





































































































79. Jay Soloman, “Turkey Balks
at Iran Sanctions”, Wall Street
Journal, July 12, (2009).

Bo. “F-22s, F-16s deploy to

UAE", Air Force Times, November
18, (2009).

34

was doing deployment certification training in the Atlantic.
‘The George Washington was doing a port visit in Hong Kong,
The Truman and the George Washington could have moved

to the region, but it would have been ten days to two weeks
before any significant level of combat sorties could be launched
against Iranian targets.

Then there is the question of where to deploy ground-based
fighters. Protecting its own relations with Iran, Irag would most
likely prohibit offensive operations from its bases. Turkey would
most likely not be an option. Prime Minister Erdogan has even
openly opposed sanctions against Iran.”” Kuwait has been so-
mewhat supportive of the Iranian nuclear program. It is not clear
that the United States would be able to use bases there.

Afghanistan is not a good choice for additional sustained
high-intensity operations. The reason why carriers now provide
one-third of the close support there is the great difficulties of
getting fuel and munitions into the country. Fuel is trucked
along the 1,000-mile road from the port in Pakistan to bases in
Afghanistan.

The United States Air Force has exercised tactical fighters
with the Gulf Cooperation Council in order to “promote
regional security.”® The Air Force has also participated in an
F-16 exercise in Jordan and an F-15/F-16 exercise in the United
Arab Emirates. In addition, French President Sarkozy opened
a permanent base in Abu Dhabi in May 2009. These have been
messages to Iran. These are also the outlines of a coalition-
basing framework in a period following an Israeli strike.

The U.K. would most likely give the green light to basing
U.S. bombers on the island of Diego Garcia. In addition, the
U.S. is likely to be able to use the recently upgraded air base
close to the Black Sea at Fetesi, Romania, an ideal place to
stage aerial tankers.

However, the basing is going to require negotiations, and
those negotiations will be made difficult by the uncertainty.
One certainty emerges, however. Even the preparations just to
protect its own interests in the region will require more than
two weeks, a period during which the United States is vulnera-
ble to Iranian initiartives.

Inside Iran
How wouLp THE Iranian opposition react following a strike

by Israel? According to reports, the opposition has argued
against a military strike in multi-source messages to the United



States.® In the aftermath of a strike, however, the choices are
limited. Taking to the streets in the way they did after the pre-
sidential election and on the anniversary of the U.S. Embassy
takeover and on Students’ Day is the only real option available.

The Iranian Government began worrying even before the
election tension about what they describe as “soft power.” Ene-
mies have been using the media and the Internet to attack the
revolution. In this case, we could expect the Supreme Leader ro
repeat what he has said many times. “Therefore, those who take
their cue from the enemy and try to confront the principles of
the Islamic Republic and the constitution should know that
their efforts will [fail].”®?

The leadership tensions in Iran would make demonstrations
on the street more likely. The Iranians accused the United of
States of supporting the opposition demonstrations after the
election. The U.S. might provide some forms of support in this
situation, at least cyber support.® The tensions would push the
Iranian leadership to respond. Revolutionary Guard reaction
would be swift, brutal and visible.

Images in the global press would be heart-wrenching. We
would see the crowds of demonstrators running down the
streets of Tehran as thugs on motorcycles swinging batons dro-
ve into them. We would probably see another young, beautiful
Iranian woman lying in a pool of her own blood in the arms
of a friend. The images would be played over and over again as
breathless news anchors reviewed the history of the cruelty of
the regime. The CNN anchor would ask the rhetorical ques-
tion, “Is this the beginning of the end of the brutal regime in
Iran?” After a short commercial, the anchor would move into
an interview with an Iranian living in the United States who
would say that the regime is unable to control the demands of
the people for human rights.®

The world press might have some cell phone pictures of
smoke rising from the Arak and Natanz facilities, but Iranian
officials are not likely to open the nuclear facilities for outside
coverage. The Tehran street scene, however, would become
the dominant image of the strike because there would be very
few other images. Young Iranians would be shouting, “Death
to the dicrator!” The young people, as they did in the Student
Day demonstrations, would probably be shouting to President
Obama, “Either you are with us or you are with them.”

U.S. newspapers have taken a strong position supporting the
demands thar surfaced in the often-repeated street demonstra-
tions in Tehran. That could be expected to continue. Editorials
would call for American solidarity with the democratic move-

B1. Robin Wright, “Why the Oppo-
sition Movement Complicates Nu-
clear Diplomacy”, Time, November
23, (2009). “Via public and private
channels, the Obama Administra-
tion has received several appeals
in recent weeks to take a stronger
stand against human-rights abuses
in Iran, avoid military action and
impose more aggressive and rapid-
fire sanctions...”

82. “Leader Urges Measures to
Counter Enemy’s Soft War”, PRESS
TV, November 29, (2009)

83. In December 2009, a bill called
the Iranian Digital Empowerment
Act was introduced into the U.5.
Congress. The purpose of the

bill was to facilitate empowering
Iranians with Internet tools to
“promote democracy and civil
society” in Iran.

84. What would happen if the
United States were to conduct a
strike on Iranian nuclear facilities?
| raised that question at an inter-
national conference with Iranians
who would later become a strong
part of the opposition during

and after the April 2009 election.
Although there were some argu-
ments against the position, one
of those present said the regime
would have trouble controlling the
situation. Again, this was prior to
the election demonstrations.
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85. A recent example of what we
would likely see was “U.S.

Should Back Iran’s Students™,
Boston Globe, editorial, December
12, (2009).
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ment in Iran.® The theme that democracy is emerging in Iran
would gain the support of both Republicans who rally behind
democracy movements as a matter of course and Democrats
who are supporters of Israel.

When the U.S. President meets with his Cabinet and
national security team, the backdrop would most likely be the
young people of Iran crying out to the West for human rights.

ZANEK — H+24: TWENTY-FOUR
HOURS AFTER THE STRIKE

Another Meeting of the U.S. National Security Team

THE UNiTep STates would face a delicate situation as the na-
tional security team gathered for an update and decisions on
how to respond to the crisis. The pivotal piece is the Iranian
response. What is the decision in Tehran? Has the Revolutio-
nary Guard argument to be firm won out?

On one level, U.S. intelligence agencies with their greatly
increased focus on Iran will be observing Iranian behavior that
is open some interpretation. In the crisis, however, these actions
will be interpreted in the most threatening light.

Even if Iran has not followed through on its pre-attack th-
reats, much of what it does will be viewed through the lens of
those threats. For example, the Director of National Intelligen-
ce might brief that in the past twenty-four hours there has been
a large increase in the volume of communications between
the headquarters of the Revolutionary Guard and Quds forces
in southern Iraq. The real message of those communications
might be that they should keep a low profile, but the inter-
pretation in Washington would be thar they are likely getting
ready to attack U.S. troops in Iraq. The DNI might say that the
National Security Agency has identified encrypted communi-
cations between Tehran and the North American Directorate
of the Quds. It is possible that this could be preparation for
terrorist attacks inside the United States. However, the real
situation might be that Iran is only ensuring that certain units
remain under tight control.

Because of the doctrine of the Islamic Revolutionary Guard
Corps Navy, one of the early actions by Iran would be to
disperse its small boats, Kilo Class submarines and mini-sub-



marines around the Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman.®* This
could be purely a defensive move. An equally valid interpreta-
tion in Washington, however, would be thart the Iranians are
preparing to begin naval asymmetric warfare. The Iranians are
setting the stage for a long war that will have a serious impact
on oil prices and damage the global economic recovery.

The Iranians would likely move their mobile medium-range
ballistic missiles. One of the deployment locations for these is
in the area Iran used for missile attacks on Iraq during the war
with thart country. This again might be a purely defensive move
bur in Washington it would likely be seen as preparations for
missile artacks on U.S. bases in Iraq. Obviously, the Iranians
have said that that is what they would do.

Beyond the non-threatening acts, the decision makers in
Washington could be faced with ambiguous events that would
push them toward open conflict. An explosion at an offshore
oil rig would point to the Iranians even if they were not to
blame. The Iranians have told us they would attack these faci-
lities, and they did it during their war with Iraq. Iran must be
behind the explosion. If a sophisticated explosive device killed
a truckload of U.S. soldiers in Iraq, Iran would be blamed even
if it were an al Qaeda-planted device. The Commander would
say and the press would report that these sophisticated devices
were similar to the ones that have come into Iraq from Iran.
The interpretation of the statement would be that the devices
came from Iran.

Units of Iran’s regular army are responsible for guarding the
border with Afghanistan. It is not uncommon for a regular
unit to be pulled from its border positions and replaced by a
Revolutionary Guard unit. This kind of switch-out is done
when counter-drug operations are to be conducted. In this cri-
sis situation a similar move could very easily be misinterpreted
in Washingron. A conclusion could be that Iran is preparing
to infiltrate Quds units into Afghanistan, a threat to NATO
forces there.

The discussion at the meeting would include the observation
thar the dispersal of Iranian missiles, naval assets and other ca-
pabilities means that the United States has lost an opportunity.
More importantly, however, the serious question facing the
President would be whether to wait for major U.S. casualries
before taking action. He would be unlikely to accept that as an
option. The echo in the Situation Room would the “dithering”

charge. Is this President going to dither and wait for the Irani- ss. rartiiaval Eorces: fiae s

ans to kill Americans? erilla to a Modern Naval Strategy”,
: . . L. Office of Naval Intelligence, Fall
What begins to become clear is that very early in the crisis, (z009). pp. 21-22.
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87. Syracuse University Law School
sponsored a symposium in which
the question of the legal justifica-
tion was explored. International
and constitutional lawyers at

that symposium presented the
argument that the strike on Iran
by the United States would not be
pre-emption because the United
States has been attacked by Iran.
The symposium is summarized in
“A Nuclear Iran: The Legal Impli-
cations of a Preemptive National
Security Strategy”, Syracuse Law
Review, no. 3, 2007. Included in
the collection is a paper | presen-
ted at the symposium in which |
pointed out the preference one
finds in recent U.S. policy for the
offense, a preference that would
probably have a major Influence as
the situation with Iran unfolded.
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pre-war threats by Iran drive U.S. policy decisions. Israel ini-
tiated the fight, but the U.S. becomes more and more involved
because of what might happen.

Iran has threatened to strike at Israeli nuclear facilities with
its missiles if Israel were to attack Iran. The thought of radia-
tion spreading around Israel is horrific. Even if the President
earlier had been able put off the question of the deployment
of U.S missile defense units to Israel, the pressure would now
increase for him to make a decision. Just as he would not want
to be responsible for U.S. casualties, he would not want to be
blamed for Israeli casualties. United States missile defense units
would probably be ordered to Israel.

The President would likely ask about U.S. casualties if the
decision were made to proceed. He would be probably be told
that, although the U.S. would suffer casualties in any Iranian
retaliation, the assessment is that there would be very few casu-
alties in the air and naval attacks on Iran. The only aircraft ini-
tially penetrating deep into Iranian airspace will be the F-22s
and B-2s at night. B-52s will stand off, firing cruise missiles.
Other missile artacks will come from Navy ships firing at a
safe distance. Once the Iranian air defense system has been
destroyed, there will be very little threat to U.S. or coalition
aircraft. This assurance would make his decision easier.

It becomes clear. The dynamic of the strategic situation is
driven as much by what the Iranians had said they would do
as by what they would have actually done. Beyond the way in
which the Iranians respond, the long and strong connections
between the U.S. and Israel are pulling the United States into
supporting the Israeli action. The low-casualty assessment
would make it very hard for the President to resist. Finally, the
President would be hearing the argument that U.S. casualties
will be fewer if the Iranian milicary capabilities are destroyed
quickly.

At this point in the discussion, one of the President’s Cabinet
might raise the question of the legal justification for pre-
emption. Does the President have the legal basis for attacking
Iran prior to an Iranian attack on U.S. forces? The lawyers in
the Situation Room would probably agree rather quickly that
the legal authority already exists. They would point to two at-
tacks with Iranian connections that would justify a U.S. attack
under both the United Nations Charter and the U.S. Constitu-
tion, the bombing of the Marine barracks in Lebanon and the
bombing of Khobar Towers in Saudi Arabia in which U.S.A.F.
personnel were killed.*”

HYPOTHESIS:



The President’s Speech at the End of the Next Meeting with Key
Cabinet Officers.

“I cannot wait for Iranians to kill American men and women
in uniform and American civilians. I have a responsibility to pro-
tect our people. The Iranians have said they will attack us. I have
a responsibility to stop the attacks before they can take place. Those
in Iran who are seeking the blessings of freedom are crying out for
us to do something.

“In addition, I cannot sit idly by and watch Iranians kill in-
nocent Israel citizens.”

He continues: “Our message to the world and to the people of
Iran should be the words I used in Oslo, “These movements of hope
and bistory, they have us on their side.”

“The intelligence community has assessed that Hezbollah could
be motivated at this time to attack our homeland. I have to believe
that assessment. I have to do something to prevent an attack.” *

Looking to the Secretary of Defense, the President says, “I am
ordering the Department of Defense and United States Central
Command to develop a military option for attacking Iranian capa-
bilities to damage U.S. interests globally. I also want the option to
simultaneously deal a fatal blow to the remaining Iranian nuclear
facilities.”

“The Iranians have the capability and the intent to kill civili-
ans. It is just that we should enter this fight.

“This has to be done rapidly. The American people have just
gone through the worst financial crisis since the Great Depression.
We cannot slip backwards.”

ZANEK — D+14: TWO WEEKS
AFTER THE STRIKE

The U.S. National Security Team with New Issues

ONCE THE ROBUST attacks against what remained of the Iranian
nuclear capability and the Iranian military capabilities had be-
gun, the process would be systematic. Military priority would
go to “knocking down the door,” striking Iranian aircraft like
the F-14s that stand on air defense alert at Esfahahan,” and
other components of the air defense system. A priority for the
carrier strike groups would be Iranian naval assets, its submari-
nes, surface ships, small boats, ground-based anti-ship missiles

88. In 2007, the U.S. intelligence
community concluded, “We assess
(iran-backed) Lebanese Hezbol-
lah..may be more likely to consider
attacking the homeland over the
next three years if it perceives the
United States as posing a direct
threat to the group or Iran.” See
“National Intelligence Estimate,
The Terrorist Threat to the U.S.
Homeland”, National Intelligence
Council, July 2007.

89. The I-can’t-wait-for-the-bad-
guys-to-attack-our-men-and-women
speech is one | have heard many
times in decision simulations.
There is often in that speech
same mention of the judgment of
history. When | hear it, | sense it
is the Pearl Harbor fear surfacing.
It is the question often raised. Did
Roosevelt know it was coming and
fail to do anything?

90. Using Google Earth, it is pos-
sible to get a good sense of the
targeting issues that would surface
during the early phase of an attack
against Iran.
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91. This target list comes from a
previous analysis. See Sam Gardi-
ner, “Potential Targets, Likelihood
of Success and Consequences”,
Iran: Reality, Options and Conse-
quences, Part 3, Regional and Glo-
bal Consequences of U.S. Military
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and naval mine storage areas.
The initial target priorities would be:”

« Iranian air defense assets would be a top priority. Once they
were gone, non-stealth aircraft would operate over Iranian
airspace fairly freely during the day.

« Medium-range ballistic missiles and strike aircraft would be
an early target. These represent the capabilities to artack Israel
and U.S. bases in the region.

« Iranian naval assets that could affect the flow of vil through
the Strait of Hormuz would probably be the U.S. Navy’ first
priority.

» The remaining nuclear facilities would be struck. Attacks
would be made easier as the threats to attacking aircraft
would have been eliminated. The damage would be serious as
a shoot-look-shoot tactic over multiple days is used.

« Terrorist training camps would be struck. These are not
particularly lucrative targets, but the attacks would be meant
to highlight that Iran has been the world’s most important
supporter of terrorism. These targets would be as much about
message sending as about real destruction of capabilities.

« The Quds, the Revolutionary Guard's tool of terror export,
would be struck. The most visible target would be its headqu-
arters in Tehran.

« The 23rd Commando Division would be attacked. This elite
unit, largely located in Tehran and Shiraz, is the special ope-
rations arm of the regular Iranian Army. Soldiers are required
to undergo 20 months of training to be part of this outfit.

Beyond the initial priorities, the target list would probably
expand as the United States searched for leverage. The more
the Iranians were able to carry through and did carry through
with the retaliation they promised before the conflict, the more
the target list would be expanded. Attacks would probably
include the Revolutionary Guard engineering division that was
working on the nuclear program.

A logical addition to the targets in the search for leverage
over Iran would be refineries and refined product storage areas.
The military argument for adding these to the targer list would
have been the same argument that was used for sanctioning
refined petroleum products. Iran has had to import 30% to
40% of its refined products. A way to bring increase pressure
to bear on Tehran would be to dry up the fuel that runs the
Iranian war machine.

The coalition against Iran would have probably expanded.



The French would probably be entering with some enthusi-
asm, and the British with more reluctance.”? The British and
the French would be flying sorties into Iran. Israel would be
heavily involved, launching a daily strike package.

Despite two weeks of attacks, the Iranians would still have
the capacity to carry out some of what they had threatened. All
the time their capabilities are being destroyed, they could lash
out. A few missiles could hit inside Israel. A few missiles could
strike on or near U.S. bases. Commercial ships in the Gulf
could be damaged. Some of the thousands of naval mines in
their inventory could be planted in the Gulf. Some oil facilities
in Saudi Arabia could be hit. Synagogues in Europe could be
bombed. There could even be mysterious terrorist incidents in
Europe or the United States.

By this time Israel would probably be involved in a two-
front war. Hezbollah would have done something thar could
be used o justify an Israeli response. The increased range of
Hezbollah’s missiles will make this fight more dangerous for
Israel than it was in 2006.

Also by this time the sense that Israel was the bad guy in
the situation would begin to fade. Images of damaged Israeli
houses with frantic rescue workers searching the rubble would
be repeated and familiar. CNN coverage of Israeli schoolchild-
ren in bomb shelters would present Israel as a victim and not
the aggressor. The images of students in Tehran demonstrating
would reinforce the cause against Iran as a just one. Iran would
have become the bad guy.

As the U.S. President called his primary Cabinet members
together two weeks into the war, he would be facing some
major issues. On the broader international scene, relations
with Russia would be strained. Russia protested would have
protested[?] very strongly from the beginning against military
operations against Iran.? A new reset will be necessary. China
would also have been against the use of force, but two weeks
into the fight, China’s primary concern would become the
price and availability of oil. China would be putting as much
pressure as possible on both sides to stop the conflict.

On the economic side, there would be signs that the fighting
in the Gulf was doing what the President feared. Qil prices and
gasoline prices would have skyrocketed, particularly as the markets
assessed thar the conflict would continue for quite a while. Some
economists would be predicting inflation, which would mean that
interest rates would have to be increased, a threat to investments.
The dollar’s value would have increased, a threat U.S. exports.

On the military front the real results would be mixed. On

92. At the time of writing, the
inquiry in London of the British
involvement in the lraq War was
still ongoing. The outcome of this
very public discussion of Tony Blair
being depicted as a “sidekick” of
George W. Bush will probably have
some long-term consequences and
introduce a new reluctance on

the part of the U.K. to answer yet
another call of the United States.

93. Russia is not without leverage
over the United States. The United
States is working to get more fuel
into Afghanistan from Russian
sources. It is not known if the
situation in Iran would have an
impact on those sources. Steven
Mufson and Walter Pincus,
“Supplying Troops in Afghanistan
with Fuel is a2 Challenge for the
U.S.,” Washington Post, December
15, (2009).
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94. This assessment of the harde-
ning of the Iranian military comes
from my own analysis of Google
Earth images of their installations.
| would assess the Iranians as
being a more difficult target than
even the North Koreans.

95. In a previous paper, | descri-
bed in detail the kind of targets
that might be attacked in Iran.
See Sam Gardiner, “The End of the
‘Summer of Diplomacy’: Assessing
U.S. Military Options on Iran”,
Century Foundation, (2006).
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one hand U.S. and coalition casualties would be far below the
levels predicted by the analysts on the international news chan-
nels. Even casualties in Iran would not be too high. Precision
weapons and the use of unmanned aerial vehicles would have
produced remarkable results in the destruction of the facilities
and hardware of war.

On the downside of the military dimension, Iran would have
turned out to be hard to target. The Iranian military is proba-
bly one of the most hardened in the world against air attacks.
All the Iranian fighter aircraft are in shelters dispersed around
their bases. Revolutionary Guard divisions are dispersed and
their equipment is stored in covered shelters. The landscapes of
military facilities are filled with large and small storage bun-
kers. The administrative buildings of the Revolutionary Guard
units are even surrounded by high bunkers.”® The hardening
does not mean that the equipment in the shelters and bunkers
could not be destroyed, but it does mean that each bunker and
shelter would have to be hit with an individual weapon, a time-
consuming pProcess.

Then there is the Revolutionary Guard. The Revolutionary
Guard would have believed at the beginning of the conflict thar it
could withstand an attack by the United States. There are proba-
bly two reasons for their grossly off-the-mark appreciation. They
believe they were able to endure many years of war against Sad-
dam Hussein. They could do the same against the United States.
Products of Iran’s 30 years of isolation from the world commu-
nity, they do not grasp the military capabilities they would face,
and they exaggerate the quality of their own technology.

If after two weeks of fighting the Revolutionary Guard con-
tinued to believe what they did before the fighting ook place,
and if they were to strike out as they have said they would, the
U.S. President would be talking to his key staff against the
background of a conflict without an end in sight. He would
want to know how he could bring this thing to an end quickly.

The question would lead to another question. What could
the coalition target to make the leadership in Tehran under-
stand they have to stop?

The slide the President would see on the screen in the Situa-
tion Room would probably contain these targets as potential
high-leverage attacks:”

« Revolutionary Guard units — the remaining divisions and
headquarters.

« Command and governance assets
« Intelligence



» Military command
« Radio and television
» Communications
» Security forces in Tehran
» Leadership — rargeted killing

At some point in the discussion someone at the table might
raise the issue of chemical weapons and mention that the U.S.
intelligence community has assessed that Iran does have chemi-
cal weapons.?® Continued discussion around the rable would
most likely raise the possibility of these falling into terrorists’
hands. The President might hear a recommendartion thar would
dismay him: the United States may have to put troops on the
ground in Iran to capture the chemical weapons and rake them
out of the country.

The President would be feeling heavy pressure to get this
thing over with as soon as possible. He would be attracted to
the notion that there are some high-leverage targets that might
achieve that objective. The decision makers at this point would
take their final step toward eliminating the regime in Tehran.

HYPOTHESIS:

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Briefing to the President
After Two Weeks of Fighting Against Iran

Admiral Mullen: “Mr. President, their Supreme Leader and
most of the members of the Supreme Security Council have been
isolated from what we have done to them. We've hit very few
targets inside Tehran. They haven'’t seen much destruction.

“We are not certain the Revolutionary Guard is telling the
whole story to the Supreme Leader.

“Our assessment is that we need to begin to include leadership
targets in our target list. They have to know it is time to bring this
thing to an end.

“This slide shows what we think should be added to the target list.

“In addition, Myr. President, I believe we need to give some
indications to Tehran of willingness to stop them. I'm not propo-
sing an invasion, but I believe it prudent both for the purposes of

96. “[Iran] continues to seek

sending a message to the Iranians and in order to be ready for an prodiiction technology, training;

: : . : . and expertise from foreign entities
unknown situation. Central Command will have more specific Bt couid sdvanida CW pEogTam
recommendations, but I am recommending we disengage a number T e L

a small, cover e,
of brigades in both Iraq and Afghanistan, and have these units See: “Unclassified Report to the
y v s ¥ . i Congress on the Acquisition of
begin training in the area near the Iranian border for large unit Technology Relating to Weanoris
; ; . ; ini i ; i of Mass Destruction and Advanced
operations. This large unit training is the kind of training these ot g
units would need if you were to order an invasion of Iran. Period 1 January to 31 December
i : . . 2006", ice of the Director o
‘Beyond that, My. President, no actions are being taken, but National Intelligence, (2008).
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97. A recent paper by the U.S.
Council on Foreign Relations is a
good example of the proposals
for these kinds of policies. It sug-
gests such things as the United
States continuing to declare a
nuclear Iran unacceptable; sending
high-profile officials to Israel on
reassurance missions; ramping up
air and missile defense resources;
and discussing basing options
with countries in the region. Steve
Siman, “An Israeli Strike on Iran”,
Council on Foreign Relations,
November (2009).

98. Aluf Benn, "Obama's Atomic
Umbrella: U.S. Nuclear Strike if
Iran Nukes Israel”, Haaretz.com,
December 11, (2008). This article
also lays out the Israeli objection
to the umbrella idea, “Granting
Israel a nuclear guarantee essenti-
ally suggests the U.S. is willing to

come to terms with a nuclear Iran.”
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Central Command is beginning to do contingency planning for an
amphibious assault on Kish Island. It’s the Iranian island in the
Gulf It has an airfield and would be an ideal support base if you
were to order ground operations inside Iran.

“Finally, Mr. President, we believe we need to begin plan-
ning if it later becomes necessary to take control of Iran’s chemical
weapons. It may mean the introduction of troops, but you need
that option.”

BACK TO THE PRESENT

Preventing an Israeli Strike

Can THE seQuENCE of events be broken? Is the scenario inevita-
ble? Is there a way to prevent Israel from inevitably conducting
the strike on Iran?

Suggestions for policy options to persuade Israel against
a strike have sometimes involved pledges of support.”” The
argument goes that if the security relationship were strengthe-
ned and if Israel were more capable of dealing with the threat
from Iran, Israel would be less likely to feel the need to atrack.
The limitation of these options is that they would not have
any effect on the Iranians. As the Iranians continued to defy
the international community and continued their support of
Hezbollah and Hamas, Israel’s sense of insecurity is unlikely
to be mitigated by such actions as making the U.S. security
guarantee less ambiguous.

The limitation of more guarantees and support to Israel goes
beyond their not having an impact on Iran. Early in the Oba-
ma Administration there was discussion of extending the U.S.
nuclear umbrella over Israel. In fact, Hillary Clinton suggested
such a thing during her presidential election campaign.*® The
reaction from Israel was overwhelming because it saw this op-
tion as openly accepting an Iran with nuclear weapons. There is
an irony here. The more the United States moves to stop Israel
feeling insecure, the more Israel feels insecure because it belie-
ves the United States is moving toward a policy of containment
rather than actually dealing with the Iranian threar.

In the argument for pledges, the Scud example during the
1991 conflict with Iraq is often cited. Pledging to take care of
the Scuds, the United States persuaded Israel not to strike into



Iraq. The argument does not hold water in this case. The Uni-
ted States is not pledging to take care of Iran. It would seem in
Jerusalem to be just the opposite.

On a more basic level there is evidence that pledges of sup-
port have not dissuaded Israel in the past. In 2008, President
Bush in responding to a question said in his own earthy way,
“If Iran did strike Israel...we will defend our ally, no and’s, if’s
or but’s.”” Israel has not moved away from the pre-emption
option because of that assurance.

The United States has publicly and privately made it clear
to Israel that a pre-emptive strike on Iran would be a mistake.
It would make the situation worse. It would be against U.S.
interests. It could destabilize the entire region. Although Israel
has agreed to give the Obama Administration some space for
negotiations and for sanctions, there are no indications that the
Israeli leadership has moved away from the possible use of mi-
litary force. As suggested by the Harvard decision simulation,
getting the Israeli Prime Minister to pledge thart Israel would
not attack Iran without U.S. permission would be an impos-
sible task.®

Where mighr there be greater leverage points? Where could
the Obama Administration pressure Israel to give up the idea
of a strike on Israel?

The largest financial connection between the U.S. Govern-
ment and Israel is currently in Foreign Military Financing. The
United States has a ten-year agreement with Israel, in order to
allow Israel to plan, for $3 billion per year. The money is given
in cash at the beginning of the fiscal year, in order to allow
Israel to plan. Most of the money goes to U.S. arms suppliers.
Only 26.3% can be spent in Israel.'®"

One leverage option to prevent the strike might be to tell
Israel that if it did not promise not to attack Iran without
U.S. permission, then the U.S. would limit the size of Foreign
Milicary Financing. The problems with this as an option are
the ones that surface for almost all the options. The White
House has to have congressional agreement before it can cut
Israel funds. That is very unlikely to be forthcoming at a time
when congressional leaders believe Israeli security is threatened.
The Israel lobby in the United States would certainly weigh in
very strongly on this issue, and they still have a great deal of in-
fluence on Capitol Hill. Very few of the President’s own party
would support threatening to cut defense funds for Israel.

In May 1986, the United States and Israel signed an agree-
ment (the contents of which are secret) for Israeli participation in
the U.S. missile defense program.'® For 20092010 this is fun-

99. “Bush Says U.S. Would Defend
Israel if Iran Attacks”, Agence
France Presse, January 6, (2008).

100. lgnatius, op. cit.

101. This and subsequent identifi-
cation of U.S. programs supporting
Israel come from Carol Migdalovitz,
“|srael: Background and Relations
with the United States”, Congres-
slonal Research Service, (RL33476),
April 2, (2009).
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102. Cylde R. Mark, “Issue Brief
for Congress: Israel-United States
Relations”, Congressional Research
Service, October 17, (2002).

103. As an example of the limited
leverage with financial instru-
ments, U,S. Middle East Envoy
George Mitchell suggested that
these loan guarantees might be
withheld to pressure Israel to stop
settlement construction. Israel's
Finance Minister quickly responded
that Israel could do without them.
See llene R. Prusher, “Israel
Shrugs Off Mitchell's Loan Threat”,
The Christian Science Monitor,
January 10, (z010).
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ded at approximately $350 million. Withdraw from the agree-
ment unless Israel pledges not to attack Iran? That is not likely.
This is defensive, and there is the need for congressional action.

Israel is openly trying to purchase the U.S. F-35 fighter. It
would like to buy the stealth F-22 at some point in the future.
An option would be for the U.S. Administration to tell the
Government of Israel that it would not permit these purchases
if it did not pledge to refrain from atracking Iran. Although
this kind of action could come from the White House, con-
gressional agreement in the future would be necessary. Israel
would most likely count on the Congress not to honor the
restrictions.

The United States provides commercial loan guarantees for
Israel. Limiting these is an option, but it would not have the
kind of impact on Israel that is likely to change its behavior.'
The United States has a free trade agreement with Israel, also
not a good option for leverage to prevent a strike.

The United States may have this means it is possible thar it
has, as of today, in real life. Do you mean this or do you mean
The United States might by this stage have [?] told Israel that
it would not support an attack on Iran. On the surface, that
sounds like the next step beyond asking them not to do it. It
would say to Israel that if it did the United States would pick
the it-was-Israel oprion that was aired in the first White House
meeting in the hypothetical flow of events. Telling Israel that
the U.S. would withhold support is meaningless. As argued in
this paper, events and Iran would dictate U.S. involvement and
not a pre-strike threat.

Israel has a long history of conducting operations without
notifying the United States and in some cases defying Wash-
ington. The United States has a long history of trying to pres-
sure Israel with rebukes, withholding military equipment and
even sanctions. None of this had done permanent damage to
U.S.-Israeli relations. Israel most likely knows thar this is the
case now.

Summary

THE SITUATION HAS a quality of inevitability about it. It has the
feel of Europe prior to World War I. The United States moves
forward with a vague notion of containment, failing to recog-
nize that conrainment as a strategy has not curbed and in all
probability will not curb Iranian influence in the Middle East.
Containment will certainly not stop Iran’s nuclear program,



and it will not eliminate Israel’s security concerns. Iran moves
forward with its nuclear program seeing it as a component of
its status as an important power but failing to recognize that
the ultimate product could be a great loss of influence. Israel
moves forward with its exaggerated view of the threat from
Iran, failing to recognize that the cost to be paid because of
this view may be more of a threat to Israel’s security interests
than Iran is.

With justification, Israel is losing confidence in the commit-
ment of the Obama Administration to protect its interests with
respect to the Iranian nuclear program. The tension is made
worse by the fact that the interests of the United States and Is-
rael are quire different in the region. Iran continues to defy the
international community and moves in the direction that Israel
believes threatens its existence. Israel is pushed to take care of
its own security — with consequences.

The consequences are serious for the region and the world.
Taking care of its own security, Israel can thrust Afghanistan
on to the back burner. The first reallocation would have to be
the airlift char is moving units and supplies to Afghanistan;
these would be required to deploy air assets to the Gulf region.
The close support sorties going into Afghanistan from a carrier
strike group would be withdrawn to focus on Iran. The most
important reason for a priority shift is the need to deal with
Iran as quickly as possible. Higher oil prices would jeopardize
the economic recovery. In addition, the price of fuel for coali-
tion forces in Afghanistan could become unacceprable.

Inside Israel there is also the argument sometimes expressed
that Iran would never follow through with its threats. Hezbol-
lah would be reluctant to launch enough missiles into Israel to
trigger an invasion. Iran would never attack U.S. bases. The
limitation of this argument is that the United States would li-
kely be forced into a such position that it would have to prepare
as if the threats were going to be carried out. The consequence
is that Israel can pull the United States into deploying major
air and naval forces into the region to defend its interests and
protect the flow of oil through the Gulf.

If Iran responds even in a very limited way, as it has threa-
tened, Israel can pull the United States into finishing the job
on the Iranian nuclear sites and destroying Iranian military
capabilities. Europe would be pulled into the fight.

The more the U.S. Government and groups in the United
States support the opposition in Iran, the more likely it beco-
mes that the opposition would take to the streets in the face
of an Israeli strike. If the opposition were visibly opposing the
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regime, the pull on the United States into regime elimination
in Iran would be all the greater. American good intentions
would contribute to a regional war.

Although there are some leverage points for the United
States on Israel to prevent Israel from striking Iran, they are
limited. Most of the leverage would be in the form of punish-
ment and not prevention. If events continue to unfold, an
Israeli strike on Iran can be expected.

The United States is put at a disadvantage if it waits until
after an Israeli strike to deploy air and naval forces into the
region.

United States interests are damaged less if it moves forward
with a combined Israel-U.S. operation and if initial targeting
by the forces of the two countries is on both military capabili-
ties and the nuclear sites.

Iran is the only country with the leverage to prevent the
seemingly inevitable movement towards disaster for itself, for
the region, for Europeans and for the United States.

The Iranians discount a United States military option. Their
assessment that the United States’ resources are spread too thin
for it to be able to conduct a ground force invasion is proba-
bly well founded. They assess that an air strike by the U.S. is
also unlikely. That part of their assessment is bad. When the
Iranians discount an eventual U.S. military option, they miss
another point. The very fact that the Obama Administration
took over a year trying to engage the Iranians makes it more
vulnerable to pressures to respond quickly and decisively to an
unfolding Israeli-triggered scenario.

The arrogance of the Revolutionary Guard could be the
death sentence for the Iranian regime. The protector of the
Islamic revolution could be the cause of the destruction of the
revolution.
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