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By Roger Howard
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%E’( | Regime change is more likely tn

spread o threat than dexiroy fr

|
ECENT hane
{ left Li1l.f: dmi: where
] Ceorge W Bush, if re-
| elected in November, will be
! temipied 1o train his sights. A senior
| White House picke sard last wock
l' that the ﬁ ";“ . fresh froen
toppling and Saddam
| Husseln, may well decide 10
| orchestrate regime change inside

Iean.
Although A policy
o democracy 10 ran
and end s » links Al
{ ﬁ.wﬁmmmsr
il primanil B fespanes to
kh‘ln'unudurr lenge, Topple the
millahy’ regime, noo-comseryatives
v have long argued, and we can
loce it with o new order thar,
by sensitive 10 Western socurity
concerns, would renounce any

ambithon (o devebop a warhead
Unforiunalely, such
argument b based on  very

questionable logie, lran's nuclear
aspirations long predste the advem
bslamiz revolution in 15979, sd
any new government teplacing the
curtent  order  would douiﬁlm
pumsue & warhesd  jusi m
energeiically. as the mullahs. The
, Vst majority of ordinary lranioms
wintld u::ghmuinuc to ssrongly
Suppaort a Mme, see
i the bomb as a mattet I:E
, nathonl prestipe wnd self-defence
But besides being
unconvincing,  the ent thst
. regime change i u firting response
;- b0 the threst of nuclear proliferrion
j i akso blatantly seff-contmudiolory.
This &5 miost obviowsly hecapss

-

any thoeat jo lopple & regime clearly
exacily the sont of threat a
b ix io Eainsl
It js therefore hikely 1o cither
atcelerale amy existing nochar

of ptovide a

reacon for ada e
bagspened after the 1991 Gulf War,
when the Iraniss responded 1o the
sudtlen mass smival of US moops in

the regiin by dramatically sepping
up their plans o dnvciup new
rviadl capabilities

Al the modnent, it"s il far
from certaln that the lrassan

position (0 do w0, The scenes of
snarchy in Baghdad that followed
in the duys afier the &
of Saddsm Hussetn i Apeil 2003
illustrate 3 miuch Langer danger — o
regmie’s aneml sk of being
AWwy 15 it begins
ml. &lm‘:r“himhﬁ? regime
change in Iike the  former
Soviet | Union, also  created a
finarscial erivis that makes formerly
stute-cmployed scientisis
vulnerable 10 the approaches of
countries that are exger (o puy for
therr knowhedge and’ experience

There is a built-in contradiction in the Bush
doctrine. Except in the most extreme
circumstances, regime change is at least as
likely to augment the danger to the United
States as to eliminate it because of the risks of
creating a power vacuum in the immediate term
and political fragmentation in the longer term

really wani to develop a warhesd
st all — rather than just havieg the
capahility to pet one together later
— of jusl how fier off they are from
doing =0 But thete can be po
onalt thst amy hrests 10 topple the
regime will give fts besders the
siron ible imcentive 1o
mn[f?l uﬁg nuciear deterrent
us s00f s possible end
aven pais noclesr wechnolory o
the hands of third pamies who
could work apminst Ametican
uHeresis on their behalf

Moreover, any regime change
within Iran risks creating 3 power
vacunm in which all povernments!
Essetls e poicntally o sk of
heing seired by anvome m =

e

e

Since the fall of Saddum, the US
Ste Departinent has been forced
to drvw up plans for 3 516 million
progrempie thal stma 1o veni
shoniits selling their skills and
cAperiende bo other goveniments,

" In the lomger term, ancther
danger can sometimes arise from
political fragmentation, althoush
this 15 anlikely in the p.micEr
cxse of Iran. In soch 8 scenamio
the outside world wouald have to
deal with several authorities that
possess  nuclesr  warheads,
thereby making the sk of
drawing up, enforcing  and
manitoring international
&Efeements proporiionately more
difficult. A comparison can

Iran’s chailenge to the Bush Doctrine

clearly be dmwn here with the
disintegrution  of the Sovier
Union inte several ‘repablics,
etch of which possessed its own
sidvanced nuclear fncilities and
most  of which lave since
enforeed international
agrecments on arms exports with
mtlrlumdh_ icerﬂc;mm:r. "
n this respect there is angual
a built-in contradiction in the B
dociring.  Except in the most
EAtfeme | citcumstances, regime
change bs ot least s likely 1o
augrient the danger bo the United
States a fo elimihate i because of
the rlsks o crenting a power
vaguum in the immedinne term and
political (ragmeniation In the bonger
term, Regime change i more likely
W apreacl o threat than. destroy 1, |
For these wha recognise thil p
messure as rudical ‘a8 “regime
chanye" should only be an absolute
bast resort, there are other ways of
meeting  the  Imnian  nuclear
challenge, The United: States can
withdraw much of it military
presence in the region, thereby
remaving some of the incesiive 1o
develop such o warbead, The US
can alsa put much mote pressure on

Tel Aviv 1o sign the Nuclear Non-
Prolifenition anel reduce the
sire of s amienal,  which

endoubiedly caumes seTious concem
fn Jrun and the wider Muslim
world. [ntelligence survelllanee of
both Iran and i Middle hnﬁ{m
protégds can be made more of a
priority, and Tehran can be 1old in
i wcerain terms that any bid 1o
pass ouclenr moterialy 1o them
wioanld be considered an aet of war.

Such measures are surely a
much more realistic way forwand
than any bid 1o camy out regime
change, counresy anriwan




