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AT Iran Nuclear War ( Prolif

This is empirically denied – no arms race with Israel, Chelal 4/27 

Tuesday, April 27, 2010 New sanctions will only bolster hardliners By CESAR CHELALA http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/eo20100427cc.html Foreign correspondent for the Middle East Times International
There is widespread suspicion that if Iran came to possess a nuclear bomb, it could initiate an arms race in the Middle East. However, what is now an open secret — Israel's possession of nuclear weapons — has not ignited such a race. Since threats of punitive action against Iran are not weakening its nuclear ambitions, it is time to try a different approach.

AT Iran is a Threat/ No Engagement

Your authors ignore all the times that Iran has worked with the US, Chelala 4/27

Tuesday, April 27, 2010 New sanctions will only bolster hardliners By CESAR CHELALA http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/eo20100427cc.html Foreign correspondent for the Middle East Times International
Iranians insist that portraying them as a warmongering nation does not respond to historical precedent. They point out that the U.S. was responsible for overthrowing a constitutionally elected government in their country, and that it supported Iraq President Saddam Hussein's invasion of their country while Israel provided arms to Iran. In addition, Iranians claim that the U.S. and other Western countries supplied Hussein with chemical and biological weapons that caused hundreds of thousands of Iranian civilian deaths.

AT Iran Gives Terrorist Nukes

This is a terrible justification, Chelala 4/27

Tuesday, April 27, 2010 New sanctions will only bolster hardliners By CESAR CHELALA http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/eo20100427cc.html Foreign correspondent for the Middle East Times International
U.S. President Barack Obama has repeatedly stated the danger represented by nuclear weapons falling into terrorists' hands, thus suggesting the need to curb Iran's nuclear development. However, Pakistan is a far more serious danger in that regard, since it has a very unstable government and al-Qaida is already present in that country.

Sanctions Strengthen Ahmadinejad

Sanctions will fail and prove to be counterproductive – time to engage, Chelala 4/27
Tuesday, April 27, 2010 New sanctions will only bolster hardliners By CESAR CHELALA http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/eo20100427cc.html Foreign correspondent for the Middle East Times International
If past experience with authoritarian regimes is any guide, new sanctions on Iran will not succeed in curbing its nuclear power development and will, instead, strengthen the hardliners in government. Much more can be gained by improving the relationship between U.S. and Iranian citizens. 

Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad's despotic behavior is not in itself enough to initiate a war against Iran that may have tragic consequences for the region and for the whole world. Despite Ahmadinejad's rantings against Israel, Iranian leaders know that an attack against that country would be suicidal, unleashing terrible reprisals from Israel and the United States. 
[…]

It is a common experience that many times countries behave like people. If a person is threatened and coerced by an infinitely more powerful adversary, the only way for that person to react is to become more fearful and find extreme ways of defending itself against that menace. 

Three decades of sanctions against Iran have proved to be ineffective. Why are they going to be effective now, when the Iranian regime is more determined than ever to pursue its own road to nuclear development?

Sanctions will also not stop the Iranian regime's abuse of its own people. As Dursun Peksen, a political science professor and an expert on economic sanctions has written: "My research into the effect sanctions have on human rights conditions in authoritarian regimes shows that more abuses typically occur with sanctions in place and that the number of abuses is greater when sanctions on those regimes are more extensive."

According to Abolhassan Bani-Sadr, who was the first president of the Islamic Republic of Iran, foreign governments that want to support the democratic movement in Iran should adopt a policy of active neutrality. As he recently stated: "Sanctions will be counterproductive because the threat of international crisis is the Iranian regime's only remaining resource for legitimizing its despotic power." 

Also, for sanctions to succeed they have to be part of a broad international effort. In that regard, the possibilities for Russia and China's support are very slim, since to do so would harm their own considerable economic interests in that country. Iraq's president has already spoken against sanctions to its Iranian neighbors and Brazilian President Inacio Lula da Silva has stated that isolating Iran is counterproductive. 
History has shown that demonizing people only fosters hate between countries. We fear what we know but we fear even more what we don't know. Parallel to efforts on the diplomatic front, dialogue between both countries should be actively fostered through an exchange of artists, scientists, writers and religious figures. It would be a logical next step in brokering peace in that troubled region. 

Sanctions Put US-Brazil Relations on Crash Course

Sanctions put US-Brazilian relations on a crash course, Escobar 4/30

Pepe Escobar is the author of Globalistan: How the Globalized World is Dissolving into Liquid War (Nimble Books, 2007) and Red Zone Blues: a snapshot of Baghdad during the surge. His new book, just out, is Obama does Globalistan (Nimble Books, 2009). THE ROVING EYE  Iran, Brazil and the 'bomb' April 30th http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/LD30Ak01.html

Brazilian Foreign Minister Celso Amorim put it very politely at a joint press conference with his Iranian counterpart Manouchehr Mottaki in Tehran this Tuesday. Amorim said, "Brazil is interested to have a share in settling the Iranian nuclear issue in an appropriate way."  "Appropriate" is code for dialogue - not a fourth round of sanctions slammed by the United Nations Security Council, much less the military option, which the Barack Obama administration has stridently kept on the table. Thus by positioning itself as a mediator in search for a peaceful solution, the Brazilian government is in fact on a "soft" collision course with the Obama administration.

AT China Coming to Table = Support

Your authors are wrong – China coming to table does not mean theyre supporting sanctions, Escobar writes, 

Pepe Escobar is the author of Globalistan: How the Globalized World is Dissolving into Liquid War (Nimble Books, 2007) and Red Zone Blues: a snapshot of Baghdad during the surge. His new book, just out, is Obama does Globalistan (Nimble Books, 2009). THE ROVING EYE  Iran, Brazil and the 'bomb' April 30th http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/LD30Ak01.html

Brazil and Turkey, both against further sanctions, currently hold non-permanent seats at the UN Security Council. Their common position essentially mirrors China's and Russia's - both Security Council permanent members. Russia's poker face tactics and China's agreement to "discuss" sanction packages have been misinterpreted by corporate media and sold as acquiescence to Washington's demands.  Not true. At the BRIC (Brazil, Russia, India and China) meeting in Brasilia less than two weeks ago, these countries once again tacitly agreed new sanctions are not the solution, and stressed the dossier should be settled by the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA).
AT Nations Support

Lots of nations oppose sanctions for lots of different reasons, Escobar 4/30

Pepe Escobar is the author of Globalistan: How the Globalized World is Dissolving into Liquid War (Nimble Books, 2007) and Red Zone Blues: a snapshot of Baghdad during the surge. His new book, just out, is Obama does Globalistan (Nimble Books, 2009). THE ROVING EYE  Iran, Brazil and the 'bomb' April 30th http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/LD30Ak01.html

Each player has their own reasons to oppose sanctions. Moscow - which already supplies Iran with nuclear reactor technology, as well as weapons - knows that sooner or later Washington will have to concede the obvious; that Iran, a key energy producer, is a natural regional power. For Beijing, Iran is a matter of national energy security; further sanctions threaten this "stability" and fall into the category of the wishful thinking of Secretary of State Hillary Clinton.  New Delhi hardly failed to notice that in Afghanistan, Washington has embarked on an all-out alliance with Islamabad, so India needs a stable Iran as a counter-power to Pakistan interfering in Afghanistan and once again engaging the Taliban. Brasilia wants to expand business with Tehran; and Lula for his part has been adamant that more sanctions will only open the way for all-out war, not prevent it.

Bomb is Inevitable – Sanctions Create New Problems

Iran will get around sanctions – a nuclear Iran is inevitable, Escobar 4/30

Pepe Escobar is the author of Globalistan: How the Globalized World is Dissolving into Liquid War (Nimble Books, 2007) and Red Zone Blues: a snapshot of Baghdad during the surge. His new book, just out, is Obama does Globalistan (Nimble Books, 2009). THE ROVING EYE  Iran, Brazil and the 'bomb' April 30th http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/LD30Ak01.html

As for sanctions, Washington needs a reality check. To believe that the BRICs or countries in Asia and Europe will not buy Iranian oil and gas; won't sell gasoline to Iran; and that Iranian banks won't develop ways to interface with the global economy (they have partners, for instance, in the United Arab Emirates and in Venezuela) is to live in Wonderland. Chinese oil majors are selling gasoline to Iran directly. Iran will double its production of gasoline by 2012 after expanding 10 refineries, and is investing nearly $40 billion to build seven new refineries. Iran will keep swapping petroleum products - mostly with the Central Asian ''stans''; this shows, for instance, how it is able to import gasoline bypassing the international banking system. And on top of it there's the black market. Jordan and Turkey smuggled rivers of oil out of sanctioned Iraq during the 1990s. With new sanctions on Iran it would be the turn of a new generation of Iraqis to hit the jackpot. As for the military dictatorship of the mullahtariat in Tehran, it would love nothing better than to use its energy profits to solidify its protective shield. The BRIC leaders - Lula included - may have seen through the smoke and mirrors after all. Bomb? What bomb? They all know Iran cannot build a bomb, for instance, at Natanz, as long as it's being inspected to death by the IAEA. Suppose Iran pulls a North Korea, kicks out the inspectors, pulls out of the NPT and decides to build a bomb in some undisclosed location. They would need a lot of water and power - and surveillance satellites would register every move. The BRIC leaders have in fact concluded that Washington cannot do anything about Iran acquiring "nuclear capability" apart from invading the country in a joint remix of Desert Storm and Shock and Awe and conducting bloody regime change.  Rounds and rounds of sanctions won't stop it. Israeli, US, or joint "precision" bombing would only set it back a little - not counting myriad nasty forms of blowback. There's only one sensible solution. Washington has to sit on the table with Tehran with a real "unclenched fist" and deploy all diplomatic options in search of an overall Middle East security package - and that would include full denuclearization; that is, no more "secret" Israeli nuclear bombs. It's doubtful whether the Obama administration - assailed by hawks on every front - will ever step up to this challenge.

Iran Will React to Israel Strike

Iran’s retaliation to a strike would suck, Phillips writes, 

James Phillips is Senior Research Fellow for Mid​dle Eastern Affairs in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation. An Israeli Preventive Attack on Iran's Nuclear Sites: Implications for the U.S.

Published on January 15, 2010 by James Phillips http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/01/An-Israeli-Preventive-Attack-on-Iran-Nuclear-Sites-Implications-for-the-US

Iran's retaliation for an Israeli strike is likely to be fierce, protracted, and multi-pronged. Iran is likely to bombard Israel with its Shahab-3 medium-range ballistic missiles, possibly armed with chemical, biological, or radiological warheads. Such a missile barrage would amount to a terror campaign, similar to the "war of the cities" during the 1980-1988 Iran-Iraq war, when the two adversaries launched hundreds of SCUD surface-to-surface missiles at each others' cities. Possible suicidal air attacks, per​haps launched from bases in Syria, or attacks by Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs), based in Leba​non, Syria, or ships off Israel's coast, could not be ruled out.

In addition to direct attacks on Israel, the Tehran regime is likely to launch indirect attacks using a wide variety of surrogate groups, such as Hezbollah, Palestinian Islamic Jihad, and Hamas, all of which are armed with Iranian-supplied rockets. Hezbol​lah, the Lebanese terrorist organization created in 1982 by Iran to oppose the Israeli intervention in Lebanon and support Iran's Islamist revolution, continues to receive arms, training, financial sup​port, and ideological leadership from Iran's radical regime through the Revolutionary Guards. Iran has completely re-equipped Hezbollah since its 2006 war with Israel in direct violation of U.N. Security Council Resolution 1701. Hezbollah has received longer-range and more lethal Iranian rockets that would threaten many more Israeli civilians than during the 2006 war.

Iran also has armed Hamas with increasingly sophisticated long-range rockets. Recently, Israeli military officials disclosed that Hamas has acquired an Iranian-supplied rocket capable of striking Tel Aviv, Israel's largest city, from Gaza.[12] Terrorist attacks on Israeli targets outside Israel, as well as against Jewish communities abroad, would also be near-certain. Iran was involved in the 1992 and 1994 Buenos Aires bombings of the Israeli embassy and a Jewish NGO.[13] Iran could activate Hezbollah sleeper cells to attack Israeli targets not only in the Middle East, but in South America, North America, Africa, Asia, and Europe.[14]
Tehran could also attack American interests in the region in retaliation for an Israeli strike. Despite the fact that both the Bush and Obama Administrations have opposed an Israeli strike on Iran's nuclear facil​ities, the conspiracy-minded Islamist regime may presume the existence of at least tacit American sup​port for an Israeli attack. Iran could target American soldiers in Iraq by escalating its support for proxy groups such as the Mahdi Army or by infiltrating more elements of the Revolutionary Guards into the country to attack Americans directly. The Iranian regime could increase the supply of sophisticated improvised explosive devices, such as the lethal explosively formed projectile (EFP) mines that are capable of penetrating even the heaviest armor. It could also foment more trouble for the United States in Afghanistan by inciting Shia Afghans against U.S. forces, renewing its support for Gulbuddin Hekmat​yar's Hezbi Islami (Party of Islam) forces, or throwing its weight more forcefully behind the Taliban. Tehran has already provided limited quantities of arms and supplies to the Taliban.[15]
American military, diplomatic, and government personnel, as well as civilians, would be put at risk of Iranian-supported terrorist attacks throughout the world, particularly in Bahrain, Iraq, Kuwait, Lebanon, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, and the United Arab Emirates. In addition to using surrogates, such as Hezbollah, Hamas, and Palestinian Islamic Jihad, Iran may also upgrade its arms-length relations with the al-Qaeda terrorist network and give it more sup​port beyond the sanctuary and tacit cooperation that it has already provided.

Sanctions Save Hardliners

The hardline regime is cracking up now – sanctions provide it a lifeline, Barry 4/29

"When your adversary is making a fool of himself, get out of the way." So said Pat Buchannan last year in response to conservative hawks pushing for U.S. intervention in the wake of Iran's controversial Presidential election. At the time, those words made a lot of sense. Better for the U.S. to not give the Iranian government a handhold as it descended into infamy by making itself the focus of attention. Buchanan's advice could just as easily apply to the now-urgent question of U.S. economic sanctions. As a congressional conference committee begins to put the finishing touches on an Iran sanctions package, it's worth considering the evidence that the biggest threat to the Iranian economy is actually the regime itself. Economic sanctions might actually rescue the regime from its own failings, and produce the opposite of what their backers expect. 

Iran's economy may not be on life-support, but it is in pretty terrible shape. While the statistics reported by the Iranian government paint a rosy picture, the reality is quite different. Iran's real per capita growth rate was 3.5 percent per annum from 2002-2009, but this period of growth coincided with a period of a steady rise in oil prices, suggesting the "government has not been very successful in achieving diversification of the economy." Inflation is also on the rise, reaching 10.4 percent in April. Though that's much lower than the annual rate of 30 percent from last year, the current government has consistently struggled to contain rising inflation (which is often attributed to President Ahmadinejad's redistribution of oil revenues). Actual inflation may be much higher. Looking at prices in downtown Tehran, the real number might be hovering around 20 percent. 

If that wasn't bad enough, Iran continues to struggle with pronounced inequality. Virginia Tech Economist Djavad Salehi-Isfahani notes that between 2005 and 2007, at a time when Iran was experiencing respectable economic growth, "the income of the top 20 percent rose more than four times as fast as that of the bottom quintile." Here again, rising oil prices appear to have had a negative effect. "The influx of oil revenues, which trickle down Iran's unequal structure of access to power and position, always seems to worsen the distribution of income," writes Salehi-Isfahani. 

Iran's economic circumstances are sometimes attributed to sanctions, and sanctions proponents might be tempted to seize on the weakness of the Iranian economy as evidence that punitive measures are working to undermine the foundations of the regime's support. But this leaves out the role that Iran's own leadership has played in bringing the country's economy to such abysmal straights. Estimates are that the Iranian regime is involved, either directly or indirectly, in 70 percent of the country's economy.  Former minister of commerce, minister of finance, and ambassador-at-large in Iran, Jahangir Amuzegar, slams the Ahmadinejad administration for having "established a dysfunctional economic environment" and for "worsening the business climate."  

President Ahmadinejad once supported large consumer subsidies, which had been a significant contributing factor to rising inflation. Now, recognizing that his own policies have come to roost, Ahmadinejad has proposed a $40 billion cut in state subsidies. But if done improperly, such a cut could result in sky-rocketing prices in Iran's subsidy dependent energy sector. Iran's currency is also believed to be kept at artificially high levels, increasing imports to what Amuzegar calls "unprecedented levels," with attendant effects on Iran's domestic producers. 

Skeptics could charge that Iran's oil and natural gas sectors ensure the regime's survival, even as the government's leadership does fundamental damage to the Iranian economy. However, as PFC Energy Partner and Gulf energy analyst Fareed Mohamedi has observed, the picture of the country's energy sector is quite mixed. Iran's oil supply is steadily diminishing. Perhaps more importantly, its ability to influence world oil markets may be hemmed in by growing production by non-OPEC countries, particularly Iraq. In Iran's vaunted natural gas industry, the picture also remains unclear. Mohamedi observed that worldwide, natural gas production, exploration, and technological innovation will likely increase in the years ahead, possibly reducing Iran's clout in that area as well. As is the case with the economy writ large, Iran's leaders have behaved irresponsibly, failing to pursue the diversification necessary in case of a decline in energy prices. 

So where do the sanctions being considered by congress fit in with all this? Congress's sanctions are designed to place an economic stranglehold on Iran, in particular, by exploiting what is thought to be an Iranian dependence on imported refined petroleum. As petroleum costs rise, Iran will begin to feel the pinch. Unfortunately, the effectiveness of such sanctions doesn't quite match the hype. Gal Luft has cautioned that Iran's petroleum dependence is not what it appears.  Thanks to combination of investments in domestic refinery infrastructure, pursuit of energy alternatives and effective rationing schemes, Iran is projected to be gasoline self-sufficient by 2012. This suggests that while the sanctions up for consideration may have a short-term effect, over the medium and long-term, the squeeze put on the Iranian economy is likely to be negligible. But the regime is sure to blame its economic woes on western sanctions in order to distract from its own mismanagement. 

The overall picture is one of an Iranian economy that is heavily straight jacketed already. The current government is largely to blame. Based on the regime's track record of incompetence and the consequences of that incompetence for the Iranian economy, the U.S. would be wise to take a step back, allowing Iran to continue on its present course. As its position grows weaker, the U.S. position would grow stronger, shoring up American diplomatic leverage or at least making Iran easier to contain or deter. The U.S. would also sidestep accusations that its policies had contributed further hardship to the Iranian people. Congress is searching for the most effective means to weaken the Iranian economy; the best approach may be for it to do nothing at all. 

Patrick Barry is a Policy Analyst at the National Security Network. He is a contributing writer for Democracy Arsenal. Iranian economy’s biggest vulnerability: Iran

Thursday, April 29, 2010 - 4:05 PM http://mideast.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/04/29/iranian_economy_s_biggest_vulnerability_iran
Grand Bargain Necessary

Sanctions prevent the best possible chance of effective counter-proliferation: direct, unconditional negotiations with Iran. Iran will not accept any proposal that does not address the underlying causes of its drive to develop nuclear weapons. 
Flynn Leverett [Senior Fellow at the New America Foundation in Washington, DC], “Iran: Sanctions Will Fail – Then What?” Interview with MRZine/KBO Radio, April 10, 2010, available at http://www.campaigniran.org/casmii/index.php?q=node/9807. Accessed April 16, 2010. “On the nuclear issue…with regard to Iran.”

On the nuclear issue per se, my argument is that, as long as we are insisting that Iran give up uranium enrichment on its own territory, I think this is a non-starter.  The reality is that Iran is enriching uranium under the terms of the NPT.  It has the right to do these kinds of activities.  And they are going to do them.  I think the real key is to say, "OK, we recognize your right to enrich uranium, but now let's talk about monitoring arrangements, verification, how you deal with the IAEA and others, so that we all can have the confidence that proliferation risks associated with uranium enrichment are under control."  That is going to have to be the basis for any kind of negotiated resolution to the nuclear standoff.  More broadly, I think that it's gonna be hard to deal with the nuclear issue just in isolation.  In the end, I think what Iran is looking for is what they call a comprehensive framework for dialogue with the United States and with other major international powers.  At the end of the day, they want to know that the United States is going to accept the Islamic Republic; it is going to accept that Iran under the Islamic Republic has an important, legitimate regional role.  They're gonna want to see the kind of broad range of issues that divide the United States and Iran dealt with in a comprehensive way.  I use the shorthand of a "grand bargain."  In the end, it's gonna need[s] to be a grand bargain between the United States and Iran, in which all the differences, not just over the nuclear issue, but over various regional issues and so forth, are put on the table and resolved in a package.  This is basically the model that President Nixon used to realign the US relation with the People's Republic of China in the early 1970s.  I think this is the only approach which is really [going to] gonna work with regard to Iran.
AT Israel Strike
Israel will not strike Iran if the US were to lift sanctions. The Israeli Prime Minister himself said Israel is not considering a military strike. 
Aron Heller [Associated Press correspondent based in Jerusalem, Professor at the Sammy Ofer School of Communications in Hertzliya, Israel], “Netanyahu: Israel-Iran War Not Being Planned,” February 16, 2010, Huffington Post, available at http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/02/17/netanyahu-israel-iran-war_n_465165.html. “Israeli Prime Minister…sanction,” he said.”

MOSCOW — Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu said Tuesday his country is not planning a war with Iran and that Tehran's concerns over such a conflict are the result of the threat of additional international sanctions.

Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad said Tuesday he believes Israel or its allies are considering a military strike against his country, which has thus far failed to prove that its nuclear program is peaceful.

"We are not planning any wars," Netanyahu said, speaking in Moscow after meetings urging Russian officials to approve tougher sanctions against Iran.

In Tehran, Ahmadinejad said Israel is "seeking to start a war next spring or summer, although their decision is not final yet," without saying where he got that information.
Netanyahu dismissed that talk as "manipulations."

"I wouldn't be surprised if the things we are hearing are a result of Iran's feeling there is an increase in talks about sanctions," he said.

AT Israel Strike

No Israeli strike – three warrants, Gregoire 4/8

Antonin Gregoire. April 8, 2010. “Could Israel bomb iran?” http://www.iloubnan.info/politics/actualite/id/44547/lebanon/Could-Israel-bomb-Iran 

“Scholar and expert…a nuclear Iran”
In a recent paper in the IFRI's Politique Etrangere, Scholar and expert Samy Cohen explains why a pre-emptive strike against Iran is unlikely for three reasons: 1st: The assessment of the Iranian Threat. Two schools are debating in Israel over the Iranian threat. According to the first, Iran would not hesitate to “wipe Israel off the map”, without fearing nuclear retaliation because their ideology renders them immune to normal deterrence. The second school, for its part, considers that Iran enjoys an influence momentum in the Middle East and has no interest in waging a nuclear war on ideological grounds. These experts say that Iranians are a “clever and rational people”. Hostile speeches against Israel are in fact designed to numb the fears of Arabic leaders by pointing the future bomb exclusively toward Israel. This second school also stresses that Iran is far more concerned about eastern nuclear neighbours: China, India and Pakistan. If it were to fall in the hands of the Taliban, nuclear Pakistan is a nightmare much worse than Israel. Even if this view can not be endorsed publicly, this second school is gathering more audience among military and strategist circles.  The 2nd reason the capacity of Israel Air Force. It has been studied by Abdullah Toukan and Anthony Cordesman for the Center for Strategic and International Studies in Washington and the conclusions can be found in Haaretz. Firstly, Israel does not know better than other western agencies how much sites are working on Iranian nuclear program. If the known sites are destroyed, Iran could switch to a fully secret program nobody could watch.  Also, the military operation remains practically possible but very complicated. According to Toukan and Cordesman, 90 airplanes (all 25 F-15Es in the IAF inventory and another 65 F-16I/Cs) would have to fly over Syria and be refulled en route and on the way back. In other words, surprise is impossible. On site they would face heavy anti-aircraft defences: batteries of Hawk, SA-5 and SA-2 surface-to-air missiles, SA-7, SA-15, Rapier, Crotale and Stinger anti-aircraft missiles and eventually 1,700 anti-aircraft guns. Israel is also not sure if the Russian have already sold their S-300V system to the Iranians, in which case IAF have to expect to loose about 25% of the airplanes. One has to keep in mind that every captured pilot would join the fate of Gilad Shalit with sorrow families and pressure of public opinion. Unlike open-air Osirak facilities, Iranian nuclear sites are heavily buried deep under the ground and protected by thick concrete walls. Pilots would have to be extremely precise and use special bombs. Ecological and humanitarian consequences also have to be kept in mind. Destroying the Bushehr reactor means being responsible for the instant dying of thousands of iranians and the cancers of hundreds of thousands. Eventually “most definitely Bahrain, Qatar and the UAE will be heavily affected by the radionuclides." Even in the best scenario, an Israeli strike would be a “half success”, not destroying all the sites and only highlighting the limitations of the IAF to enemy countries. Whatever the outcome, Israel would have to face retaliation from Iran, Hezbollah and Hamas: wave of suicide bombers and a rain of and Shahab III ballistic missiles and Katioucha’s rockets. The third and main argument is the attitude of the United States. Israelis expert were certain that George W Bush would never accept a Nuclear Iran and give them a green light for a pre-emptive strike. However, by the end of its mandate, Bush feared retaliation from Iran against american bases in Irak and Afghanistan and refused his consent. Even with casting aside the current diplomatic crisis between Israel and the US, Obama is still subjected to the same strategic imperatives. Above all, Israel has a vital need for good relations with the US and even more in the case of a nuclear Iran
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