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Wolfgang Danspeckgruber:   
 
This panel and the ensuing private meeting are part of the Liechtenstein Institute’s larger 
program and initiative on Afghanistan, its neighbors, and the region with particular focus on 
Iran.  The participants present have been members of this program and have successfully 
contributed to previous publications which you can get from our website.    
 
Yesterday [March 29] the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) issued a presidential 
statement, Security Council Document 8679, that was further reinforced today [March 30] by the 
statement after a meeting in Berlin of the foreign ministers of the five permanent UNSC 
members [US, UK, France, Russia, China] plus Germany.  Accordingly, the Islamic Republic of 
Iran faces a thirty-day deadline to comply with the requirements set forth by the Board of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA).  The Director General of the IAEA is to report on 
the results of its inspections to the UNSC at the end of those thirty days for a determination of 
how to proceed. 
 
Under the leadership of Iran’s President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, even a limited Iranian civilian 
nuclear capability that might in the future create the option of an indigenous nuclear weapons 
capability, would be unacceptable to the international community. 
 
However, Iranian permanent representative to the UN, Ambassador Javad Zarif, constantly notes 
that as a signatory of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) Iran has the inalienable right – and 
originally even had the material support of US and French companies – to develop civilian 
nuclear power and will never renounce its right.  Zarif stated at a press conference after the 
issuance of the UNSC presidential statement that Iran will also “never venture down the road to 
acquire a nuclear weapon capability.” 
 
On a conceptual plane this crisis concerns issues of sovereignty, geostrategic dimensions, 
perception, communication, international law and regimes, non-proliferation and energy, and 
regional stability and security, to name just the most important.  Additional aspects include the 
international insistence that Iran cannot develop domestic nuclear capabilities, neither civilian 
nor certainly military, due to threat perception, and the Iranian insistence that it will not forgo 
that right under the NPT. 
 
There are four other important dimensions to consider: the role of Iran in the neighborhood; the 
role of Shia religious considerations and coalitions; and the role of other great powers in this 
conflict-situation – especially China, India, and Russia – as well as the domestic pre-election 
development in the USA.  All of these factors will determine the outcome of the debate in the 
coming weeks and months, especially the continuing diction of defiance coming from Tehran.   
 
There are other dimensions that are worth bearing in mind: 
 
Iran is not just any state but perceives itself as having developed from the former Persian Empire 
– hence a legitimate leading role in the region – while also sitting today on the world’s third 
largest proven reserves of natural gas and petroleum.  It is also a connector between the western 
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world and emerging centers of industrialism and economic activities to its east, namely India and 
China, who have tremendous energy needs. 
 
While the current situation in the region of Iran would have been unthinkable during the bipolar 
rigidity of the Cold War, with the U.S. presence in Afghanistan and Central Asian States, the 
post 9/11 world also has created other new developments which offer Iran a potentially new role 
in the international system.  For instance the Shanghai Cooperation Organization with China and, 
Russia as members and India as an observer has, due to energy considerations and geopolitical 
calculations, various interests in the Iran issue which are not necessarily concomitant with US 
and EU interests.  Fro example, Russia and China insist on a diplomatic solution and are much 
more amenable to a limited Iranian nuclear capability. 
 
But strategic cooperation has been more difficult in the Iranian case.  Since 2003, the EU-3 have 
been negotiating with Iran and increasingly, since spring 2005, with U.S. backing.  Russia 
however was left out of this equation from 2002-2005 despite its longstanding special 
relationship with Iran, particularly regarding Iran’s abstention regarding Chechnya and being a 
major economic supplier of Iran, also for Iranian nuclear energy plans.  China has also cultivated 
a different position than the EU-3 or Russia.  China has enormous financial capabilities, which 
for instance, permit it to offer Iran down payments in hard cash, and it could provide additional 
incentives to bring Iran to the table should a consensus position among the great powers emerge 
with a serious desire to engage with Iran.  As an interesting dimension, today we can discover an, 
as I call it, “inverse Silk Road Phenomenon” – namely in difference to the past, today the East 
imports raw materials from the West, while the West receives semi-finished products from the 
East along the Silk Road.  
 
The emerging geostrategic dimensions in the region post-9/11 means that the regional status quo 
powers perceive the US as having intruded.  There seems to be Russo-Chinese agreement, shared 
with Central Asian states, to strive for reduction of the American presence in Central Asia, as put 
forth by the Shanghai Cooperation Organization.  From the Iranian perspective the US both has 
an important military presence basically all around Iranian territory, while American-coalition 
military operation in Iraq has eliminated Iran’s traditional major foe Saddam Hussein.  This in 
turn has contributed to a major increase of Iranian influence from Damascus to Herat and beyond 
via the Shia connection.   
 
An important final point: the partly hostile and menacing tone – as perceived by the outside 
world, particularly by Israel – of the statements by Iranian President Ahmadinejad has 
significantly deteriorated the atmosphere in the discourse between Iran and the international 
community.  His allusion concerning “erasing Israel off the map” has certainly contributed to 
pure black and white over-simplifications that do injustice to the realities within Iran, including 
relatively far-ranging human rights, and a certain opposition and in the past relative freedom of 
the press, particularly in comparison to other states in the region.  Increasingly however, Iran 
may be perceived as more radical or repressive than it really is.  This also as a result of the face 
that President Ahmadinejad puts on the country.  There is, also, the ongoing difficulty and strains 
of Iranian relations with the U.S. and their deterioration since the fall of the Shah and the 1979 
hostage crisis.  While there has been no direct contact between the US and Iran since 1980 
(American diplomatic agenda conducted by Switzerland in Iran), there has been some unofficial 
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and indirect contact, in an earlier period as revealed by Iran-Contra and more recently in post-
9/11 cooperation over Afghanistan.  Regarding Afghanistan and the fight against the Taliban Iran 
actually has shared the US objectives.  Still, the absence of direct US-Iran relations is also a 
complicating factor and is a critical element in the diplomacy of this crisis.   President 
Ahmadinejad’s religious fervor has further contributed to a hardening of foreign political 
positions and the international community’s reaction.  Iranian opinion however seems to be 
united behind his intent to obtain peaceful nuclear power for the country. 
 
Having been involved in this matter one increasingly gets the feeling that while a technological 
solution may indeed be feasible with IAEA involvement, some in Tehran and some elsewhere 
seem to want to push the issue to a critical limit – because of many, not least domestic reasons – 
well calculating with the possibility that it could lead to a very serious crisis indeed, perhaps the 
biggest nuclear crisis since Cuba. 
 
 
Frank von Hippel: 
(PowerPoint Presentation) 
 
I will address the technical aspects of Iran’s nuclear options and the other panelists will speak to 
diplomatic options. 
 
This is the tale of to two isotopes: U-235 (0.7%), chain reacting and very small part of natural 
uranium; and U-238 (99.3%), not chain-reacting but can be turned into chain-reacting plutonium 
in a reactor. 
 
Iran’s furthest along in producing U-235 through gas centrifuges that spin the uranium and 
separate the lighter U-235 from the U-238 – lighter molecules more concentrated in the center 
and the scoop takes up slightly enriched uranium.  Skim off is 0.8% uranium, for enriched 
uranium in a power reactor you need 4% so need to do this repeatedly. 
 
Alex Glaser has recently developed a model that illustrates how the Iranian centrifuge 
installations might work: cascade of a 1000 centrifuges would create 4% uranium at the top end 
if you feed in natural uranium at the middle.  Out the bottom end comes depleted uranium with 
less U-235 and the enriched U-235 is captured. 
 
In order to get weapons grade U-235 one could go through multiples.  The first cascades produce 
3.5% uranium and then another cascade produces 20%, then 60%, and then 90% so uranium 
enrichment by succession of cascades can create weapons grade U-235. 
 
The centrifuge cascade in Urenco in the 1970s is likely what contemporary cascades in Pakistan 
and Iran might look like. 
 
Iran wants to install 50,000 centrifuges in two underground facilities that would be enough to 
generate LEU for Iran’s single power reactor which has been built by Russia. 
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Natanz satellite image shows underground facilities that Iran has built as they were being 
covered over by dirt.  There are two halls for centrifuges (25,000 each).  The current focus is on 
a building with a pilot plant with 164 installed centrifuges and plans to install six cascades with 
total 1000 centrifuges quickly. 
 
With this, Iran could learn how to run centrifuge cascades for a larger facility or it could set them 
up and cycle the uranium repeatedly through the cascades and make weapons-grade uranium.  In 
this way it could per year enrich twenty kilograms of 90% enriched uranium, enough for one 
bomb.  Or it could produce LEU for one year and it would have enough LEU (3.5%) to enrich in 
a few months to twenty kilograms of weapons-grade uranium.  Or Iran could also try to build a 
clandestine enrichment program once it has mastered the technology. 
 
But no one thinks that Iran could produce enough HEU for a single weapon earlier than 2009. 
 
Another dimension of Iran’s program is the production of plutonium as a possible pathway they 
could pursue towards achieving a nuclear weapon capability.  At Arak, Iran is building a heavy 
water reactor to turn U-238 into plutonium.  With natural uranium you can sustain a slow chain 
reaction with heavy water.  This is the kind of reactor that both India and Israel used to create 
their bombs.  The facility would be of comparable size to those in India and Israel though all that 
had been built as of a year ago is a foundation for the reactor.  If built, it could produce enough 
Plutonium for two Nagasaki type bombs a year. 
 
If Iran is indeed developing a nuclear weapons option it remains a few years away from making 
sufficient HEU or plutonium for a bomb, even if it wanted to. 
 
I’ve been in discussions with Iranians telling them that there are less provocative alternatives 
than the one being pursued. 
 
If their concern is being shut off from fuel then Iran could buy ten years of fuel in advance.  This 
option would be less costly than building its own enrichment plant.  With respect to the heavy 
water reactor, Iran could rely instead on the 5 MW research reactor that it already has, to produce 
neutrons for research purposes.  If the purpose is to make extra neutrons, a heavy water reactor is 
a poor method to accomplish that since most neutrons would be absorbed by U-238, as a result 
only very few extra neutrons would be created.  The EU has suggested why not get a light water 
reactor that would produce more neutrons with much less plutonium. 
 
Such alternative routes could be the basis for a compromise. 
 
 
Ali Ansari:  
 
The Iranian Perspective   
 
Brief presentation about a 1976 novel entitled the Crash of ‘79.  The novelist’s story is revealing.  
It revolves around a megalomaniac ruler in the Middle East, ME (Shah), intent on developing a 
nuclear weapon.  Characters are all quite familiar as stereotypes – duplicitous Europeans and 
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Russians, evangelist ideologues in US, the Israelis manipulating, the Swiss that will sell 
themselves for anything, etc.  The Saudis come off well.  The theory of the book: Shah’s intent 
on developing a nuclear industry and bomb and all he needs is one bomb to facilitate Iran’s 
imperial expansion.  Drop bomb on Saudi oil fields and then seize Iraqi oil fields to make Iran 
the dominant oil player in the region, Operation Sassanid.  The US decides to take action through 
preemptive strike on Khuzestan detonating a nuke on Iran that renders Iranian and Iraqi oil fields 
useless and provoking a crisis. 
 
Worries about Iran and its regional ambitions for imperial expansion and nuclear ambitions 
predate the Islamic Republic.  It is a nationalist issue that gives support to the current regime 
despite unpopularity of its other policies.  This is more of a political crisis than is otherwise 
appreciated.  The often-repeated claim that Iran engaged in eighteen years of deception 
obfuscates how far back the Iranian nuclear file runs, to the 1970s under the Shah.  It is also an 
odd claim since the two facilities – Natanz and Arak – that were revealed in 2002 were 
constructed in 1996 and 2000, which is a much shorter timeline than eighteen years.  This is not 
so much a legal problem under the NPT as a political problem and even Iranians see it as an 
issue of politics but have not fully appreciated the consequences of that fact and what it means 
for their strategy. 
 
For Iran, much of this remains a question of legal rights, the Shah initiated a nuclear program 
with no objection from the West.  It was abandoned after the revolution and then restarted in the 
1990s to diversify their energy base to free up more oil and gas for export.  Oil is a valuable 
finite resource and they have every right as a signatory to NPT to use it for export purposes and 
develop nuclear energy facilities for their domestic consumption.  They further argue that if they 
were smuggling parts clandestinely for their program it was because the rest of the world were in 
breach of the NPT by not facilitating their purchase of parts as required under the agreement as 
non-weapons states develop civilian energy capacities.  They argue, largely correctly, that export 
restrictions on Iran due to US embargo are in violation of the NPT and forced them to black 
markets.  Of course, this story neglects some other factors.  Nonetheless, they view enrichment 
as their legal right and as far as they are concerned their only transgression of the NPT is in not 
reporting the precise details of what they have done to avoid being stopped by the US sanctions.  
They claim that nothing they have done substantively was in breach of the NPT and this is 
largely true.  But the problem is one of mistrust towards Iran as well as actions by the Iranian 
regime that are provocative.  So long as the West feels that Iran is not transparent and that they 
cannot know what is going on in Iran, they will remain suspicious and the political problem will 
persist. 
 
Ahmadinejad’s Policy 
 
Election of President Ahmadinejad represents a throwback to the early ideals of the revolution.  
Ahmadinejad benefited from the policies of Khatami.  His campaign was managed in the full 
glare of the social changes that took place through Khatami.  He played on the fact that he was 
austere, poor, honest, outside the beltway so to speak, not part of the establishment, etc., to shore 
up his credentials as an outsider not tainted by corruption.  He then ran on a campaign that was 
largely based on anti-corruption, social justice and redistribution of wealth.  There was no real 
mention of religion in the campaign.  Indeed, the campaign was acutely determined not to raise 
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religious rhetoric that would turn off the electorate.  The first round of the elections was then 
rigged to produce a result that would eliminate certain candidates and enable him to get to the 
second round.  Once at the second round, his opponent, Rafsanjani, was so detested that people 
were willing to vote for an unknown candidate by way of protest.  It did not help that Rafsanjani 
assumed he was going to win and thus targeted his campaign in the second round not at the 
electorate but at the West, going so far as to produce campaign literature in English.  He focused 
on gaining international support because he thought he already had domestic support.  Indeed, he 
did have support among the technocratic elite and then later from reformists in second round 
who decided to bet on the devil they know over the one they don’t and go for the thief over the 
murderer.  Despite this, the people opted for Ahmadinejad.   
 
Since the elections, the problems people feared from President Ahmadinejad have come to 
fruition.  He was perhaps the one most surprised by the election and the sudden success has gone 
to his head.  He was never politically savvy.  Power has corrupted him rather early and he has 
started saying obnoxious things and attracting a notoriety that he enjoys but that harms Iran.  He 
seems to have no awareness of how damaging this was to Iran’s international position.  The last 
two months he has been quieter as the rest of the regime have tried to tamp down his comments.  
Prior to the election, Ahmadinejad had never been outside of Iran – except for his operations in 
Iraq during the war – and his impression of the international community was ill-informed and 
narrow.  He also has a deep distrust of the West due to experience of Iran-Iraq war.  Unlike 
reformists or technocrats who understood the possibility of engagement with the West, 
Ahmadinejad is unwilling to pursue such an option.  Whereas some analysts believe he is in a 
strong position, Ansair says Ahmadinejad is in a weak position.  He won the election with the 
rise of a neoconservative movement of Iran through coercion and fraud.  He does not have an 
extensive social base.  He had 5.5 million votes in first round, out of forty-two million and that is 
a good measure of his base.  By way of contrast, Khatami won twenty-two million in first round 
in each of his elections.  In becoming president and seeking to consolidate his base, 
Ahmadinejad begins from a position of weakness.  Had he shown political savvy in dealing with 
the establishment and using oil money to start a large public works program and rebuild 
infrastructure, he could have garnered more support.  He has not done this.  Instead, he cut the 
budget for public works.  What he does instead is populist moves to dish out money to the poor 
publicly.  He also has a fascinating obsession with the return of the Hidden Imam.  He says the 
Hidden Imam will return from a well in the south of Iran which is a site of pilgrimage.  He 
claims the return is imminent – perhaps as soon as within the next year.  What would this mean 
for the Islamic world as a whole?  Even the Ayatollahs have shown consternation with 
Ahmadinejad’s unorthodox views.  For instance, he claimed in a discussion with leading 
Ayatollah that during his UN General Assembly speech people were so enraptured with what he 
said that the audience did not blink and a halo emerged around his head as he spoke.  One 
official said if he goes on like this the Ayatollahs will get rid of him.  So he’s not in a strong 
position domestically and therefore needs a political crisis to divert attention and play the 
nationalist card.  While his vulgar efforts to play the nationalist card have had a degree of 
success there is also a growing proportion of Iranians that are wondering where he is taking Iran 
with this kind of leadership. 
 
US-EU Handling of Iran Led Us into Quagmire:   
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One of the reasons we got here has to do with the Khatami era and the EU nuclear negotiation 
that began after 2002.  Many in Iran are frustrated with the West for lack of support for 
democratic movement in Iran.  Example – after 9/11 Iranians clearly afforded significant help in 
the fall of the Taliban and this assistance was a direct result of Khatami’s personal lobbying with 
the Iranian establishment.  This point is repeatedly raised within Iran.  The reward was the Axis 
of Evil speech which destroyed Khatami’s presidency and enabled the neoconservatives to gain 
ground.  Khatami was proved to not be able to deliver the West and his policies were seen as a 
failure. 
 
This mistake was compounded by the terms of the Tehran agreement in 2003 to get Iran to sign 
the Additional Protocol.  In fact, there were two agreements: one that was explicit; and a second 
that was implicit.  The explicit agreement centered on Iran’s signing of the Additional Protocol.  
The implicit agreement in exchange was that the EU would not interfere in the internal affairs of 
Iran.  Following this agreement, in the 2004 parliamentary elections, the Guardian Council vetted 
the candidates, eliminated over three thousand and embarked on a rigged election process that 
generated major neoconservative gains.  The EU was completely silent about this chain of 
events.  This was a major embarrassment that caused frustration in Iran.  Iranians were very 
upset that there was no criticism of the fraud in the elections.  Ironically, this also produced a 
parliament that refused to ratify the Additional Protocol.  This was a major blunder.  Further, the 
British sent Prince Charles over to Iran for the first official visit after the revolution, which was 
especially stupid.  Following that visit, a lot of Iranians decided the British backed the 
constitutional coup as they saw the 2004 rigged elections.  This period represented the nadir of 
relations between common Iranians and the West. 
 
The problem we face today is not one that is entirely of Iran’s making.  The West took their eyes 
off the ball and lost track of things.  The Iraq adventure created leverage that Iran would not have 
had otherwise.  Further, the circumstances under which the US and UK launched Iraq has 
weakened any subsequent international law arguments against Iran given their own disregard for 
international law and the UNSC.  All of these developments have created a negative environment 
for diplomacy on the nuclear crisis. 
 
One can hope that the current state of the crisis is finally leading Western governments to pay 
more attention to Iran and bring the file to a positive conclusion. 
 
 
 
Johannes Reissner:  
 
The EU Perspective 
 
I was asked to speak about the EU’s position in the Iran crisis.  I am not always pleased with 
what the EU does with regard to the Iranian nuclear issue. 
 
October 21, 2003: I was in Tehran and the foreign ministers from the EU-3 came to Tehran to 
sign an agreement to end the stand-off at that time.  The next morning one of the Iranian 
newspapers had a headline in which the leader had said, “Nuclear power does not guarantee 
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security or peace!”  If a similar headline emerged in Iranian papers tomorrow would it mean 
anything or change anything? 
 
The problem of principled statements in international politics is that they don’t mean much. 
 
Two and a half years later, the EU-3 are no longer in negotiations.  Now the case has been 
referred to the UNSC and that means that we have a new constellation.  But does this imply a 
new opportunity?  If it is a new chance, one might have to ask: for what?   
 
The first important element of the new constellation is increased involvement of the US, which is 
a significant relief for the EU.  Until now the EU had to hold negotiations without US 
participation and shoulder the burden of the lack of a US-Iran relationship.  In the end, this 
proved to be an obstacle to meaningful progress that could not be overcome.  Iran was 
negotiating with the EU and looking over the EU’s shoulder to the US with the hope that 
somehow the US would move given the critical nature of the talks.  But the US never budged, or 
at least it did not move in a direction hoped for by the Iranians despite the gravity of the 
situation.  
 
In the end, the EU could not shoulder the non-relationship between the US and Iran, which had 
already emerged as a problem throughout the 1990s, when the Europeans first engaged Iran in 
the so-called critical dialogue which was re-started as the “constructive dialogue” under 
Khatami. 
 
The second element of the new constellation is the shifting of the file from the IAEA to the 
UNSC, bringing all five great powers to the table. 
 
The third aspect of the new constellation is that Russia and China are now in as well, which 
alters Iran’s perceptions and strategies.  Iran is now on notice that if it is isolated by the West it 
cannot simply hope to turn eastward to break the isolation through relations with Russia and 
China.   
 
The perception of the crisis in Iran is no longer stable as a result of this changing constellation.  
Their eastward relations have been drawn into question and they are fundamentally shaken by 
the prospect that the big energy contracts concluded with India and China might not go forward. 
 
There is also now the prospect of direct official talks between the US and Iran about the question 
of Iraq.  Whether or not these talks take place, a taboo has been broken on the Iranian side by the 
willingness of Khamenei to countenance the idea of talks with the US.  It is hard to interpret 
whether the breaking of this taboo is an indicator that something more is happening in the Iranian 
leadership. 
 
Next question: new constellation means a chance – chance for what? 
 
The actual goal of negotiating in the UNSC is to find a diplomatic solution.  For the time being 
what is asked for is compliance with respect to the IAEA resolutions. 
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Negotiated Security 
  
What I hear from the EU side is the catch-phrase “negotiated security” designating as well the 
process of negotiation and an arrangement of “negotiated security” which takes into account not 
only international and regional concerns, but is inclusive of Iranian security needs and interests. 
 
Time 
  
The factor of time also needs to be taken into consideration.  There is urgency for diplomatic 
solution.  How can a nuclear-armed Iran be prevented?  Here the question of time plays an 
important role. 
 
One consideration is that there needs to be time afforded for improvements to take place within 
Iran.  What might such a development be?  The Iranian population might exert changes in the 
government’s policies or some other development.  Of course, one needs to be careful about such 
thinking and not suggest external meddling in the nature of Iran’s government. Time is also 
needed for a proper reaction to the new constellation on the part of Iran’s presidency. 
 
A more practical example: It is currently Nowruz in Iran – the whole matter was referred to 
UNSC while average Iranians are shopping for a national holiday and enjoying thirteen days off 
without any thought to the country’s nuclear file.  Time is needed for public opinion in Iran to 
register the changes in the political situation and time is needed to react and to influence the 
regime.  
 
Communication 
  
The problem of communication is also critical to this dispute.  It is not only a question of 
communicating who is doing a better job of bullying – both sides are bullying quite a lot.  But 
there has been also a very important problem of communication.  For instance, the famous 
package of incentives proposed by the EU to Iran in August is a perfect example of poor 
communication and its consequences.  The package was not accepted by Iran which made the 
EU angry.  The problem with the package was not what was in it (there are ideas to have a 
revived version of this package of incentives) but what was missing and how it was 
communicated.  It was awfully communicated. There was no public preparation concerning what 
was being offered in the EU or the West.  It was put on the table with no prior preparation right 
after Ahmadinejad was elected.  Americans were given very little lead time on the nature of the 
package as well.  The only reaction in Europe was being hurt and angry.  What was in the 
package was not clear even to  the European public.  There was lots of criticism in the Western 
press that the incentives were insufficient without having clarity on what they were.  The whole 
thing was very badly communicated.  It is not enough that the document of the package of 
incentives can be read on the internet, it should be debated publicly.  One thing is certain: what is 
written in EU and Western papers plays an important role on Iranian policy-decision making and 
more could have been done by way of preparation. 
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Communication must also be improved as in January when the Iranian side and Western side 
were wagging fingers at each other.  Repeating the same statements is not diplomacy.  Neither 
side ever stops to ask themselves why their message is not getting through. 
 
Communication will be needed for all sides – not only on the EU and Iranian side but also on the 
part of the US and the Security Council.  Much of what the EU said to Iran was actually intended 
also as a signal to Washington of European willingness to be proactive and tough in their 
diplomacy.  By using the Iranian file as a way of mending relations with the US after the 
breakdown following the Iraq war was a poor choice.  It made it very easy for Iranians to blame 
the EU by saying that nuclear negotiations with Iran were manipulated to improve EU relations 
with the US.  To a certain degree the Iranians were right whether we like it or not and that is one 
of the problems.   
 
For the foreseeable future communication will be an important problem for Iran, the US, and the 
EU.  We are in a situation in which it is not really clear what the final goals of the Americans 
are.  This complicates calculations about what other actors including the EU, Russia, and China 
should be telling the Iranians and the degree of room for maneuver that they have.  We are in the 
situation of having a set of parallel negotiations going on that might imply both opportunities and 
risks.  Whether there is a real chance in it is an open question.  What would such a chance entail 
or offer? 
 
 
Question and Answer Session:
 
Q1:  How to prevent spread of enrichment plants in future – a WWS task force made some 
recommendations that they conceded would not work with Iran. Still some issues raised in that 
report – like a joint venture or multinational facility in Iran or an international facility – have 
been raised and Iran seems willing to accept such suggestions as long as there is some small 
R&D permitted in Iran.  Is a MNA an option to resolve the situation with a small multinational 
cascade in Iran?  Or will the US not permit any Iranian activity that might enable them to learn 
how to develop a closed nuclear fuel cycle? 
 
Ansari:  The Russians argued that they should have a joint venture on Russian soil, which was 
rejected by Iran because they want a capability on their own soil.  If the EU had agreed with a 
joint venture they might have been more willing to go with that option.  France was deeply 
unwilling to go down that road.  Three negotiations are going on: EU-Iran, EU-US to ingratiate 
selves with the US to make amends for the Iraq refusal, and Russia-Iran.  Kissinger had proposed 
that there be international centers for nuclear collaboration and even then Iranians wanted one at 
least to be on Iranian soil.  Today the US would not accept an enrichment facility on Iranian soil.  
The problem of the red lines that have been drawn is that it is very hard for either side to back 
down.  If this were just about nuclear energy, a technical fix would have happened by now.  The 
US has decided to pin Iran down on this because want to pin them on something.  If a conflict 
does emerge it will not be about the nuclear issue but about Iraq.  Actually the nuclear problem is 
diversionary and the real flashpoints are Iraq and Afghanistan. 
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Danspeckgruber:  The French foreign minister today in Berlin said “we agree on that, that first 
of all Iran is demanded to immediately suspend all nuclear activities including R&D and to do so 
for the foreseeable future verifiable by the IAEA.”  LISD has established a link to an ICG report 
prepared by Bruno Pellaud and Ambassador Tim Guldimann – there is the notion of up to 500 
max centrifuges and the German foreign minister referred to these two reports and this minimal 
and verifiable platform could perhaps offer new ways to consider the problem.  What’s next in 
the next thirty days?  What are the possibilities and goals?  Zarif says Iran is allergic to threats 
and insists on its inalienable right to research.  This could be a possible solution.  The Iranian 
crisis has become hostage to many other developments, most importantly the US finds itself in 
an election campaign with two stages.  The factor of time is not just one of Iranian negotiators 
and EU; it is also one that anyone in Afghanistan, Iraq, or Pakistan can tell you dominates the US 
political landscape.  The miscalculation of a foreign regime that has waited to see the time factor 
play itself out in an election or political season – for instance, Milosevic hoped that Kosovo 
would be missed due to the Clinton impeachment.  Big mistake. He did not anticipate that 
domestic US affairs would be subordinated to Kosovo in March 1999.  Three issues are key to 
analyze the situation: time, cost, and stakes.  I believe that the development of the Iranian crisis 
raises questions of what are the objectives of central players? 
 
UNSC says we want enrichment to stop and the IAEA is to report in thirty days – but report what 
in thirty days?  That Iranians insist on their inalienable rights?  This how 2003 Iraq war began. 
 
 
Q2:  There has been some mention of the demonization of Iran – isn’t a part of the problem the 
double standard by which we cut nuclear deals with India, consider diplomacy the only option in 
North Korea, and then threaten Iran with coercion?  Why not try a new framework like a WMD-
free zone in the Middle East?  This might take the negative focus off Iran exclusively and avoid 
double standard with Israel.  Otherwise, movement on this issue seems unlikely.  I don’t want an 
Iranian bomb, but I can see the merits of their arguments. 
 
Reissner:  Talk of nuclear weapons-free zone in the Middle East was never a source of optimism.  
There is some movement.  Six months ago in Germany to talk of it in the presence of officials 
you were blocked.  Today you can mention it and they will not block it as quickly.  Whether the 
movement is significant enough is skeptical.  What is important is negotiated security.  It meets a 
concern of all the circuits – international, regional, and Iranian.  The basic idea is that you cannot 
have security unless your neighbor feels security.  This idea was once noted by Willy Brandt 
and, interestingly enough, used by the Iranian foreign minister at a conference on the Caucasus 
and Central Asia in Tehran in 1996.  That is the principle that meets all ideas floating around of a 
Middle East or Gulf Cooperation Council OSCE [MESCE]. 
 
Danspeckgruber:  A reliable Austrian newspaper has published an interview with Mottaki today 
and he has suggested as a response to the presidential statement the creation of regional 
consortium to try to find a solution about enrichment of uranium.  He suggested that consortium 
should belong to countries from the region which have already national enrichment programs 
and who would like to further development nuclear energy in region.  Does this mean inclusion 
of Israel?  India?  Pakistan?  This was offered by him in front of the UN Disarmament 
Organization in Geneva.   
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Ansari:  A nuclear free zone in the Middle East is wishful thinking.  It’s been tried and dismissed 
out of hand.  There are double standards but there are reasons for them and this is the way it is.  
Iranians are responsible for their own victimization.  But one pernicious aspect of Middle East 
politics is that everyone wants to be a bigger victim than the other.  Real world need to grow up.  
If you play hard ball then you too will get bitten.  If you gloat about American troubles in Iraq 
they’ll bite back.  If they use rhetoric that is unfortunate, you will have problems.  Khatami 
understood that the US would be upset.  It is not 1986 but 2006 – long after the revolution 
Iranian politicians need to learn how to do IR.  Iranians are not short of friends and the reason 
they don’t have more is because they have alienated sources of support and alienated the EU in 
most recent round.  EU-3 language and communication was heavy-handed but there is a bigger 
picture.  The US has two singular obsessions in the Middle East – Israel and Iran – and has to 
come to terms with both of them.  The fact that they haven’t had relations in twenty-seven years 
doesn’t mean both sides are not obsessed with the other.  Much that is said on both sides about 
the other is absurd.  The policy of US in Central Asia and the Middle East was driven by 
obsession with marginalizing Iran.  Oil and gas pipeline through Central Asia and Afghanistan 
and doing business with the Taliban – they were courted in 2000 to isolate Iran.  The US could 
not bring itself to even contemplate that oil and gas pipelines could be run from the Caspian and 
Central Asia through Iran. 
 
Q3:  Isn’t Iran’s threat perception correct and as such isn’t the logical response to alleviate that 
threat perception through security guarantees offered by the US in exchange for a compromise? 
 
Ansari:  I don’t disagree – a lesson of the Iraq war is if like DPRK, you have nukes you don’t get 
attacked.  Iran would not need to have all this military hardware if it opened an explicit dialog 
with the US.  Why not open an explicit dialogue?  There were Iranian attempts to approach the 
US and the US rebuffed those offers.  There was lots of debate in Iran about what was going on 
and it seemed behind the scenes.  There had been attempts to broker a response.  Khamenei has 
vetoed explicit talks with the US.  All I am saying is that there have been opportunities missed 
on both sides including during the Khatami regime, when the West did not seize on opportunities 
and the Axis of Evil speech was also a mistake.  
 
Q4:  In the event that Iran should secure a nuclear weapon and if we underestimate the rate at 
which Iran has accrued fissile materials, what is our ability to deter Iran?  In light of statements 
by Iranian officials about the fecklessness of US – is our threat to retaliate credible by the 
Iranians? 
 
Ansari:  In terms of command and control, Iran has a pluralistic political structure that may raise 
concerns about controls over a nuclear arsenal.  They would probably be quite strict controls.  
Iran’s nuclear ambitions are for prestige not for a useable deterrent.  Even technologically Iran 
does not have capability to develop the number of bombs it would need to have a real deterrent.  
It enhances Iran’s reach.  As far as credible deterrence, the US needs a policy.  The EU does not 
like regime change language.  I’ve had a discussion with quite a senior American with Europeans 
present in which he was isolated because they were badgering him about what regime change 
means.  Finally pinned down, he said it might not be the right term.  Rice now says “regime 
transformation.”  Bruce Langham wrote a dispatch to Carter on 26 October 1979: urgency, I 
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reiterate again, recognize revolution as a reality – don’t like it but recognize that there is a new 
elite that we have to deal with.  Get those elements of Iranian establishment who have no love 
for this regime but will not link with the US so long as they say “regime change.”  If the US has 
a more coherent and consistent policy and all US politicians are on the same page then you can 
mollify Iranian concerns about US intentions.  No Iranian will accept current policy if its 
cornerstone is regime change. 
 
Reissner:  Same question was raised prior to Pakistani nuclearization.  What was interesting with 
respect to the UNSC referral was the fact that in 11/2004 the “Persian Puzzle” came out. In this 
book you could find an American discussion of what to do with a nuclear armed Iran whereas the 
Europeans still focused in preventing enrichment.  Concerning threat perception, obviously Iran 
is encircled by Americans.  But to do something militarily against Iran, would having the bomb 
really be a deterrent?  Also, the whole nuclear question is used in Iran for domestic purposes.  In 
addition, withdrawal of American troops from Iraq is feared by Iran due to the degree of 
instability.  Also, the Iranian desire to have the “revolution recognized”.  Then Americans can be 
dealt with.  With the offer of direct talks at the official level about Iraq, this is a step in that 
direction.  That is a kind of practical recognition. 
 
Ansari:  US-Iran relations are difficult.  The perspective from Iran has been confirmed by UK 
journalists.  Khalilzad sent a letter six months ago asking for talks and then a few more letters 
came out and then the issue was resolved when Ayatollah Hakim makes a speech and says in the 
interest of Iraqi Muslims please talk.  In this situation it becomes feasible.  So Iran agrees to 
accede to a Shia request to engage in talks, then Scott McClellan says that the US is not sure if it 
will accept the Iranian request for talks.  So no one wants to admit that there has been a request 
for talks, therefore there is not much hope for talks. 
 
Danspeckgruber:  Henry Kissinger revolutionized diplomacy with his book on foreign policy 
with nuclear weapons, now he suggests a study on foreign policy after the use of nuclear 
weapons.  How will we react if after a certain period of time Iran says “we have nuclear 
weapons” – bluff, reality, do we check?  With DPRK there are technical doubts as to whether 
they have weapons.  Iran’s neighbors may clearly be a conduit for parts.  There may be a way for 
Iran to get a dirty bomb or obtain a bomb from FSU.  What then is the policy of the UNSC, the 
region, the international community?  If Iran proclaims the capability, how can we check it 
and/or neutralize it? 
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