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BETWEEN FECKLESS AND RECKLESS: U.S.
POLICY OPTIONS TO PREVENT A NUCLEAR
IRAN

THURSDAY, APRIL 17, 2008

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE MIDDLE EAST
AND SOUTH ASIA, AND
SUBCOMMITTEE ON TERRORISM,
NONPROLIFERATION, AND TRADE,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 1:02 p.m. in room
2172, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Gary L. Ackerman
(chairman of the Subcommittee on the Middle East and South
Asia) presiding.

Mr. ACKERMAN. The subcommittee will come to order.

Within the next 2 years, there is a real possibility that Iran will
have the means to make an atomic bomb. Let me say that again:
Within the next 2 years, there is a real possibility that Iran will
have the means to make an atomic bomb.

The reason for this awful truth is that they wanted it more than
we wanted to stop them. They have risked war; we decided to fight
the wrong country. They have risked sanctions; we have failed to
get the international community to embargo so much as a box of
cereal. They have committed the resources needed to create an ex-
tensive, hidden and hardened nuclear infrastructure; we can’t even
get the Senate to debate measures to toughen our own sanctions
laws.

They are serious; we are not. They will probably have the ability
to make an atomic bomb within the next 2 years, and then we will
have to deal with it.

The dynamic at work is no mystery. It is a simple matter of cost-
benefit analysis. For the Iranians, the benefits of having the ability
to make nuclear weapons are immense. They can deter the United
States. They can threaten their neighbors in the region and even
states in Europe. They can contend for hegemony in the Middle
East behind a nuclear shield. They can continue their sponsorship
of terrorism from a position of unassailable strength. They can in-
timidate their neighbors in OPEC and toy with the world’s econ-
omy. These benefits are huge.

On the costs side, they have to endure mild and mostly painless
sanctions. Worse than that, they must absorb endless self-righteous
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lectures from European diplomats, and they have to be patient for
just a little while longer. That is it.

The benefits are gigantic, and they pay a price that is puny. So
why on Earth would we expect them to give up on their nuclear
ambitions? Looking out from Tehran, they must think that we are
childlike or stupid.

Here is a simple question: If the world’s businesses were forced
to choose between access to the United States economy and doing
business with Iran, how many would choose Iran? My guess is
somewhere between zero and none.

Another simple question: Why have we not forced that choice on
the world’s businesses? Maybe our witnesses from the administra-
tion can answer that one.

The President has been aware of the threat of Iranian nuclear
proliferation from day one of his administration. He has known and
done next to nothing. Future generations of Americans will neither
understand nor forgive this appalling foreign policy failure. To
guess wrong is always the risk of making choices; to know the right
choices and do nothing is just incompetent.

Using the Iran Sanctions Act, the administration has put sanc-
tions on no one, nowhere, no time. That means the cost of devel-
oping the bomb will soon yield unthinkable choices.

In the case of Iraq, a neighboring oil-producing nation that had
a history of state-sponsored terror and nothing to do with the at-
tacks of 9/11, the administration was willing to use sanctions, to
work with the international community to strengthen and sustain
those sanctions, and ultimately to use force to achieve our objec-
tives.

To this day, the administration maintains its Iraq policy has
been worth the lives of over 4,000 American heroes, the dis-
memberment of 30,000 soldiers’ bodies, and the miseration of tens
of thousands of mourning spouses, mothers, fathers, children, and
at a cost of more than a half-trillion dollars.

There has been only one beneficiary of this ongoing and tragic
disaster. Who else? Iran. But as for as Iran’s nuclear aspirations,
in truth, we have scarcely even begun to fight.

I don’t want to completely dismiss the work done by the Depart-
ment of State and Treasury to convince the world’s banks to stop
doing business in Iran. This work was well done and much appre-
ciated here in Congress. Nevertheless, this effort has to be consid-
ered in the context of the overall efforts to stop Iran’s nuclear pro-
gram, and that effort is failing.

When Switzerland’s Foreign Minister feels free to stop by Tehran
to throw flowers at the feet of Iran’s lunatic President and to jostle
for position in the photos commemorating a $15 billion oil deal be-
tween a Swiss company and Iran, I think we have to admit our pol-
icy of constraining and sanctioning Iran doesn’t appear to be on the
fast track to success.

For that matter, the Bush administration has not only utterly
failed to use United States sanction laws against foreign companies
investing in Iran’s oil sector, the administration has actively
worked to prevent Congress from making those laws more strin-
gent and more compulsory. Presumably, their logic is that the slow-
motion, multilateral, diplomatic track that in 4% years has pro-
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duced absolutely no change in Iranian behavior is just about to
make a huge breakthrough. I, for one, can’t wait to be surprised
by a massive but completely unprecedented success in this policy.

But the fact is, the multilateral sanctioning effort is moving at
a glacial pace. Iran’s enrichment program is in the homestretch
and sprinting. We are moving in inches, and they are advancing in
yards. The mullahs are not only ahead in this race, they are ex-
panding their lead.

So, once again, we come back to the reality that, within the next
2 years, there is a real possibility that Iran will have the means
to make an atomic bomb. So the only question that matters is,
What are we going to do between now and then to stop Iran?

With so little time, our thinking about this problem needs to
change. Options that years ago would have seemed reckless—dis-
cussing embargoes and blacklists and highlighting the emphasizing
of our military capabilities—have now become essential leverage if
Eve are going to be successful in peacefully getting Iran to back

own.

Likewise, continuing doggedly and patiently on the diplomatic
path alone, which years ago may have seemed wise, today looks
like a roadmap to disaster. With Iran’s proliferation on the horizon,
what is feckless is now in fact reckless. Toothless diplomacy in this
case makes military intervention by ourselves or by others more,
rather than less, likely.

I am not calling for another war. I want to prevent one. But we
may have to go right up to the very brink if we are going to be con-
sidered serious and credible when we call an Iranian nuclear weap-
on unacceptable.

President Bush has used this word, “unacceptable.” Based on pol-
icy to date, I am not really sure he knows what it means.

Shakespeare’s three witches warned Macbeth that fair is foul
and foul is fair. Our options for dealing with Iran may be seen in
much the same way. What has seemed to be wise may be foolish,
and what has seemed to be foolish may be wise. Let us hope that
we can parse the witches’ warning better than Macbeth and, in the
meantime, Iran’s nuclear caldron continues to boil and to bubble.

Now, I would like to ask for my colleague and partner, Ranking
Member Pence, for his opening remarks.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Ackerman follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE GARY L. ACKERMAN, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK, AND CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON
THE MIDDLE EAST AND SOUTH ASIA

Within the next two years, there is a real possibility that Iran will have the
means to make an atomic bomb. Let me say that again. Within the next two years,
there is a real possibility that Iran will have the means to make an atomic bomb.

The reason for this awful truth is that they wanted it more than we wanted to
stop them. They have risked war. We decided to fight the wrong country. They have
risked sanctions. We have failed to get the international community to embargo so
much as a box of cereal. They have committed the resources needed to create an
extensive, hidden and hardened nuclear infrastructure. We can’t even get the Sen-
ate to debate measures to toughen our own sanctions laws.

They are serious and we are not. They will probably have the ability to make an
atomic bomb within the next two years and then we will have to deal with it.

The dynamic at work is no mystery. It is a simple matter of cost / benefit analysis.
For the Iranians, the benefits of having the ability to make nuclear weapons are
immense. They can deter the United States. They can threaten their neighbors in
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the region, and even states in Europe. They can contend for hegemony in the Middle
East behind a nuclear shield. They can continue their sponsorship of terrorism from
a position of unassailable strength. They can intimidate their neighbors in OPEC
and toy with the world’s economy. These benefits are huge.

On the cost side, they have to endure mild and mostly painless sanctions. Worse
than that, they must absorb endless self-righteous lectures from European dip-
lomats. And they have to be patient for just a little while longer. That’s it. The bene-
fits are gigantic, the price they pay is puny.

So why on earth would we expect them to give up on their nuclear ambitions?
Looking out from Tehran, they must think we are rather childlike, or stupid.

Here’s a simple question: If the world’s businesses were forced to choose between
access to the United States economy and doing business with Iran, how many would
choose Iran? My guess is somewhere between zero and none.

Another simple question: Why have we not forced that choice on the world’s busi-
nesses? Maybe our witnesses from the Administration can answer that one.

The President has been aware of the threat of Iranian nuclear proliferation from
day one of his administration. He has known, and done next to nothing. Future gen-
erations of Americans will neither understand, nor forgive this appalling foreign pol-
icy failure. To guess wrong is always the risk in making choices. To know the right
choice and do nothing is just incompetent.

Using the Iran Sanctions Act, the Administration has put sanctions on no one,
no where, no time. That means no cost to developing the bomb that will soon yield
unthinkable choices.

In the case of Iraq, a neighboring oil-producing nation, that had a history of state-
sponsored terror, and nothing to do with the attacks of 9/11, the Administration was
willing to use sanctions, to work with international community to strengthen and
sustain those sanctions and, ultimately, to use force to achieve our objectives. To
this day, the Administration maintains that its Iraq policy has been worth the lives
of over 4,000 American heroes, the dismemberment of 30,000 soldiers’ bodies, and
the immiseration of tens of thousands of mourning spouses, mothers, fathers and
children, and a cost of more than half a trillion dollars.

There has been only one beneficiary of this ongoing and tragic disaster. Who else?
Iran. But as for Iran’s nuclear aspirations, in truth, we’ve scarcely even begun to
fight.

I don’t want to completely dismiss the work done by the Departments of State
and Treasury to convince the world’s banks to stop doing business in Iran. This
work was well-done and much appreciated here in Congress. Nevertheless, this ef-
fort has to be considered in the context of the overall effort to stop Iran’s nuclear
program, and that effort is failing. When Switzerland’s Foreign Minister feels free
to stop by Tehran, to throw flowers at the feet of Iran’s lunatic president, and to
jostle for position in the photos commemorating a $15 billion dollar oil deal between
a Swiss company and Iran, I think we have to admit our policy of constraining and
sanctioning Iran doesn’t appear to be on the fast track for success.

For that matter, the Bush Administration has not only utterly failed to use U.S.
sanctions laws against foreign companies investing in Iran’s oil sector, the Adminis-
tration has actively worked to prevent Congress from making those laws more strin-
gent and more compulsory. Presumably, their logic is that the slow-motion multilat-
eral diplomatic track—that in four and a half years has produced absolutely no
change in Iranian behavior—is just about to make a huge breakthrough. I, for one,
can’t wait to be surprised by a massive but completely unpredicted success in this
policy.

But the fact is, the multilateral sanctioning effort is moving at a glacial pace.
Iran’s enrichment program is in the home stretch and sprinting. We’re moving in
inches and they’re advancing in yards. The mullahs are not only ahead in this race,
they’re expanding their lead.

So again, we come back to the reality that within the next two years, there is
a real possibility that Iran will have the means to make an atomic bomb.

So the only question that matters is, what are we going to do between now and
then to stop Iran? With so little time, our thinking about this problem needs to
change. Options that years ago would have seemed reckless—discussing embargoes
and blacklists, and highlighting and emphasizing of our military capabilities—have
now become essential leverage if we are going to be successful in peacefully getting
Iran to back down. Likewise, continuing doggedly and patiently on the diplomatic
path alone, which years ago may have seemed wise, today looks like a roadmap to
disaster. With Iranian proliferation on the horizon, what is feckless is in fact reck-
less. Toothless diplomacy in this case makes military intervention by ourselves, or
by others, more, rather than less likely.
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I am not calling for another war. I want to prevent one. But we may have to go
right up to very brink if we are going to be considered serious and credible when
we call an Iranian nuclear weapon “unacceptable.” President Bush has used this
word, unacceptable. Based on policy to date, 'm not really sure he knows what it
means.

Shakespeare’s three witches warned Macbeth that “Fair is foul, and foul is fair.”
Our options for dealing with Iran may be seen in much the same way. What has
seemed wise may be foolish, and what has seemed foolish may be wise. Let us hope
that we can parse the witches’ warning better than Macbeth. And in the mean time,
Iran’s nuclear cauldron continues to boil and bubble.

Mr. PENCE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you for calling
this hearing and bringing together a panel of such distinction.

And I welcome our witnesses.

Mr. Chairman, your hearing titles are often memorable, although
not always completely to my liking. I, frankly, was wondering when
I saw the theme, “Between Feckless and Reckless,” whether we
were referring to what remains of the Carter administration as op-
posed to the present administration. I, frankly, don’t think the
theme accurately reflects this administration’s efforts, reflected in
part by the hard work of the two witnesses here today.

In all seriousness, no one in Congress that I am aware of wants
a nuclear Iran, and our problems with Iran are as enduring as they
are troubling. For more than 28 years now, five straight American
Presidents have been vexed by this outlaw regime. In fact, tomor-
row marks the 25th anniversary of Hezbollah’s bombing of our Em-
bassy in Beirut, a milestone Ambassador Feltman knows well, hav-
ing just concluded a tour there.

Hezbollah, we now know and our witnesses reiterate, is financed
by the Iranian Revolutionary Guard Quds Force. The first Beirut
bombing would mark only the beginning of Iran’s murderous at-
tempts to harm the United States and our interests in the region.

Mr. Chairman, this is a dangerous and destabilizing country, as
you have eloquently and powerfully stated. Just in this last week,
Iran has announced that it is now operating 6,000 centrifuges in
its nuclear facilities, and President Ahmadinejad has bizarrely and
offensively questioned the reality of the September 11th attacks
three times in the last week.

Iran’s nuclear intentions cannot be read in anything but the most
ominous light. Now the subject of four U.N. Security Council reso-
lutions, as recently as 3 March, 2008, this is a state more than
willing to harm itself economically in order to advance a nuclear
program that cannot be viewed as peaceful.

To that end, I laud the efforts of our witnesses. I laud them for
their efforts to squeeze the worldwide assets of the Iranian regime,
and I am pleased with their relative success in that area. I believe
they have left no stone unturned.

The approach of sanctions and international pressure is nothing
new. The Congressional Research Service scholar Kenneth
Katzman speaks of “the wide range of U.S. sanctions in place since
November 1979’s seizure of U.S. hostages in Iran.”

When it comes to Israel, Iran’s intentions could not be clearer.
Its President has uttered what he views as a prophecy heralding
the destruction of Israel so many times that it is no longer even
viewed as newsworthy. Just 2 days ago, Mohammad Reza Ashtiani,
Iran’s deputy commander in chief of the army, called for “elimi-
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nating” the Jewish state in the event of hostilities, according to
Reuters News Service.

If a wise threat assessment considers intentions and capabilities,
Iran’s intentions toward Israel are hiding in plain sight. We must,
as a Congress and as a Nation, do everything in our power to deny
Iran the capability of carrying out its malevolent intent.

For my part, Mr. Chairman, as you are aware, I am working on
a bipartisan basis with members of this committee to explore ways
that the American people might be heard on the world stage re-
garding the depth of our commitment to the security of Israel and
the depth of our opposition to a nuclear Iran.

Threatening Israel and pursuing WMD are far from the extent
of Iranian mischief. Iranian trouble is sown far and wide. Funding
Hamas is another favorite pastime of the Iranians.

On that note, let me add, former President Carter’s meeting per-
haps tomorrow in Damascus with the Iranian-supported Hamas
terrorists is troubling, unhelpful and outrageous. It is not in keep-
ing with the dignity of the high office he has held. I am very
pleased that so many of my Democrat colleagues on this committee
have joined me and others in denouncing this unwise gambit by
what appears to be an American self-appointed diplomat, possibly
in violation of the Logan Act.

In this vein, I believe it is foolish, in a related matter, to pursue
unconditional discussions with Iran on any basis. I am reminded
that last week, in testimony before the full committee, Ambassador
Ryan Crocker made it clear, in questions that I posed, that the lim-
ited discussions with Iran that have taken place in Baghdad on the
subject of Iraq have been utterly fruitless.

We all know Iran’s role in fomenting, destabilizing, and destruc-
tive Shiite groups in Iraq. Mr. Glaser’s testimony makes it clear
that the Iranian Revolutionary Guard is actually funding the
Taliban in Afghanistan as well. It seems like everywhere we turn,
Iranian mischief and malevolence is not far behind. Terms like
“rogue regime,” “axis of evil,” although sometimes demeaned, were
invented for the state of Iran.

With that, again, I want to commend the chairman of this sub-
committee for once again proving that this subcommittee is com-
mitted to talking about the next subject that the American people
and this Congress will face. And I appreciate the chairman’s lead-
ership and the presence of our witnesses.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Thank you.

It is now time to hear from our co-host of this hearing, which we
do jointly with the Subcommittee on Terrorism, Nonproliferation,
and Trade, and call on my full partner in chairing this hearing,
Chairman Brad Sherman.

Mr. SHERMAN. Thank you. I thank the gentleman from New York
for joining with us in holding these hearings.

These hearings will expose an administration that is hiding be-
hind a supposed Hobson’s choice: That we either bomb Iran or we
do nothing but scream at them and that we occasionally supple-
ment that screaming with truly feckless and token sanctions.

The administration has chosen to ignore the truly important eco-
nomic and diplomatic tools at our disposal. The question is, Why?
This administration is famous throughout the world for what
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seems to be vigilance or even over-vigilance for protecting America
from terrorist attacks.

What is misunderstood is that this administration has been cap-
tured by extremists: Extremists in defense of corporate liberty, ex-
tremists who would not ever allow any corporation to have its right
to make a profit impaired in the slightest, merely in the interest
of defending the United States and our national security.

I know that seems to be a strong statement, but with me here
is Don MacDonald, our subcommittee staff director, and during the
break he would like to collect from any of the smart people in this
room any example of where the Bush administration has volun-
tarily acted to inconvenience a multinational corporation in order
to achieve a national security objective.

We are also hamstrung by the bureaucratic imperatives and ar-
rogance of our foreign policy establishment. We can’t bargain be-
cause we can’t prioritize, we can’t link, we can’t give anything to
get anything. We have never gone to the Chinese and said that our
actions toward their currency manipulation will be affected by
what they do with regard to Iran. And, we have never gone to Rus-
sia and said that, even as to issues like Abkhazia and Trans-
Dniester, Moldova, issues so unimportant to American security that
no one in this room knows what I am talking about with the excep-
tion of our witnesses and a few of my colleagues, even as to issues
like that, we are unwilling to tell Russia that our policies will be
affected by their policies toward Iran.

And so we send these two fine public servants and others to do
their best. And they have done the best that can be done if you
send them out there with no bargaining power. Send them to Mos-
cow, send them to Beijing, ask them to beg but don’t allow them
to bargain.

Now, another part of this is the NIE, the summary of which was
designed to be misread. The big headline out of that summary is
that Iran has abandoned its weaponization program. Only in a foot-
note do you learn the weaponization program is just the engineer-
ing as to how to create the bomb. They can do that in 1 or 2 years.
The report itself makes it clear: Iran is in an all-out effort to do
the hard part of making a nuclear weapon—creating the fissile ma-
terial with 3,000 and more centrifuges.

Some are even fooled by the Iranian claim that they just want
to generate electricity. Iran in 2006 flared approximately 13 billion
cubic meters of natural gas. That is the equivalent of what you
would need to power 9,618 megawatts of natural gas electric gen-
eration capacity—more than 10 times Bushehr, far more or at least
somewhat more than all the electricity Iran claims it plans to gen-
erate from 10 nuclear electric plants. If natural gas is free, then
power can be generated cheaply, and in a manner that is safe for
the local environment.

So what we have is an Iran on target to develop nuclear weap-
ons. What does this mean for us? It means that other states in the
region will develop nuclear weapons and the nonproliferation re-
gime is dead. It means terrorism with impunity. It means that we
go eyeball to eyeball with a hostile nuclear force and a hostile nu-
clear nation. That is a Cuban missile crisis every time there is an



8

incident in the Persian Gulf—mot a Cuban missile crisis with
Khruschchev, but with someone considerably less sane.

And if this regime feels it is about to be overthrown, they can
send a nuclear weapon to Tel-Aviv in an effort to regain popularity,
or send one to us, smuggle it inside a bail of marijuana, feeling
that if they are going to go out they might as well go out with a
bang.

When it comes to getting U.N. sanctions, sanctions that could be
immediately effective in preventing refined oil products from going
into Iran—which, as many of you know, Iran has to import nearly
half of its refined energy since it lacks refinery capacity—in order
to get those U.N. sanctions, we need Russia and we need China.

Yet, as I mentioned before, we are unwilling to bargain. Instead,
we have cut a kind of interesting bargain: They will vote for truly
inconsequential sanctions, and we will do a great job of convincing
the press that we have actually accomplished something.

For example, we now have U.N. sanctions that say the head of
the Quds Force not only cannot visit Disney World, but they cannot
visit even Euro Disney. I doubt that is enough to change Iranian
nuclear behavior.

What we need, as I have alluded to, is linkage between what we
do on issues of importance to Russia and China and what they do
vis-a-vis Iran.

We also don’t have to wait for U.N. sanctions. There are a num-
ber of things that we can do without the Security Council. For ex-
ample, we could actually have an administration that follows the
law. And I refer to the Iran Sanctions Act, which has been consist-
ently ignored by this administration and the last administration.
We could stop allowing the Pentagon to procure weapons that sell
munitions items to Iran; but instead, that is what the Pentagon is
doing today.

Our current efforts are not enough. They have been significant—
just significant enough to fool the press. For example, Treasury has
prevented four Iranian banks from doing business with the New
York Federal Reserve branch, while allowing other Iranian banks
to do so. And if the Iranians aren’t able to use an Iranian bank,
which they still can do under our extremely limited sanctions, they
are free to do the same transaction through a European bank.

Upon designating the Iran Revolutionary Guard Corps as a ter-
rorist organization, there were a few hours in which it seemed like
we might impose secondary sanctions. That is to say, you can’t sell
trucks in the United States if you sell trucks to the Iran Revolu-
tionary Guard Corps. Within hours, Treasury announced, “Sorry,
we don’t really mean that. No secondary sanctions. You can do
business as usual in the United States while doing business as
usual with the Iran Revolutionary Guard Corps.”

There is so much we can do. What we need to do is use Radio
Farda to broadcast a message that Iran faces diplomatic and eco-
nomic isolation if it doesn’t abandon its nuclear program. The prob-
lem is, I can’t lie that well in Farsi. She faces almost no sanc-
tions—no U.N. sanctions, no effort by the United States to use the
laws on the books to prevent business as usual with companies in
Europe and Asia.
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We have before us two fine servants of the public who are told
to go do their best, as long as no European company is offended,
and, as long as we make no linkage to any issue of importance to
Russia and China.

I want to commend you for doing your best, but, at the same
time, point out that by doing your best under these circumstances,
you have been part of an overall effort to fool the American public.

I yield back.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Sherman follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE BRAD SHERMAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AND CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON
TERRORISM, NONPROLIFERATION, AND TRADE

As we speak, Iran has over 3,000 centrifuges installed, and is installing more, at
the enrichment facility in Natanz. With 3,000 functioning centrifuges, if the Ira-
nians chose, they could enrich enough uranium for a bomb in less than a year. Yet
we have not come close to imposing the type of sanctions that could cause them to
even consider changing course on uranium enrichment.

Unless we start causing some pain to Iran’s government and its economy, not
mere inconvenience, but actual economic dislocation, we will soon be faced with a
nuclear adversary unlike any other we have faced in the past—one which we may
not be able to deter. Without at least the credible threat of very serious punitive
economic measures, all our other efforts are virtually guaranteed to fail to prevent
this eventuality.

THE NIE

Last year’s National Intelligence Estimate recognized that Iran’s enrichment pro-
gram continues unabated. And the key sentence of the unclassified NIE appeared
in its lone footnote:

For the purposes of this Estimate, by “nuclear weapons program” we mean
Iran’s nuclear weapon design and weaponization work and covert uranium con-
version-related and uranium enrichment-related work; we do not mean Iran’s
declared civil work related to uranium conversion and enrichment.

The centrifuge program is the key to Iran’s nuclear program. The NIE recognized
this, and it recognized that Iran’s suspension of weaponization work would not delay
the date that Iran would most likely be able to produce enough highly enriched ura-
nium (HEU) for a bomb—sometime in middle of the next decade in the conservative
guestimate of the authors. Again, I will point out that with 3,000 centrifuges, you
could produce enough HEU for a bomb within a year.

THE THREAT FROM IRAN

An Iranian nuclear bomb means the end of the Nonproliferation Regime. There
will be a cascade of states, forgive the pun, that will be compelled to follow suit,
and other tyrants will simply follow Iran’s example. After all, what price has Tehran
really paid for shredding its NPT commitments so far?

Iran is the number one state sponsor of terrorism. Now, imagine terrorism with
impunity.

For the last two decades, the United States has not faced a hostile nuclear power.
If Iran had a nuclear weapon, we would be eyeball to eyeball with a very hostile
nuclear state. Iran with a nuclear weapon is, at best, a mini-Cuban missile crisis—
occurring about every month or so. Iran might interfere with the Straits of Hormuz,
or engage in some new act of terrorism, and every such provocation would put us
eyeball to eyeball, not with a Khrushchev, but with someone considerably less sane.

If the current regime in Iran thinks it is going to be overthrown, sensing their
days are numbered, they may decide that they might as well go out with a bang.
There are people in that regime who really believe their role is to bring about the
coming of the Mahdi, by confrontation and violence. We must not allow ourselves
to believe that we are safe here in the United States, behind a missile defense
shield that might work someday, somehow. It is easier to smuggle a nuclear weapon
than it is to smuggle a person across the United States border, and you do not have
to be a rocket scientist to hide a nuclear weapon inside a bale of marijuana.
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A LACK OF PRIORITIES

Yet American policy is adrift. On the one hand, we push policies anathema to
Russia, such as the eastward expansion of NATO; on the other hand, we basically
give China a free pass, allowing them to violate trade rules and run up a massive
trade surplus with the U.S. We never even hint that how we deal with these two
key countries will be determined by their assistance on Iran issues. Is it any wonder
both countries have worked to water-down all three of the U.N. Iran resolutions to
near irrelevance?

Unfortunately, we have never offered Russia anything in exchange for greater co-
operation on Iran. The keys in diplomacy are linkage and prioritization. We have
all but explicitly told Russia that whatever they do or do not do with Iran, it will
not affect our policies toward Chechnya, Abkhazia, Moldova, the pace and breadth
of NATO expansion or anything else that Russia cares about. We consistently offer
them nothing, and we do not link any other foreign policy consideration to Russia’s
help on Iran. With China, we have never done so much as hint that our trade rela-
tionship could be affected—perhaps through a tough response to currency manipula-
tion if China’s help is not forthcoming.

BUT DON'T WAIT FOR THE U.N.

We need to link our China and Russia policies to our Iran policy if we are to get
tough U.N. sanctions. But in the meantime we also need to push Europe and our
friends in Asia to stop doing business as usual with Iran, with or without the U.N.
We also need to redouble our own unilateral sanctions efforts.

The Bush Administration has essentially ignored the Iran Sanctions Act, which
allows them to slap penalties on foreign firms that help Iran develop its energy sec-
tor; opposes the Iran Counter-Proliferation Act, that would close loopholes in the
Iran Sanctions Act and impose other economic sanctions; has failed to prevent the
continued disbursement of $1.3 billion worth of World Bank loans to Iran; opposes
legislation that would merely authorize states, private pension and mutual fund
managers to divest from Iran; and even protects Iranian assets from being seized
to satisfy the court judgments of victims of Iranian terrorism. The Pentagon buys
from foreign suppliers that do business with Iran, supposedly an enemy of the
United States that helps kill our soldiers. It is easy to blame others, but we have
not even taken some very basic steps ourselves.

OUR CURRENT EFFORTS ARE NOT ENOUGH

The Treasury Department has achieved hero status in this story for its strategy
of “targeted sanctions,” whereby Treasury designates certain entities, most notably
Iranian banks, as supporting terrorism and/or proliferation activities. This imposes
a series of sanctions against the entities. In the case of banks, this does have the
benefit of prohibiting these from processing large, dollarized oil transactions, be-
cause they can no longer indirectly access the Federal Reserve.

Treasury has helped to create an atmosphere of risk associated with Iran that has
lead to a number of major financial institutions foregoing business with Iran. Treas-
ury directly lobbies financial services companies in Europe and elsewhere, warning
them that they need to be careful with Iranian relationships—these are the so-
called “informal sanctions.” The Administration as a whole claims that countries
and firms have taken other voluntary measures, reducing trade and export credits
for Iran, in response to similar efforts.

But we have to realize the inherent limits to these efforts. There was great fan-
fare about the new sanctions that were announced by the Administration on October
21 of last year, when Treasury banned three Iranian Banks, and also named the
Iranian Revolutionary Guards Corp (IRGC) as a Specially Designated Terrorist Or-
ganization.

Iran still sells oil, so the Iranians are obviously using alternative means of moving
money, or perhaps selling oil for Euros instead of dollars. Whichever one of these
alternatives they choose, it means they probably will sacrifice a only tiny portion
of their oil revenue.

Exhibit A is actually the World Bank, which briefly had to suspend assistance to
Iran because it used Bank Melli, one of the designated entities, to transfer funds
to its various projects there. They quickly overcame that hurdle, found other ways
‘fclo keep their precious development projects on track, and the dollars continue to

ow.

Upon designating the IRGC, Treasury’s press materials hinted at secondary sanc-
tions. In other words, if a European firm sells trucks to the IRGC, then the U.S.
government might shut down their operations here in the United States. But Under
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Secretary of the Treasury Stuart Levey stated later the same day that the United
States has no intention of pursuing secondary sanctions on those who continue to
do business with targeted Iranian entities. Remember, this group is actually impli-
cated in the killing of American troops in Iraq. I think that goes in the feckless cat-
egory.

We need to do a lot more to disrupt Iran’s economy if we are going to succeed,
but time is running out. Legislation is pending in the Congress to tighten sanctions.
The Administration does not like it. I urge them to come up with a strategy that
we can implement with them to increase the economic pressure. To do otherwise
would be both reckless and feckless.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Thank you very much.

We are going to try to get all opening statements of our members
in before we go to the floor for the last votes. So, considering the
limited time, the chair has consistently not used the clock but I
would just ask members if they could in brevity, just out of def-
erence to those who want to get it in before we recess.

The ranking member of the subcommittee.

Mr. Royce. Well, I want to thank the chairman for holding this
hearing.

I don’t think any of us dispute that Iran is one of our greatest
security challenges. It has been that way since the Carter adminis-
tration. It has been that way since the campaign to depose the
Shah. And it is not going to change any time soon.

A state sponsor of terrorism, Iran is aggressively meddling in
Iraq. It is meddling throughout the Middle East and even in our
hemisphere. And when I say “even in our hemisphere,” I say it be-
cause in my home State of California we had Mahmoud Karani
come over the border of California in the trunk of a car and make
his way all the way up, I think it was, to Detroit before he was
found to be here as a Hezbollah operative and along with some 50
other Hezbollah operatives who he was in contact with here in the
United States. He was arrested; he is now in Federal penitentiary.

I mention him also because his brother was in charge of security
for Hezbollah. He was trained in Iran. His brother was in charge
for security when I was in Haifa when it was being shelled in Au-
gust 2 years ago. And I saw the damage that his brother was able
to do, with those missiles slamming into residential sections of that
city, missiles coming from Syria and coming from Iran with 90,000
ball bearings in each one. And when I visited the trauma hospital
there, I saw a little bit of the effect of 30 days’ worth of attacks
by Hezbollah.

By the way, the Prime Minister of Israel told me that a lot of
the information they took, as they overran positions while I was
there, included information that showed the Iranian involvement in
the attacks, that showed Iranian officers had been present during
the firing of some of these missiles.

One of the other things he shared with me was the incomprehen-
sible nature of the way in which politics in the United States has
gotten to the point where the one asset that Israel had and the
United States had that he shared with me in this war was the abil-
ity electronically to monitor the phone conversations which would
come out of Beirut or come out of the Middle East or come out of
Pakistan so that people would know in advance about these at-
tacks, and the way in which we have allowed that information to
be broadcast—unfortunately, I might add, through partisanship—
be broadcast to the rest of the world, and, by the way, I would just
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add, the way in which right now it is much more difficult to mon-
itor Hezbollah’s operations.

So for those that are worried about what Iran and Hezbollah is
doing today, a little bit of assistance for Israel and for the United
States on the security front would be very, very helpful.

Now, yes, Iran appears to be near developing a nuclear arsenal.
And we can debate that timeline, but it is either a couple of years
or it is 5 years. What is certain is that regional security and our
security will be seriously harmed if Iran develops that weapon.

Our diplomatic efforts to prevent this were set back by last No-
vember’s National Intelligence Estimate. And I have got to tell you,
that NIE was botched. The Director of National Intelligence has ac-
knowledged its mishandling. The administration is correctly re-
casting the Estimate’s finding that Iran halted its nuclear weapons
program in 2003. Given Iran’s insistence on enriching uranium and
its ballistics missile program, it is clear to me that Iran has a nu-
clear weapons program.

But while the NIE has handicapped our efforts to build inter-
national pressure before its release, before the release of that re-
port, many countries were already making only half efforts in that
regard. For some, the NIE became an excuse for not taking actions
that they wouldn’t have taken anyway.

By those enthralled by multiculturalism, Russia and China have
consistently blocked tough actions against Iran at the United Na-
tions. This week in Shanghai, the major powers failed to agree on
a common negotiating position. China resisted sanctions once
again. Iran’s considerable oil resources, it seems, give it a big
shield, though many countries don’t even appear much bothered by
the spread of nuclear weapons.

So, let’s not pin this crisis wholly on U.S. policy shortcomings. It
is a policy shortcoming of the civilized world that is failing to come
together right now to bring the pressure that is needed.

And the U.S. has taken some innovative actions. The Treasury
Department has persuaded foreign banks not to provide financing
for exports to Iran or process its dollar transactions. Some of you
are familiar with those results.

More can be done to raise the cost of business in an already trou-
bled economy in Iran. We have a point now where you have hyper-
inflation, you have mass unemployment in Iran. That is because of
their centralized economy. It is also because of the actions being
taken by banks around the world. We should add Bank Markazi,
the central bank of terrorism. That should be targeted, and I am
sure it will be.

Several countries are reducing credits for exports to Iran. Many
of us have been involved in trying to get Europe to understand the
necessity of not financing, through these credits, the Iranian econ-
omy.

Radio broadcasting is a powerful tool that worked in Eastern Eu-
rope. It is a tool to foment dissent and pressure the regime. You
can listen to those programs and you can hear people say, “I have
been standing in line here for gas for 3 hours, and this regime has
the money to send to Hezbollah but not the money for refining here
in my own country?” You can hear those broadcasts broadcast
across the country.
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Multilateral discussions, they are okay, but sticks are a must.
The P5 plus 1 put many carrots on the table 2 years ago. They
even included allowing Iran to resume Iranian enrichment if prop-
erly safeguarded. And, again, Iran rejected this offer, gaining time.

Two years later, facing Iran’s nuclear push, time is not on our
side. We need to levy as much pressure as possible, building our
leverage as soon as possible. And we need to do it in a bipartisan
way.

Thank you.

Mr. ACKERMAN. We have barely 5 minutes before being on the
floor. Mr. Poe, do you think you can do this in a minute?

Mr. PoE. I will be as brief as I can, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.

Mr. ACKERMAN. You are recognized, sir.

Mr. PoE. Thank you.

I had the opportunity to be in Iraq over the Easter weekend to
see the military and see General Petraeus. And while there, on
Easter morning at 6 o’clock a.m., five rockets came into the area
in which a couple of us were staying. Later, we learned that those
rockets were all made in Iran. And we also learned that possibly
the people firing those rockets were just people that were paid
money by the Iranian Government to shoot those rockets into the
Green Zone, because it appears that Iran will pay anybody in Iraq
a couple hundred dollars of United States money to put IEDs in
the road or to shoot rockets. And after talking to General Petraeus,
I think what we are doing there is good, except the main problem,
of course, is the Iranians that are next door.

Iran has a history, a long history of being a rogue nation, and
continues to do so. And if we are looking for blame, we can go all
the way back to the Carter administration, where this mess started
and continues to this day.

And, for some reason, President Carter won’t leave well enough
alone, and he is meeting with our enemy, Hamas, tomorrow.
Hamas, Hezbollah, funded by the Iranian Government, they are
looking for any way they can to cause chaos in the world theater.
And that includes us.

Now, London Times reports that long-range ballistic missiles are
in the Iranian area, capable of reaching not only Europe but our
allies in the Middle East, including Israel. And so, each day that
passes, we are concerned about their growing military threat, and
now they are moving into the area of nuclear weapons.

I serve as one of the two Members of the United States House
of Representatives as a representative in the United Nations. And,
as we all know, the United Nations continues to pass sanction after
sanction after sanction against the Iranians, and of course we know
those are hollow words. It doesn’t seem to do much, in my opinion,
to stop the nuclear threat.

So my concern is, one, Mr. Ambassador, in the Iranian country
itself, how do the people of Iran feel about this situation? And is
there a movement in Iran to replace their own Government? What
is the status of that? What direction is it moving in? And of
course——

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Poe, we really do have to go vote.

Mr. POE. And I will have the other questions later.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. SHERMAN. Thank you.

[Recess.]

Mr. ACKERMAN. The subcommittee will come back to order.

I am pleased to welcome our two distinguished witnesses. I may
be critical of the administration’s policies, but I have nothing but
respect for the two exceptional public servants that we have with
us here today.

Ambassador Jeffrey D. Feltman is Principal Deputy Assistant
Secretary of State, Bureau for Near Eastern Affairs. A career mem-
ber of the Foreign Service since January 1986 until January 25th
of this year, he served as U.S. Ambassador for Lebanon, having
been sworn in in July 2004. He was head of the Coalition Provi-
sional Authority’s office in the Irbil province of Iraq and simulta-
neously served as Deputy Regional Coordinator for CPA’s northern
area. From August 2001 to December 2003, Ambassador Feltman
served at the U.S. Consulate-General in Jerusalem, first as Deputy
Principal Officer and then, from July 2001 until September 2002,
as Acting Principal Officer. In addition to staff positions in Wash-
ington, Ambassador Feltman has also served in Tel Aviv, Tunisia,
Hungary and Haiti.

Ambassador Feltman, it is nice to see you again. I think the last
time we met was a few years back, in Beirut.

Mr. Daniel Glaser is the Treasury Department’s Deputy Assist-
ant Secretary for Terrorist Financing and Financial Crimes. He is
the primary Treasury official responsible for the development and
coordination of international anti-money laundering and counter
terrorist financing policy. He serves as the head of the U.S. delega-
tion to the Financial Action Task Force, and is co-chair of FATF
Working Group on Terrorist Financing. Mr. Glaser previously
served as the first Deputy of the Executive Office of Terrorist Fi-
nancing and Financial Crimes, which was established in March
2003, and prior to that as a Director of the Money Laundering and
Financial Crimes section within the Treasury’s Office of Enforce-
ment. Mr. Glaser has also served as senior counsel for financial
crimes in the Office of the Treasury’s General Counsel, and prior
to that as an attorney in the U.S. Secret Service Office of the Chief
Counsel.

Welcome to both of you.

Without objection, your entire statements will be placed in the
record. And I would ask, if possible, if you can summarize those
statements in about 5 minutes each.

Ambassador Feltman, we will turn to you, and then we will turn
to Mr. Glaser.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE JEFFREY FELTMAN, PRIN-
CIPLE DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY, BUREAU FOR NEAR
EASTERN AFFAIRS, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Mr. FELTMAN. Thank you, Chairman Ackerman, Chairman Sher-
man, other representatives and distinguished members of this com-
mittee. Thank you for this opportunity to discuss U.S. policy op-
tions regarding Iran.

I would like to put Iran in context by noting some of the other
challenges it poses to United States interests; namely, its desta-
bilizing regional policies, its role as the world’s leading state spon-
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sor of terrorism, and the regime’s oppression of its own people, its
oppression of Iranian society.

But, first, I would like to offer a word of personal thanks to
Chairman Ackerman for his leadership on Lebanon. There are
many Lebanese who were heartened by the strong words, by the
measures that Chairman Ackerman took in supporting Lebanese
freedom from Iranian and Syrian control. And it was a source of
strength for me during my 3%%2 years that I was in Lebanon.

So thank you very much, Chairman, for your leadership on Leb-
anon.

I also want to thank Mr. Pence for mentioning the important an-
niversary tomorrow. I think it is appropriate that we are discussing
Iran now, this week, when we are commemorating tomorrow, the
25th anniversary of the bombing of the United States Embassy in
Beirut.

Iran’s targeting of United States personnel of course began early
with the 1979 takeover of the United States Embassy in Tehran,
but it took on a new order of magnitude in Beirut in 1983. So
throughout my tenure as Ambassador to Lebanon, I faced the prob-
lem of Iranian support for terrorism every day in the form of
Hezbollah.

In terms of Iran’s destabilizing behavior, Iran undermines the
elected Government of Iraq and endangers our soldiers and dip-
lomats by providing lethal support to Iraqi militants.

Speaking about Iran’s maligned influence in Iraq, on April 10th
the President said that the Iranian regime has a choice to make:
It can choose to live in peace with its neighbor, enjoying strong eco-
nomic, religious and cultural ties; or it can continue to arm, fund
and train illegal militant groups which are terrorizing the Iraqi
people and turning them against Iran.

While we would like to see a peaceful relationship between Iran
and Iraq, make no mistake, the United States will act to protect
its interests, our troops and our Iraqi partners.

We have talked about Iran’s destabilizing influence in Lebanon,
but Iran also undermines the Israeli-Palestinian peace process
through its support for terrorist groups. In Afghanistan, Iran desta-
bilizes the Karzi government through assistance to the Taliban.

Let’s now turn to the nuclear issue, which is the topic of the tes-
timony today.

Iran continues its disregard for the demands of both the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency and the United Nations Security
Council for the suspension of its enrichment and related reprocess-
ing activities.

The December 2007 National Intelligence Estimate, which many
of you mentioned in the opening remarks, makes clear that Iran’s
leadership remains committed to two key elements of building a
nuclear weapon: Acquisition of high-grade nuclear material and de-
velopment of a capable delivery system. And, as Chairman Sher-
man and others noted, Tehran can restart the third element,
weaponization, any time and, conceivably, could have already taken
that step.

We remain committed to finding a multilateral, diplomatic solu-
tion to address the threat posed by Iran’s nuclear proliferation sen-
sitive activities and its overall destabilizing influence in the region.
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We are pursuing a dual-track strategy toward Iran in concert
with the five permanent members of the Security Council plus Ger-
many, what we call the P-5 plus 1.

The first track is the incremental escalation of pressure that you
have asked for, Mr. Chairman, in your remarks, incremental pres-
sure to encourage the Iranian regime to revise their strategic nu-
clear calculus, to abandon once and for all Iran’s long-term nuclear
weapons ambition.

The second track of our policy is that P-5 plus 1 package of in-
centives that would cover the gamut of political, economic, tech-
nical and social benefits, including the guarantee of nuclear fuel for
a genuinely verifiable civilian nuclear energy program.

In addition, Secretary Rice has stated numerous times in an offer
first made in May 2006 that, should Iran meet its Security Council
obligation to suspend Iranian enrichment and other proliferation
sensitive activities, at that time she would personally sit down with
her Iranian counterpart anyplace, any time, to discuss all issues.

Let’s look at the pressure points. Over the past year, we have
had a number of successes in working with our partners to increase
the pressure. In March 2007, the Security Council unanimously
passed, under Chapter 7, U.N. Security Council Resolution 1747,
which followed up on an earlier one of the previous December,
1737. The pressure increased again with the passage last month,
on March 3rd, of U.N. Security Council Resolution 1803.

We believe that the strong support for 1803, the fact that we are
able to maintain the international consensus regarding Iran’s nu-
clear ambitions, shocked Tehran and further demonstrated the
international community’s profound concerns over Iran’s nuclear
program.

Iran’s cooperation with the IAEA to date has been incomplete
and fitful, and the U.N. Security Council has requested a follow-
up report from the IAEA on or about June 3rd to answer two sim-
ple questions: Has Iran fully and verifiably suspended its prolifera-
tion sensitive nuclear activities? And is Tehran in compliance with
its international obligations as outlined by the IAEA Board of Gov-
ernors in U.N. Security Council Resolutions 1737, 1747 and 18037

I assure you, Mr. Chairman, the United States will continue to
pressure Iran through a range of financial matters, both unilater-
ally and in coordination with the international community, to halt
Iran’s nuclear proliferation efforts as well as to stop its support of
terrorism. I am sure Danny will go into more detail on the impor-
tant role Treasury is playing, and many of you made reference to
that in your own remarks.

But let me say that this strategy is working. Around the world,
firms and banks are pulling back from investments in or deals with
Iran. More and more firms, countries, companies, individuals are
recognizing the risks of doing business with Iran.

In closing, I note that Secretary Rice noted at Davos that the
United States has no desire to have a permanent enemy in Iran,
even after 29 years of difficult history. We have no conflict with the
Iranian people. And an important part of our Iranstrategy is to
build bridges to the people themselves through exchanges and
other outreach programs, such as the broadcasting that is so im-
portant.
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And, indeed, should Iran comply with its U.N. Security Council
obligation to suspend enrichment and cooperate with the IAEA, the
Secretary has said, and I quote:

“We could begin negotiations and we could work over time to
build a new, more normal relationship, one defined not by fear
and mistrust but growing cooperation, expanding trade and ex-
change, and the peaceful management of our differences.”

Iran should take this opportunity to rejoin the international com-
munity, build better lives for its people, and support peace and sta-
bility in the region.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Feltman follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE JEFFREY FELTMAN, PRINCIPLE DEPUTY
ASSISTANT SECRETARY, BUREAU FOR NEAR EASTERN AFFAIRS, U.S. DEPARTMENT
OF STATE

U.S. POLICY ON IRAN

Chairman Ackerman, Chairman Sherman, Representative Pence, Representative
Royce and distinguished Members of the Committee, thank you for inviting me here
today to discuss U.S. policy on Iran. Iran presents a profound threat to U.S. na-
tional security interests. The radical regime in Tehran threatens regional and inter-
national security through its pursuit of technologies that could give it the capability
to produce nuclear weapons, its support for terrorist groups and militants in Iragq,
Afghanistan, Syria, Lebanon, and the Palestinian territories, its destabilizing re-
gional activities, and its lack of respect for human rights and civil society.

From its location at the crossroads of the Middle East and South Asia, a nuclear-
armed Iran would threaten countries on three continents, and potentially even the
U.S. homeland directly sometime late next decade. A nuclear-armed Iran would also
intimidate moderate states in the region and embolden Iran’s support for Hizballah,
certain Iraqi Shia militants, the Taliban, and Palestinian terrorist and rejectionist
groups. The international community’s failure to prevent Iran’s acquisition of such
weapons would additionally imperil the international nonproliferation regime by
casting into doubt our collective ability and commitment to prevent the spread of
weapons of mass destruction and spurring Iran’s neighbors and others to develop
nuclear weapons. Meanwhile, the influence of former and current Islamic Revolu-
tionary Guard Corps (IRGC) members in Iranian society has grown over the past
five years. The IRGC, the military vanguard of the Iranian revolution, is a key actor
in Iran’s ballistic missile program and in Iranian support for terrorism. IRGC affili-
ates in national security related agencies have sought greater control of Iranian
strategic policy, while the IRGC and IRGC-owned companies have acquired millions
of dollars in government contracts. Iran’s disregard for international law and ongo-
ing support for terrorism highlight the necessity of continuing pressure to undercut
the Iranian regime’s ambitions and to limit its destabilizing activities throughout
the region.

In recognition of these threats, our goal is to convince Iran to forever abandon
its nuclear weapons ambitions and urge Tehran to become a better neighbor in the
region. The U.S. approach is informed by two guiding documents: the National Secu-
rity Strategy of 2002 (updated in 2006) and the National Strategy to Combat Weap-
ons of Mass Destruction of 2002. In both documents, the United States makes clear
that it will not permit countries to develop weapons of mass destruction in con-
travention of their international obligations or to utilize those weapons to threaten
the United States, its allies, and its friends. To respond to the range of challenges
presented by Iran the Administration has stressed the use of all tools and options
available, including multilateral diplomacy, financial measures, counterproliferation
?ctions such as interdictions, and, as a final resort, the threat and use of military
orce.

We are committed to a diplomatic solution to pressure the Iranian regime to
change its behavior on the nuclear issue. The U.S. diplomatic strategy toward Iran
consists of a dual-track approach in concert with the other permanent members of
the UN Security Council—China, France, Russia, and the United Kingdom—plus
Germany (the P5+1). These tracks are mutually reinforcing and complementary.
The first is the escalation of pressure on the Iranian regime to help prompt a revi-
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sion of their strategic nuclear calculus, specifically, a decision to abandon once and
for all any long-term nuclear weapons ambitions. Without a change in the regime’s
strategic course, the U.S. and our partners will work together to consider additional
measures. Also to help prompt such a strategic shift, the second track of our policy
is represented by our standing offer of a generous package of incentives that cover
the gamut of political, economic, technological, and social benefits that would accrue
to the Iranian people were the regime to resolve international concerns with its nu-
clear activities. As part of this offer, Secretary Rice announced in May 2006 that,
should Iran create the necessary conditions for negotiations by meeting its UNSC
obligation to suspend all uranium enrichment-related and other proliferation-sen-
sitive activities, she would be willing to meet with her Iranian counterpart any
place, at any time, to discuss any issue.

Since May, 2006, we have presented Iran with an increasingly stark choice be-
tween two paths: confrontation and isolation; or, cooperation and reward. Critical
elements of this strategy include:

e Multilateral pressure via escalating sanctions at the UNSC and elsewhere;

e Unilateral sanctions, including U.S. designations of Iranian banks and other
entities involved in Iran’s proliferation-related activities and support for ter-
rorism;

e Support for the ongoing IAEA investigation;

e The P5+1 incentives package and Secretary Rice’s promise of wide-ranging
talks should Iran suspend its enrichment-related and reprocessing activities;
and,

e Qutreach to the Iranian people through exchange programs, Farsi-language
broadcasting, and support for civil society.

While we believe we are having an impact, we have yet to achieve our specific
objective of persuading Iran to step off its current nuclear course. However, Iran’s
past behavior shows that it can be responsive to international pressure.

Multilateral Approach

Multilateral diplomacy is the predominant element of our strategy. Since aspects
of Iran’s covert nuclear program were first disclosed publicly in August 2002, the
international community has agreed to three rounds of increasingly punitive Chap-
ter VII UNSC sanctions on Iran, demonstrating international resolve that Iran must
meet its nuclear nonproliferation obligations.

Following the August 2002 revelations, the JAEA undertook an extensive inves-
tigation into Iran’s nuclear program. This investigation uncovered numerous viola-
tions of Iran’s IAEA Safeguards Agreement, including nuclear facilities and activi-
ties Iran had failed to declare to the IAEA, as well as Iranian procurement of sen-
sitive nuclear items and materials from illicit nuclear supply networks. These seri-
ous violations led the TAEA Board of Governors in September 2005 to find Iran in
noncompliance with its Safeguards Agreement and, subsequently, to report the issue
to the United Nations Security Council in February 2006.

The Board’s actions in February led to the UN Security Council adopting a Presi-
dential Statement in March 2006 and Resolution 1696 in July 2006. Both called on
Iran to suspend its proliferation sensitive nuclear activities (relating to uranium en-
richment-related, reprocessing, and heavy water-related production) and cooperate
fully with the TAEA; the latter warned of the imposition of sanctions absent Iran’s
suspension. Iran’s decision not to heed Resolution 1696 led to the UN Security
Council adopting Resolution 1737 (December 2006), which imposed the first set of
Chapter VII sanctions on Iran. Unfortunately, Iran continued to ignore the demands
of the Council. In response, the Council adopted Resolution 1747 (March 2007) and
Resolution 1803 (March 2008), imposing two more rounds of sanctions on Iran.

These sanctions, inter alia:

e Require 