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briefings for the peace m
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ent. If you find this briefing useful or

im
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V
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29 G

ensing R
d, St Leonards-on-Sea, E. Sussex T

N
38 0H
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O
n 16 July, U

S President G
eorge W

. Bush stunned observers by agreeing
to send a high-level U

S diplom
at to G

eneva to m
eet Iranian negotiators

face-to-face as part of the EU
-led talks to resolve the Iranian nuclear crisis.

A
s the Independent po

inted o
ut, State D

ept. spo
kesperso

n Sean
M

cC
orm

ack had said just the m
onth before that the U

S w
ould boycott

such m
eetings unless ‘Iran suddenly has a change of tune’. (17 July, p.23

<
http://tinyurl.co

m
/633cn3>

)
In the event, it w

as the U
S that ‘changed its tune’. A

nalyst Steve
C

lem
ons of the N

ew
 A

m
erica Foundation said: ‘I think it's clear that Bush

has pushed C
heney back tw

ice now
’ (referring to the recent decision to

rem
o

ve N
o

rth K
o

rea fro
m

 the U
S ‘terro

rist’ list). ( FT
, 17 July, p.5

<
tinyurl.co

m
/6jw

gm
j>

)
T

he B
ush U

-turn on Iraq had tw
o features. First, he dropped the

dem
and that Iran suspend uranium

 enrichm
ent before being allow

ed face-
to-face m

eetings on the subject (U
S officials have m

et Iranian diplom
ats,

but only to discuss security in Iraq). Secondly, he accepted the EU
 ‘freeze-

for-freeze’ proposal, w
hereby the W

est holds off on further sanctions
for a set period w

hile Iran holds off on escalating uranium
 enrichm

ent.
‘Previo

usly, W
ashingto

n had stated that if Iran
co

ntinued enriching uranium
, the internatio

nal
pressure w

ould only increase.’ ( T
elegraph, 17 July,

p.15 <
http://tinyurl.com

/5em
nvj>

)
T

he B
ush diplo

m
atic o

pening is very lim
ited,

how
ever. W

illiam
 Burns, the third m

ost senior State JNV
R

ESIST
IN

G
 W

A
R

A
N

D
 

T
E

R
R

O
R

A
M

B
E

R
 LIG

H
T

attack Iran’s nuclear facilities.’ Interview
ed by R

o
bert N

aim
an o

f the
H

uffingto
n Po

st w
ebsite, G

ardiner po
inted to

 a 2006 M
IT

 paper by
W

hitney R
aas and A

ustin Long, assessing Israeli m
ilitary planners’ think

ing. R
aas and Lo

ng believe Israel w
o

uld w
ant to

 attack the uranium
enrichm

ent facility at N
atanz, the uranium

 conversion facility at Esfahan
and the heavy w

ater plant at A
rak—

w
ith a com

bined total of 36 aircraft.
(W

ith supporting aircraft, this w
ould m

atch up w
ith the reports of a

100-aircraft exercise in June.)
‘A

n Israeli strike w
ould not be m

uch of a strike,’ G
ardiner says. T

he
U

S w
ould probably think in term

s of about 10 tim
es m

ore aim
 points for

a sim
ilar strike, he observes. (R

obert N
aim

an, ‘Is Israel R
eally Preparing to

A
ttack Iran? C

ol. G
ardiner Says N

o’, 20 June   <
tinyurl.com

/4r5y43>
)

O
n this analysis, an Israeli strike could not destroy even the three

best-know
n Iranian nuclear facilities, never m

ind facilities w
hich m

ight be
hidden. T

he strike could not m
eet the m

inim
um

 required by the U
S,

w
hich w

ould w
ant the assault to ‘set back the Iranians by at least five

years for an attack to be considered a success’, according to the Pentagon
source consulted by the Sunday T

im
es. It appears, therefore, that there

w
ill never be a ‘solid’ Israeli plan to strike Iran’s nuclear facilities, and so,

if it acts rationally, the W
hite H

ouse w
ill never green light such an attack.

O
B

A
M

A
 M
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N

IA
T

he danger, of course, is that the W
hite H

ouse w
ill not act rationally,

particularly if it sees the Bush ‘legacy’ being lost to an incom
ing O

bam
a

adm
inistratio

n. H
ence, perhaps, the startling decisio

n to
 m

im
ic the

D
em

o
cratic presidential candidate in his po

pular decisio
n to

 o
ffer

unco
nditio

nal talks w
ith o

fficial enem
ies. In N

o
v. 2007, befo

re the
publication of the N

IE that Iran had no nuclear w
eapons program

m
e, a

poll found 73%
 of people in the U

S favouring nonviolent options in dealing
w

ith Iran; 45%
 opposed violence even if diplom

acy and sanctions failed
(only 46%

 favoured force in those circum
stances). <

tinyurl.com
/5no6ox>



D
epartm

ent official, an undersecretary of state, is indeed being sent to
G

eneva to sit in the sam
e room

 as Iranian negotiators, but his role is
officially to do no m

ore than reiterate the U
S line - on this one occasion.

T
H

E
 O

T
H

E
R

 P
R

O
P

O
S

A
L

S
T

he co
verage o

f these recent develo
pm

ents has co
nfo

rm
ed to

 the
C

hom
sky-H

erm
an propaganda m

odel of the m
ass m

edia, dem
onstrating

once again the key role of m
edia self-censorship in m

aintaining w
hat they

call ‘brainw
ashing under freedom

’.
In the current reporting, the starting point of discussion is invariably

the EU
-led proposals put to Iran on 14 June, and the question is w

hether
T

ehran w
ill accept this fram

ew
ork for negotiations. W

hat is alm
ost totally

absent is any aw
areness that Iran had m

ade its ow
n highly significant

proposals on 13 M
ay this year.

O
ne rare reco

gnitio
n o

f this sim
ple reality cam

e in an im
po

rtant
com

m
entary by Sir John T

hom
son. T

hom
son, a form

er U
K

 Perm
anent

R
epresentative at the U

N
, w

as to
ld by Iranian Fo

reign M
inister,

M
anouchehr M

ottaki, in early July that EU
 negotiator Javier Solana ‘had

assured him
 the Iranian package could be part of the agenda for substantive

negotiations betw
een Iran and the 5-plus-1’ (the five perm

anent m
em

bers
of the U

N
 Security C

ouncil, plus G
erm

any). ( Independent on Sunday, 13
July, p.56 <

tinyurl.com
/59jth3>

)
So the negotiations are proceeding because Iran’s negotiating proposals

(w
hich have been alm

ost entirely erased from
 history by the W

estern
m

edia) have been adm
itted to the negotiating cham

ber.

R
E

D
 L

IN
E

S
A

li-A
kbar V

elayati, a form
er foreign m

inister w
ho advises A

yatollah A
li

K
ham

enei, Iran’s Suprem
e Leader, on foreign affairs, m

ade a critical point
on 1 July. A

part from
 saying it w

as ‘expedient’ for Iran to resum
e nuclear

negotiations on the 5-plus-1 offer, V
elayati said: ‘T

hey say Iran should not
m

ake an atom
ic bom

b and w
e say Iran needs nuclear energy. T

hese tw
o

principles are yo
ur and o

ur red lines w
hich sho

uld be the basis fo
r

negotiations and [can be] agreed on’. ( FT
, 2 July, <

tinyurl.com
/5ejuqk>

)
B

ut ho
w

 can these tw
o

 ‘red lines’ bo
th be agreed as a basis fo

r
nego

tiatio
n? B

y go
ing back to

 Iran’s 13 M
ay pro

po
sal fo

r uranium
enrichm

ent to continue on Iranian soil—
but under international control.

O
n the basis of his discussions w

ith Foreign M
inister M

ottaki, T
hom

son
believes that Iran is ‘ready to m

ake som
e com

prom
ise agreem

ents (as yet
unspecified) on M

iddle Eastern issues that w
orry the w

est’. A
nd on the

nuclear issue ‘it is ready to com
prom

ise to the extent of p
u

ttin
g its

en
rich

m
en

t-related
 facilities u

n
d

er th
e co

n
tro

l o
f an

 in
tern

atio
n

al
co

n
so

rtiu
m

—
including, for exam

ple, France, G
erm

any and the U
K

—
w

hich w
ould then operate a m

odern, com
m

ercially oriented business
producing nuclear fuel in Iran for sale globally. T

his is not w
hat the 5-

plus-1 are asking for, but in m
y view

 it is the best that is obtainable, and
so long as it rem

ains in force it p
reclu

d
es Iran

 fro
m

 m
akin

g a n
u

clear
w

eap
o

n
.’ ( IO

S, 13 July, as above. See also <
m

it.edu/stgs/irancrisis.htm
l>

.)
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So w
hile A

yatollah K
ham

anei gives the ‘green light’ for negotiations on the
basis of rather vague 5-plus-1 proposals, President Bush is reported to
have given the ‘am

ber light’ for an Israeli airstrike on Iran. D
espite this, an

Israeli strike looks unlikely, for the next few
 m

onths at least.
T

he Sunday T
im

es repo
rted: ‘ “A

m
ber m

eans get o
n w

ith yo
ur

preparations, stand by for im
m

ediate attack and tell us w
hen you’re ready,”

the official said. But the Israelis have also been told that they can expect
no help from

 A
m

erican forces and w
ill not be able to use U

S m
ilitary

bases in Iraq for logistical support.’
T

his is not a form
ality: ‘N

or is it certain that Bush’s am
ber light w

ould
ever turn to green w

ithout irrefu
tab

le evid
en

ce o
f leth

al Iran
ian

h
o

stility. T
ehran’s test launches of m

edium
-range ballistic m

issiles last
w

eek w
ere seen in W

ashington as provocative and poorly judged, but
both the Pentagon and the C

IA
 concluded that they did not represent an

im
m

ediate threat of attack against Israeli or U
S targets. “It’s really all dow

n
to the Israelis,” the Pentagon official added. “T

h
is ad

m
in

istratio
n

 w
ill

n
o

t attack Iran
. T

h
is h

as alread
y b

een
 d

ecid
ed

. But the president
is really preoccupied w

ith the nuclear threat against Israel and I know
 he

doesn’t believe that anything but force w
ill deter Iran.” T

he official added
that Israel had no

t so
 far presented B

ush w
ith a co

nvincing m
ilitary

proposal. “If there is no solid plan, the am
ber w

ill never turn to green,”
he said.’ ( Sunday T

im
es, 13 July <

http://tinyurl.com
/6gppuc>

)
R

etired U
S A

ir Force C
olonel Sam

 G
ardiner, concluded from

 the Israeli
aerial exercises in June that ‘Israel does n

o
t have the capability to effectively


