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New sanctions in the status quo strike down Iran’s ability to acquire nuclear weapons

Robinson, White House Chief Correspondent for VOA News, 7/1/2010

Dan, Obama Signs Tough, “New Iran Sanctions Legislation”, 01 July 2010, Accessed 7/16/2010, http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/middle-east/Obama-Signs-Tough-New-Iran-Sanctions-Legislation-97628734.html
President Barack Obama has signed into law legislation approved by Congress to impose tough new unilateral sanctions on Iran's government for its defiance of international demands to change course on its nuclear program.  The law is designed to place more pressure on Iran's government by imposing penalties on companies helping the Iranian energy sector, with a focus on gasoline and other refined petroleum products.  It also targets Iran's Revolutionary Guard Corp, with a provision prohibiting U.S. banks from doing business with foreign banks providing services to the Revolutionary Guard.  The president was joined by key Democrats and Republicans in Congress who supported the bill,  with 99 to zero and 408 to 8 margins in the U.S. Senate and House of Representatives.  Saying this was not a day the U.S. sought, he said the Iranian government chose the outcome when it repeatedly failed to meet its responsibilities. "With these sanctions, along with others, we are striking at the heart of the Iranian government's ability to fund and develop its nuclear programs.  We are showing the Iranian government that its actions have consequences.  And if it persists, the pressure will continue to mount, and its isolation will continue to deepen.  There should be no doubt-the United States and the international community are determined to prevent Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons," he said.    It's the latest of steps by the U.S., United Nations Security Council, European Union and other individual nations to persuade the Iranian government to change course and comply with non-proliferation obligations and demands for full disclosure from the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA).  With U.S. companies already banned from trade with and investment in Iran, the new law also targets foreign companies, going beyond the U.N. Security Council and European actions.  Iran has consistently denied its nuclear program, including its construction of thousands of additional centrifuges in recent years, is aimed at developing nuclear weapons.  

Troop presence in the Middle East is key to check Iran proliferation – withdrawal makes the U.S. look weak, taking a soft-line stance on Iran, allowing Iranian expansionism 
London, Hudson Institute President, NYU John M. Olin Professor Emeritus of Humanities, 6/28/2010
Herbert I., “The Coming Crisis In The Middle East” Hudson New York, June 28, 2010, 4:30 am, http://www.hudson-ny.org/1387/coming-crisis-in-the-middle-east, Accessed 7/16/2010
From Qatar to Afghanistan all political eyes are on Iran, poised to be "the hegemon" in the Middle East; it is increasingly considered the "strong horse" as American forces incrementally retreat from the region. Even Iraq, ironically, may depend on Iranian ties in order to maintain internal stability.  For Sunni nations like Egypt and Saudi Arabia, regional strategic vision is a combination of deal-making to offset the Iranian Shia advantage, and attempting to buy or develop nuclear weapons as a counterweight to Iranian ambition. However, both of these governments are in a precarious state; should either fall, all bets are off in the Middle East neighborhood. It has long been said that the Sunni "tent" must stand on two legs: if one, falls, the tent collapses.  Should this tent collapse, and should Iran take advantage of that calamity, it could incite a Sunni-Shia war. Or feeling empowered, and no longer dissuaded by an escalation scenario, Iran, with nuclear weapons in tow, might decide that a war against Israel is a distinct possibility. However implausible it may seem at the moment, the possible annihilation of Israel and the prospect of a second holocaust could lead to a nuclear exchange.  The only wild card that can change this slide into warfare is an active United States' policy. Yet, curiously, the U.S. is engaged in both an emotional and physical retreat from the region.  Despite rhetoric which suggests an Iran with nuclear weapons is intolerable, the U.S. has done nothing to forestall this eventual outcome. Despite the investment in blood and treasure to allow a stable government to emerge in Iraq, the anticipated withdrawal of U.S. forces has prompted President Maliki to travel to Tehran on a regular basis. Further, despite historic links to Israel that gave the U.S. leverage in the region as well a democratic ally, the Obama administration treats Israel as a national security albatross that must be disposed of as soon as possible.  As a consequence, the U.S. is perceived in the region as the "weak horse," the one dangerous to ride. In every Middle East capital the words "unreliable and United States" are linked. Those individuals seeking a moderate course of action are now in a distinct minority. A political vacuum is emerging, one that is not sustainable and one the Iranian leadership looks to with imperial exhilaration. 
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Sanctions prevent proliferation - stop the supply of proliferation sensitive material 

Smith, Australian Foreign Affairs Minister, 6/10/2010

Stephen, Media Release from the Media release from the office of Foreign Affairs Minister, Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade website, "Australia welcomes new sanctions against Iran", June 10, 2010, http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9753383188&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9753383191&cisb=22_T9753383190&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=10962&docNo=1. Accessed 7-15-10

Australia welcomes United Nations Security Council (UNSC) Resolution 1929 imposing new sanctions against Iran, adopted overnight in New York. The new sanctions reflect the international community's continuing deep concerns about Iran's nuclear program and its ongoing failure to comply with its international obligations. Australia has repeatedly called on Iran to cooperate fully with the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and abide by IAEA and UNSC resolutions. The most recent report of the IAEA on 31 May 2010 again found that Iran continues to enrich uranium in breach of its international obligations and has not provided the necessary cooperation to confirm that its nuclear program is exclusively for peaceful purposes. Australia shares the Security Council's determination and commitment for an early negotiated solution to the Iranian nuclear issue. Australia is disappointed that Iran has not taken the opportunity to reverse its path of confrontation with the international community. We continue to strongly urge Iran to do so. The resolution strengthens obligations on states to prevent the supply to Iran of any goods or services that could contribute to Iran's proliferation-sensitive nuclear and missile programs. This includes a prohibition on Iranian foreign investment in activities relating to uranium mining, enrichment or reprocessing, as well as missile technology. It imposes an additional obligation on states to prevent the supply of heavy military equipment and related services to Iran. The resolution also contains measures targeting Iran's transport and financial sectors, as well as the Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps, in response to its role in Iran's proliferation-sensitive nuclear activities and the development of nuclear weapon delivery systems. The resolution includes new financial sanctions against 41 individuals and entities in Iran. Australia's United Nations sanction enforcement laws apply automatically and immediately to all individuals and entities designated in the resolution. Australia will implement other elements of the resolution as expeditiously as possible. Australia already fully implements United Nations Security Council Resolutions 1737, 1747 and 1803, which impose sanctions on Iran. The penalties for contravening these laws are severe. Australian individuals or companies engaged in business with Iran, in particular financial institutions, need to familiarise themselves with this resolution and ensure that they do not enter into dealings with the individuals and entities listed in this or previous resolutions imposing sanctions against Iran. Since October 2008, Australia has also imposed additional autonomous sanctions on Iran. Australia stands ready to support further tough measures, including additional autonomous sanctions, to persuade Iran to address the international community's concerns about its nuclear program.

Iranian proliferation sparks a Middle East proliferation cascade that sparks a nuclear war

Allison, Harvard Government Professor, 2006
Graham, “The Will to Prevent”, Fall, Harvard International Law Review, L/N, Accessed 7/16/10
Meanwhile, Iran is testing the line in the Middle East. On its current trajectory, the Islamic Republic will become a nuclear weapons state before the end of the decade. According to the leadership in Tehran, Iran is exercising its “inalienable right” to build Iranian enrichment plants and make fuel for its peaceful civilian nuclear power generators. These same facilities, however, can continue enriching uranium to 90 percent U-235, which is the ideal core of a nuclear bomb. No one in the international community doubts that Iran’s hidden objective in building enrichment facilities is to build nuclear bombs. If Iran crosses its nuclear finish line, a Middle Eastern cascade of new nuclear weapons states could trigger the first multi-party nuclear arms race, far more volatile than the Cold War competition between the United States and the Soviet Union. Given Egypt’s historic role as the leader of the Arab Middle East, the prospects of it living unarmed alongside a nuclear Persia are very low. The IAEA’s reports of clandestine nuclear experiments hint that Cairo may have considered this possibility. Were Saudi Arabia to buy a dozen nuclear warheads that could be mated to the Chinese medium-range ballistic missiles it purchased secretly in the 1980s, few in the US intelligence community would be surprised. Given Saudi Arabia’s role as the major financier of Pakistan’s clandestine nuclear program in the 1980s, it is not out of the question that Riyadh and Islamabad have made secret arrangements for this contingency. Such a multi-party nuclear arms race in the Middle East would be like playing Russian roulette—dramatically increasing the likelihood of a regional nuclear war. Other nightmare scenarios for the region include an accidental or unauthorized nuclear launch from Iran, theft of nuclear warheads from an unstable regime in Tehran, and possible Israeli preemption against Iran’s nuclear facilities, which Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Olmert has implied, threatening, “Under no circumstances, and at no point, can Israel allow anyone with these kinds of malicious designs against us to have control of weapons of destruction that can threaten our existence.”
Uniqueness – Sanctions Now

UN security council just imposed new sanctions to stop Iran's nuclear program

Lynch and Kessler, Washington Post Staff Writers, 6/10/2010

Colum and Glenn, Thursday, June 10, 2010 ,U.N. imposes another round of sanctions on Iran, 1996-2010 The Washington Post Company,http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/09/AR2010060902876.html,‎07/‎16/‎10

UNITED NATIONS -- After several months of grueling diplomacy, the U.N. Security Council on Wednesday imposed a fourth round of sanctions on Iran's military establishment -- a move that the United States and other major powers said should prompt the Islamic Republic to restart stalled political talks over the future of its nuclear program.  Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton and the foreign ministers of allied nations asked the European Union's chief diplomat to pursue talks with Iran at the "earliest possible opportunity," and President Obama asserted that "these sanctions do not close the door on diplomacy."  
UN has just imposed new sanctions to restrict Iranian nuclear activities

Radio Free Europe, 6/9/2010

Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty © 2010 RFE/RL, Inc,Last updated (GMT/UTC): 09.06.2010 15:43 , ‎07/‎16/‎10, http://www.rferl.org/content/UN_Security_Council_Backs_New_Iran_Sanctions/2066760.html
The United Nations Security Council has approved a package of economic sanctions aimed at punishing Iran over its suspect nuclear program.  Twelve members of the Security Council voted "yes," while Brazil and Turkey opposed the resolution and Lebanon abstained.  The UN has now imposed four rounds of sanctions against Iran for its nuclear activities since 2006.   The West suspects Tehran is using its civilian nuclear program to hide enrichment activities aimed at developing a nuclear weapons, which the government denies.  Speaking at the White House following the vote, U.S. President Barack Obama said the UN's action "demonstrates the growing costs that will come with Iranian intransigence."  "These are the most comprehensive sanctions that the Iranian government has faced. They will impose restrictions on Iran's nuclear activities, its ballistic missile program and, for the first time, its conventional military. It will put a new framework in place to stop Iranian smuggling and crack down on Iranian banks and financial transactions," Obama said.  Iranian President Mahmud Ahmadinejad, speaking in Dushanbe, called the UN's move "a futile slap." 
Uniqueness – Sanctions Now

Sanctions are coming on Iran's nuclear weapons facilities from the world's superpowers

Koring, Washington Bureau Foreign Affairs and International Security Correspondent 5/19/2010
Paul, Canadian journalist and foreign correspondent for The Globe and Mail, May 19, 2010. The Global Mail,  http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9760007077&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9760007080&cisb=22_T9760007079&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=303830&docNo=2, Accessed Date 7/16/10 

 The Obama administration says it has won powerful backers - including China and Russia - to punish Iran with tough new sanctions for its continuing defiance over nuclear safeguards. "The ultimate target is to stop Iran's nuclear weapon program," President Barack Obama's deputy spokesman Bill Burton said  as Washington rallied the big powers to its cause.  A long-delayed fourth round of sanctions may get watered down at the United Nations Security Council, however, after a Brazilian-brokered deal this week to send some of Iran's mounting pile of enriched uranium to Turkey. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said Tuesday: "We have reachced agreement on a strong draft with the co-operation of Russia and China," cracks appeared that could undermine any truly painful sanctions. "China welcomes and places importance on the agreement that Iran signed with Brazil and Turkey," said Chinese Foreign Ministry spokesman Ma Zhaoxu in what seemed a repetition of Beijing's oft-stated aversion to sanctions. But China has also said it backs a two-track, carrot-and-stick approach. Turkey and Brazil, both elected members of the 15-member Security Council, voiced unwillingness to have their efforts to arrange a uranium-swap pact with Iran swept away as insufficient by Ms. Clinton. Turkey remains vehemently opposed to sanctions on neighbouring Iran. "I am not interested in a probable threat Iran may pose after 10 years. I am interested in Turkey's improvement in [the] economic area," Foreign Minister Ahmet Davutoglu said. Brazilian President Luiz Inacio Lula da Silva likewise defended the deal he helped broker. "Diplomacy came out victorious," he said hours before Ms. Clinton announced she was pressing ahead with a sanctions package. Mr. Silva said talks with Tehran showed "we can build peace through dialogue." In Tehran, the American threat to push for sanctions was seen as evidence that Washington is seeking a confrontation, not accommodation. "If the Western countries continue seeking excuses, it will be clear that they are not after a solution to the issue," said Foreign Ministry spokesman Ramin Mehmanparast. Although the draft sanctions resolution was circulated Tuesday at the Security Council, details remained vague and will almost certainly change as negotiations precede any vote. China's position, as one of the five veto-wielding big powers, is expected to be crucial. Beijing may balk should sanctions include a call to stop and inspect Iranian cargo vessels, as happened in the case of North Korea after it defied the international community and tested a nuclear warhead. Unlike North Korea, which has minuscule international trade, Iran is a huge oil exporter and a major importer of everything from food to machinery to consumer goods. A sanctions package is expected to target certain banks and key groups, such as the Revolutionary Guards and firms linked to Iran's nuclear facilities. Also outlawed would be arms sales to Iran of major military hardware, including tanks, combat aircraft and warships. Tehran is already under an arms sales embargo. Ms. Clinton offered muted praise to Brazil and Turkey, but suggested they had been duped by Tehran in its last-ditch efforts to forestall sanctions. She said the big-power agreement to back sanctions "is as convincing an answer to the efforts undertaken by Tehran over the last few days as any we could provide," adding it wasn't "any accident that Iran agreed to this declaration as we were preparing to move forward" with sanctions at the Security Council. Iran insists its nuclear program - long kept secret and with many sites buried and hardened against attack - is entirely for peaceful power-generation purposes. Successive U.S. presidents, first George W. Bush and now Mr. Obama, accuse Tehran of seeking to develop nuclear weapons and have vowed - with varying degrees of sabre-rattling - to prevent that from happening. "We're determined to continue our efforts to prevent Iran from having a nuclear weapon," Ms. Clinton said. Similar threats and several deals and rounds of sanctions failed to prevent North Korea from joining the ranks of nuclear-weapons states that include India, Pakistan and Israel. Under international treaty, only Britain, China, France, Russia and the United States can legally possess nuclear arsenals. 
Link – Afghanistan

Withdrawal from Afghanistan Emboldens Iran
Carroll, Heritage Foundation's Strategic Communications Assistant Director, 2009
Conn, “19 Reasons to Win in Afghanistan” http://blog.heritage.org/2009/10/02/19-reasons-to-win-in-afghanistan/, Accessed 7/17/10

As the host nations for the primary terrorist organization that successfully conducted multiple attacks against the U.S. personnel and facilities, this region, by definition, is important to U.S. national security interests. Between Pakistan and Afghanistan, the preponderance of radical Islamic combatants, their recruitment base, and Al Qaeda central headquarters are current adversaries. Allowing the Taliban and Al Qaeda to return to power in Afghanistan, without their proper acceptance of a clear political defeat, can only: 1) embolden other U.S. adversaries, 2) increase radical Islamic recruitment, 3) undermine those Afghan civilians who supported the U.S., and 4) set back the notion of moderate Muslim governance for decades to come. This is not just a conflict to terminate Bin Laden but to ultimately diminish the future recruiting base of radical Islam. With realistic projections for a significant youth

HYPERLINK "http://www.danielpipes.org/comments/98913"
bulge Afghanistan and Pakistan, the potential for future violence is high for the near future. The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the United Nations support the U.S.-led war effort in Afghanistan. Over 500 coalition soldiers from countries other than the U.S. have died in Afghanistan. Abandoning Afghanistan could lead to significant weakening of NATO cohesion/structure and undermine potential future requests for security assistance. The Fallout from a Afghanistan withdrawal can potentially be far worse than remaining. Following the Fall of Vietnam, U.S. experienced setbacks in Cambodia, Philippines, Fall of Iran, Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, Egypt-Israeli conflict, Angola, Lebanon, Libya, El Salvador, Colombia, and Nicaragua due to the loss of U.S. credibility. If Iran is truly one of the most likely and most dangerous near-term adversaries of the United States, it makes little sense to abandon a mature base infrastructure and a means for a Second Front against a potential War with Iran. Multiple Lines of Communications complicates Iranian defense planning, splits their leadership focus, undermines soldier morale, and can lead to a much shorter Iran war with superior U.S. force posture.
Link – Military Presence 

Current military presence is absolutely key to Iran’s nuclear decisions - lowering military presence will negatively impact Iranian nuclear decisions 

Leverett, Yale University, Jackson Institute for Global Affairs Senior Lecturer/Research Fellow, 7/13/2010

Hillary Mann Leverett. CEO of Strategic Energy and Global Analysis (STRATEGA), a political risk consultancy. Appointed as Senior Lecturer and Senior Research Fellow at Yale University’s Jackson Institute for Global Affairs. 20 years of academic, legal, business, diplomatic, and policy experience working on Middle Eastern issues. The Race for Iran. July 13, 2010. HILLARY MANN LEVERETT ON IRAN AND THE MIDDLE EAST PEACE PROCESS. http://www.raceforiran.com/. Accessed 7/16/10.
To this day, the Islamic Republic of Iran has no meaningful capacity to project conventional military power beyond its borders.  To the extent that Iran’s regional standing and influence has increased in recent years, it has been because Tehran has picked “winners” for its allies in key regional arenas like Iraq, Lebanon, and Israel/Palestine.  U.S. and Israeli pressure on the Islamic Republic is not going to undercut its regional influence; in fact, confrontation with Israel and/or the United States might well enhance Iran’s regional standing. It is also delusional to think that concern about a rising Iranian threat could unite Israel and moderate Arab states in a grand alliance under Washington’s leadership.  In reality, the prospect of strategic cooperation with Israel is profoundly unpopular with Arab publics.  Even moderate Arab regimes cannot sustain such cooperation.  Pursuit of an Israeli-moderate Arab coalition united to contain Iran is not only delusional, it also will continue to leave the Palestinian and Syrian-Lebanese tracks of the Arab-Israeli conflict unresolved and prospects for their resolution in free fall—as these tracks cannot be resolved without meaningful American interaction with Iran and its regional allies, HAMAS and Hizballah. Additionally, Iran is not going to take Israeli and U.S. political or even military pressure without “pushing back”.  And at least some of the ways in which Tehran will seek to “push back” are likely to make it even harder than it is now (that is to say, virtually impossible) to move forward with serious Arab-Israeli peacemaking. Finally, Netanyahu’s declaration this weekend that only the threat of U.S. military action can have a positive impact on Iran’s nuclear decision-making comments during his visit here last week should be taken very seriously.
Military action “on the table” is key to enforce Iran sanctions- Removal means failure to activate sanctions

FCNL, 2010
FCNL (Friend’s Committee on National Legislation). April 16, 2010. Welcome to FCNL's Greater Middle East Diplomacy Update for April 16, 2010. http://action.fcnl.org/list/iraq/16Apr10/. Accessed 7/16/10.

The House has not yet appointed conferees however, and some accuse House Foreign Affairs Committee Chair Howard Berman (CA), of delaying action on the bill to give the administration more time to seek agreement on new UN sanctions on Iran. Some expect Berman to also take into account administration concerns that provisions in the current versions of the bill would violate World Trade Organization rules and antagonize U.S. allies. Senate Armed Services Committee Chair Carl Levin (MI) said at an April 14 hearing, meanwhile, that there was bipartisan agreement in Congress that the U.S. should increase sanctions against Iran and make clear that "all options are on the table," including military action, to prevent Iran from obtaining a nuclear weapon. Ranking committee member John McCain (AZ) declared at the hearing that "engagement has failed" and said "the U.S. and its partners will have to put more sanctions on Iran and it should begin with the bill presently before Congress." 
Link – Military Presence

Military presence in the Middle East is key to stop Iran proliferation because Iran thinks they’re so strong and no one can challenge them, Removal would fail

The Herald, 4/19/2010
The Herald. Newsquest Media Group. April 19, 2010. Iran tells US to leave Middle East at military power show. http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9759959987&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9759959990&cisb=22_T9759959989&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=142728&docNo=1 Accessed 7/16/10
PRESIDENT Mahmoud Ahmadinejad showed off Iran s military might during an annual army parade yesterday, saying the country is so powerful that no-one would dare attack it. The parade in Tehran showcased Iran s surface-to-surface Ghadr, Sajjil and Shahab-3 missiles, which have a range of up to 1,250 miles, putting Israel and US bases in the region within Iran s reach. The Shahab-3 missile is capable of carrying a nuclear warhead, adding to the concerns of the US and other nations that fear Iran s uranium enrichment programme masks ambitions to produce an atomic bomb. Today, our armed forces have so much power that no enemy will harbour evil thoughts about laying its hands on Iranian territory, Ahmadinejad said at the parade. The speech was broadcast live on state TV, which also showed segments of the parade. Ahmadinejad urged the US to stop supporting Israel and to dismantle the American military presence in the Middle East and Afghanistan. Tehran sees American troops on its doorstep in Iraq, Afghanistan and the Persian Gulf as a threat, and Ahmadinejad reiterated his allegations that the US presence is the source of the region s instability. They have to leave our region. This is not a request, it is an order from the nations of the region. It is the will of the regional nations, he said. If they are interested in helping the security of the region, they have to dismantle their military presence in the region and stop supporting Israel. The US has been pressing for a new round of international sanctions against Iran after Tehran spurned President Barack Obama’s offer for dialogue over its accelerated nuclear development. The Obama administration has pursued what it calls the pressure track a combination of stepped-up military activity in Iran s neighbourhood and sanctions that would pinch Iran economically. But, according to a report, a January memo from US Defence Secretary Robert Gates to the White House warned that the US lacks a nimble long-term plan for dealing with Iran s nuclear programme. Iranian news agencies reported that the parade also displayed an air defence system similar to the Russian-made S-300, capable of shooting down aircraft.

Reducing military presence put the US at a strategic disadvantage in the Middle East, military presence is key to stop proliferation and possible weaponry
Radulich. Book reviewer for Popandpolitics.com, 7/8/2010

Mark, 411mania.com. Political Feedback: Should We Remove American Bases and Military Support in Virtually All Countries Across the Globe? http://www.411mania.com/politics/columns/144830411. Accessed 7/16/10
The counter-argument goes that if we withdraw our forces from around the world then we would be at a terrible disadvantage, response wise, if we were ever needed on the other side of the world. For example, if say Iran attacks Europe and we are called upon to help intervene, it could take weeks before we had a ready force in the area to do any kind of assisting (one would assume that we'd have called our naval ships home as part of the plan to cut spending). Is the trillions we'd save worth losing all tactical advantage in case of a military crises? In addition, many believe that simply leaving the Middle East will not stop radical Islamic terrorists from trying to murder Westerners. It has been said that radical Islam is not just interested in pushing the West out of the Middle East but also is motivated to convert the world over to Islam. In other words, just because we're not there doesn't mean the killing won't stop. Having said that, removing our military presence once again puts us at a strategic disadvantage and gives us no bargaining chips on the world diplomatic stage.
Link – Military Presence 

Military presence is what makes the US the hegemonic country of the Iranian region, new presence was added to enforce sanctions, removal means we are unaware of an Iranian threat and lose dominance in the region

Barnes, LA Times Investigative Team Senior Editor, 2010
Julian E. written about national security, congressional spending, health care, and education. January 31, 2010.  http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/auth/checkbrowser.do?rand=0.23339469769517474&cookieState=0&ipcounter=1&bhcp=1. Accessed 7/16/10.
The Obama administration has increased the U.S. military presence near Iran and is accelerating installation of antimissile systems in nearby countries, officials said Saturday, as the White House builds pressure for stern new sanctions against Tehran. New air defense systems are being delivered to Persian Gulf countries, and specially-equipped cruisers -- a linchpin of the U.S. missile defense system -- are being deployed in the waters of the Persian Gulf, the officials said. The moves are intended to reassure Gulf countries that they would be protected against possible offensive action from Tehran, which is under intensified international pressure to refrain from developing nuclear weapons. U.S. officials stressed the defensive nature of the actions being taken throughout the region. The partnership between the U.S. and Gulf countries, described by a senior U.S. official on Saturday, is likely to include early-warning radar systems and missile defenses that will be integrated with U.S. systems, including those on the cruisers and elsewhere. The initiative involves the United Arab Emirates, Qatar, Bahrain and Kuwait, four countries with close military ties to the U.S. "Iran and President [Mahmoud] Ahmadinejad have scared those on the west side of the Gulf right into our arms," said the senior official. U.S. officials also hope the moves will alleviate concerns about Iran within Israel, which has said it has the right to launch military strikes to prevent Iranian progress toward development of weapons. The Obama administration has stepped up pressure on Iran to take part in talks aimed at reconciling its civilian nuclear efforts with international concerns that Tehran's true goal is developing nuclear weapons. A chief mission of top administration officials in recent weeks has been to build international support for intensified economic sanctions. The willingness of the Persian Gulf states to accept additional aid could help signal to countries opposed to the sanctions, such as China, that Iran poses concerns to areas besides the United States, Europe and Israel. U.S. officials said the expanding partnership between U.S. and Persian Gulf countries is a direct result of the wariness of Gulf leaders concerning Ahmadinejad's intentions and actions in the region. President Obama took office last year vowing to negotiate with Iran, but hopes for talks faded last fall after a package of proposed accords withered under Iranian inaction. In meetings last week in London, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton tried to solidify international support for harsher sanctions, and Obama warned in his State of the Union speech that diplomatic overtures to Iran would be combined with "consequences" if Tehran failed to cooperate. Obama administration officials also have stressed their aversion to U.S. military action, and have taken strides to assure that their actions convey a protective posture. In a speech to the Institute of the Study of War in Washington on Jan. 22, Army Gen. David H. Petraeus, the head of U.S. Central Command, offered broad details of the expanded U.S.-Gulf partnerships. He said then that the measures were being driven by a fear of Iranian actions in the region. In the speech, Petraeus said that two Patriot missile batteries had been deployed in each of four different countries, which he did not name, and that Aegis ballistic missile cruisers were now stationed full time in the Gulf. Early-warning agreements between various countries in the region, Petraeus said, were enabling the U.S. to create a "common operational picture" for the region to counter the Iranian missile threat. "Iran is clearly seen as a very serious threat by those on the other side of the Gulf front, and indeed, it has been a catalyst for the implementation of the architecture that we envision and have now been trying to implement," Petraeus said. Developing an integrated warning system across a broad geographic expanse could help U.S. forces to quickly shoot down an Iranian missile. U.S. officials hope that the expansion of the early-warning system also has the effect of calming Israeli concerns about Iran; they believe a preemptive strike by Israel could provoke a war. Officials from both the Bush and Obama administrations have told Israeli officials they do not need to launch a strike against Iran. The Obama White House believes that time remains to continue a diplomatic approach to halt Iranian weapons systems. In Iran, however, the latest moves are likely to serve as reminders of the 1988 incident in which a U.S. Aegis cruiser shot down a civilian Iranian airliner, killing nearly 300 people. The antimissile systems probably will mean some additional U.S. troops in the region. Patriot missiles are usually deployed with at least a small contingent of U.S. military personnel. The presence of additional forces should not be a major issue within the four countries accepting the stepped-up defenses. Qatar, Bahrain and Kuwait all host major U.S. bases, and the government of the United Arab Emirates has a long-standing relationship with the American military. U.S. officials also are working with allies in the Gulf to ensure freedom of navigation in the region. Arab countries worry that during a crisis, Iran could try to prevent their ships from traversing the Strait of Hormuz, cutting off their oil export business. Obama administration officials also hope to head off an expanded nuclear arms race in the region. If Tehran acquires a nuclear weapon, or is seen as making progress toward acquiring one, wealthy Arab Gulf governments could seek their own weapons, a scenario Washington views as potentially volatile.
Link – Military Presence

US military presence is key to maintain dominance near Iran- Removal allows Iranian terrorism and proliferation
Akleh, Beit-Jala Writer, 06
Dr. Elias, Arab writer of Palestinian descent, born in the town of Beit-Jala. Information Clearing House. 11/10/06. War on Iran. http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/article15564.htm. Accessed 7/17/10
The US and NATO countries had amassed the largest military armada in the Middle East. The US armada consists of Carrier Strike Group 12 led by nuclear powered aircraft carrier USS Enterprise, Eisenhower Strike Group – another nuclear powered aircraft carrier with accompanied military vessels and submarines, Expeditionary Strike Group 5 with multiple attack vessels led by aircraft carrier USS Boxer, the Iowa Jima Expeditionary Strike Group, and the US Coast Guard. Canada has sent its anti-submarine HMCS Ottawa frigate to join the American Armada in the Persian Gulf. On October 1st the USS Enterprise Striking Group had crossed the Suez Canal to Join NATO armada at the eastern shores of the Mediterranean Sea. The NATO force is composed of troops and naval vessels from several countries and is lead by Germany. It includes Garman command naval forces, Italian navy, 2 Spanish warships, 3 Danish warships, 10 Greek Warships, 2 Netherlands warships, and French, Belgium, Turkish and Bulgarian troops in South Lebanon. This is the largest amass ever of military power in the region, and it is gathering for a reason. The US had started its military provocation on October 30th with its “Leading Edge” war game across the Iranian shores. Iran responded with a 10 days military maneuvers “Great Prophet” taking place in Gulf, Sea of Oman, and several provinces of the country test-firing dozens of its long-range missiles capable of reaching Israel and American military bases in Gulf States. The powder keg is ready and all it needs is a match to ignite it. This could come in the form of an “arranged” terrorist act in Lebanon – e.g. another political assassination or toppling of government- to be blamed against Syria and Iran. American warnings of such an act are already in the media. The present American administration is an extremist theocratic apocalyptic neoconservative Christian-Zionist war mongering law-breaking power hungry administration with a bragging “war president” adopting the doctrines of “pre-emptive” strikes and perpetual war against “global terror”. This war will take place far away from the American home-land, and will generate large profits for the American military corporations. The war against Iran will engulf the whole Middle East and may overflow to its neighboring countries. Controlling Iran is a very important strategic move to assure American global hegemony.
Internal Link – Sanctions Prevent Proliferation


Only sanctions bring Iran to the negotiating table to stop enriching uranium – sanctions key businesses

Carmichael, Agency France Press' State Department correspondent, 6/16/2010

Lachlan, “US, Europe tighten screws on Iran nuclear program” 6/16/2010., Accessed 7/15/ 2010, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5gxfSx4gNEik25ARSAqbYWVqgdxkA?index=0
Geithner told reporters that Iran's Post Bank â€“ the 16th Iranian-owned bank added to the blacklist â€“ was designated for its alleged support of proliferation activities. The measures also target the IRGC Air Force and IRGC Missile Command, which are suspected of having ties to Iran's ballistic missile programme. Also sanctioned are: -- Rah Sahel and Sepanir Oil and Gas Engineering Co. "for their ties to previously designated Khatam al-Anbiya Construction Headquarters. -- Two individuals for their roles in the IRGC. -- Two individuals and two entities for their ties to Iran's WMD programs, including Javedan Mehr Toos, a procurement broker for Kalaye Electric Company. -- Five Islamic Republic of Iran Shipping Lines (IRISL) front companies. Among other individuals targeted are Javad Karimi Sabet, who has been linked to the Atomic Energy Organization of Iran, and Mohammad Ali Jafari, the commander in chief of the IRGC since September 2007. Geithner said the Obama administration has identified a total of 22 petroleum, energy and insurance companies located both inside and outside Iran "that are owned or controlled by the Iranian government". The State Department's special advisor for non-proliferation and arms control Robert Einhorn told reporters he hoped the new sanctions will make Iran conclude "it is in their best interests to come to the negotiating table." The United States has long offered Iran trade and other incentives in exchange for halting its uranium enrichment program, which western powers fear masks a drive to build a nuclear bomb. Iran claims its aims are peaceful. In leading the US push for penalties at the UN Security Council, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton told opponents of sanctions that Iran will only negotiate seriously when it feels the bite of sanctions. 

Sanctions are the newest line of defense against Iranian proliferation - U.S. is committed to making the sanctions work

Katz, military correspondent and defense analyst for The Jerusalem Post, 6/23/2010

Yaakov, "All options remain on the table", US under-secretary is focused on making Iran sanctions work, Jerusalem Post, 06/23/2010 16:18, http://www.jpost.com/International/Article.aspx?id=179285, Accessed 7/16/10

All options, including a military one, are on the table to stop Iran, US Under-Secretary of Defense for Policy Michele Flournoy said Wednesday, backtracking from comments she made two months earlier that the military option was off the table. In Israel for a strategic dialogue with the Defense Ministry, Flournoy told reporters Wednesday that while America’s focus would be on imposing the new round of sanctions, it was keeping all options on the table. “All options remain on the table but right now our focus is on making the sanctions work,” she said in Tel Aviv. In April, Flournoy was quoted as saying during a visit to Singapore that a US military option on Iran is off the table in the near term. “The Obama administration remains fully committed to preventing Iran’s development of nuclear weapons,” she said Wednesday. “We have been pushing from the beginning for Iran to come into compliance with its obligations under the Non-Proliferation Treaty and various United Nations resolutions. We started off with a serious offer of engagement and were joined by international partners, and Iran chose not to engage seriously. We most recently turned to the pressure track, the first step [being] sanctions.” Flournoy will stay in Israel for several days and hold a number of highlevel discussions with the country’s top military and defense brass about a widerange of issues, including continued American funding of various defense projects such as the Iron Dome short-range missile defense system, the Arrow ballistic missile defense system and Israel’s interest in purchasing the stealth F-35 fighter jet. “The defense relationship between Israel and US is stronger than ever...[and] the US remains fully committed to Israel’s qualitative military edge (QME),” she said. According to Flournoy, the US maintained a policy of transparency in its contacts with Israel and regarding military sales to other countries in the region. “This administration has a very candid and ongoing dialogue with our Israeli counterparts on QME concerns they may have, whether on assistance to other countries in the region or prospective sales, and we try to be transparent and provide assurances,” she said.
Internal Link – Sanctions Prevent Proliferation

Sanctions ban all financial support for Iranian proliferation – multilateral international support

Eizenstat, Clinton Administration EU Ambassador, 7/1/2010

Stuart E., played a major role fashioning international sanctions policy. “Iran Sanctions: Where we go from here.”, The Wall Street Journal, July 1, 2010, Accessed 7/16/10, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703426004575338443415494022.html 
The overwhelming international support for the new U.N. Security Council sanctions against Iran represents one of the most tangible successes of the Obama administration's foreign policy. While not mandatory, these new sanctions call upon states to prevent any financial service—including insurance and reinsurance, freezing any assets, and prohibiting new banking relationships—that contributes to Iran's nuclear proliferation program. The question now is whether the European Union and the United States can use the legal umbrella of U.N. sanctions to create a coordinated sanctions strategy to put the squeeze on Iran. Following the U.N. vote on June 9, the Obama administration broadened its sanctions regime to target a state-owned bank and a score of state-owned petroleum, petrochemical and insurance companies. And yesterday, the president signed into law new congressional sanctions banning international firms that aid Iranian banks sanctioned by the U.N. from conducting business in this country. Now the key test moves to the EU. It must put aside its traditional commercial relations with Iran and take firm action to prevent Tehran from going nuclear. The goal of sanctions against Iran is to make the cost of continuing its nuclear program higher than the benefits. Shutting down the financial sources the regime uses to support its nuclear program is the most effective way to change its behavior. Iran is not North Korea: It is a significant economy that depends heavily on funding from its energy sector to sustain its nuclear program.  Iran skillfully exploits the differences in various countries' sanctions regimes to finance its nuclear activities. Thus it is crucial that the EU and U.S. harmonize the disparities between their sanctions regimes, and then push their allies to adopt the same policies. As a first step, the EU should place all Iranian state-owned banks on its sanctions list. Past U.N. resolutions only sanctioned one Iranian state-owned bank, Bank Sepah in 2007, for its role financing Iran's nuclear program. The new U.N. sanctions add only one subsidiary of another Iranian bank. The U.S. has gone further, adding all other major state-owned banks—a total of 16—including Bank Mellat, Future Bank, the Export Development Bank and Bank Saderat. Since the U.N. vote, the U.S. also added Post Bank, barring it from the U.S. dollar market. The EU is an entirely different story. In 2008 it barred any European companies from doing any business with Bank Melli, but took no similar action on any other Iranian bank. But the U.N. never explicitly designated Bank Melli at all, only calling for "vigilance" on financial ties to the bank. This lack of transatlantic symmetry is unacceptable, and only rewards Tehran. The EU should sanction all Iranian state-owned banks and their subsidiaries, preventing any transactions with them in the eurozone market. All are involved in supporting illicit trade in arms, and all finance front companies for the nuclear weapons program. To leave any off the sanctions list only invites Iran to shift transactions to those not on the list. All pollute the integrity of the global financial system. Second, the EU should make its sanctions systemic. America's sanctions regime covers all transactions by Iranian state-owned banks—not only those directly related to nuclear activities. The U.S. bars dollar-transactions involving Iran if they are cleared through the United States. Right now, the EU has no similar policy. It should. The EU should prohibit any euro-denominated transactions involving Iran from being cleared through the European banks. Once the U.S. ban was put into place, Iranian banks and front companies changed many of their nuclear-related transactions from dollars to euros. Thus, only by this prohibition can the EU protect its own banks from unknowingly participating in nuclear proliferation financing. Third, the EU and U.S. should agree to ban all insurance companies under their jurisdiction from providing insurance or re-insurance to any ships carrying refined petroleum to Iran, which imports 40% of its needs, and prohibit any new investment in Iran's oil and gas industry. As a fourth step, the EU should work together with the U.S. in multilateral forums outside of the U.N. to broaden the number of countries undertaking serious financial sanctions. With EU-U.S. cooperation, Japan will be more likely to take the same type of action for yen-denominated transactions. If it did, Iran would be deprived of financing its nuclear activities in any of the three major international currencies. The EU and U.S. should jointly work through the 34-nation Financial Action Task Force, which has already played an effective role in limiting money laundering, to enhance its work on Iranian nuclear financing. Lastly, it's time to shine a harsh light on the Central Bank of Iran. The new U.N. resolution stresses the need for nations to exercise "vigilance" over the activities of the bank, but the EU and U.S. should go further. Except in times of war, central banks have been sacrosanct because of the potential disruption to the global financial system. But Iran's central bank has forfeited its special status. It functions like no other central bank. It is not only Iran's monetary arm, but it conceals financial transfers, assists Iranian banks and companies in navigating around existing sanctions, and helps finance front companies to acquire nuclear technology and parts. The EU and U.S. should jointly warn the Central Bank that if it does not cease its illicit activities, it too could become a sanctions target. In the meantime, the new U.N. panel tasked with monitoring sanctions should be asked to report on the bank's role in subverting past U.N. resolutions. Whether or not sanctions are effective depends in large part on the EU's will to take these steps. Harmonized transatlantic sanctions led by the U.S. and EU with the support of their allies offers the last, best chance of avoiding two unpalatable alternatives: Bombing Iran's nuclear infrastructure, or conceding that Iran will become a nuclear weapons state.

Internal Link – Turkish Proliferation

Iranian proliferation triggers Turkish proliferation – they’ll follow suit

Kibaroglu, Bilkent University in Ankara Associate Professor of International Relations, 2004
Kibaroglu, Assoc. Prof. Mustafa Kibaroglu teaches courses on proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, arms control and disarmament in the Department of International Relations at Bilkent University in Ankara, 2004

(Mustafa, “Iran’s Nuclear Program May Trigger the Young Turks to Think Nuclear,” December 20, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/npp/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=16284)
When it became clear in early 2003 that some of Iran’s activities were in violation with its safeguards agreement, Turkish security elite started to monitor Iran’s nuclear program more closely. However, discussions are going beyond a mere interest in what’s going on in with their neighbor: voices are starting to be heard from within Turkish society promoting the idea of going nuclear, particularly if Iran manages to develop nuclear weapons capability. There are a number of reasons for considering the nuclear issue. First of all, Turks have seen that the much-publicized adamant opposition towards the US’s failure to prevent North Korea from advancing its nuclear weapons capabilities. It is believed by many experts that North Korea has either already manufactured several nuclear weapons or is able to do so on a very short notice. The concerned body of intellectuals in Turkey think this is because of a lack of US commitment to uphold the principles of the nuclear nonproliferation regime due to its excessive engagement in the "war against terror," sending wrong signals to the aspiring states.  Strengthening the nonproliferation regime, however, has been the key issue in Turkey’s official stance toward the spread of weapons of mass destruction. Therefore, the possibility of the NPT becoming an ineffective treaty stands out as the second reason why some in Turkey espouse the idea of having at least the basic infrastructure for nuclear weapons capability. These people quickly come to the conclusion that no international treaty should constrain Turkey anymore if Iran follows the example after North Korea in evading its obligations under the NPT by simply walking out with a unilateral declaration.  A third reason is the perceived weakness of NATO, which is seen as being in a protracted process of soul searching since the end of the Cold War. NATO, which used to be the most trusted international organization by the Turks, has turned down Turkey’s request in the days leading up to the US-led Coalition’s war on Iraq to enact Article 4 of the North Atlantic Treaty, which would have paved the way to taking necessary measures envisaged in Article 5 (i.e., Alliance solidarity) against a possible Iraqi aggression. Almost the same happened back in 1991 during Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait. Hence, for many Turks, NATO’s credibility as an effective deterrent against a nuclear weapons capable Iran is seriously called into question.
Impact – Turkish Proliferation – US-Turkey Relations

Turkish prolif collapses US-Turkey relations

Bowman 2008 (Bradley Bowman, Lugar’s Senate Foreign Relations Committee staff member for the Middle East “Chain Reaction: Avoiding a Nuclear Arms Race in the Middle East” Report To The Committee On Foreign Relations United States Senate One Hundred Tenth Congress Second Session, http://www.fas.org/irp/congress/2008_rpt/chain.pdf) Bankey

At the same time, there are significant disincentives to a Turkish pursuit of nuclear weapons. First, a Turkish pursuit or acquisition of nuclear weapons would severely damage United States-Turkish relations, which represent an essential component of Turkish national security. Second, such a development would endanger Turkey’s good standing in NATO, another key component of Turkey’s national security. Third, a Turkish pursuit or acquisition of nuclear weapons probably would eliminate any remaining chance of Turkish accession into the European Union. Fourth, powerful popular voices within Turkey would likely oppose a Turkish attempt to acquire nuclear weapons. Unlike Egypt, Iran, and Saudi Arabia, the democratic system in Turkey would enable these popular forces to influence Turkey’s decisions on these issues.

Causes Turkey to press Russia’s sphere of influence

Larabee 2K (F. Stephen Larabee, Ph.D., Senior Political Scientist @ RAND “The Future of Turkish-Western Relations,” http://www.rand.org/publications/MR/MR1241/)

Eurasian Option. In this option, Turkey would concentrate on strengthening ties to the newly independent states in Central Asia and the Caucasus. While not breaking ties to the West, Turkey would define itself more as a Eurasian power. This op​tion has strong support in parts of the Turkish political spectrum, especially the Nationalist Action Party (MHP), which is a member of the current ruling coalition. This option, however, also has a number of weaknesses. First, it would heighten tensions with Russia, which has looked askance at Ankara’s efforts to increase its influence in Central Asia and the Caucasus. It would also intensify rivalry with Iran, possibly driving Iran and Russia into a tacit alliance. Third, it could overstretch Turkish resources. All of the states in Central Asia and the Caucasus countries are poor and it will be quite a while before the impact of the energy bonus is felt—and even then the impact is likely to be considerably less than many observers initially expected.

Escalates nuclear war globally

Aristotelous 2K (Aristos, "Greece—Turkey—Cyprus Power Correlations in Southeastern Europe," 3/1, http://www.3dpaper.gr/eng/geostrategicdata/correlations2_geo040101.shtml.)
Furthermore, Ankara cannot disregard the fact that Russia is a great nuclear power and the two other countries, Iran and Iraq, are already nuclear powers or possess mass destruction weapons or are in the process of producing them. Thus, apart from its internal problems, with the Kurds, the Islamic movement and its regime that still suppresses human rights and is dominated by the military, Turkey feels insecure and faces challenges from its eastern neighbors as well as an intense geopolitical competition that was intensified by the collapse of the Soviet Union and the oil "games" in Caucasus and the Caspian Sea. The determination with which the Kremlin repressed the Chechen mutiny, making it clear that it will not allow the fragmentation of the Russian Federation and the warning towards NATO countries, using as an excuse the Washington Declaration and the Kosovo crisis, that Russia will not hesitate to use nuclear weapons if its integrity is threatened by any external intervention, bring Turkey - an ally of the USA and a country with important interests in the "turkish-speaking" Democracies - in the front line of a possible intensification of the geopolitical conflict between the American super power and Russia or China, or simply between Ankara and Moscow.
Impact – Turkish Proliferation – EU Membership

Turkish prolif ensures no EU membership

NTI 9
[“Turkey Profile.” NTI.org. Updated August 2009. http://www.nti.org/e_research/profiles/turkey/index.html]
Turkey is not known to possess nuclear, chemical, or biological weapons or weapons programs, and is a member in good standing of all of the major treaties governing their acquisition and use. Turkey is also active in proliferation prevention efforts such as the U.S.-led Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI).[1] While Turkey is situated in a notoriously "dangerous neighborhood"[2] and is often mentioned as a possible proliferation domino should Iran acquire nuclear weapons, it has relied for its security on the nuclear and conventional deterrence provided by U.S./NATO security guarantees for more than half a century. Turkey's dedication to the nonproliferation regime is further solidified by its commitment to the European Union accession process, as prospects for Turkish EU membership would be gravely diminished should Turkey choose to develop nuclear, chemical, or biological weapons.[3] Thanks in part to decades of U.S. military aid and cooperation, Turkey has robust conventional defense capabilities, including short-range ballistic missiles. Ankara is also working to procure advanced ballistic missile defense capabilities.
Key to stability.

Anatolia News Agency 9
[“Turkey's EU accession would stabilize region, says German minister” Anatolia News Agency. August 4, 2009. http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/n.php?n=turkeys-eu-accession-stabilization-cause-says-german-minister-2009-08-04]
Turkey's accession to the European Union would stabilize the world's most delicate region and be a source of motivation for neighboring countries, according to German Minister for Economic Cooperation and Development Heidemarie Wieczorek-Zeul.  Speaking at a conference organized by the Friedrich Ebert Stiftung Association at Bilgi University in Istanbul on Monday, Wieczorek-Zeul extended support to Turkey's EU bid and said Europe and Turkey would be stronger together. She referred to the attention paid by Middle East countries and Turkey’s other neighbors to Turkey’s EU membership.  “Turkey has a say in several key organizations, such as the Group of 20 and NATO. This shows Turkey’s importance over hot international topics,” she said. “The relationship between Turkey and the European Union has been followed closely in the near region and the Middle East. Our main aim is to support the [EU] process with constructive ways and to help for a final solution. We will continue to support Turkey’s membership bid.”  Along with France, Germany is one of the main opponents of Turkey’s accession to the European Union. Instead, the two key EU countries propose a privileged membership to Turkey, but Ankara has repeatedly said its aim is full membership.  In the run-up to European Parliament election in June, German Chancellor Angela Merkel and French President Nicolas Sarkozy both questioned the reason of accepting a predominantly Muslim country of more than 70 million people into the bloc. Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdoğan accused Germany and France of stalling its European Union membership bid during his visit to Brussels in June.  Still, German Minister Wieczorek-Zeul also said 22 out of 27 EU member states support Turkey's accession to the EU, pointing out that the accession criteria are applied to all candidates alike and that these should not be misinterpreted.  The EU and Turkey should implement common policies for development as an expression of common interests and values, Wieczorek-Zeul said, adding: “We will be stronger if we succeed in solid unity. Turkey’s EU membership will prompt stability in the world’s fragile regions, and it will be a source of motivation for neighboring countries.”

Nuclear war

Steinbach 2
[John Steinbach. “Israeli Weapons of Mass Destruction: a Threat to Peace” DC Iraq Coalition. Center for Research on Globalisation. March 3, 2002. http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html]

Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum(and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major(if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon- for whatever reason- the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration." (44)
Impact – Nuclear War

Iranian proliferation causes horizontal proliferation that triggers small scale nuclear wars that escalate to draw powers into a full scale nuclear war

Wimbush, Hudson Institute Senior Fellow, Center for Future Security Strategies Director, 2007
S. Enders “The End of Deterrence: A nuclear Iran will change everything.” The Weekley Standard. 1/11/2007, Accessed 7/17/2010, http://www.weeklystandard.com/Utilities/printer_preview.asp?idArticle=13154&R=162562FD5A]

Iran is fast building its position as the Middle East's political and military hegemon, a position that will be largely unchallengeable once it acquires nuclear weapons. A nuclear Iran will change all of the critical strategic dynamics of this volatile region in ways that threaten the interests of virtually everyone else. The outlines of some of these negative trends are already visible, as other actors adjust their strategies to accommodate what increasingly appears to be the emerging reality of an unpredictable, unstable nuclear power. Iran needn't test a device to shift these dangerous dynamics into high gear; that is already happening. By the time Iran tests, the landscape will have changed dramatically because everyone will have seen it coming.  The opportunities nuclear weapons will afford Iran far exceed the prospect of using them to win a military conflict. Nuclear weapons will empower strategies of coercion, intimidation, and denial that go far beyond purely military considerations. Acquiring the bomb as an icon of state power will enhance the legitimacy of Iran's mullahs and make it harder for disgruntled Iranians to oust them. With nuclear weapons, Iran will have gained the ability to deter any direct American threats, as well as the leverage to keep the United States at a distance and to discourage it from helping Iran's regional opponents. Would the United States be in Iraq if Saddam had had a few nuclear weapons and the ability to deliver them on target to much of Europe and all of Israel? Would it even have gone to war in 1991 to liberate Kuwait from Iraqi aggression? Unlikely. Yet Iran is rapidly acquiring just such a capability. If it succeeds, a relatively small nuclear outcast will be able to deter a mature nuclear power. Iran will become a billboard advertising nuclear weapons as the logical asymmetric weapon of choice for nations that wish to confront the United States.  It should surprise no one that quiet discussions have already begun in Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Turkey, and elsewhere in the Middle East about the desirability of developing national nuclear capabilities to blunt Iran's anticipated advantage and to offset the perceived decline in America's protective power. This is just the beginning. We should anticipate that proliferation across Eurasia will be broad and swift, creating nightmarish challenges. The diffusion of nuclear know-how is on the verge of becoming impossible to impede. Advanced computation and simulation techniques will eventually make testing unnecessary for some actors, thereby expanding the possibilities for unwelcome surprises and rapid shifts in the security environment. Leakage of nuclear knowledge and technologies from weak states will become commonplace, and new covert supply networks will emerge to fill the gap left by the neutralization of Pakistani proliferator A. Q. Khan. Non-proliferation treaties, never effective in blocking the ambitions of rogues like Iran and North Korea, will be meaningless. Intentional proliferation to state and non-state actors is virtually certain, as newly capable states seek to empower their friends and sympathizers. Iran, with its well known support of Hezbollah, is a particularly good candidate to proliferate nuclear capabilities beyond the control of any state as a way to extend the coercive reach of its own nuclear politics.  Arsenals will be small, which sounds reassuring, but in fact it heightens the dangers and risk. New players with just a few weapons, including Iran, will be especially dangerous. Cold War deterrence was based on the belief that an initial strike by an attacker could not destroy all an opponent's nuclear weapons, leaving the adversary with the capacity to strike back in a devastating retaliatory blow. Because it is likely to appear easier to destroy them in a single blow, small arsenals will increase the incentive to strike first in a crisis. Small, emerging nuclear forces could also raise the risk of preventive war, as leaders are tempted to attack before enemy arsenals grow bigger and more secure.  Some of the new nuclear actors are less interested in deterrence than in using nuclear weapons to annihilate their enemies. Iran's leadership has spoken of its willingness--in their words--to "martyr" the entire Iranian nation, and it has even expressed the desirability of doing so as a way to accelerate an inevitable, apocalyptic collision between Islam and the West that will result in Islam's final worldwide triumph. Wiping Israel off the map--one of Iran's frequently expressed strategic objectives--even if it results in an Israeli nuclear strike on Iran, may be viewed as an acceptable trade-off. Ideological actors of this kind may be very different from today's nuclear powers who employ nuclear weapons as a deterrent to annihilation. Indeed, some of the new actors may seek to annihilate others and be annihilated, gloriously, in return.  What constitutes deterrence in this world? Proponents of new non-proliferation treaties and many European strategists speak of "managing" a nuclear Iran, as if Iran and the new nuclear actors that will emerge in Iran's wake can be easily deterred by getting them to sign documents and by talking nicely to them. This is a lethal naiveté. We have no idea how to deter ideological actors who may even welcome their own annihilation. We do not know what they hold dear enough to be deterred by the threat of its destruction. Our own nuclear arsenal is robust, but it may have no deterrent effect on a nuclear-armed ideological adversary. This is the world Iran is dragging us into. Can they be talked out of it? Maybe. But it is getting very late to slow or reverse the momentum propelling us into this nuclear no-man's land. We should be under no illusion that talk alone--"engagement"--is a solution. Nuclear Iran will prompt the emergence of a world in which nuclear deterrence may evaporate, the likelihood of nuclear use will grow, and where deterrence, once broken, cannot be restored. 

Impact – Laundry List – Regional Escalation/Nuclear War

Iranian proliferation causes accidents, theft, increased aggression and hair trigger launch posture increasing the likelihood of nuclear war
Posen, Professor of Political Science at MIT, 2006
Barry, Century Foundation Report, "A Nuclear Armed Iran: A Difficult but not Impossible Policy Problem"
For many reasons, it would be better if Iran had neither nuclear weapons, nor the enabling technologies that would permit it to build nuclear weapons: Neither nuclear energy nor nuclear weapons are risk-free technologies— new civil and military nuclear powers run the risks of any novice. These include environmental problems, equipment failures, and unsafe or insecure weapons storage. It is natural for the nonnuclear states in the region to fear a nuclear Iran. These fears may cause countermeasures that are fraught with danger—including national nuclear energy or weapons programs of their own—which also would run “novice” risks. As other states try to acquire nuclear weapons, they may inadvertently threaten each other, setting off new security competitions. Iran and any of its neighbors that chose to deploy nuclear weapons may have problems developing a secure basing method, which could tempt them to adopt “hair trigger,” day-to-day alert postures, which in turn could raise the risks of accidental war or preemptive war. Iran may be emboldened by its possession of nuclear weapons, and could threaten the security of regional or distant powers. These are all valid concerns, which should make even Iran wary of nuclear weaponry. These risks have prompted the international diplomatic efforts to induce Iran to refrain from the enrichment of uranium (or the reprocessing of plutonium). If these efforts fail, however, concerned states will need to choose from the three remaining alternative policies—nonmilitary coercion mainly through sanctions, preventive military strikes, or containment and deterrence.
Impact – Middle East Arms Race / Proliferation

If Iran gets nuclear weapons it will set off an arms race in the Middle East
Diamond et al, Hoover Institution at Stanford University, Iran Democracy Project, Fellows/Coordinators, 2006
Larry, Michael McFaul and Abbas Milani, “A Win-Win U.S. Strategy for Dealing with Iran,” The Washington Quarterly,

At the same time, our public diplomacy must emphasize the benefits of such an agreement for regional security and peace as well as the severe dangers of Iran’s continued pursuit of nuclear weapons. Strangely, little has been done to convey to the Iranian people the practical and geopolitical dangers and real economic costs of the nuclear program. For one thing, there are serious safety concerns with Iran’s plans. Although Russia has helped to build a relatively safe Bushehr plant, Iranian democrats claim that the recently revealed clandestine program has relied on secondhand equipment bought on the black market, sometimes put together with the help of rogue engineers from the former Soviet Union, and built at the juncture of two of the world’s most deadly fault lines. Moreover, the nuclear program is unnecessary for electric-power generation and is eating up significant financial resources that could be much more productively spent on modernizing the country’s infrastructure and economy.  In addition, it is an illusion to think that the nuclear program will give the Iranian people greater security. Rather, Iran’s acquisition of a nuclear weapon would probably trigger efforts on the part of Sunni Arab regimes such as Egypt and Saudi Arabia to acquire the technology as well. Then, Iran would be facing the prospect of living in a region with several nuclear-weapon states, some of which lack political stability and could eventually come under the sway of radical, if not apocalyptic, Sunni Islamist political forces. Overnight, regimes who, by the sheer size of their territory or population, are incomparably weaker than Iran would achieve parity through the deterrence of nuclear power, just as Pakistan did with India. 
Iranian proliferation causes a Middle East arms race – every dispute will risk nuclear war

St. Louis Post-Dispatch, 2006  
Philip Dine, “Behind the nuclear curtain, Iran lurks While attention is focused on North Korea, Iran could be more menacing”, 10-20, L/N
* Iran is in a far more volatile and unstable area. Its development of the bomb would make nuclear proliferation more likely in the Middle East, increasing the risk that a nuclear weapon might be used in a regional conflict -- or fall into the wrong hands. * Iran has close ties with terrorist groups that are sworn enemies of the United States and is believed to have networks around the world, including on American soil. While most observers believe that North Korea wants a nuclear bomb as a bargaining chip in negotiations with the United States and to prevent a U.S. attack, Iran's leaders have made aggressive statements about a world without the United States and Israel. "Iran is the far more serious threat, because of the negative effect it could have on one of the areas most critical to U.S. national interests," said Joe Cirincioni, an expert in nuclear proliferation. "North Korea is a small, isolated, impoverished nation. We can cut a deal with them to end their program. But in the Middle East, Saudi Arabia, Egypt and Turkey could not allow Iran to gain the political, diplomatic and military advantage the bomb would give them. They would have to follow suit," said Cirincioni, senior vice president for national security and international policy at the Center for American Progress. "This is how proliferation happens. It's regional. There's a nuclear chain reaction. Suddenly you go from a Middle East with one nuclear power, Israel, to a Middle East with three, four or five nuclear nations. . . . Every dispute becomes a potential nuclear war."
Impact – Middle East Arms Race / Proliferation

Middle East prolif results in an arms race, war and nuclear shootouts

Rosen, 6 – Beton Michael Kaneb Professor of National Security and Military Affairs and Director of the John M. Olin Institute for Strategic Studies at Harvard University

(Stephen Peter. “After Proliferation: What to do it more states go nuclear.” Foreign Affairs. Sep. CIAO)

During the Cold War, the United States and the Soviet Union engaged in an intense arms race and built up vast nuclear arsenals. Other binary nuclear competitions, however, such as that between India and Pakistan, have been free of such behavior. Those states' arsenals have remained fairly small and relatively unsophisticated. Nuclear-armed countries in the Middle East would be unlikely to display such restraint. Iran and Iraq would be much too suspicious of each other, as would Saudi Arabia and Iran, Turkey and Iraq, and so forth. And then there is Israel. Wariness would create the classic conditions for a multipolar arms race, with Israel arming against all possible enemies and the Islamic states arming against Israel and one another.   Historical evidence suggests that arms races sometimes precipitate wars because governments come to see conflict as preferable to financial exhaustion or believe they can gain a temporary military advantage through war. Arguably, a nuclear war would be so destructive that its prospect might well dissuade states from escalating conflicts. But energetic arms races would still produce larger arsenals, making it harder to prevent the accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear weapons.  

Even a conventional war in the Middle East would go nuclear

Rosen, 6 – Beton Michael Kaneb Professor of National Security and Military Affairs and Director of the John M. Olin Institute for Strategic Studies at Harvard University

(Stephen Peter. “After Proliferation: What to do it more states go nuclear.” Foreign Affairs. Sep. CIAO)

It gets worse. During the Cold War, most analysts considered it unlikely that nuclear weapons would be used during peacetime; they worried more about the possibility of a nuclear conflict somehow emerging out of a conventional war. That scenario would still be the most likely in a postproliferation future as well, but the frequency of conventional wars in the Middle East would make it a less comforting prospect. If a nuclear-armed ballistic missile were launched while conventional fighting involving non-nuclear-armed ballistic missiles was going on in the region, how confident would any government be that it could identify the party responsible? The difficulty would be greater still if an airplane or a cruise missile were used to deliver the nuclear weapon. 
Impact – NPT Collapse

Iranian nukes spread regionally and kill the NPT.

Boozman and Rubin, 2009  
US Rep and Michael, Res. Scholar – AEI and Seniro Lecturer – Naval Postgraduate School, Federal News Service, “HEARING OF THE HOUSE FOREIGN AFFAIRS COMMITTEE; SUBJECT: IRAN: RECENT DEVELOPMENTS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR U.S. POLICY;”, 7-22, L/N

The last point I want to make, which has direct relevance to both the popular protests, which we've seen, and the issue of Iran's ideology, is that a lot of people say that should Iran develop nuclear weapons capability, we could live with a nuclear Iran because they're not suicidal. The problem is that among certain portions of the people that would be in command and control, specifically within the supreme leader circle and the IRGC, there may be people that are ideologically committed to the destruction of Israel.  Now, should there be a popular uprising when Iran has that nuclear capability, they may feel that they have nothing to lose with the calculation that, look, we're done for anyway and is the United States or Europe really going to retaliate against an already changed regime? Therefore, it's essential for the peace and stability in the region that Iran not be allowed to get this far in the first place.  Thank you.  REP. BOOZMAN: And with Iran having nuclear ability, then the Saudis and the whole region are going to feel threatened, aren't they, and also start the proliferation. We're already hearing perhaps, you know, deals with Pakistan and things like that with the Saudis.  MR. RUBIN: You're absolutely correct. It would be a cascade of instability and the nuclear non-proliferation regime would be dead.
Kills the NPT and spreads regionally.

Ackerman 9  (Rep. Gary, D—NY, , Federal News Service, “HEARING OF THE HOUSE FOREIGN AFFAIRS COMMITTEE; SUBJECT: IRAN: RECENT DEVELOPMENTS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR U.S. POLICY;”, 7-22, L/N)

This is reality: Iran is marching swiftly towards either a bomb or a latent nuclear capability. This development is deeply destabilizing an already deeply unstable region. Successful proliferation by Iran will most likely destroy the NPT and the international norm against nuclear proliferation.  If left unaddressed by the United States and the rest of the international community, as seems to be the case right now, Israel will have to either live under Iranian nuclear sword or act preemptively themselves.

Impact – Sanctions Prevent Israel Strikes

Sanctions through international pressure on Iran key to prevent Israeli strikes that cause war

Hider 9
[James Hider. “Israel must decide within months on military strike” The Times December 14, 2009. Lexis]
In the immediate term, the threat of a strike has receded. Israel is satisfied that Iran's hostile stance towards the international community has increased the chances of serious, crippling sanctions. Officials noted that for the first time Russia seemed to be serious about isolating Tehran.  But that international front could easily crack, and then Mr Netanyahu would be faced with the decision on whether to order his bombers into action. Iran has already threatened to bomb Israel's cities with its long-range missiles should its nuclear facilities come under attack, but that is only one of its many options.  It could also, in stages, order Hezbollah to launch rockets across the northern border. The attack could come in conjunction with a Hamas assault from the Gaza Strip.

Impact is global war.

Ivashov 7
[General Leonid Ivashov  vice-president of the Academy on geopolitical affairs. He was the chief of the department for General affairs in the Soviet Union’s ministry of Defense, secretary of the Council of defense ministers of the Community of independant states (CIS), chief of the Military cooperation department at the Russian federation’s Ministry of defense and Joint chief of staff of the Russian armies. “Iran: the Threat of a Nuclear War” Global Research April 9, 2007. http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=5309]
What might cause the force major event of the required scale? Everything seems to indicate that Israel will be sacrificed. Its involvement in a war with Iran - especially in a nuclear war - is bound to trigger a global catastrophe. The statehoods of Israel and Iran are based on the countries' official religions. A military conflict between Israel and Iran will immediately evolve into a religious one, a conflict between Judaism and Islam. Due to the presence of numerous Jewish and Muslim populations in the developed countries, this would make a global bloodbath inevitable. All of the active forces of most of the countries of the world would end up fighting, with almost no room for neutrality left. Judging by the increasingly massive acquisitions of the residential housing for the Israeli citizens, especially in Russia and Ukraine, a lot of people already have an idea of what the future holds. However, it is hard to imagine a quiet heaven where one might hide from the coming doom. Forecasts of the territorial distribution of the fighting, the quantities and the efficiency of the armaments involved, the profound character of the underlying roots of the conflict and the severity of the religious strife all leave no doubt that this clash will be in all respects much more nightmarish than WWII.
Aff – Link Turn – Presence Checks Iran 

Threats from U.S. military presence embolden Iran to nuclearize

Hamilton, The Indepentent Staff Writer, 2007
Adrian, writes a weekly column largely on international affairs with particular focus on the Middle East, Iran and foreign policy issues, Ex-Deputy Editor of the Observer newspaper, “Adrian Hamilton: Bush's increasingly tenuous hold on reality”, The Independent, August 30, 2007, http://www.independent.co.uk/opinion/commentators/adrian-hamilton/adrian-hamilton-bushs-increasingly-tenuous-hold-on-reality-463497.html, Accessed 7/15/10

Domestic advantage doesn't make good policy, however, particularly when it comes to quite so volatile a situation as the Middle East. The trouble with demonising Iran is that you play right into the hands of the most xenophobic and extremist elements in the region. The more America makes Iran the special object of its fear and loathing, the more opinion in the Muslim street, Arab as well as Iranian, makes a hero of it. No wonder President Ahmadinejad – a sort of Hugo Chavez of the Middle East – laps it all up, countering every accusation from Bush with deliberately provocative speeches proclaiming US failures in Iraq and Iranian successes in developing nuclear technology.  Given the state of the country's finances and Ahmadinejad's desperate firings and contortions in the economic sphere, the Persian populist would be in deep trouble at home if it were not for the outside pressure. Like Bush, he needs a foreign threat to keep his head above domestic water. Nor, for all his posturing on the holocaust and Israel, is Ahmadinejad in charge of nuclear or foreign policy, where authority has been deliberately concentrated on much more experienced heads who have consistently sought accomodation with the West on the understanding that Washington in return accepts what Tehran regards as its legitimate interests as a power in the region.  Keep calling Iran names and keep threatening it openly with military attack and all you will do is to strengthen the hands of those who feel Iran must develop nuclear weapons, should stoke up trouble in Iraq and Palestine and clamp down on internal dissent in response. Anyone who wants change inside Iran, especially those within, have had their cause painfully set back by a US President who keeps saying he supports them.

Aff – Sanctions Cause Proliferation

Sanctions cause Proliferation – encourages self-sufficiency
Dareini, AP Writer, 2010
Ali Akbar, writes for many news sources such as the Boston Globe, and the Washington Post, “Ahmadinejad: Sanctions Make Iran Stronger”, April http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/04/03/ahmadinejad-sanctions-mak_n_524425.html# Accessed 7/17/2010 

TEHRAN, Iran — Faced with the prospect of new sanctions because of Iran's nuclear defiance, President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad said Saturday that new penalties would only strengthen the country's technological progress by encouraging it to become more self-sufficient. In a speech, Ahmadinejad also rejected President Barack Obama's offers of engagement, saying "three or four beautiful words" don't mean U.S. policies have changed under his administration. "They say they have extended a hand to Iran, but the Iranian government and nation declined to welcome that," he said. "What kind of hand did you extend towards the Iranian nation? What has changed? Did you lift sanctions? Did you stop propaganda? Did you reduce the pressure?" White House spokesman Bill Burton said Saturday the U.S. administration would have no comment on the Iranian president's remarks. Iran has periodically boasted of what it says is growing self-sufficiency in technological sectors like its satellite program and other scientific work. Seeking to demonstrate that point, Ahmadinejad's speech on Saturday was to workers at the inauguration of an industrial project in southern Iran. He said Iran need not be bothered by the prospect of new sanctions. "They (Americans) said they want to impose fuel sanctions. ... They don't understand that they work in our favor. They imagine we will get upset should they refuse to sell gasoline to us. ... No, we immediately tell experts to produce it," he said. Ahmadinejad said the U.S. has failed to isolate Iran. He said the fact that Obama's recent visit to Afghanistan was not announced beforehand for security reasons was evidence of America's own isolation. 

Iran’s becoming self-sufficient.  Sanctions will not work  
Luft, Institute for the Analysis of Global Security, 2009
Gal Luft, “The New Iran Sanctions: Worse Than the Old Ones,” Foreign Policy | AUGUST 11, 2009, pg. http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/08/11/the_new_iran_sanctions_worse_than_the_old_ones]

These efforts, in addition to an effective petrol rationing scheme, have slashed Iran's need to import petroleum products. As of this fall, Iran's daily gasoline dependence will stand below 25 percent. This figure is expected to decline even further to roughly 15 percent over the next year as new refining capacity comes online. By 2012 Iran is projected to be gasoline self-sufficient; shortly after that, the Islamic Republic is likely to become a net gasoline exporter.

Aff – Sanctions Bad – Israeli Strikes

Sanctions will inevitable fail and trigger Israeli strikes and global economic meltdown. 
Warner, The Daily Telegraph Assistant Editor, Britian’s Leading Business and Economics Commentators, 2009
Jeremy Warner, “Iran's nuclear ambitions threaten economic meltdown,” The Telegraph, Last updated: September 25th, 2009, pg. http://blogs.telegraph.co.uk/finance/jeremywarner/100001095/irans-nuclear-ambitions-threaten-economic-meltdown/

The biggest threat to recovery in the world economy has long seemed to me to be not that of a further leg in the financial crisis or even the fiscal ruination of developed economies, but some kind of geo-political shock, most likely eminating from Iran. Revelations of a second, covert uranium enrichment facility on Iranian soil bring such a shock that much closer. Let me map out the nightmare scenario. Continued Iranian defiance causes the UN security council to back American led demands for sanctions. But they don’t work, possibly because Russia and or China continue to supply Iran with essential needs. The failure of sanctions then prompts Israel to take unilateral military action against nuclear facilities in Iran, which in turn causes Iran to go through with its threat to mine Persian waters and attempt to halt the supply of oil through the Strait of Hormuz. The price of oil sky rockets, tipping the world economy precipitously back into recesssion. Financial markets again panic, leading to a further crash on the stock market and another crisis of confidence in the banks. All the action taken by governments in trying to halt the downward spiral in the economy goes up the swannee. Impausible? Regrettably only too possible. Iran’s nuclear ambitions have once more made the Middle East into a tinder box. This matters to us in the West not just because of the obvious threat to our own security from nuclear proliferation but because of the region’s vital role in supplying oil to the world. The lurch into recession a year ago wasn’t exclusively down to the collapse of Lehman Brothers and the wider financial crisis. In my view, it was always as much about the spike in oil prices. Shocked by prices at the pumps, American consumers en masse decided to stop spending. The recovery would be shattered by a further oil price shock of this sort. The effect would be similar to, if not worse than, the Arab oil embargo of 1973. Claims by G20 leaders that thanks to decisive and unprecedented policy action the world has been saved from a second Great Depression would go up in smoke. Worse, there’s nothing left in the fiscal and monetary cannon to deal with any further upsets. It’s already been all used up. //1nc 

Israeli Attacks Would Escalate and Cause Worldwide Nuclear War

Steinback, 2
John, 3/3, Center for research on Globalization, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2002/03/00_steinbach_israeli-wmd.htm, Accessed 7/17/2010
As Israeli society becomes more and more polarized, the influence of the radical right becomes stronger. According to Shahak, "The prospect of Gush Emunim, or some secular right-wing Israeli fanatics, or some some of the delerious Israeli Army generals, seizing control of Israeli nuclear weapons...cannot be precluded. ...while israeli jewish society undergoes a steady polarization, the Israeli security system increasingly relies on the recruitment of cohorts from the ranks of the extreme right."(39) The Arab states, long aware of Israel's nuclear program, bitterly resent its coercive intent, and perceive its existence as the paramount threat to peace in the region, requiring their own weapons of mass destruction. During a future Middle Eastern war (a distinct possibility given the ascension of Ariel Sharon, an unindicted war criminal with a bloody record stretching from the massacre of Palestinian civilians at Quibya in 1953, to the massacre of Palestinian civilians at Sabra and Shatila in 1982 and beyond) the possible Israeli use of nuclear weapons should not be discounted. According to Shahak, "In Israeli terminology, the launching of missiles on to Israeli territory is regarded as 'nonconventional' regardless of whether they are equipped with explosives or poison gas."(40) (Which requires a "nonconventional" response, a perhaps unique exception being the Iraqi SCUD attacks during the Gulf War.) Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum (and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major (if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon - for whatever reason - the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration." (44)

Aff – Sanctions Bad – UN Credibility

New sanctions kill UN cred

IPS, 2008  
Thalif Deen, “U.N. Security Council loses credibility over Iran, says Israel;”, 1-30, L/N)

The 15-member U.N. Security Council (UNSC) is set to lose its credibility once again as it prepares to impose a third set of sanctions on Iran while failing to pass any strictures on Israel for its continued heavy-handed repression of Palestinians in Gaza.    'Many ask whether the UNSC still has any credibility left,' says Mouin Rabbani, contributing editor to the Washington-based Middle East Report.    But the more pertinent question, he pointed out, 'is whether it should have any -- after its consistent failure to ensure either peace or security, and of turning a malignantly blind eye to so many threats to peace and security and the basic rights of many millions.'    'Indeed, the UNSC's continued obsession with Iran's apparently non-existent nuclear weapons programme, and its dogged determination to do nothing of consequence to address Israel's very real occupation of the West Bank and Gaza Strip -- to the point of currently failing to issue even the lamest of statements on the humanitarian catastrophe in the Gaza Strip -- speaks volumes,' Rabbani said.    'And this is in a conflict the United Nations played a direct role in creating in 1947,' he added.    After four days of intense closed-door negotiations last week, the UNSC failed to come up either with a resolution against Israel or a unanimous non-binding presidential statement.    With the United States demanding a stronger text critical of Palestinian rocket attacks on Israel, the UNSC lacked consensus for a collective statement condemning Israel's decision to choke Palestinians in Gaza and cutting off electricity and humanitarian supplies.    The decision-makers in the UNSC, which also has 10 rotating non-permanent members, are the five veto-wielding permanent members, namely the United States, Britain, France, China and Russia.    In a strong statement issued last week, John Dugard, the U.N. special rapporteur on human rights, said that Israeli action violates the strict prohibition on collective punishment contained in the Fourth Geneva Convention governing conflicts.    'It also violates one of the basic principles of international humanitarian law that military action must distinguish between military targets and civilian targets,' he said.    Dugard singled out the killing of some 40 Palestinians in Gaza and the targeting of a government office near a wedding party venue resulting in the loss of civilian lives.    'The closure of crossings into Gaza raises very serious questions about Israel's respect for international law and its commitment to the (Middle East) peace process,' he added.    While it remains paralysed over Israel -- as often happens because of the protection afforded to the Jewish state by the United States, Britain and France -- the UNSC is readying for a third set of sanctions against Iran.    'For the Security Council to bow to U.S. pressure to impose additional sanctions on Iran despite its lack of an active nuclear weapons programme will seriously harm the U.N.'s credibility,' said Stephen Zunes, professor of politics and international studies at the University of San Francisco.    For more than 26 years, he pointed out, Israel has been in violation of UNSC resolution 487 which calls upon Israel to 'place its nuclear facilities under IAEA (International Atomic Energy Agency) safeguard.'    Yet -- despite deciding to 'remain seized of the matter' -- the Security Council has refused to even threaten sanctions, Zunes told IPS.    Similarly, he said, there have been no threats of sanctions against India and Pakistan for remaining in violation of resolution 1172 to end their nuclear weapons programmes for almost a decade.  

UN credibility is key to global peace
Dorn, Royal Military College Politics Professor, 1999
A. Walter, “World Order for a New Millenium”, http://www.rmc.ca/academic/gradrech/dorn11_e.html)

The UN has been in existence for over 50 years. I have proposed a vision for its second half-century and beyond. Perhaps I am dreaming when I think that major changes can come about, but I do not think so. I have used the yardstick of the past to measure the future. If we make as much progress in the next hundred years as in the past hundred, I think my predictions will not have gone far enough.  Of course, progress is never linear. Things may have to get worse before they get better and for every two steps forward we may have to take one step backwards. But I believe that human beings have the resourcefulness, the strength and the capacity to strengthen the rules and the standards of international behavior, and to improve the institutions that govern them. We should aim to have the same strength of law and order on the international level that we have come to expect on the national level. To avoid the bloodshed that has been a characteristic of this century, we have to expand international organizations to meet the greatest challenge of the next century: creating peace on Earth. At the same time, we have to create a greater awareness of the blessings of peace, on the individual, national and international levels.  For the first time in human history, at the dawn of the new millennium we can think seriously about and plan actively for world peace. Through the centuries, the European powers were so often at war; now they are developing a European Union that makes war between them impossible. For centuries the colonial and imperial powers (for example, France and Great Britain in Europe; others in Asia) fought "hot wars" with each other; in this century the capitalist and communist states fought a Cold War. With the end of the Cold War, we no longer have global power blocs menacing one another. There remain many threats to the peace, no doubt, but we now have, for the first time in a thousand years, the opportunity to create a peaceful world, to establish sufficient harmony so that wars between nations, and eventually within nations, become obsolete.  There will always be tensions and some conflicts among nations, as long as there is conflict among individuals and in our societies. But these conflicts need not become reasons to mobilize armies, fight wars and kill human beings. Instead we should mobilize the tools of peace, of united nations and of the United Nations.  We can now dream of a world so interdependent, so close and so respectful that major wars can become a things of the past. It may take more than one century. It may take two or even three. But I have the fundamental faith that the capacity for peace now exists in seed form. The institutions we have now can form a basis for a strong, harmonious, and peaceful world order.

Aff – Sanctions Bad – NPT

Serious sanctions cause Iran to withdraw from the NPT
McFaul, Hoover Institution Iran Democracy Project Fellows/Coordinators, 2007
Michael McFaul and Abbas Milani, Fellows and Coordinators of the Iran Democracy Project at the Hoover Institution, and Larry Diamond, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, Washington Quarterly, “A Win-Win U.S. Strategy for Dealing with Iran”, 30:1, Winter, L/N

Moreover, even if a new UN-backed sanctions regime did win approval, Iran has threatened to withdraw from the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). As the success of the nuclear weapons programs in India and Pakistan prove, a state determined to acquire this technology will do so at any cost. In the long run, the only solution to Iran's nuclear threat is the emergence of a democratic Iran. In the short run, the sole way to mitigate the Iranian nuclear threat is to alter Tehran's motivations for acquiring these weapons.
Kills the NPT causing global prolif—turns the disad


Kemp, Nixon Center Director Regional Strategic Programs, 2004
Geoffrey, Dir. Regional Strategic Programs – Nixon Center, Washington Quarterly, Winter, L/N
Ironically, it may be easier to get the United States and Europe to agree on the more serious case, namely, Iran’s withdrawal from the NPT, which would set off alarms throughout the region because it would signal the inevitability of an Iranian bomb and profound consequences for the Middle East as well as Europe. Iran’s withdrawal would raise the specter of further nuclear proliferation, leading Turkey, Saudi Arabia, and Egypt to reconsider their nonnuclear pledges. This step by Iran would force the United States into closer defense relationships with Israel and the smaller Arab countries, including providing further support for their missile defense systems. For all practical purposes, this outcome, coupled with IAEA failures to prevent Iraq and North Korea from violating NPT commitments, would bring an end to the NPT regime, the Rosetta stone of arms control. Thus, a formidable coalition of countries will likely oppose an Iranian bomb to the point where UN-sponsored economic sanctions could be approved. The key to this coalition would be joint U.S.-EU collective action that would send a powerful message to Iran and would probably be supported by Russia and Japan.

Aff – Hardline Stance Fails

US hardline fails and weakens position of moderates – US must make concessions

Sadjadpour, Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, June 2007
Karim, “Guidelines for Approaching Iran,” Carnegie Endowment, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/sadjadpour_iran_final1.pdf
The United States needs to keep in mind that Iran will never agree to any arrangement in which it is expected to publicly retreat, admit defeat, or is forced to compromise as a result of pressure alone. Besides the issue of saving face, many in Iran’s political elite—chiefly Ayatollah Khamenei—believe that compromise as a result of pressure projects weakness and will only encourage the United States to exert greater pressure. • Threatening military force is counterproductive. It weakens the position of Iranian moderates who strive to forge a different relationship with Washington and strengthens the argument of hardliners who advocate pursuing a nuclear weapon as a necessary deterrent. • In order for any diplomatic breakthrough to occur, Washington will need to somehow disabuse Iran’s leadership—particularly Ayatollah Khamenei—of the notion that it’s bent on the removal of the Islamic Republic government. Indeed, policies should take into account the fact that abrupt revolutionary change is not only highly unlikely, but also undesirable, as currently the only groups armed and mobilized are not liberal democrats but Revolutionary Guardsmen and Bassij militants. 

Hardline approach on Iran fails – must make concessions to dissuade Iran from nuclearization

Bednarz et al., Political Editor of the Mirror, 2007
Dieter Ralf Beste, Konstantin von Hammerstein and Marcel Rosenbach, Translated from the German by Christopher Sultan, “EU Diplomacy Takes a Beating”, The Failure of Europe's Iran Policy, April 6, 2007, http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/0,1518,477508,00.html, Accessed 7/15/10
Volker Perthes, director of the German Institute for International and Security Affairs, a federally funded think tank, also wants to see a shift in policy. The West, he says, should loosen its rigid conditions for negotiations with Iran. "We must back down from the demand that Iran stop enrichment before we negotiate," says Perthes, adding that it is "no longer possible to dissuade Iran from independently enriching uranium." More than two years ago, the West rejected Iran's demand that it be allowed to operate 20 centrifuges for research purposes. The result, according to Perthes, is that Iran now has an estimated 1,000 centrifuges. "You always negotiate from the platform you have," says Perthes, "and the longer we wait with a treaty, the more unfavourable the conditions become." Perthes's comments are borne out by current developments. Each month in which Iran can continue thumbing its nose at Europe and at the "Great Satan" (the United States) is immediately celebrated as a success. Many Iranians still feel a deep-seated humiliation over the perception that their country has often been a pawn for foreign powers. Even regime critics see the demonstration of a new self-confidence, as when the British naval patrol was detained, as teaching the West a well-deserved lesson. 

Hardline approach with Iran strengthens Ahmadinejad

Bednarz et al., Political Editor of the Mirror, 2007
Dieter Ralf Beste, Konstantin von Hammerstein and Marcel Rosenbach, Translated from the German by Christopher Sultan, “EU Diplomacy Takes a Beating”, The Failure of Europe's Iran Policy, April 6, 2007, http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/0,1518,477508,00.html, Accessed 7/15/10
The Iranian president's provocative nuclear announcements indicate that Tehran no longer fears the West, not even the United States. The regime assumes that the Americans will need Iran's help if it wants to prevent the war in neighbouring Iraq from turning into a new Vietnam. For this reason, hardly anyone in Tehran expects Washington to launch a military attack against Iran's nuclear facilities. But even an attack could come in handy for a hardliner like Ahmadinezhad. To divert attention away from criticism of his regime and problems on the home front, the president has astutely painted uranium enrichment as a question of "national pride." Public dissatisfaction is on the rise with one in four Iranians unemployed, real inflation estimated at close to 20 per cent and the mullahs' nepotism crippling the country. But further sanctions would force large segments of the population to support the president, even if they disapprove of his overconfidence.  

Aff – Turkey Proliferation Defense

Turkish proliferation is a myth—Turkey would never endure the economic and security implications of violating the NPT

Al-Marashi et. al. 9 (Ibrahim al-Marashi, Ph.D., Associate Dean of International Relations at IE School of Communication-IE University in Spain, Nilsu Goren, M.A., Monterey Institute Center for Nonproliferation Studies, “Turkish Perceptions and Nuclear Proliferation” Strategic Insights, Volume VIII, Issue 2, http://www.nps.edu/Academics/centers/ccc/publications/OnlineJournal/2009/Apr/marashiApr09.html)

By 2015, Turkey expects to complete the construction of three nuclear power stations based on energy needs, being subject to International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguard measures and inspections. These plans have generated controversy within the country among anti-nuclear activists and opposition members of the Turkish parliament.[50]  As official state policy, Turkey complies with the Nonproliferation Treaty, Biological and Chemical Weapons Conventions, Comprehensive test-ban Treaty (CTBT), and Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR). Even if Turkey were to build a nuclear arsenal it would not be able to deploy nuclear weapons without disrespecting the rule of international law, i.e. noncompliance with the international regimes it has adhered to. In this case, the benefits of acquiring nuclear weapons do not outweigh the costs of economic and political sanctions that the country would face leaving the NATO umbrella and breaking its strategic alliance with United States.  During an interview on the Al-Jazeera Satellite Channel’s program “Today’s Encounter” in February 2006 the Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan was asked: “Regarding the Iranian nuclear file, we know that the issue is now heading toward escalation, but we also know that Turkey is preparing to launch a nuclear energy program. What are the limits of this nuclear program?” Erdogan responded that: “We have not announced our nuclear program yet, but it is designed for peaceful and humanitarian purposes.” He emphasized that the program was designed for Turkey to secure an energy source without depending on its neighbors.[51]  Proving the energy dependency, on January 3, 2007, Iran cut off the natural gas flow, constituting the one third of Turkish gas imports, to Turkey, based on its high domestic demands.[52] Turkish officials announced that this situation wouldn’t affect Turkey drastically due to its access to the Russian Blue Stream and other Western pipelines. Still, the questionable cut and Turkish energy dependency stirred a lot of debate and concerns on electricity shortage. After Ankara’s contacts with Iranian officials, on January 8, Tehran apologized for “the inconvenience” and resumed pumping gas, claiming that a newly-established Iranian refinery had resolved the issue.[53] Based on these developments, Turkish Ministry of Energy decided to accelerate the nuclear plant project.  The proposal to build one of Turkey’s three planned nuclear power reactors in Sinop, for example, a scenic town on the Black Sea, has elicited strong opposition from Turkish environmentalists, as well from the opposition party in the Turkish parliament, which opposes the efforts of the governing Justice and Development Party (known as the “AK Party” in Turkish) to import nuclear technology. For its part, the AK Party has justified these efforts on the ground that Turkey’s demand for energy is growing but the country lacks natural energy resources to meet these needs.  A February 2006 report on the private Turkish news channel NTV quoted Engin Altay, a member of the parliamentary opposition as stating: “Construction of a nuclear plant is a catastrophic project with zero safety.” The lawmaker expressed concern that Turkey would become a “dumping ground” for third-rate nuclear technology that the United States and European countries had already abandoned. He accused the current government of giving in to “nuclear lobbies” and claimed that Turkey could increase electricity supplies by reducing unregistered electricity consumption.[54]  A U.S.-Turkey nuclear agreement was signed on July 26, 2000, and approved by the Turkish parliament on January 14, 2005. On July 9, 2006, the Government of Turkey formally adopted the instrument of ratification for the U.S.-Turkey Agreement for Cooperation in the Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy.[55] The underlying purpose of the agreement was to authorize and set the conditions for transfers to Turkey of U.S. civil nuclear technology, equipment, components, and material, including nuclear power reactors and their low enriched uranium fuel.[56] 
Aff – Middle East War Defense

Middle East wars don’t escalate 

Yglesias, 07 [Matthew Yglesias is an Associate Editor of The Atlantic Monthly, “Containing Iraq,” The Atlantic, 12 Sep 2007, http://matthewyglesias.theatlantic.com/archives/2007/09/containing_iraq.php]

Kevin Drum tries to throw some water on the "Middle East in Flames" theory holding that American withdrawal from Iraq will lead not only to a short-term intensification of fighting in Iraq, but also to some kind of broader regional conflagration. Ivo Daalder and James Lindsay, as usual sensible but several clicks to my right, also make this point briefly in Democracy: "Talk that Iraq’s troubles will trigger a regional war is overblown; none of the half-dozen civil wars the Middle East has witnessed over the past half-century led to a regional conflagration." Also worth mentioning in this context is the basic point that the Iranian and Syrian militaries just aren't able to conduct meaningful offensive military operations. The Saudi, Kuwait, and Jordanian militaries are even worse. The IDF has plenty of Arabs to fight closer to home. What you're looking at, realistically, is that our allies in Kurdistan might provide safe harbor to PKK guerillas, thus prompting our allies in Turkey to mount some cross-border military strikes against the PKK or possibly retaliatory ones against other Kurdish targets. This is a real problem, but it's obviously not a problem that's mitigated by having the US Army try to act as the Baghdad Police Department or sending US Marines to wander around the desert hunting a possibly mythical terrorist organization. 

Impacts empirically denied

David, 97 (David, expert on international politics and security studies who is often consulted by members of the media about American foreign policy in the Middle East, David earned his BA from Union College, an MA from Stanford, and his PhD from Harvard. 97 (Steven. U.S-Israeli relations at the crossroads. Pg 95 ) 

It is no great revelation to identify the Middle East as an unstable region. Since the establishment of Israel there have been at least six Arab-Israeli wars, several inter-Arab conflicts, and countless assassinations, coups, insurgencies and civil wars. This is in marked contrast to the “developed” world (North America, Western Europe, Japan, Australia and New Zealand) where here has been no major conflict since the end of the Second World War. 
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