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Iran: A Nuclear Power
What Ahmadinejad Will do with a Nuclear Bomb

-SECTION ONE-

Mr. President,
The Middle East is a ticking time bomb and Iran is the fuse. The passing of each second
heralds the fact that Iran is drawing closer to successfully acquiring a nuclear weapon. Our time
for discussing and designing an appropriate course of action to address this inevitable reality is
rapidly dissipating. Though Iran does not yet have a nuclear weapon, our diplomatic solutions
have proven to be more of an annoying hindrance to Ahmadinejad and his intentions than
threatening. The time has come to prepare for what we believe has become the inevitable: Iran’s
emergence as a nuclear power.
There are three things that should inform your policy, Mr. President: 1) whether or not
Ahmadinejad is a rational political actor or an irrational religious fanatic; 2) the empirical
evidence we have obtained concerning Iran, Ahmadinejad, and their nuclear program; and 3) the
results of a sequential game that confirms the conclusion derived from the aforementioned
empirical evidence: the threat of war will not deter a rational or irrational Ahmadinejad from
acquiring nuclear weapons; thus, our best policy option is one that responds swiftly and
forcefully to an irrational Ahmadinejad or one that firmly contains a rational Ahmadinejad. But
regardless of his type, we must make certain Ahmadinejad knows that if he uses a nuclear
weapon, we will utterly and totally destroy him.
This document contains our attempt to determine which type of Ahmadinejad you are
dealing with. President Ahmadinejad clearly wants Iran to possess nuclear weapons, but will he
rationally be responsible or irrationally be reckless? If investigations maintain that the
probability of Ahmadinejad being irrational is reasonably high, we need to strike his nuclear
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facilities immediately. But if they reveal those odds are low, containing and deterring him with
strong diplomacy and sanctions remains our best course of action.
-SECTION TWOINTRODUCTION
Our foreign policy towards Iran – which has a drastic affect on our grand strategy – hinges on
determining two things: whether or not Iran will soon acquire nuclear weapons and whether Ahmadinejad
is a rational political actor with a radical tongue or a genuine zealot for radical Islam. Our investigations
have led us to believe that Iran will almost certainly have nuclear weapons with the next 2 years, and
definitely within the next 5 years. While we exercise diplomatic options in the present, it is prudent to
prepare a plan that deals with a nuclear Iran, should those diplomatic efforts fail (we have every reason to
believe they will continue to be ineffective in stopping Ahmadinejad from pursuing nuclear weapons, as
they have been in recent years). There are two possible types of response to a nuclear Iran: one type for a
rational Ahmadinejad and one for an irrational Ahmadinejad. Thus, our next step in formulating our
policy is to determine which type Ahmadinejad is. Lastly, game theory helps us determine the most
prudent way to deal with our uncertainty about Ahmadinejad: he is signaling that he wants nuclear
weapons, but does he want them for political reasons or for Armageddon? Calculating the odds and
payoffs of six plausible scenarios and plugging them into a simultaneous game quantify just how sure we
need to be of Ahmadinejad’s type before deciding how to deal with him.
IRAN AND NUCLEAR WEAPONS
Iran presents one of the most critical security issues presently facing the United States. The
subject that raises most concern: nuclear weapons. Although Iran has not yet acquired nuclear weapons,
the evidence in support of their soon having them is piled high.
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Motivating Factors
Technological advancements in their nuclear facilities aside, there are other motivating factors
driving Iran’s efforts to obtain nuclear weapons. One is Iran’s prioritizing of the development of mediumand long-range missiles. Another is Iran’s prioritizing of its proficiency in asymmetric war fighting
tactics. A third is the comparatively slow pace at which Iran is modernizing its conventional military
compared to its neighbors and the United States. The fourth is Iran’s concern about the military and
strategic posture it displays, compared to its neighbors’ and the United States’ (Cordesman 2). In addition
to these four factors, the fact that Iran has not fully cooperated with the wishes of the United Nations or
the investigators from the IAEA for almost ten years is very revealing. For all these reasons, speculation
as to whether or not Iran will pursue nuclear weapon capability has all but ceased. It is clear that Iran is
most definitely working towards that end. The question now is, not if, but when will they have nuclear
weapons? Some predicted Iran will have nuclear capability by late 2009, but most predict Iran will
achieve this goal between 2010 and 2015 (Cordesman 3-4).
Empirical Evidence
Dennis C. Blair, your Director of National Intelligence, explains that three key components are
necessary to any nuclear program in order for that program to be operational and productive: 1)
Production of fissile material; 2) Effective means for weapon delivery; and 3) Successfully testing a
nuclear warhead. Though Iran halted its nuclear weapons design and weaponization in 2003, evidence
now shows that Iran restarted these activities mid-2007 (Cordesman 3). Thus, Blair concludes that “Iran
has the scientific, technical, and industrial capacity eventually to produce nuclear weapons. In [my]
judgment, only an Iranian political decision to abandon a nuclear weapons objective would plausibly keep
Iran from eventually producing nuclear weapons” (Cordesman 255) DNI further argues that Iran could
have enough highly enriched uranium to produce a nuclear weapon between 2010-2015, but practicality
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dictates this will not happen before 2013 because of the technical difficulties often accompanying nuclear
technology.
AHMADINEJAD: RATIONAL OR IRRATIONAL?
The once far-fetched notion that Iran might become a nuclear power is steadily becoming a
reality. Though the United States must act aggressively to deter Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons in
the present, the government must also wisely prepare for the future. This means having a strategy for
dealing with a nuclear Iran. But we need to move quickly. Israel is nervous and itching to strike Iran’s
nuclear facilities (they have bombed several structures in recent years), and the only reason why they
have not used major military force is because our economic sanctions and promises that strong diplomacy
will win the day (Cordesman 295-96). But what should we do? Should we strike preemptively? Or should
we continue to rely on diplomacy and sanctions? Evidence about Iran’s intentions points us in two
different directions: either Iran is run by religious fanatics or rational actors. To clarify, irrational
religious fanatics describe the leaders who believe the state of Iran has been chosen by Allah to carry out
one ultimate decree: prepare the way for the 12th Imam and the Caliphate. This goal is only accomplished
by obliterating the state of Israel; thus passionate, radical jihadists will use nuclear weapons against Israel
regardless of cost (hence the “irrational” label) instead of using them to elevate Iran’s regional status. On
the other hand, rational leaders are those who value Iran’s status as a regional hegemon more than
fulfilling a religious commission. Rational leaders may not necessarily be devoid of hatred towards Israel,
but if they do harbor enmity, it is secondary to their desire to protect the wellbeing of their state. These
leaders know full well the consequences of using nuclear weapons against Israel would be devastating to
Iran and therefore would refrain from such action, regardless of their religious commission. There is
evidence that supports both possibilities. So what is the correct presumption?

Dixon 5

Evidence/Reasons for Irrational
In recent years, the senior leaders in Iran have publically stated they intend to expedite the arrival
of the Twelfth Imam, or the “Mahdi,” the Islamic messiah who will be the leader of the caliphate, the
Islamic utopia where all facets of society and its citizens are directed by Islam in its purest form and ruled
by the messianic figure, the Mahdi. These prominent Iranian leaders also teach that the appearance of the
Mahdi will be quickened if Israel, which they call the “Little Satan,” and the United States, which they
call the “Great Satan,” are destroyed (Rosenberg xi). Ahmadinejad has been one of the biggest proponents
of preparing the way for the Mahdi. In fact, he believes it is his life’s purpose. In his book, Joel
Rosenberg interviews several key personnel and asks their opinion about Ahmadinejad. Below are some
of their sobering comments.
General William G. Boykin, three-star lieutenant general in the U.S. Army, deputy undersecretary
of defense for intelligence, states that Radical Muslims believe the Qur’an explicitly tells them to
convert or kill infidels (all those who do not serve Allah). General Boykin believes there are
several Radical Muslims, who are key rulers in Iran, who are behind Ahmadinejad, aggressively
encouraging Iran’s attempt to acquire nuclear weapons, no doubt to carry out a nuclear attack on
Israel or the United States, be it by their hand or a terrorist group’s. When asked how close Iran is
to having a nuclear weapon, the general replied, “within two years, maybe three” (2010 or 2011)
(Rosenberg 13).
Kamal Saleem, former member of the Lebanese terrorist group the “Muslim Brotherhood,”
asserted that “Ahmadinejad is a true Muslim zealot” who believes he is divinely called by Allah
to prepare the way for the twelfth Imam, like John the Baptist did for Jesus. Saleem expresses his
exasperation that nobody in America knows about the “true Ahmadinejad.” He exclaims,
“[Americans] don’t know what Ahmadinejad is all about. [He is about] world domination, to take
over the world – one world order – that’s it” (Rosenberg 14).

Dixon 6

Alireza Jafarzadeh, an Iranian native who vehemently opposes Ahmadinejad’s “Radical Islamic
extremist regime,” the same man who revealed to U.S. officials the locations of two top secret
Iranian nuclear weapons research facilities, has this to say about Ahmadinejad: “This is the
nightmare scenario, that the most Radical Islamic extremist regime…which has called for wiping
Israel off the map and an end to the United States, and which has this global Islamic rule agenda
and believes in the end of the world – would now get the nuclear bomb” (Rosenberg 15).
Rosenberg also provides some direct quotes from Ahmadinejad to consider:
“Israel must be wiped off the map.” – October 26, 2005 (Rosenberg 25)
“I must announce that the Zionist regime [Israel]…is about to die and will soon be erased from
the geographical scene.” – June 2, 2008 (Rosenberg 25)
“Today, the time for the fall of the satanic power of the United States has come, and the
countdown to the annihilation of the emperor of power and wealth has started.” – June 2, 2008
(Rosenberg 26)
If Ahmadinejad is indeed a crazed religious fanatic, then he will use the bomb regardless of
Israel’s second strike capability or the United States’ and its allies’ responses because preparing the way
for the 12th Imam and the caliphate outweigh the consequences of any means used towards that end.
Fortunately for Ahmadinejad, one of the requirements for the appearance of the Mahdi is global chaos.
The other requirement is destroying Israel and the United States (Rosenberg, xi).
When Ahmadinejad was miraculously elected in 2005, people were shocked. He came out of
nowhere and stole the election (Rosenberg 157-59). When several skeptical Iranian officials accused
Khamenei of rigging the elections, Ahmadinejad was indignant. He asserted that he was not chosen by the
ayatollah, but by Allah himself. During a speech he gave on October 14, 2006 to the Union of Islamic
Engineers, Ahmadinejad reaffirmed his belief that he had been divinely selected by Allah to carry out the
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special mission of “[launching] the second and final round of the Islamic Revolution, to make Iran a
nuclear power, and to usher in the reign of the Twelfth Imam” (Rosenberg 159). Ahmadinejad has made it
unmistakably clear that the meaning of his existence is to prepare the way for the Mahdi. In fact, this goal
is so defining it influences all his actions. His very first cabinet meeting, Ahmadinejad made every
government official sign a statement swearing allegiance not to him but to the Mahdi. All this evidence
leads us to one conclusion: if the United States, NATO, Israel, or some combination thereof does not
execute a preemptive strike, “Iran will soon be posed to launch the apocalyptic war required by its
theology to destroy the West and usher in the end of days.” Rosenberg concludes his warning, “The
question we all must be asking is not if there will be war with Iran but when it will begin and who will
strike first” (Rosenberg xiii).1
Evidence/Reasons for Rational
But other people are not convinced that Ahmadinejad would use a nuclear weapon so rashly.
Despite the frightening threats to annihilate the United States and Israel, there are some who believe that
Ahmadinejad is privately guided by the same rationality present in many world leaders – a rationality that
obliges him to protect himself, the future of his regime, and his state. Surely, Ahmadinejad, being the
sharp politician he is, knows that his weak military is no match for the mighty American and Israeli
1

Rosenberg’s credentials are numerous. His knowledge about the Middle East and the regional actors therein is
extensive. Without a doubt, Rosenberg is an expert on the subject. However, the President should be aware that,
while Rosenberg’s reputation as a writer and researcher is impeccable, his personal religious beliefs strongly
influence his views about Ahmadinejad and Iran. A conservative Christian, Rosenberg believes that Iran is a key
player in what Christians call The End Times, the last years in history preceding the second coming of Christ. While
Rosenberg has no counterpart that has risen to publically dispute his claims, our research indicates that academia in
general takes some of Rosenberg’s conclusions about Ahmadinejad with a grain of salt. While Rosenberg makes a
convincing case that Ahmadinejad is an irrational actor completely driven by a radical Muslim platform (he makes
this case in his book Inside the Revolution, which contains 23 pages of endnotes, not to mention well-documented
interviews with extremely credible and prominent experts on the Middle East and radical Islam), it is important to
note that there are arguments against his position. Although Rosenberg’s argument is well-supported, his
aforementioned book is the only source that discusses Ahmadinejad being an irrational fanatic with such depth,
magnitude, and conviction. We strongly advise the President that, while considering both sides of the argument, he
exercise caution and seek the opinions of his other advisors, so as not to base foreign policy decisions on one source
only.
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forces. Surely he knows that Israel has second strike capability. And surely he knows that his using a
nuclear bomb will result in the total decimation of his state. He may be bold and brazen when it comes to
proclaiming his religious beliefs or asserting his divine calling to destroy Israel perhaps, but he is still
rational.2 While it does not prevent him from publically appearing fanatical, Ahmadinejad’s rationality is
enough to control his passions and steer his actions towards political ends. He may boast that he is called
upon by Allah to prepare the way for the 12th Imam, but he will not do so at the peril of his life or regime.
Any schemes he has will only be unleashed at the opportune moment: when he has a large enough nuclear
arsenal to actually be formidable. The following topics are reasons that many argue are strong enough to
deter a rational Ahmadinejad, despite his being strongly or radically religious.
Israel
Although Israel is a nuclear power, its conventional military force and other facets of its military
capabilities are above average at best. Certainly, according to some experts, Israel “does not have viable
military options to deal with Iran’s capabilities to make nuclear weapons, much less deal with a deployed
force once Iran is able to disperse its warheads and missiles” (Cordesman 296-97); Israel does not possess
conventional ballistic missiles or land-/sea-based cruise missiles to execute such a grand operation
(Cordesman 297). Israel’s best response to an Iranian threat (“best response could very well be translated
to “preemptive strike”) consists of the following actions: 1) Launch two to three squadrons of 36-54
combat aircraft for single mission during which the aircraft strike multiple targets. For this mission, Israel
would be best off by using its 28 F-15C/D and 25 F-151 Ra’ams or its 126 F-16CDs and 23 F-16I Sufas.
These combat aircraft would be armed with GBU-28s, a 5,000-pound laser-guided bomb with a 4,400pound earth-penetrating warhead. As of 2008, Israel had approximately 1,500 GBU-28 bombs
(Cordesman 298-99).

2

“Rational” in this case means that, though Ahmadinejad claims that his purpose in life is to wipe Israel off the face
of the earth, he is smart enough to know the consequences of his bombing Israel; he knows he would be annihilated.
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Unfortunately for Israel, this mission would be problematic at best. Israel would have to deal with
an enormous amount of obstacles, from gaining permission to fly through hostile airspace to dealing with
Iran’s above average anti-aircraft defense systems. Still, Iran’s pursuit of nuclear technology has Israel
anxious to take preventative action. Israel has only been dissuaded from taking military action by the
United States’ implementing economic sanctions and aggressively pursuing diplomatic solutions to this
problem. But the Middle East is a ticking time bomb. As the day Iran will become a nuclear power draws
nigh, so Israel’s patience dwindles. If a nuclear Iran did start to mobilize its nuclear forces, giving Israel
reason to believe that Iran was preparing to use its nuclear bomb on them, Israel would not hesitate to
develop or utilize retaliatory capability or military force to destroy Iran (Cordesman 261, 296).
Furthermore, Ahmadinejad knows that Israel is a nuclear power. Thus, if Iran acquired a nuclear bomb
and struck Israel with a nuclear attack, the Israelis would be devastated, but they would be able to strike
back with nuclear force. Although Iran may soon acquire a nuclear weapon, they are still estimated to be a
decade away from having an amount of nuclear weapons sufficient enough to carry out multiple attacks or
counterattacks (Cordesman 265).
Certainly, a rational Ahmadinejad – despite the radical Muslim he is – would take into account
the utter decimation of his state at the hand of Israel. Given that Ahmadinejad has publically announced
his intentions to destroy Israel, the Israelis may very well preemptively strike, taking out Natanz or
Tehran. Israel is convinced of Ahmadinejad’s intentions and is further convinced that he will not hesitate
to use his nuclear bomb once he acquires it (Cordesman 295-96). This makes it all the more important to
quickly figure out if Ahmadinejad’s knowing that the welfare of his state is at risk – or that his state will
be annihilated – will be enough to deter him from carrying out his dastardly threat (Cordesman 295-96).
The United States
As capable a military force Israel has, it does not compare to the military power of United States.
Israel’s resources are limited; therefore, it could only strike confirmed targets, leaving suspected targets or
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highly suspected targets untouched. Not so with the United States. We have the power to destroy
suspected and confirmed targets, including a wide range of essential Iranian military bases and facilities
and Iran’s missile production facilities. The varieties of attack methods are as numerous as our assets:
cruise missiles, precision-guided weapons, and stealth aircraft. Our B-2A Spirit stealth bombers carry
eight 4,500-pound satellite-guided bunker busting bombs. Other stealth bombers and land-and carrierbased aircraft are capable of delivering large quantities of precision-guided 250- and 500-poiund bombs.
Our submarines and navel vessels could fire cruise missiles from nearby bodies of water (Cordesman
305-06). The damage to Iran would be astronomical.
There are still several possible actions that Ahmadinejad could rationally take concerning nuclear
weapons, however, and that is where game theory comes into play. Since we already know what a crazed
Ahmadinejad would do, we want to find out what a rational Ahmadinejad would do. Obviously, the
President must first determine which Ahmadinejad is ruling Iran. But if he determines that the President
of Iran is a rational actor, the President’s next action should be to figure out how to deal with him by
judging what his next actions could be. The question is how does one determine if Ahmadinejad’s threats
are genuinely coming from a crazed religious fanatic or subjugated by his desire to survive?
Iran’s Capability
Ahmadinejad knows that he would not be able to defend against a United States or Israeli attack
comprised of cruise missiles, stealth aircraft, precision weapons, and other assets in the deep, vastly
superior arsenal that is the United States military (Cordesman 301). As for as Iran’s military forces are
concerned, they have “quantity” but little quality. All Iran’s major weapons systems are run by
technology that is at least 35 years old. Iran’s land-based defense mechanisms are also outdated and lack
the firepower necessary to counter modern aircraft. Furthermore, Ahmadinejad does not have enough of
them to mount sufficient defense. Iran also does not have low-altitude radar coverage, a weakness that the
United States could easily exploit. Iran has purchased modern and effective TOR-M short-range missiles
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from Russia and can use these for their defenses, but these alone will be like using drywall to stop a giant,
rolling boulder (Cordesman 297, 302).
One might ask, in light of this danger, why wouldn’t Ahmadinejad cease making a nuclear bomb
altogether? The answer is this: a preemptive strike on his country by Israel would be nothing short of
insane. A rational Ahmadinejad knows this. He knows that Israel knows this. That is why, right now, he is
calling their bluff by persisting in his obtaining nuclear capability. Why would an Israeli strike be insane?
Mohamed ElBaradei, the UN’s “nuclear watchdog,” explains, “[an preemptive attack by Israel or the
United States] would trigger an explosion across the whole region and the Iranians would immediately
start to construct a nuclear bomb and would be assured the support of the entire Muslim world,” not to
mention Russia and China (Cordesman 303).
-SECTION THREEWHAT THE GAME TELLS US?
This is where game theory can help us. Using known facts about Iran’s leaders, religious
convictions, political views, and the global environment, we can assign payoffs to each possibility and try
to predict which type of Ahmadinejad we are most likely dealing with. After creating the different payoff
scenarios, we conduct what we call a Sequential Game. A sequential game deals with strategic
interactions that take place amongst players. This game is particularly helpful in helping to determine the
best course of action for Player B if Player B does not know what type of Player A is. The only clues
Player B has to base decisions and actions upon are inferences about the type of player he is facing. These
inferences are derived from signals Player A sends. Player A can be either “type x” or “type y.” If Player
A is type x, it can continue broadcasting the signal or it can send the signal for type y in an attempt to
trick Player B (Dixit 332-38).
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This game is very appropriate for the current situation in Iran. We, the United States, are in a
competitive relationship with President Ahmadinejad whose elements can be understood by sequential
game theory. We do not know for sure if Ahmadinejad is a rational political actor or a religious fanatic
because he has – evidenced by multiple experts forming contradictory opinions – sent mixed signals
about his character, his behavior, and his intentions. In other words, Ahmadinejad may be rational or
irrational – or he may be bluffing about either one.
Payoffs/Setup
The first sets of payoffs are assigned to the two scenarios in the irrational category. All payoffs
are based on a scale of zero to ten, zero being the least beneficial option and ten being the most beneficial.
If Ahmadinejad is an irrational, religious fanatic, there are three payoffs to consider.
Nuclear, Fight (4,9): Ahmadinejad acquires nuclear capability, but we preemptively strike
or promptly strike with force soon after confirming the news. If we preemptively strike we
will successfully obliterate him. In the unfortunate circumstance Ahmadinejad bombs Israel
before we strike, the consequences will be devastating, but Israel, with second strike
capability, will respond in force, as will the United States and France, and we will obliterate
him.
Nuclear, No Fight (8,2): The best case scenario for a fanatical Ahmadinejad intent on
acquiring nuclear weapons is if the international community does nothing. The only thing
keeping Iran from getting a 10 payoff is the inevitable fact that if Iran uses its weapon, the
international community will be provoked to act. However, the international community’s
payoff is low because failing to address an irrational Ahmadinejad getting a nuclear bomb
would have devastating consequences.
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Non-nuclear, No Fight (2,10): This is the best case scenario for the United States, Israel,
and our allies, but an fanatical, irrational Ahmadinejad would not like this option because he
would fail – he would not successfully prepare the way for the 12th imam or play a key part
in founding the Caliphate.
The second set of payoffs result from Ahmadinejad being a rational actor. Although he may
believe he is divinely appointed to prepare the way for the 12th Imam and help to usher in the caliphate, he
recognizes the consequences of reckless action on his part; Ahmadinejad wants to secure the survival of
his state and the endurance of his power; thus, he will not use the bomb immediately, if at all.
Nuclear, Fight (3,1): If a rational Ahmadinejad acquires nuclear weapons, he may use them
to boost his regional status, use them as leverage, or there is the possibility that he will limit
his nuclear arsenal and concentrate on nuclear power. In this case, if we preemptively strike,
the payoffs are bad for everyone involved. Iran is hurt because our forces would destroy
their military and civilian nuclear technology, though Ahmadinejad’s intentions were never
hostile. We would also incur damages; our reputation would, once again, be damaged for
“attacking an innocent actor.”
Nuclear, No Fight (6,3): On the other hand, if we do not respond to a rational Ahmadinejad
going nuclear, the payoffs are highest for both parties. Iran achieves maximum payoff
because they acquired nuclear weapons and technology with no repercussions. Ahmadinejad
would also be motivated to preserve the status quo and keep his power by not acting with
hostility. The United States and its allies achieve a moderate payoff for two reasons: 1) they
did not mar their reputation for attacking a country that did not intend to use nuclear
weapons, and 2) there is still a risk – and evidence proves this risk exists – that Ahmadinejad
could use the bomb later, not to mention the anxiety inflicted upon the Israelis at their arch
enemy becoming nuclear power.
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Non-Nuclear, No Fight (3.5,10): Once again, the best outcome for us is that Ahmadinejad
and Iran do not acquire nuclear weapons, so our payoff is 10. But there are plenty of nonhostile reasons a rational Ahmadinejad would want nuclear weapons, and his not getting
them would be a setback. However, not acquiring nuclear weapons would be better than
acquiring them and getting attacked (recall, in that scenario, Iran’s payoff was 3). Thus, the
payoff in this scenario is 3.5.
There are three parts to a sequential game: the Separating Equilibrium, the Pooling Equilibrium,
and the Semi-Separating Equilibrium. The first step is to test and see if there is a separating equilibrium.

When a sequential game has a separating equilibrium, it means that Player B will always choose
a different option, based on the signals Player A is sending. In other words, if Player A sends
signal x, Player B always chooses option a. But if Player A sends signal y, Player B will always
choose option b and so forth. Player A and Player B always arrive at separate equilibriums –
hence the term separating equilibrium – based on the signal Player A sends and Player B’s
reaction to that signal. If our sequential game has a separating equilibrium, it means that the United
States will choose two distinctly separate options given the payoffs scenarios associated with the signal
Iran is sending.
The interesting fact is this: there is no separating equilibrium in this game. A rational Iran will
only choose non-nuclear if they know we would fight (3.5,10). But if we know they are rational, we will
never choose to fight (3,1). Therefore, a rational Iran will never elect to be non-nuclear, so there is no
separating equilibrium. This conclusion has extremely important implications because it tells us that the
straightforward threat of war is not a deterrent factor. A rational Iran will always have enough incentive
to pursue nuclear technology – which is what they are presently doing despite all the economic sanctions
and pressure from international organizations. This conclusion also confirms that an irrational Iran will
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never choose to go non-nuclear. Neither diplomacy nor the direct threat of war will be enough to deter it;
only forceful, decisive military action can accomplish that end.
Next, there is the Pooling Equilibrium. The term pooling equilibrium is used to describe a
scenario in which both Players A and B “pool” on one signal – that is, they both send the same signal,
though each is a different type. Say Player A is weak “type y” and sends signal r. If Player A notices that
a strong “type x” player sends signal q, then weak Player A will bluff and send q as well, hoping the
observer – Player B in this case – will buy the ruse and not realize he is in fact a weak “type y.” The game
relates to Ahmadinejad in this way: although Ahmadinejad is just one man, it is a fact that two decidedly
different opinions have formed about his character and his intentions based on the signals he has sent
since his election in 2005. No doubt, this has put the United States and President Obama in a conundrum:
which Ahmadinejad are we dealing with? If we apply a pooling equilibrium method to this case, we can
calculate our best course of action.
President Ahmadinejad is signaling that he wants to acquire nuclear weapons. The probability
that he is irrational is α and the odds that he is rational is 1-α. Recall that if Ahmadinejad is irrational, our
maximum payoff is achieved by fighting; if he is rational, our optimal choice is to abstain from fighting.
Thus, with “two types” of Ahmadinejads sending the same signal, the payoffs for fighting or not fighting
are E(fight) = 8α + 1(1-α) and E(abstain) = 2α + 4(1-α) where α equals the probability that Ahmadinejad
is irrational and 1- α equals the probability Ahmadinejad is rational. To determine which course of action
we should take, all we need do is calculate what α needs to be in order to push the United States towards
one of the two strategies. We find α by doing the following:
8α + 1(1-α) > 2α + 4(1-α)
7α + 1 > -2α + 4
9α > 3
α > 1/3
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Solving this equation tells us it is only wise or beneficial to fight if the probability that
Ahmadinejad is irrational is greater than 1/3, or 33%. If the probability that Ahmadinejad is irrational is
less than 33%, our optimal policy choice is to abstain from fighting. As game theorists, we recognize that
this percentage would be completely meaningless and useless if it were not explained in the right context.
This number – 33% – is our attempt to quantify the point at which Ahmadinejad’s “irrationality level”
must be in order to justify a preemptive strike. Common sense might lead one to conclude that his
irrationality level would have to be at 50% to justify military action – 50% chance he is rational means we
do not fight and 50% chance he is irrational means we do. The threshold given to us by the sequential
game is low because the consequences of Ahmadinejad being completely irrational are so dire (his
reckless use of a nuclear bomb), his irrationality level only needs to be at 33% to merit military action –
any higher and we would be risking too much. This raises the question: where on our scale would we
place Ahmadinejad? In our judgment, we believe the evidence placing Ahmadinejad at or above 33%
needs to double in order to prove that he irrational. Therefore, we assess with moderate to strong
confidence that Ahmadinejad irrationality level is approximately fifteen to seventeen percent.

-SECTION FOURWHAT SHOULD WE DO?

If the U.S. were to strike, about 400 targets would need to be neutralized to dismantle
Iran’s nuclear program. Lieutenant General Thomas McInerny (a military expert, the former
retired Assistant Vice Chief of the USAF) believes the force needed to carry out such an attack
would have to comprise of 75 stealth aircraft, 250 non-stealth aircraft, 3 aircraft carriers with 120
F-18s, and a large quantity of cruise missiles. Another cost to consider is that Great Britain,
Russia, China, and Germany (the other nuclear powers) are currently not in place to support
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aggressive U.S. military action towards Iran (though France has expressed a desire to go to war
with Iran) (Cordesman 307). Yet another cost is Iran’s retaliatory response. In response to a U.S.
attack, Iran could use Shahab-3 missiles armed with CBR warheads, suicide drone UAVs
equipped with CBR munitions, supply Al-Qaeda with CBR weapons, attack U.S. forces and soft
targets using asymmetrical fighting tactics and capabilities, attack Israel with missiles or CBR
warheads, and stop all oil and gas shipments to the United States (Cordesman 311-12).
Can Iran Hurt the United States?
Iran cannot hurt us directly at present. We have “sanctioned ourselves out of influence
with [or from] Iran,” as President Bush puts it, because of the economic sanctions we have
implemented against Iran (Cordesman 277). Our only vulnerable spot is our dependency on
Middle Eastern oil reserves, but our primary resource is Saudi Arabia – not Iran. Additionally,
Iran does not currently possess a weapon that has enough range to reach our shores. If Iran
cannot hurt us economically nor militarily, how can they hurt us? While Iran may not be able to
strike against us directly, it does possess the weaponry and technology to strike several of our
European and Middle Eastern allies. NOTE: Try not to split the table between pages.
Weapon(s)

Range
(Kilometers)

Payload
(Kilograms)

Number in Iran’s
Possession

Can it hit
Israel?

Can it hit the
U.S.?

Shahab-1/Scud-B

285-330

987-1,000

250-300

No

No

Shahab-2/Scud-C

500-700

750-989

50-450

No

No

Shahab-3

1,280-1,600

760-1,158

25-100

No

No

Shahab-4

2,000-3,000

1,040-1,500

Under Development

YES

No

Shahab-5

4,000-5,000

390-1,000

Under Development

YES

No

Shahab-6

6,000-10,000

270-1,220

Under Development

YES

1,000 METERS
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SHY
Source: Cordesman, Anthony and Seitz, Adam. Iranian Weapons of Mass Destruction (Santa Barbara, California:
Praeger Security International, 2009), 99-100.

Satellite Launch Programs
In January 2007, intelligences sources reported that Iran successfully converted a ballistic
missile into a satellite launch vehicle for a Shahab-3 missile. The Defense Intelligence Agency
(DIA) currently estimates that Iran is on track to complete a 3,000-mile intercontinental ballistic
missile (ICBM) by 2015. Furthermore, intelligence sources believe Iran’s steady advance in
developing missile capability and technology is proof that North Korean and Iranian space
missile programs are collaborating with each other (Cordesman 125). On August 17, 2008, Iran
tested a rocket named Safi-e Omid that had the capacity to launch a satellite into space. The
White House was very troubled by this news and commented, “The Iranian development and
testing of rockets is troubling and raises further questions about their intentions.” But President
Ahmadinejad, on September 25, 2008, declared that Iran would continue to aggressively pursue
launching a satellite into space. On February 2009, Ahmadinejad’s vigor can to fruition, as Iran
successfully launched its first ever indigenously produced satellite into space (Cordesman 125).
Iranian officials continue to assure the United States and the international community that
its space program, as well as its nuclear program, is being used for peaceful purposes, but the
United States is still concerned. Rick Lehner, spokesman for the U.S. Missile Defense Agency,
stated, “In the case of Iran, one of the biggest concerns we’ve always had is that any country that
can put a satellite into orbit has thereby demonstrated that they can send a nuclear weapon to
intercontinental distances” (Cordesman 126). As Ahmadinejad inches closer to acquiring nuclear
weapons while simultaneously drawing closer to acquiring the capability to, if he wanted to, hit
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the United States with a nuclear weapon, quickly implementing the appropriate policy becomes
more imperative (Cordesman 125-26).
Deterrence and Containment
In light of the costs of preemptive strikes, it is in the United States best interest to implement a
policy of deterrence and containment and to make sure that Ahmadinejad is aware that if he uses his
nuclear bomb, he and his army will be utterly destroyed. Ahmadinejad must have no doubt that if he starts
playing the nuclear game, he will lose and never fully recover from his loss. Currently, the United States
and Israel have a nuclear monopoly, which is in our favor, but is also motivating Iran to acquire nuclear
weapons. One key factor is deterring Iran from acquiring or using its nuclear weapon will be recruiting
the support of Russia and China. Israeli deterrence, U.S. deterrence, and regional deterrence will stave off
Iranian attacks. Israel is bolstering its military power by developing sea-based launch capability, meaning
its submarines will be able to fire off nuclear-armed cruise missiles (Cordesman 314). In addition to
recruiting Russia and China, encouraging nuclear powers Pakistan and India to promise retaliation against
Iran will bolster the collective effort to convince Ahmadinejad not to pursue nuclear weapons.
CONCLUSION
On Tuesday, March 3, 2009, the Committee on Foreign Relations discussed Iranian political and
nuclear realities and United States policy options. The chairman, John F. Kerry stated, “What we know
about Iran’s nuclear missile progress raises grave concerns for us and our allies. Iran has built a uranium
enrichment plant…where nearly 4,000 centrifuge are spinning away, enriching uranium…Just 2 weeks
ago, the International Atomic Energy Agency [(IAEA)] reported that the plant has enriched enough
reactor-grade uranium to, theoretically, allow Iran to make an atomic bomb” (Kerry adds that the
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Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff confirmed the accuracy of the IAEA report shortly after its release).3
We know that Iran has a history of concealment and deception; for six years now, it has refused to answer
questions from the IAEA about the military dimensions of its nuclear program or explain extremely
concerning pieces of evidence uncovered by external investigators. For example, in 2004, the CIA
discovered blueprints for a nuclear warhead and designs for missiles to carry it on a laptop computer; Iran
has yet to defend and/or explain why this information was in its possession.4
This study has shown that 1) Ahmadinejad is aggressively pursuing nuclear weapons; 2) his
ambitions may be informed by a radical jihadist belief to prepare the way for the Mahdi or by a rational
political scheme to gain regional status and power; and 3) if there is a 33% chance or greater of
Ahmadinejad being irrational, we need to initiate a preemptive military strike. It is extremely important,
however, that the President be aware of several reservations we have about Rosenberg’s argument. His
work represents the position that Ahmadinejad is irrational, and we recognize that the length of his
sources, the breadth of his intellect, and the occasional report of hidden Iranian nuclear facilities (which
seem to verify Rosenberg’s radical claims) can collectively make one anxiously question Ahmadinejad’s
intentions. However, we are extremely skeptical of Rosenberg’s argument primarily because his is the
only work of its kind. In all our searching, we could not find another work which so brazenly labeled
Ahmadinejad as a radical jihadist. The quality of Rosenberg’s work made us feel compelled to inform the
President of his position, but our final assessment is one of skepticism: we strongly urge the President to
not base any policy on Rosenberg’s assessment alone.
We believe that our best solution is to follow through with your administration’s desire to open
direct talks with Iran. However, we submit to you that mere talks will not suffice. Iran has demonstrated
its indifference and stubbornness; therefore, we strongly advise that these direct talks be supplemented
3

Iranian Political and Nuclear Realities and United States Policies. Tran. Congress. Ed. Committee on Foreign
Relations United States Senate., 2009. Print.
4
Ibid., 2.
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with tougher economic sanctions, petroleum export sanctions, and more restrictions on finance and trade.5
We must rely on firm diplomacy and use it in conjunction with a strategy of containment, a strategy that
works unceasingly to prevent Ahmadinejad from acquiring nuclear weapons, but is ready at a moments
notice to contain him should that day ever come.

5

This advice is derived from and in agreement with the advice the Committee on Foreign Relations presented to the
Senate on March 3, 2009
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