‘0 an exclusively academic audience. Articles 3
proximately five thousand waords in length
in a readable, non-technical style. Footnotes
1pt to a minimurmn. Articles may be sent by
» editor at the following address:
dialogue.org

‘y articles may be sent on IBM-compatible
isk with accompanying printout to the editor;
Box above. Manuscripts will not be returned, '

egue is abstracted or indexed in the

al Bibtiography of the Social Sciences, PAIS

al, Sociological Abstracts, Social Services

nd Linguistic & Language Behavior Abstracts, -

tre for World Dialogue
30-0590

" Monrtssalli, Associate Professor of Political
American University of Beirut

-a, Professor of Sociolegy and
of the Department of Sociology, :
ty of Padova, kaly '

1_e_au, former Erench ambassador ta Turkey

isia

st for Le Monde Diplomatigue

sikal, Professor of Political 5cience and Director

‘eptre for Middle Eastern and Central Asian
Australian National University

2l-Karim _Soroush, Senior Member of the
W fo( Philosophy and Director, Institute for
iological Research, Tehran

anos, f‘ro_fgssor of Economics at the University of
and Virginia Polytechnic institute and State
ity, US

Volume 8 » Numiber 1-2 ¢ Winter /Spring 2006

GLOBAL
DIALOGUE

nuclear perils

Contents

Editor’s Note
Prospects for Preventing Nuclear Proliferation
DAVID KRIEGER
Bush and the Bomb: [ndermining Non-Proliferation
NATALIE ). GOLDRING
Navigating the Secand Nuclear Age: Proliferation and Deterrence in the Tiventy-First Cemiury
C. DALE WALTON
A Cloak for Proliferators? The Suspicions That Impede a Nuclear Weapons Convention
TANYA OGILVIE-WHITE ’
Understanding and Stopping Nuclear and Radiological Terrorism
CHARLES D. FERGUSON AND JOEL O. LUBENAU )
Terrovism and Weapons of Mass Destruction: How fo Prevent the Deadly Nexus
ALISTAIR MILLAR }
Iran and the West: The Path o Nuclear Deadlock
SEYYED HOSSEIN MOUSAVIAN
Rhetoric for War: First Irag. Then fran?
CYRUS SAFDAR!
The Kovean Conundrum: A Regional Answer 10 the Nuclear Crisis
WADE L. HUNTLEY
Israel’s Open Secret: Time 10 Confront the Taboo
AKIVA ORR
Nuclear Favouritism: Bush, India, and Pakistan
RAJU G. C. THOMAS
Britain’s Trusty Trident? Neither Independent Ror & Deterrent
KATE HUDSON
A. Q. Khans Nuclear Hubris
CHRISTOPHER CLARY

ili

11
22
32
44
59
69
80
93

103

124

130




D

ernational agreements 1o
: WMD, and to regulate
-usable technologies.

he CTR programme and
mtrol and secure fissile
‘mer Soviet Union and

10tice weapons inspec- ;
Iraq model, applied as
yan on WMD.,
i the United Nations and ‘
nstitutions in enforcing
§ control agreements and
inspections.

jolicy tools are part of a
gy that emphasises co- §
eralism, prevention over
-aceful diplomatic mea-
rce as the primary means
. These tools offer a
e “force of law” rather
e”, one that relies on the
than military might, and
ul diplomatic means to
nd secure future. a

Iran and the West:

The Path to Nuclear Deadlock

SEYYED HOSSEIN MOUSAVIAN

ran’s present situation regarding its nuclear

policies is subject to the relative influence

of the Islamic Republic’s retationships with
Europe and with the United States. Since the
days of Iran’s difficulties with the West in the
1990s, Enrope and the United States have taken
markedly different stands. In the immediate
aftermath of the Iran-Iraq War, aggressively
launched by Iraq, Iran made active efforts to
cultivate better relations with Europe. Iran in
particular attempted to develop its relationship
with Britain, France and (West) Germany, the
three states which currently constitute the
European Union troika, the EU-3, which has
been negotiating with Tran on nuclear issues.
France and Britain are both recognised nuclear-
weapon states, while Germany was the country
Iran turned to for nuclear technology to com-
plete its nuclear reactor at Bushehr after the
severance of its relations with the United
States. Iran’s relations with Germany, where
the present author was privileged to serve as the
Islamic Republic’s ambassador from 1990 to
1997, were based on a long mutual history of
trade and cultural exchange. These ties con-
trasted with the difficulty of Iran’s relations
with the United States, which began with the
Islamic Revolution.

Seyved Hossein Mousavian is adviser to the secrelary of
Jran’s National Sccurity Council, and deputy for interna-
tional issues of the Center for Strategic Research in Tehran.
He was previously the senior nuclear negotiator for fran in
talks with the Enropean Union and general director far

western Europe in the franian joreign ministry.

Europe’s ‘Critical Dialogue’

Iran’s relations with Europe faltered, how-
ever, during the course of the 1990s, for a
number of reasons. The Eurepean Union and
its member states had long viewed with some
concern Iranian attitudes in the field of human
rights. Britain was particularly concerned
because of the farwa, or religious decree,
issued by Ayatollah Khomeini in February
1989, declaring it legitimate to seek the death
of the British writer Salman Rushdie because
of the content of his book, The Satanic Verses.
This led to a brief break in diplomatic rela-
ttons between Britain and Iran.

In addition, there was a wave of terrorist
attacks on opponents of the [slamic Republic
abroad, especially in Europe. In the case of
Germany, relations were strained in Sep-

" tember 1992 when four Kurdish-Iranian dissi-

dents were murdered in the “Mykonos”
restaurant in Berlin. An attempt was made to
resolve these difficulties by instituting the so-
called “critical dialogue™ at the EU summit in
Edinburgh in December 1992, when the Euro-
pean Union expressed the view that Iran’s
importance in the Middle East justified the
maintenance of a dialogue with Tehran, but
one that reflected concern about Iranian
behaviour.

The United States did not associate itself
with this move, not only cxpressing dissatis-
faction with Iran’s human rights record, but
also voicing allegations over Iran’s attitude to
the development of weapons of mass destruc-
tion (WMD) and its stance on the Middle East
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peace process, The critical dialogue faltered in
1997, when the verdict of the Berlin court
investigation into the Mykonos affair asserted
that senior franian officials were implicated in
planning the attack and had implicitly
approved its execution. However, diplomatic
efforts on both sides resulted in the restoration

of the diplomatic process.

Iran’s Need for Nuclear Power

Broadly, it could be said that the differ-
ences of opinion over Iran between Europe
and the United States in the 1990s have con-
tributed directly to their differences of
approach to Iran’s nuclear programme. The
United States, in attempting to justify its
opposition to Iran's peaceful nuclear pro-
gramme, asks why [ran seeks to develop
nuclear power for civil use, when its exports
of oil and gas show that it already has plentiful
energy resources. US government spokesmen
have repeatedly raised this issue. On 24 June
2004, US under-secretary of state John R.
Bolton, addressing the House International
Relations Committee on the Middle East and
Central Asia, said of Iran’s nuclear pro-
gramine that

No comparable oil-rich nation has ever
engaged or would be engaged, in this set of
activities—or would pursue them for
nearly two decades behind a confinuing
cloud of secrecy and lies to JAEA [Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency} inspectors
and the international community—unless
it was dead set on building nuclear

weapons.

It might be noted that the United States does
not chaltenge the nght of other oil-rich coun-
tries to develop their nuclear resources. It
should be stressed, however, that Iran’s search

for miclear power is nothing new, and that it is
being undertaken for very good reasons,
developed below.

It must be repeated that Iran also empha-
sises a number of basic issues in relation to its
membeiship of the nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty (NPT) and its nuclear activities. Prime
among these is that Iran, like all other parties
to the NPT, has an inalienable right to nuclear
energy for peaceful purposes, and has a right
to access nuclear material, equipment and
information. No further or special justifica-
tion is required by any state to pursue an
inalienahle right conferred by the NPT. Iran
cannot accept that its membership of the NPT
places it in a different position from that of
other members. Iran wishes to exercise its
right to employ nuclear technology in the
fields of medicine, industry and agricultural
science, as do other states, Most crucially,
however, Iran’s principal concern is its need to
develop nuclear technology for use in gener-
ating energy.

Iran has sought to diversify into nuclear
power since the era of the late shah, at a time
when the policy enjoyed American endorse-
ment. The NPT was ratified by Iran in March
1970, after which Iran embarked legitimately
on civil nuclear research as provided for under
Article IV of the treaty. In the early 1970s, an
American study concluded that Iran would
require by 1990 an electrical capacity of
twenty thousand megawatts and recom-
mended that steps should be embarked upon
to achieve this goal. At the time, it appeared
that, despite Iran’s energy capacity, this target
could be reached only by utilising nuclear
power. In the early 1970s, according to declas-
sified US government documents, the United
States encouraged the shah to acquire @
number of nuclear reactors. Only seven
months before the Islamic Revolution, the
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final draft of a United States—Iran nuclear
agreement was signed, which was intended to
promote and regulate co-aperation on civil
nuclear technology. After the revolution, of
course, American assistance was no longer
forthcoming,

Iran’s nuclear programme has been and is
entirely concerned with the generation of
power. Its current rationale is to free oil pro-
duction for export in order to enhance Iran’s
ability to earn foreign exchange. Iran’s present
energy requirements necessitate the domestic
consumption of more than half its oil produc-
tion. Meanwhile, Iran’s domestic needs con-
tinue to grow, in proportion to the progressive
implementation of the country’s economic
development plans. At its current growth rate,
Iran will need at least an additional two thou-
sand megawatts of electricity each vear. Iran
in fact urgently seeks a nuclear-power genera-
tion capacity of a further seven thousand
megawatts. If it fails to identify new oil
resources within its borders, Iran’s domestic
energy consumption will within a few years
absorb the countrvs entire oil production,
assuming that production remains constant at
its present level. This would have highly detri-
mental economic consequences, since oil rev-
enue 1S lran’s principal source of foreign
exchange, a situation unlikely to alier in the
near future. Indeed, in the worst-case scenario,
Iran could become an importer of oil.

A further consideration is that oil can be
processed by Iran’s developing petrochemical
industry, offering the possibility of substan-
tially greater added value than from the simple
export of oil. In the shorter term, it is not fea-
sible for Iran to exploit its abundant alternative
fossil-fuel resource, natural gas, because of the
costs of development and the timescale
required for full exploitation. The conclusion
is clear: the generation of energy from nuclear

power plants makes good economic sense. It
should be borne in mind that Iran has been
investing in muclear development for thirty
years, and that it is of the greatest importance
to carry this investment through to fruition,
thus realising the desired objective of pro-
viding Iran with the larger and more consistent
foreign income resulting from the ability to
sell a greater portion of its oil supply on the
foreign market over a longer period.

Uranium Enrichment

As to why Iran is developing the tech-
nology of uranium enrichment, at the project
based at its nuclear facility at Natanz, south of
Tehran, the reasons lie in the inadvisability for
Iran of allowing its nuclear programme to
remain at the level of building enly light-
water reactors, such as that at Bushehr, and of
continuing to rely excessively on international
assistance. Iran’s experience of international
co-operation in the construction of nuclear
power plants has not been a happy one. The
construction of the one thousand-megawatt
reactor at Bushehr has taken the international
community—first the United States, then
Germany, and now Russia—some thirty
years. In the light of fran’s historical experi-
ence, therefore, there are strong reasons why
Iran should rely on its own indigenous nuclear
technology to produce the nuclear fuel it
needs for its own legitimate purposes, espe-
ctally since this technology and this field of
nuclear activity are entirely permissible under
the terms of the NPT. Iran’s enrichment pro-
gramme for the production of fuel is con-
ducted under the stringent regime of safe-

B T - I IR S

guards and additional inapcumub laid dowii
by the Additional Protocol prescribed by the
IAEA and signed by Iran in December 2003.
Iran is also prepared to provide any further
assurances which may be required that its
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activities in this field will continue to be
restricted to peaceful purposes, precisely as is
the case with other states which conduct
active fuel-enrichment programmes.

It should be noted that the heavy-water
nuclear reactor Iran plans at Arak, which is
only a forty-megawatt research reactor, is at a
very early stage of design. The criticism has
been made that heavy-water reactors are too
costly for power generation, but can be used to
produce plutonium for nuclear weapons. How-
ever, Tehran reaffirms the civilian nature of
this project and stresses its role in legitimate
research. When Iran first embarked on its
research projects in the field of nuclear tech-
nology, it was initially uncertain whether either
its uranium-enrichment programime or the pro-
duction of heavy water would be successful. In
the event, both were successful, and Iran now
has the technology to produce heavy water.
Consequently, Iran has taken the decision to
construct this forty-megawatt research reactor,
which is specifically designed to produce
radioisotopes for research purposes. Many
non-nuclear-weapon states legitimately pos-
sess such heavy-water reactors, which are gen-
erally easier to construct and operate com-
pared to other types of reactor. In addition, Iran
sees no legal constraints under the NPT
against peaceful applications of nuclear tech-
nology such as this project, which moreover is
being carried out under the full safeguards pro-
vided for by the Additional Protocol. Iran puts
greater priority on self-sufficiency in pro-
ducing the radioisotopes it may need for
research purposes than on the manner in which
they are produced, whether by light-water or
heavy-water technology.

iran, the IAEA, and the EU-3
The present deadlock over Iran’s nuclear
programune arose following a number of prior

developments. After the revelation in early
2003 of the level of Iran’s existing capability
in the development of the nuclear fuel-cycle,
the issue was referred to the IAEA’s Board of
Governors. The latter’s imposition of addi-
tional controls immediately transformed
Iran’s fuel-cycle capability into an interna-
tional issue. Iran was requested to co-operate
actively with the demands of the JAEA in
addressing and clarifying questions about its
nuclear activities and to sign the Additional
Protocol, with the effect of subjecting Iran to
measures of control and surveillance not
applied to other NPT parties. Iran was also
required to suspend its uranium-enrichment
and related activities. Iran rejected these
demands, which aroused a level of concern,
both in Iran and among the mternational com-
munity, since 4 regional and indeed an inter-
national cnsis could have arisen had the issue
been referred, as threatened, to the United
Nations Security Council in November 2003,

The visit to Iran on 21 October 2003 of the
troika of the foreign ministers of France, Ger-
many and Britain, the E1J-3, resulted in the
Tehran Declaration, raising hopes that a
peaceful resolution to the crisis could be
agreed. In this declaration, Iran agreed to

extend its full co-operation to the IAEA, to

present the latter with a full report of its past
and present nuclear activities, whether previ-
ously declared or not, and to sign and imple-
ment on a provisional basis the Additional
Protacol. Iran notified the IAEA of its will-
ingness to sign the Additional Protocol on 10
November 2003, mforming it on the same
date of its agreement voluntarily to suspend
its uranium-enrichment activities, and inviting
the IAEA to verify for itself that the suspen-
sion had indeed taken place. In return for
Iran’s commitments, the EU-3 agreed to help
Iran resolve its special difficulties within the
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TAEA, to initiate a programme of technolog-
ical co-operation with Iran, and to work with
it to eliminate WMD fromn the region.

In Iran’s view, the report of the IAEA’%
director-general, Mohamed ElBaradei, of 10
November 2003 took an unnecessarily nega-
tive tone, implying that Iran had been in
breach of the NPT Howéver, his further state-
ment of 20 November 2003 took a more
objective position, reflecting more clearly the
fact that there was no link between Iran’s hith-
erto undeclared nuclear activities and any
kind of nuclear-weapons programme. The
statement established a number of mutually
agreed facts relating to Iran’s uranium-enrich-
ment programme. Among Iran’s hitherto
undeclared, but nonetheless legitimate, activi-
ties were the following:

* Iran conceded that substantial research
had been undertaken at laboratory level in
converting uranium oxides to UF6, the com-
pound required for enrichment by centrifuge.
Much of this research, however, was in the
public domain, having been published as uni-
versity dissertations and theses.

* Iran agreed that it held some five hun-
dred tonnes of imported uranium oxide. This
had, however, been under IAEA safeguard,
and only fifty kilograms of it had so far been
enriched.

* Iran had in fact provided the IAEA with
details of its plans for a uranium-enrichment
facility, which was still not functional in 2003,
As regards the laser enrichment of uranium, a
contract had been signed before the Islamic
Revolution with a US company to provide this

technique, but only laboiaiory aciivities had
been undertaken.

* Regarding centrifuge enrichment, Iran’s
existing activity was much below operational
level. Only 10 machines had been installed

and tested, and not even a single cascade of
164 machines had yet been installed. It should
be noted that a very large array of such cen-
trifiges is necessary to fulfil the requirements
of a single nuclear power plant. Moreover, the
maximum enrichment potential of Iran’s pro-
Jected installation would be 3.5 per cent, while
weapons-grade urapium requires greater
capacity.

* Finally, plutonium separation had taken
place only in the laboratory, and had in any
case ceased in 1992,

A number of related issues of detail were
raised by the TAEA in 2004. Further suspen-
sions of Iran’s uranium-enrichment activities
were requested, and Tehran was required to
provide more details. These included a request
to explain the presence of traces of highly
enriched uranium found in Iran’s facilities,
and the use of advanced P-2 centrifuges,
which facilitate the enrichment of uranium to
weapons grade. However, the IAEA has
accepted that major progress has been made
on tesolving how Iran’s facilities came to be
contaminated with high-grade uranium. It was
thus accepted that the traces found did not
indicate contamination occurring tn Iran, but
derived from previous use of the equipment in
another country. This is a key conclusion,
from which it follows that Tran’s statements on
this issue have been accurate and that Tran is
not conducting a military nuclear programme.
In order finally to determine the issue of con-
tamination, all imported centrifuge compo-
nents obtained through intermediaries would
need to be traced back to their origins, estab-
lishing where such components were manu-
factured, used and stored. Tran does not at pre-
sent have access to this information, but is co-
operating with the IAEA and with third coun-
iries to establish the relevant facts.




11its back on legitimate
t have emerged in the
1y of struggle, which
mposed upon it by the
wers since the Islamic

the demand is being
le its inalienable rights
rehest of foreign states
solitical considerations
tively to Iran and not to
wve achieved a com-
le. For a multiplicity of
zptable to Iran. It has,
1 the EU-3 to provide
elating to the peaceful
ent programme. More
ran’s accepiance of the
tocol, Iran continues to
ssurances that its pro-
al nature,

say that Iran’s nuclear
response to perceived
other states, such as
threat arising from the
and Afghanistan. It is
ct to adduce the exis-
3 evidence that Iran is
-Weapons programe.
‘zerned by the fact that
stantial nuclear arsenal,
i of nuclear weapons
:ars on this score. Simi-
regarding the US mili-
ion would in no way be

1nlany wasnnng
3G55C55 DUCiSar weapons.

X
=4

ear weapons would nei-
! security nor in reality
1 of security enjoyed by
has been suggested that

MOUSAVIANSIRAN AND THE WESTe75

the nuclear-weapons capacity of India and
Pakistan constitutes a reason why Iran night
also wish to become a de facto nuclear-
weapon state. Neither, India nor Pakistan,
however, presents any strategic threat to Iran,
nor are their weapons liable in any conceiv-
able circumstances to be deployed against the
Islamic Republic.

In terms of the broader security issues,
Iran is the only country in the Middle East
which has signed not only the NPT but aiso
the Chemical Weapons Convention and the
Biological Weapons Convention. lran has
accepted the maximum level of commitment
not to develop WMD. Parties to the Chemical
Weapons Convention have expressed their sat-
isfaction with the level of Iran’s compliance.

Iran agreed to the IAFA’s request for
inspections to the extent of some one thou-
sand person-days of onsite inspection in 2004,
It has opened civilian sites to inspection on
request, as well as providing access to military
instailations. This level of access is unique in
the history of the IAEA, and has previously
neither been requested nor granted in the case
of any other state that is party to the NPT.
These considerations are themselves a telling
response to the accusation levelled primarily
by the United States that Iran seeks to develop
non-conventional weapons, including nuclear
weapons, and especially to the wildest accusa-
tions that fran is seeking to marry nuclear
warheads to long-range missiles.

The United States should also bear in
mind that the best way to ensure full interna-
tional compliance with the NPT is not to
request the JAEA to exceed its provisions
regarding the activities of any ember state.
Any such imposition of supplementary
requirements serves only to weaken the NPT
in the long run. Full commitment by both Iran
and the United States to the provisions of the

NPT would in itself be a route towards a
reduction of tensions and the resolution of
nuclear differences between the two countries.
If such differences remain unresolved, the
bilateral, regional and international situations
can only become niore difficult,

Finally, Iran does not intend at any stage
to declare itself a nuclear-weapon state, nor
could this become the policy of the Islamic
Republic. Iran’s Supreme Leader, Ayatollah
Khamenei, pronounced a fatwa as long ago as
1996 against the development, production or
use of nuclear weapons, expressing a reserva-
tion only over Iran’s right to continue its
efforts in the field of peaceful nuclear tech-
nology. On 13 September 2004, an Iranian
foreign ministry spokesman drew attention to
the continuing validity of this fatwa, ahead of
the IAEA Board of Governors meeting of that
date. and Ayatollah Khamenei made a point
of publicly reaffirming his stand against
nuclear weapons in a sermon delivered in
Tehran on 5 November 2004. Public opinion
is of course a factor in this matter, and it is
clear that some Iranians believe Iran should
develop nuclear weapons as a safeguard
against regional threats against the country.
However, it should be understood that the
pronunciation of such a farwa by the Supreme
Leader already carries mare weight with the
Iranian people than any international agree-
ment. Iran is in fact prepared to shoulder the
responsibility for leading a movement to ban
WMD from the Middle East and to eliminate
nuclear weapons from the region, since it
believes that this is the best way to obtain
security for itself. Iran says “yes” to peaceful
nuclear technology, but “no” to nuclear
weapons. Iran has no difficulty now or in the
future over declaring its commitment to
transparency, ce-operation, commitment and
engagement in this entire field.
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aspects of these issues have been resolved, but
the agency continues to request minor clarifi-
cations, particularly regarding Iran’s use of the
newer P-2 centrifuges. It should be pointed

out that Iran’s work with P-2 centrifuges has:

not gone beyond the preliminary stages.

In relation to the demand by the EU-3 that
Iran suspend its uranium-enrichment pro-
grammme, Iran’s position was that it had ful-
filled its part of the Tehran agreement of
October 2003, voluntarily suspending its
enrichment activities on a temporary basis in
order to enhance international confidence in
the peaceful nature of the programme. Iran
took this agreement as meaning that it could
continue to construct centrifuges, but would
not begin fo use them for uranium enrichment,
The temporary cessation of the production of
centrifuges was the subject of a further under-
standing reached with the EU-3 in Brussels on
23 February 2004. lran believed the EU-3
undertook in return to bring to bear their best
efforts to achieve by June 2004 the termina-
tion of the extracrdinary investigation of Iran
initiated by the IAEA’s Board of Governors,
However, it later appeared that an under-
standing on the fulfilment or otherwise of the
terms of the Brussels agreement had not vet
been reached.

In the personal view of this author, the
mutual recrimination which has characterised
certain exchanges between [ran and the EU-3
has not been constructive. It is important to
stress the degree of sacrifice Iran is being
asked to make. To comply fully with the Euro-
pean stipulations, and a fortiori with US
requirements, it.is in effect being asked to
scrap its enrichment programme, which is not
in breach of the NPT, and also to write off the
significant financial and human investment it
has hitherto made in this programme. Iran is

also being askead to turn its back on legiti
national ambitions that have emerged in the
past quarter of a century of struggle, which
was at least partially imposed upon it by the
attitudes of foreign powers since the Islamic
Revolution.

More importantly, the demand is being
made that Iran set aside its inalienabie rights
under the NPT at the behest of foreign states
and in pursuance of political considerations
which are applied selectively to Tran and not to
other nations which bave achieved a com-
pleted nuclear fuel-cycle. For a multiplicity of
reasons, this is unacceptable to Iran. It has,
however, worked with the EU-3 to provide
objective assurances relating to the peaceful
nature of its enrichment programme. More
than two years after Tehran’s acceptance of the
T1AEA's Additional Protocol, Iran continues to
offer and to repeat assurances that its pro-
gramme is of a peaceful nature.

Iranian Good Faith

[t is incorrect to say that Iran’s muclear
activities constitute a response to perceived
nuclear threats from other states, such as
Israel, or to a strategic threat arising from the
US presence in Iraq and Afghanistan. It is
therefore also incorrect to adduce the exis-
tence of this threat as evidence that Iran is
alming at a nuclear-weapons programme.
Naturally, Iran is concerned by the fact that
Israel possesses a substantial nuclear arsenal,
but Irans possession of nuclear weapons
would not reduce its fears on this score. Simi-
larly, Iranian concerns regarding the US mili-
tary presence in the region would in no way be
allayed were Iran to possess nuclear weapons.
The possession of nuclear weapons would nei-
ther conduce to Iran’s security nor in reality
enhance the perception of security enjoyed by
the Iranian people. It has been suggested that
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The lAEA’s Rash Move

Early in 2006, the crisis over Iran’s nuclear
programme intensified. In January, the EU-3
declared an end to their negotiations with Iran
and pledged to bring the Islamic Republic
before the UN Security Council. in February,
Iran announced that it had resumed small-
scale uranium enrichment at Natanz, ending
the voluntary moratorium it had observed on
such activity since the Paris agreement of
October 2004. And in March, the IAEA for-
mally referred Iran’s case to the Security
Council,

The IAEA’ resort to the Security Council
was an unfortunate development which could
potentially escalate the situation dispropor-
tionately and unnecessarily.

There is enough blame in terms of lack of
vision and shortsighted arm-twisting to go
around. But let me return to the process of
negotiations,

In the first round of Iran-EU-3 negotia-
tions, which took place after the IAEA Board
of Governors resolution of September 2003,
the Tranian negotiators gave a clear and honest
message to their European counterparts: that
Iran would never accept a total cessation or a
long-term suspension of its fuel-cycle activi-
ties, but it might accept a temporary suspension
to build confidence about the peaceful nature
of these activities. Such was the basis of the
agreement signed in October 2003 in Tehran.

However, although having accepted the
suspension as a confidence-building measure
in the Tehran agreement, the Europeans had
in mind the complete cessation of Iran’s
enrichment activities. On the very day of the
agreement, and in the presence of the EU-3
ministers in Tehran, Iran’s chief nuclear nego-
tiator, Dr Hassan Rohani, announced for-
mally that the suspension would continue at
most for one year. During the negotiations

and through formal statements, the Iranian
negotiators made it clear to their European
counterparts that a total cessation of enrich-
ment activities was Iran’s red line, but that
Iran would welcome any suggestion for con-
fidence-building measures on a voluntary

and non-binding basis.

The disagreement continued, however. In’

February 2004, an agreement was reached in
Brussels, the main idea of which was that Iran
suspend its centrifuge-part production and
assembly activities in Natanz in return for the
EU-3 working to normalise Iran’s case at the
IAEA Board of Governors meeting in June
2004. Although Iran suspended its activities in
the mentioned areas, its case was not nor-
malised in the June 2004 IAEA resolution.
Moreover, the EU-3 proposed in a draft reso-
lution that the suspension of Iran’s nuclear
activities be expanded to include work on the
uranium-conversion facility in Isfahan, too.
Although the negotiations were about to fail
completely, in October 2004 an agreement
was reached in Paris, the main points of which
were as follows:

1. Acceptance of the non-discriminatory
exercise of Iran’s right to peaceful nuclear
technology (and the key term here is “exer-
cise™).

2. Iran to provide objective guarantees on
the non-diversion of its nuclear programme to
military ends.

3. Iran to agree to suspension of its nuclear
fuel-cycle activities, not ag a legal obligation,
but only as a confidence-building measure,
and only while the negotiations make
progress.

4. The EU-3 to provide firm guarantees
for comprehensive political, security, eco-
nomic, technological, and nuclear co-opera-
tion with Iran,
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Before the Paris text was signed, in a
meeting with the EU-3 ambassadors in
Tehran, Dr Rohani asked them to inform their
foreign ministers that the agreement would be
based on Iran’s adherence to Article 11 of the
NPT, which commits each non-nuclear-
weapon-state party to the treaty to forswear
the acquisition or development of nuclear
weapons, and on the EU-3’s adherence to
Article IV, which recognises “the inalienable
right” of all NPT parties “to develop research,
production and use of nuclear energy for
peaceful purposes”. He also stressed that they
should be committed neither to speak nor even
think of a “cessation” any more. The ambas-
sadors delivered his message to their foreign
ministers prior to the signing of the Paris
agreed text.

During the first meeting between Dr
Rohani, the EU-3 foreign ministers, and the
European Union’s foreign-policy chief, Javier
Solana, in December 2004, the Iranians made
it clear to their European counterparts that if
the latter sought a complete termination of
Iran’s nueclear fuel-cycle activities there would
be no negotiations. The Europeans answered
that they were not seeking such a termination,
only an assurance on the non-diversion of
Iran’s nuclear programme to military ends.

To advance the various goals of the Paris
agreement, three working groups were estab-
lished, the results of their efforts to be evalu-
ated after three months. But even after this
period, there was actually no progress in
defining a comprehensive form of political,
economic, security, technological, and
nuclear co-operation between the EU-3 and
Iran. The EU-3 proposed no initiative or sce-
nario for the non-discriminatory exercise of
Iran’s right to peaceful nuclear technology.

“And the EU-3 failed to entertain seriously

Iran’s constructive suggestions on objective

guarantees about the peaceful nature of its
nuclear programme. In July 2005, the EU-3
proposed to Iran that it permanently cease its
enrichment activities in return for improved
relations with the EU-3. So, the EU-3 perfor-
mance during this period of three months was
actually in contrast with the letter and spirit of
both the Paris and the Tehran agreements.

It is also important to note that three
months before the EU-3 made their propoéal,
Dr Rohani met President Jacques Chirac of
France to suggest seeking the [AEA’s help in
formulating the objective guarantees songht
on Iran’s nuclear programme—an offer Presi-
dent Chirac totally accepted.

Two or three months before that, during
our informal negotiations with the EU-3, we
had come to some mutual understanding that
work on the uranium-conversion facility at
Isfahan might be resumed after a two-year
suspension, provided that the UF6 produced
there was exported. During the tatks, we
insisted on the formula of resumption of work
at Isfahan plus a pilot programme at Natanz.
We told our European friends that unless they
included this formula in their proposal—let
alone ask for a permanent cessation of the
enrichment programme—the negotiations
would come to a certain end. We made it
abundantly clear to them that under such cir-
cumstances, Iran would not continue the
negotiations or the enrichment suspension any
turther. But the EU-3 did not accept the honest
and realistic suggestions of the Iranian nego-
tiators, and consequently Iran resumed the
Isfahan uranium-conversion project as soon
as it received the EU-3s July 2005 proposal,
which insisted again on the permanent cessa-
tion of Iran’s enrichment activities,

For several months, Tran had waited for the
EU-3% new proposal, after which it eventually
resumed research-and-development enrich-
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ment activities at Natanz. This po
believe, is the one Iran will continue o follow.
However, as someone who was an Iranian
nuclear negotiator from September 2003 to
August 2005 but who is not involved in Iran’s
nuclear case today, I believe that despite the
March 2006 FAEA resolution reporting Iran to
the Security Council, the way to a compro-
mise and a negotiated agreement is still
open—the issue has not yvet come to the point
of no return. I suggest that the following con-
siderations be fully explored in resolving the
present standofT:

=

1. Iran s Internal Attitudes

* The nuclear issue has a national char-
acter, and all of the factions, groups, parties
and officials in Iran, regardless of their very
different political views, are unanimous on
Tran’s right to peaceful nuclear technology, in

“terms of producing nuclear fuel.

* The nuclear issue has become a partic-
ular matter of national pride for Iranians, so
any solution to this issue that is contemptuous
of the Iranian people is bound to fail and must
be avoided.

* The Iranian people should not feel that
the Europeans are seeking to deprive Iran of
advanced technology, nor that they discrimi-
nate between Iran and other parties to the
NPT.

If due regard is paid to these three points,
it would prepare Iranian public opinion for
nuclear negotiations and a compromise with
the EU-3.

2. Iranian—EU Distrust

* The distrust between Iran and the Euro-
pean Unton is not confined to the nuclear
issue, and dispelling it will not solve all the
problems between the two sides. The main
areas of disagreement should be discussed

with a view to rpan]wing them or at least nar-
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rowing the gap. This will enhance mutual con-
fidence and serve as a catalyst for a negotiated
solution of the nuclear issue.

3. The Current Standoff

* The Europeans could assure Iran that
they have accepted its legitimate right within
the NPT to a full nuclear fuel-cycle, Le.,
something they have already accepted in the
first paragraph of the Paris text. The Euro-
peans could also cease to seek—outside the
legal framework of the NPT—the suspension

“of Irans nuclear research-and-development

activities.

* The three working groups envisioned in
the Paris agreed text, including those dealing
with  co-operation  on  technology,
political-security matters, and nuclear issues,
could begin a new round of negotiations for a
three-month period.

* The working groups on co-operation on
technology and political-security matters
could take stock of the achievements of the
previous rounds of negotiations in their delib-
erations. The EU-3% proposal of July 2005
contained some points on El-Iranian co-
operation in such areas which can be devel-
oped and built upon in any new round of nego-
tiations.

* The nuclear working group could deal
with EU-3-Tranian co-operation on nuclear
energy and approve the building of at least one
nuclear reactor in Iran within an agreed period
of time. '

* The negotiations on an EU-Iranian Trade
and Co-operation Agreement, launched in Brus-
sels in December 2002 and resumed in January
2005, could be finalised within one year.

* In return, Iran could agree, during the

three-month period of the new round of nego-
tiations, to export the UCF produced at
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Final Thoughts
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