it’s flawed.  

MR. CRAIL:  Thanks, Jim.  All right, thank you everyone for coming.  This was an interesting discussion looking not only at the current negotiations, and we’ll see what happens tomorrow, but also looking at the big picture and what look at down the road.  

If you’ll join me in thanking our panelists.  (Applause.)  

(END)

