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Iran 1nc (1)

U.S. Military presence is essential to containing Iran – removal and/or drawdowns cause Iranian resurgence

Michael Ruben (Resident scholar at American Enterprise Institute and holds a PHD in History from Yale University) November 2008 “Can a Nuclear Iran Be Contained or Deterred?”, http://www.aei.org/outlook/28896

If U.S. forces are to contain the Islamic Republic, they will require basing not only in GCC countries, but also in Afghanistan, Iraq, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Without a sizeable regional presence, the Pentagon will not be able to maintain the predeployed resources and equipment necessary to contain Iran, and Washington will signal its lack of commitment to every ally in the region. Because containment is as much psychological as physical, basing will be its backbone. Having lost its facilities in Uzbekistan, at present, the U.S. Air Force relies upon air bases in Turkey, Iraq, Kuwait, Bahrain, Afghanistan, Oman, and the isolated Indian Ocean atoll of Diego Garcia. There is less to these facilities, however, than meets the eye: under Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdoğan, the Turkish government has grown closer to the Islamic Republic and has sought to limit U.S. Air Force use of the Incirlik Air Base; Turkish negotiators have even demanded veto power over every U.S. mission flown from Incirlik.[37] Oman, too, has been less than reliable in granting U.S. freedom of operation. According to military officials familiar with the negotiations between U.S. and Omani officials, the sultanate initially refused the U.S. Air Force permission to fly missions over Afghanistan from its territory in the opening days of Operation Enduring Freedom in 2001, a campaign that, in the wake of 9/11, had far greater international support than would any containment actions against Iranian forces. Both the congressional desire to curtail the U.S. presence in Iraq and Prime Minister Nuri al Maliki's demands that the United States evacuate the country on a set timetable make any use of the Kirkuk and Ali air bases in that country as part of containment operations unlikely. Saudi Arabia has many airfields but, because of domestic unease with a U.S. presence in the kingdom, only allows the United States to maintain a small combined  recommendations of General Petraeus and Ambassador Crocker when they testify before Congress next month. It is certainly ironic that the same Western commentators and officials who ascribe adversarial Iranian behavior to rogue IRGC elements rather than the central government also appear to place the greatest faith in the efficacy of nuclear deterrence against the Islamic Republic. While the United States maintains 228,000 troops in the Near East and South Asia, all but 5,700 are stationed in Iraq or Kuwait in support of Operation Iraqi Freedom or in Afghanistan in support of Operation Enduring Freedom.[38] These troops would, presumably, return home upon the completion of their missions. Kuwaiti officials have made clear that they do not envision hosting a permanent U.S. presence. The Kuwaiti government designates portions of Camp Arifjan as temporary and insists that when U.S. forces depart, no trace of their presence should remain. In practice, according to officers with the 45th Field Artillery Brigade operating facilities in Kuwait, this means that U.S. officers must spend weeks engaging the Kuwaiti bureaucracy if they wish to do so much as pave a road through their tent city. Almost half of the troops stationed in the region outside of Iraq, Kuwait, and Afghanistan are afloat, which highlights the need for naval bases and shipyards. The U.S. 5th Fleet uses facilities in Bahrain and ports in the United Arab Emirates. Both countries, however, remain vulnerable to Iranian missiles and airstrikes. Upgrading regional facilities would support containment strategies that rely on a long-term U.S. regional presence as well as Washington's deferral of the primary containment responsibilities to Iran's neighbors. In order to upgrade the GCC states' military capacity, in May 2006, the Bush administration launched a "Gulf Security Dialogue" aimed at improving the GCC militaries' interoperability, their defense capabilities, and the states' counterterrorism abilities and critical infrastructure protection.[39] As mandated by section 36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act, the White House on August 3, 2007, informed Congress of its intention to sell Bahrain six Bell 412 air search and recovery helicopters, the sum price for which, if all technology options are exercised, might be as high as $160 million. Such helicopters, however, can do little to protect the tiny island nation of Bahrain, whose sovereignty Iranian officials on occasion still question,[40] from an Iranian onslaught. Two months after signaling the Bahrain sale, the administration notified Congress of its intention to upgrade three Kuwaiti L-110-30 aircraft (a civilian version of the C-130) at a sum cost as high as $250 million. Subsequent notifications regarding Kuwait included maintenance and logistics support for Kuwait's F/A-18 aircraft, sale of eighty PAC-3 missiles, Patriot missile system upgrades, and 2,106 TOW-A and 1,404 TOW-B missiles, the total cost of which would be higher than $1.3 billion. Proposed arms sales to Saudi Arabia are even greater and include light armored vehicles; high mobility multipurpose wheeled vehicles; advanced radar; sniper targeting pods; and, most controversially, nine hundred Joint Direct Attack Munition (JDAM) tail kits to create high precision smart bombs. The United Arab Emirates itself may purchase three hundred AGM-114M3 Blast Fragmentation Warheads and nine hundred AGM-114L3 Hellfire II Longbow missiles, upgrades for three E-2C airborne early-warning aircraft, 288 Patriot Advanced Capability-3 air defense missile systems, 224 AIM-120C-7 Advanced Medium Air-to-Air Missile Air Intercept Missiles, two hundred JDAM tail kits, and more than two hundred one-ton bombs.[41] The shopping list of equipment may seem technical, but it underscores both the complexity and the expense of preparing for containment. Even with such upgrades, and assuming Congress does not disapprove the sales--188 members of Congress have expressed concern--it is unclear whether the GCC states could contain Iranian aggression for long. No GCC state with the exception of Saudi Arabia has strategic depth. If Iraq could overwhelm Kuwait in a matter of hours, so, too, could Iran overwhelm Bahrain--the central node in regional U.S. naval strategy--or Qatar, where the U.S. army pre-positions much of its heavy equipment. A quick glance at the Iran-GCC military balance is not reassuring. Iran has 663,000 military service personnel, including regular army, IRGC, and Basij. Saudi Arabia, in contrast, has only 214,500 military personnel, and the combined total for the other five GCC states is a paltry 131,300. Iran falls short on fighter aircraft (332 versus 496 for the GCC) but is near parity on battle tanks (1,710 versus 1,912) and dominates with combat vessels (201 versus 94).[42] While Iran may fall short in certain categories, it has a superior ballistic missile capability to any immediate neighbors besides Pakistan. Iran's Shahab-3 missile has performed erratically during tests but now reportedly has a two-thousand-kilometer range. As the Gulf Security Dialogue sales indicate, the GCC states are scrambling to recover from this missile deficit. In order to contain a nuclear Iran, the United States and its allies in the region will need to enhance their military capability to counter the likelihood of successful Iranian conventional action.  Iran's other neighbors cannot bring much to the containment table. Azerbaijan and Turkmenistan's militaries are negligible. The Russian invasion of Georgia has eliminated the possibility of assistance from Tblisi. Uzbekistan and Armenia are, in practice, hostile to U.S. strategic concerns. Turkey, with its 514,000 troops, nearly four hundred fighter aircraft, and 4,400 tanks, is in theory a NATO ally and, as such, interoperable with the U.S. military. It could bring significant resources to the table, but it is an unreliable ally unlikely to participate in any serious containment; nor will Iraq or Afghanistan who, for years to come, will be more concerned with ensuring internal stability than participating in regional containment. Indeed, with the exception of Turkey, every other Iranian neighbor remains vulnerable to Iranian political or infrastructure sabotage, as incidents such as the Khobar Towers bombing and the 1995-96 Bahraini riots demonstrate.[43] A Kuwaiti parliamentarian has even accused the IRGC of infiltrating Kuwait.[44] Conclusion The Bush administration has treated deterrence and containment as rhetorical pillars, but, beyond the Gulf Security Dialogue, few in Washington appear willing to take the measures necessary to deter or contain a nuclear Iran. Even in the unlikely event they would achieve Iraqi acquiescence, neither Barack Obama nor Joe Biden support permanent bases in Iraq,[45] even though such facilities would be the cornerstones of a containment policy. Simply put, without permanent bases in Iraq, a nuclear capable Islamic Republic cannot be contained. While Senator Hillary Clinton (D-N.Y.) laid down the necessary marker to support a deterrence strategy when she declared that the United States could "obliterate" Iran should the Islamic Republic use nuclear weapons, Obama's criticism of her statement[46] undercut the commitment to retaliation upon which any deterrence policy must rest. It may be comforting to Abizaid, Mullen, and the electorate to believe that the United States can deter or contain Tehran's worst ambitions, but absent any preparation to do so, Washington is instead signaling that the Islamic Republic has a green light to claim regional dominance and, at worst, carry out its threats to annihilate Israel. At the same time, absent any effort to lay the groundwork either for containment or deterrence, Washington is signaling to its allies in the region that they are on their own and that the U.S. commitment to protect them is empty. Arab states and Iran's other neighbors may calculate that they have no choice but to make greater accommodation to Tehran's interests. Should Israeli officials believe that the West will stand aside as Iran achieves nuclear capability and that a nuclear Islamic Republic poses an existential threat to the Jewish state, they may conclude that they have no choice but to launch a preemptive military strike--an event that could quickly lead to a regional conflagration from which the United States would have difficulty remaining aloof. 

Iran 1nc (2)

Preemptive strikes by Israel will unleash a global nuclear war.

J. Adams 1997 “THE SHOCK!: War In The Middle East?”, May 3, http://www.gold-eagle.com/gold_digest/anon504.html

Israel is increasingly concerned by Iran's development of weapons of mass destruction and long-range missiles. Iran has had a long-running, aggressive program to develop chemical, biological and nuclear weaponry and now the Iranians, according to the London Telegraph, "have....taken delivery of a consignment of the North Korean Nudong surface-to-surface missiles which would enable them to launch attacks against Israel". I doubt Tel Aviv will be patient in acting to mitigate the emerging threat of mass destruction from the radical regime in Teheran. And now, as both the U.S. and Europe are aligning against Iran in response to prior terrorism that is being linked back to Iran's leaders, an opportunity may be emerging for Tel Aviv to launch a debilitating preemptive attack against Iran's growing military prowess that was recently flaunted in wargames code-named the "Road To Jerusalem". (That Israel is willing to take such preemptive action is revealed by previous preemptive Israel strikes against the Arab powers as they were preparing to attack the Jewish State in the 1950's and 1960's.) Even if Israel isn't about to set-off a regional Middle Eastern war with a preemptive strike against Iran and/or Syria, the odds are war is going to erupt there one way or another in the near-future. Clearly the hard-line Arab states like Syria and Iran are getting ready to unleash a massive attack against the Jewish State, so it's not going to take much to ignite the region into a catastrophe of mass destruction. Inevitably, this will lead to a global nuclear war that Russia, now openly allied with China, has been preparing to unleash on the West.
***uniqueness***

Iran wants in

Iran is attempting to fill-in now in Iraq

Frank J. Gaffney, Jr. (President of the Center for Security Policy) April 5 2010 “Who lost Iraq?”, Center for Security Policy, http://www.centerforsecuritypolicy.org/p18352.xml?genre_id=1

Three murderous suicide bombings in Baghdad over the weekend are but the latest indication of the renewed reality there:  Those determined to use violence to destabilize the country, foment sectarian strife and shape Iraq's destiny can do so with impunity.   The fact that the Iranian embassy was one of the targets suggests Sunni extremist groups - perhaps including the once-defeated al Qaeda in Iraq (AQI) - are responsible for this round of attacks.  Elsewhere in the country though, Shiite death squads that may or may not have ties to the pro-Iranian factions currently running the country are ruthlessly liquidating prominent tribal leaders and others associated with the movement in Anbar Province known as The Awakening.  The latter were instrumental to the success of the U.S. surge and to the opportunity thus created for an Iraqi future vastly superior to its despotic and chaotic past. Among the objects of the growing violence are individuals who stood for office in the recent parliamentary elections.  This amounts to post facto disenfranchisement of the Iraqi voters whose turnout of over 60 percent - in the face of threats by anti-democratic forces that voting would be deemed a capital offense - powerfully testified to their desire to exercise the right enjoyed by no others in the Mideast except Israelis: to have a real say in their government and future. Sadly, all other things being equal, that popular ambition seems unlikely to be realized.  There is an unmistakable vacuum of power being created by President Obama's determination to withdraw U.S. "combat" forces no matter what, starting with the cities a few months ago and in short order from the rest of the country.   Increasingly, that vacuum is being filled by Iran and its proxies on the one hand and, on the other, insurgent Sunni forces, both those aligned with al Qaeda and those that have, at least until recently, been suppressing the AQI.  On what might be called the third hand, Iraqi Kurds are experiencing their own internal problems as well as an increasingly ill-concealed inclination to assert their independence from the rest of the country.

U.S. pullout from Iraq allows Iran to destabilize the Middle East for political gain

Gregg Reeson, 2006 (“Iraq: The Consequences of Withdrawal”, http://www.associatedcontent.com/article/63929/iraq_the_consequences_of_withdrawal.html?cat=9, accessed 6/26/10)-Wey
Iran’s supreme leader, the Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, recently told Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki that the best way for him to end the ongoing violence and ensure stability and security was to begin the withdrawal of U.S. military forces from Iraq. Khamenei was explicit in his desire to see the rapid departure of American soldiers, but the consequences of a premature U.S. withdrawal would prove to be nothing short of catastrophic. There are three basic parties, excluding American Democrats that are actively pushing for the removal of U.S. and coalition troops from Iraq: Iran, the Shiite faction led by radical Iraqi cleric Muqtada al-Sadr, and the foreign jihadists who have flocked to Iraq to confront the United States in the Global War on Terror.  Iran has been making a concerted effort to establish itself as the leading state in the Middle East. In pursuit of this strategic goal, Khamenei and Iranian President Ahmadinejad have been actively antagonizing the United States over their nuclear program in order to portray Iran as a nation that must be reckoned with. Simultaneously, the Iranians have used Hezbollah to wage a proxy war against Israel, and the Shiites in southern Iraq to foment unrest that threatens the fragile government in Baghdad.  The conflict in Lebanon and the increasing Shiite-Sunni violence are meant to further demonstrate to the west that Iran has the ability, and the will, to destabilize the entire region for political gain. With the United States out of Iraq, there would be little to stop the Iranians from turning Iraq into a satellite state that could help cement Iran’s hegemony in the region. 
2nc UQ

Iranian forces are not suited for regional expansion because of U.S. conventional military strength as well as a focus on homelan defense.

Frederic Wehrey, David Thaler and, Nora Bensahel, 2009 (“DangerousBut Not OmnipotentExploring the Reach and Limitations of Iranian Power in the Middle East”,rand institute, accessed 6/25/10)-Wey
Despite asymmetric doctrinal ambitions, Iran fields a weak con- ventional force. Iranian leaders have long trumpeted their shift to an asymmetric strategy of homeland defense that would exact intolerable costs from an invader. Much of this rests on notions of “mosaic defense,” partisan warfare, and popular mobilization of Basiji auxiliaries. On the whole, however, Iran’s military remains mired in conventional doctrine because of bureaucratic inertia in procurement and frequent infighting between the Revolutionary Guard and conventional forces. Most of Iran’s military equipment is out of date and poorly maintained, and its ground forces suffer from both personnel and equipment shortages. With its outdated aircraft, the Iranian Air Force, in particular, is no match for its neighbors and certainly not for U.S. airpower. (See pp. 58–64.) Tehran’s layered and overlapping security structures, while useful for regime survivability, inhibit battlefield performance and reduce its capability to defend against external threats. This is reflected in the shortcomings evident in Iran’s nationwide exercises between the air, ground, and sea components of the Revolutionary Guard and regular forces. Although touted as “joint,” they usually devolve into organiza- tional or service-specific training that appears highly scripted and cho- reographed. (See pp. 42–49.)

U.S. conventional superiority in the middle east is deterring Iran

Frederic Wehrey, David Thaler and, Nora Bensahel, 2009 (“DangerousBut Not OmnipotentExploring the Reach and Limitations of Iranian Power in the Middle East”,rand institute, accessed 6/25/10)-Wey
While Iran pursues diverse military capabilities and seeks to present the armed forces of a regional military power, it has made only limited progress in modernizing its relatively large conventional force structure. The bulk of its equipment is out of date and poorly maintained, and its ground forces suffer from both personnel and equipment shortages.43 Its ability to conduct sustained combined arms and joint operations is limited and is unlikely to improve significantly in the near term. This is because of both the country’s limited resource infrastructure and the ingrained attitudes and continuing competition for resources of the Artesh and the IRGC.44 The military capabilities of Iran are sum- marized in Table 3.1. Despite its numerous material shortcomings, the Iranian military does have important strengths. We focus on those capabilities most relevant to U.S. interests and to the USAF posture in the region. The IRIAF fields a varied mixture of about 300 mostly older- generation Russian, Chinese, French, and U.S. fighters and recon- naissance aircraft and some 65 tanker and transport aircraft. Tehran acquired some fighters when Iraqi pilots fled to Iran during Opera- tion Desert Storm in 1991, and a number of these remain operational. Despite efforts to modernize its front-line fleet, Iran’s air capabilities remain weak in relation to those of its neighbors, much less with regard to U.S. airpower. Of note, however, is Iran’s apparent interest in longer- range air strike capability. The IRIAF appears to be trying to expand its aerial refueling capacity, especially for its Su-24MK Fencer aircraft, and there is speculation that it is exploring acquisition of Su-22M Backfire bombers from Russia.45 In addition, the Iranians are pursuing upgrades to their surface-based air defense capabilities. Early in 2007, Iran test-fired one of its 29 short-range SA-15 (Tor-M1) SAM systems delivered from Russia, and there have been reports that it has acquired “at least two” long-range SA-10 (S-300) SAM systems.46 These newest additions would complement older SA-5, I-Hawk, and other SAM sys- tems, as well as a variety of air defense artillery and man-portable air defense systems (MANPADs), including the Stinger, SA-14, and SA-18. The Iranian military deploys these systems largely as point defenses to protect major cities and key sites, such as Bushehr and others associ- ated with the nuclear program. Iran lacks the command and control, warning and tracking, and integration capabilities necessary to field a modern, national integrated air defense system.
US deter now – A2 w/d now 

U.S. forces are making a doctrine shift to contain Iran 

The Seattle Times, 2007 (“U.S. boosts presence along Iranian border”, http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/iraq/2004074542_iraqbase15.html, accessed 6/26/10)

The existence of this new base along the Iranian border illustrates yet another shift in the U.S. military's Iraq mission. From toppling Saddam Hussein to searching for weapons of mass destruction to defeating al-Qaida in Iraq, checking Iran's expansive influence within the new Iraq has emerged as a key U.S. goal. Containing Iran "is now clearly part of our mission," Lynch said in an interview during a tour of the base. "Our mission here [in Iraq] is threefold: It's Sunni extremists, Shiite extremists and Iranian influence." Though the National Intelligence Estimate finding that Iran stopped developing nuclear weapons in 2003 has eased tensions and dampened the likelihood of an all-out U.S.-Iran confrontation, the struggle between the U.S. and Iran for power and influence over the future Iraq is likely to persist for as long as American forces are deployed there, analysts say. The toppling of Saddam and the installation of an Iran-friendly, Shiite-led government overturned decades of enmity between Iran and Iraq, transforming Iran almost overnight into perhaps the single most influential player in Iraq despite the presence of U.S. troops.

US contain now

U.S. force doctrine is currently containing Iran

Michael Rubin, 2008 (“Boxed in Containing a nuclear Iran” ?”, Michael Rubin's major research area is the Middle East, with special focus on Iran, Iraq, Turkey, and Kurdish society. He has a PHD in History from Yale University, AEI, accessed 6/26/10)-Wey
In terms of US bases, there is already a demon- strable trend towards containment. US forces sur- round Iran, with a total of between 200,000 and 250,000 troops in Iraq, Afghanistan, the six Gulf Co-operation Council (GCC) states and Turkey. Although President George W Bush announced a drawdown of 8,000 troops from Iraq on 9 Sep- tember, he simultaneously outlined an increase of 4,500 personnel in Afghanistan, demonstrating that even as the Iraq deployment winds down amid US domestic pressure, Washington remains militarily committed to the region around Iran.
***link***

Reverse causal link/uq

Iran’s influence is a direct trade-off with the perception of US security - 

Chubin Ph.D in International Relations 2009
(Shahram, Shahram Chubin is a Senior Non-resident Fellow of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. Ph.D., Columbia University; B.A., Oberlin College “Iran’s Power in Context” Survival | vol. 51 no. 1 | February–March 2009 | pp. 165–190 http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/shahram_survival20090201.pdf) MFR 

Iran’s regional influence has come from a convergence of several factors: US mistakes and vulnerability, regional anger and the appearance of an ideological government in Tehran with access to unprecedented resources. None of these are permanent. Iran’s resources have already shrunk, the conservative government is being discredited and the United States is in the process of rehabilitation. The structural constraints on Iran have become more evident. The Arab Sunni states, though divided and ambivalent, are all concerned by Iran’s forward policy and nuclear ambitions. None of them wishes to exchange the United States for Iran as a security manager of the region. The limits to Iranian influence are also clear. Hizbullah, as a militia, may be dependent on Iran for arms and training but is also a Lebanese political party. It is thus a partner rather than client. The same applies to Iran’s relations with Syria, its sole Arab friend. In troubled times this relationship appears solid, but with a more flexible attitude on the part of Israel and the United States, Syria may drift away from Tehran’s embrace. 

2nc perception internal

Perception is enough – Iran will move at the slightest inclination of US weakness

Victor Davis Hanson (Senior Fellow in Residence in Classics and Military History @ Hoover Institution, Stanford University) December 16 2009 “Change, Weakness, Disaster, Obama: Answers from Victor Davis Hanson,” http://www.victorhanson.com/articles/hanson121609.html 

BC: Are we currently sending a message of weakness to our foes and allies? Can anything good result from President Obama’s marked submissiveness [7] before the world [8]? Dr. Hanson: Obama is one bow and one apology away from a circus. The world can understand a kowtow gaffe to some Saudi royals, but not as part of a deliberate pattern. Ditto the mea culpas. Much of diplomacy rests on public perceptions, however trivial. We are now in a great waiting game, as regional hegemons, wishing to redraw the existing landscape — whether China, Venezuela, Iran, North Korea, Pakistan, Syria, etc. — are just waiting to see who’s going to be the first to try Obama — and whether Obama really will be as tenuous as they expect. If he slips once, it will be 1979 redux, when we saw the rise of radical Islam, the Iranian hostage mess, the communist inroads in Central America, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, etc. BC: With what country then — Venezuela, Russia, Iran, etc. — do you believe his global repositioning will cause the most damage? Dr. Hanson: I think all three. I would expect, in the next three years, Iran to get the bomb and begin to threaten ever so insidiously its Gulf neighborhood; Venezuela will probably cook up some scheme to do a punitive border raid into Colombia to apprise South America that U.S. friendship and values are liabilities; and Russia will continue its energy bullying of Eastern Europe, while insidiously pressuring autonomous former republics to get back in line with some sort of new Russian autocratic commonwealth. There’s an outside shot that North Korea might do something really stupid near the 38th parallel and China will ratchet up the pressure on Taiwan. India’s borders with both Pakistan and China will heat up. I think we got off the back of the tiger and now no one quite knows whom it will bite or when.

Perception

US must be able to deter Iran in order to withdrawal form Iraq – Iran will fill in the vacuum if the US looks weak

Phares 3/18/09 (Walid,  Dr Walid Phares is the director of the Future Terrorism Project the Foundation for the Defense of Democracies, and the author of "The Confrontation: Winning the War against Future Jihad." “Iraq Withdrawal Plan: Will Iran and Syria Go Along?” http://www.worldpress.org/Mideast/3320.cfm) MFR 

A logical American response would be to focus on enabling Iraqis to fight a counter-insurgency war and grow their capacity until withdrawal 18 months from now. By the magical date of August 31, 2010, Iraq's own forces should be able to control their county. The role of the United States expeditionary force should be to wage counter-terrorism missions in support of the Iraqi armed forces if the insurgency continues past that date. It is difficult to predict what all of the United States' "foes" in Iraq will do. The easiest guess is about al-Qaeda and the other jihadists. All their literature and statements, as well as actions on the ground, show that these forces will continue their attacks, regardless of both American and Iraqi planning. The Salafi combat groups, despite their containment by the Awakening Councils and by counter-insurgency activities, have the Sunni Triangle in sight for as long as the "will of Allah" prevails. Hence, their aggression against Iraq's population and institutions is expected to last as long as their ideology and ideologues last. Just as important to the jihadists are their strategic lines into Iraq. They cross the Syrian border constantly and are backed by ideological and financial circles inside Iraq's southern neighbor, Saudi Arabia. Thus, the success of the Obama plan will hinge on the capacity of his administration to stop the flow of jihadists from Syria and Saudi Arabia. A more complex prediction is about Iran's plans for post-American withdrawal. Many in Washington are excited to report that realism will prevail in Tehran as soon as the Obama administration sits down with the mullahs and engages in "talks," which might even involve "listening." In short, the group recently coined as the "Iran Lobby in the U.S." is arguing that withdrawal plans will get no opposition from Iran. Everything will go smoothly and Iraq will be able to control its eastern border, pro-Iranian groups notwithstanding. I believe otherwise. Iran's leadership will sit down, talk and sometimes listen — but it will at the same time continue its actions on the ground until it fulfills its own mission. And that is to penetrate, influence and seize 60 percent of Iraq from Baghdad to Basra as American forces withdraw, and certainly after the pull-out. They will use all the power elements at their disposal — special groups, the Mahdi Army, assassinations, and government infiltrators. Thus the success of the Obama plan will hinge on the United States' ability to deter Iran, and its ally Syria, from surging against Iraq's democracy while America is organizing its departure. Is the 2010 plan doomed? Not at all. It is actually a challenging one and could be successful, but it is conditioned by the greater context. Withdrawing the bulk of American forces from Iraq after five years of deployment is long overdue, especially if the troops will be used on other fronts. Vice President Joseph Biden recently said the Iranians may be surprised where many of these forces would be used. The Obama plan can work if his administration moves quickly to deter both Tehran and Damascus from filling the void in Iraq. This is the secret equation hovering over all three plans the president has to choose from. If asked, I would advise the shortest stay for the bulk of United States forces in Iraq so that they can be engaged in other spots, not only in Afghanistan. The worst course of action would be to diminish the forces in Iraq while encouraging Iran and Syria — directly or indirectly — to "assume responsibilities" on Iraqi soil. This would be known by historians as suicide. In the end, all is in the hands of President Obama. 
And US military presence is key to its deterent perception

Wiens – US Army Major 2006  (Mark G., School of Advanced Military Studies United States Army Command and General Staff College “U.S. Policy Towards an Emerging Iranian-Shia Hegemon” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA450836) MFR 

There are five recommended actions along the lines of the elements of national power within a United States engagement policy towards an emerging Iranian hegemon. First, the United States should normalize diplomatic relations with Iran in order to dialogue directly. Second, American information operations should accentuate the positive steps made by Iran. American messages directed towards the Iranian people should focus on cooperation in collective security interests of both nations. Third, the United States must remain and stabilize Iraq in order that a fully functioning Iraq can balance Iran’s power in the region. Beyond the stabilization of Iraq, America must maintain a military presence in the Persian Gulf in order to demonstrate commitment to security and react to threats in the region. Fourth, America should initiate economic revival with Iran by incrementally decreasing sanctions against American business in Iran and lifting American boycott of Iranian products sold to the United States. This policy element should be gradually implemented with improving relations based on the reactions of Iran; however the initiative lies with the United States. Fifth, the United States must work with coalition partners multilaterally to maintain pressure on Iran to abandon its nuclear program through international organizations and direct dialog.  An American engagement policy must be a synchronized effort employing all the elements of power. America should not lead with its military power; however its military presence in the Persian Gulf does demonstrate American resolve for security and stability. The United States must engage Iran diplomatically in order to reduce tension, and modify sanctions in order to draw Iran into an economic relationship that comes with the prosperity that has accompanied globalization. America’s message to the people of Iran must be engaging rather than threatening in order to facilitate a reciprocal response from Iranian leaders. The resolution of a potential crisis, between Iran bent on achieving nuclear power and America bent on keeping Iran isolated, is more about post modern American leadership and values. 

Troops key

Troops in the Middle East prevents Iranian adventurism

Frederic Wehrey, David Thaler and, Nora Bensahel, 2009 (“DangerousBut Not OmnipotentExploring the Reach and Limitations of Iranian Power in the Middle East”,rand institute, accessed 6/25/10)-Wey
Indeed, following the U.S. invasions of Iraq and Afghanistan, the Ira- nian threat to U.S. interests has taken on seemingly unprecedented qualities of aggressiveness and urgency. Defying international con- demnation, the Islamic Republic appears inexorably committed to the pursuit of nuclear energy that will, at the very least, allow for a break- out weapon capability. Its longstanding support to Levantine terrorist groups earned it newfound acclaim in the Arab world following Hez- bollah’s 2006 war with Israel. Within its conventional arsenal, Iran is developing new and worrisome naval capabilities for impeding mari- time access to the Strait of Hormuz, as well as longer-range ballistic missiles that would put U.S. military assets and American allies in the region at risk. In Iraq and Afghanistan, Tehran’s clandestine para- military wing, the Qods Force, has been implicated in supplying lethal technology to insurgents and paramilitaries. Added to these immediate provocations is the sense that Iran is trying to effect far-reaching changes on the regional and even global stage. Iran has long exercised broad-ranging influence inside Iraq, spreading alarm among Sunni Arab states and raising the specter of Iran filling the power vacuum following the departure of U.S. forces. Similarly, the cascading sense of regional insecurity arising from its nuclear ambitions has spurred warnings of proliferation among Arab states. Further afield, Tehran has worked assiduously to leapfrog U.S. encirclement by courting partners as diverse as Latin American dema- gogues, the post-apartheid government of South Africa, and the Shang- hai Cooperation Organization.

Iraq Troops key

U.S. troops in Iraq are necessary to prevent Iranian regional expansion 

James Jay Carafano and James Philip, 2008 (“Iraq: Pause in Troop Drawdown Makes Sense”, James Jay Carafano, Ph.D., is Assistant Director of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies and Senior Research Fellow in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies and  James Phillips is Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs in the Allison Center at The Heritage Foundation., HERITATE FOUNDATION, accessed 6/26/10)-Wey
Winning in Iraq and helping the Iraqis get on the road to peace and stability is clearly in America's interest. The eruption of a full-blown civil war in Iraq and a wide-spread humanitarian crisis could further destabilize the region. Abandoning the people of Iraq would enable Iran's regional expansion and al-Qaeda's effort to establish a sanctuary in the heart of the Middle East. Turning its back on Iraq would lead America's other friends and allies, including those trying to finish-off al-Qaeda in Afghanistan and Pakistan, to question American commitment and resolve. Finally, a stable and prosperous Iraq would do much to stimulate progress throughout the region or at least help to prevent it from becoming even more unstable. There is no way to achieve these important goals without patiently maintaining a strong American military presence on the ground for at least several years to come. The Bush Administration and Congress must give the commander on the ground the resources to get the job done. Both should weigh carefully the recommendations of General Petraeus and Ambassador Crocker when they testify before Congress next month.
U.S. forces should be maintained in Iraq to deter Iranian hegemonic rise and stabilize Iraq to counterbalance Iranian power 

Frederic Wehrey, David Thaler and, Nora Bensahel, 2009 (“DangerousBut Not OmnipotentExploring the Reach and Limitations of Iranian Power in the Middle East”,rand institute, accessed 6/25/10)-Wey
There are five recommended actions along the lines of the elements of national power within a United States engagement policy towards an emerging Iranian hegemon. First, the United States should normalize diplomatic relations with Iran in order to dialogue directly. Second, American information operations should accentuate the positive steps made by Iran. American messages directed towards the Iranian people should focus on cooperation in collective security interests of both nations. Third, the United States must remain and stabilize Iraq in order that a fully functioning Iraq can balance Iran’s power in the region. Beyond the stabilization of Iraq, America must maintain a military presence in the Persian Gulf in order to demonstrate commitment to security and react to threats in the region. Fourth, America should initiate economic revival with Iran by incrementally decreasing sanctions against American business in Iran and lifting American boycott of Iranian products sold to the United States. This policy element should be gradually implemented with improving relations based on the reactions of Iran; however the initiative lies with the United States. Fifth, the United States must work with coalition partners multilaterally to maintain pressure on Iran to abandon its nuclear program through international organizations and direct dialog.
Iraq Withdrawal Links (1)

US withdrawal will cement Iran hegemony in the middle east

Reeson 2006 [Greg Reeson is a senior writer for the New Media Journal and a featured author for Veteran’s Voice. He is also a writer for American Chronicle; “Iraq: The Consequences of Withdrawal”; October 9, 2006; http://www.americanchronicle.com/articles/view/14476; 6/26/2010; K.C.]

Iran’s supreme leader, the Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, recently told Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki that the best way for him to end the ongoing violence and ensure stability and security was to begin the withdrawal of U.S. military forces from Iraq. Khamenei was explicit in his desire to see the rapid departure of American soldiers, but the consequences of a premature U.S. withdrawal would prove to be nothing short of catastrophic. There are three basic parties, excluding American Democrats, which are actively pushing for the removal of U.S. and coalition troops from Iraq: Iran, the Shiite faction led by radical Iraqi cleric Muqtada al-Sadr, and the foreign jihadists who have flocked to Iraq to confront the United States in the Global War on Terror. Iran has been making a concerted effort to establish itself as the leading state in the Middle East. In pursuit of this strategic goal, Khamenei and Iranian President Ahmadinejad have been actively antagonizing the United States over their nuclear program in order to portray Iran as a nation that must be reckoned with. Simultaneously, the Iranians have used Hezbollah to wage a proxy war against Israel, and the Shiites in southern Iraq to foment unrest that threatens the fragile government in Baghdad. The conflict in Lebanon and the increasing Shiite-Sunni violence are meant to further demonstrate to the west that Iran has the ability, and the will, to destabilize the entire region for political gain. With the United States out of Iraq, there would be little to stop the Iranians from turning Iraq into a satellite state that could help cement Iran’s hegemony in the Middle East. 

Iran will emerge as a regional hegemon

Reeson 2006 [Greg Reeson is a senior writer for the New Media Journal and a featured author for Veteran’s Voice. He is also a writer for American Chronicle; “Iraq: The Consequences of Withdrawal”; October 9, 2006; http://www.americanchronicle.com/articles/view/14476; 6/26/2010; K.C.]

Muqtada al-Sadr has been a thorn in the side of the United States since the invasion of Iraq in March 2003. His Mehdi Army has confronted U.S. and coalition troops in battle and his followers are largely responsible for the Shiite death squads attacking the Sunni minority and pushing Iraq closer to all-out civil war. Al-Sadr is closely aligned with the Shiite leadership in Iran and he has consistently called for the withdrawal of all U.S. forces from Iraq. The absence of U.S. troops would allow Al-Sadr’s militia to conduct a genocide campaign against the Sunnis while providing Iran with additional leverage over the government in Baghdad. Finally, Islamic extremists from all over the world have traveled to Iraq to join the battle against the United States and the west. Al-Qaeda in Iraq and various other fundamentalist groups, while constituting a minority of the Iraqi insurgency, are determined to take advantage of the current chaos to wage war on anyone, Iraqis included, who opposes the formation of an Islamic state. The withdrawal of American troops from Iraq would embolden the jihadists, who would then take advantage of the power vacuum to promote Islamic rule similar to that of the Taliban in Afghanistan. Opposite the parties calling for America to leave Iraq are the groups with the most to lose in the event of a withdrawal of U.S. troops. First on this list is the current Iraqi unity government. The leaders in Baghdad know that the presence of coalition forces is the only reason the situation in Iraq has not devolved into all-out civil war. Withdrawing American soldiers and their allies would leave the Shiite and Sunni death squads free to conduct their sectarian war while a fledgling Iraqi Army stood by unable to stop the carnage. In the event of full-fledged sectarian violence, the government in Baghdad would collapse, leaving a void that would likely be filled by the Iranians. The second group opposed to a U.S. withdrawal is the Sunni minority. Yes, it’s true that the Sunnis make up the bulk of the insurgency waging war against coalition troops. But the Sunnis are fighting for a place in Shiite dominated Iraqi society. Waging a ruthless campaign against the U.S. and Iraqi armies, and against the central government, is the only bargaining chip available to a group that would surely be targeted for annihilation in a sectarian war. In an odd twist, the Sunnis have to attack the Americans to make them stay until a political accommodation can be reached. Finally, Iraq’s neighboring countries are fearful of a powerful Iran, aligned with a Shiite-led Iraq that would threaten Sunni regimes in Saudi Arabia, Jordan, Syria, and throughout the Middle East. While none of these governments like the idea of U.S. troops in the region, especially for an extended period, the alternative in the form of an Iraq-Iran alliance that could dominate the entire Middle East is even more distasteful. Despite the difficulties being faced in Iraq, the United States must see this fight through to the end. The fragile unity government in Baghdad must be given a chance to survive on its own. Pulling American troops out now would give the jihadists the victory they have long been searching for, would make America look weak in the eyes of the world, would thrust Iraq into a bloody civil war, and would create a power vacuum in the Middle East that would allow Iran to establish itself as the regional hegemon. Those are the true consequences of a premature American withdrawal. 

Iraq Withdrawal Links (2)

Withdrawal from Iraq allows Iran to cement itself as a regional hegemon

Gregg Reeson, 2006 (“Iraq: The Consequences of Withdrawal”, http://www.associatedcontent.com/article/63929/iraq_the_consequences_of_withdrawal.html?cat=9, accessed 6/26/10)-Wey
Finally, Iraq’s neighboring countries are fearful of a powerful Iran, aligned with a Shiite-led Iraq that would threaten Sunni regimes in Saudi Arabia, Jordan, Syria, and throughout the Middle East. While none of these governments like the idea of U.S. troops in the region, especially for an extended period, the alternative in the form of an Iraq-Iran alliance that could dominate the entire region is even more distasteful.  Despite the difficulties being faced in Iraq, the United States must see this fight through to the end. The fragile unity government in Baghdad must be given a chance to survive on its own.  Pulling American troops out now would give the jihadists the victory they have long been searching for, would make America look weak in the eyes of the world, would thrust Iraq into a bloody civil war, and would create a power vacuum in the Middle East that would allow Iran to establish itself as the regional hegemon. Those are the true consequences of a premature withdrawal.
Withdrawal from Iraq creates an incentives for Iran to interfere in Iraqi affairs 

Asia Times, 3/12/10 (“Premature withdrawal in Iraq”, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/LC12Ak01.html, accessed 6/26/10)-Wey
An expanding crew of Washington-based opiners is now calling for the Barack Obama administration to alter its plans, negotiated in the last months of the George W Bush administration, for thedeparture of all American troops from Iraq by the end of 2011. They seem to have taken Albright's belief in American foresight - even prophesy - to heart and so are basing their arguments on their ability to divine the future. The problem, it seems, is that, whatever may be happening in the present, Iraq's future prospects are terrifying, making leaving, if not inconceivable, then as massively irresponsible (as formerWashington Post correspondent and bestselling author Tom Ricks wrote recently in a New York Times op-ed) as invading in the first place. Without the US military on hand, we're told, the Iraqis will almost certainly deep-six democracy, while devolving into major civil violence and ethnic bloodletting, possibly of the sort that convulsed their country in 2005-2006 when, by the way, the US military was present in force.  The various partial winners of Iraq's much delayed March 7 election will, we were assured beforehand, jockey for power for months trying to cobble together a functioning national government. During that period, violence, it's said, will surely escalate, potentially endangering the marginal gains made thanks to the US military "surge" of 2007. The possibilities remain endless and, according to these doomsayers, none of them are encouraging: Shi'ite militias could use our withdrawal to stage a violence-filled comeback. Iranian interference in Iraqi affairs is likely to increase and violently so, while al-Qaeda could move into any post-election power void with its own destructive agenda.

Iran will fill the power vacuum following U.S. withdrawal 

Frederic Wehrey, David Thaler and, Nora Bensahel, 2009 (“DangerousBut Not OmnipotentExploring the Reach and Limitations of Iranian Power in the Middle East”,rand institute, accessed 6/25/10)-Wey
Indeed, following the U.S. invasions of Iraq and Afghanistan, the Ira- nian threat to U.S. interests has taken on seemingly unprecedented qualities of aggressiveness and urgency. Defying international con- demnation, the Islamic Republic appears inexorably committed to the pursuit of nuclear energy that will, at the very least, allow for a break- out weapon capability. Its longstanding support to Levantine terrorist groups earned it newfound acclaim in the Arab world following Hez- bollah’s 2006 war with Israel. Within its conventional arsenal, Iran is developing new and worrisome naval capabilities for impeding mari- time access to the Strait of Hormuz, as well as longer-range ballistic missiles that would put U.S. military assets and American allies in the region at risk. In Iraq and Afghanistan, Tehran’s clandestine para- military wing, the Qods Force, has been implicated in supplying lethal technology to insurgents and paramilitaries. Added to these immediate provocations is the sense that Iran is trying to effect far-reaching changes on the regional and even global stage. Iran has long exercised broad-ranging influence inside Iraq, spreading alarm among Sunni Arab states and raising the specter of Iran filling the power vacuum following the departure of U.S. forces. Similarly, the cascading sense of regional insecurity arising from its nuclear ambitions has spurred warnings of proliferation among Arab states. Further afield, Tehran has worked assiduously to leapfrog U.S. encirclement by courting partners as diverse as Latin American dema- gogues, the post-apartheid government of South Africa, and the Shang- hai Cooperation Organization.

Iraq Presence links

US presence is critical to block Iranian interference 

Englehardt 3/12/10 (Tom, co-founder of the American Empire Project, runs the Nation Institute's TomDispatch.com. He is the author of The End of Victory Culture, a history of the Cold War and beyond, as well as of a novel, The Last Days of Publishing. “Premature withdrawal in Iraq” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/LC12Ak01.html) MFR 

The problem, it seems, is that, whatever may be happening in the present, Iraq's future prospects are terrifying, making leaving, if not inconceivable, then as massively irresponsible (as former Washington Post correspondent and bestselling author Tom Ricks wrote recently in a New York Times op-ed) as invading in the first place. Without the US military on hand, we're told, the Iraqis will almost certainly deep-six democracy, while devolving into major civil violence and ethnic bloodletting, possibly of the sort that convulsed their country in 2005-2006 when, by the way, the US military was present in force. The various partial winners of Iraq's much delayed March 7 election will, we were assured beforehand, jockey for power for months trying to cobble together a functioning national government. During that period, violence, it's said, will surely escalate, potentially endangering the marginal gains made thanks to the US military "surge" of 2007. The possibilities remain endless and, according to these doomsayers, none of them are encouraging: Shi'ite militias could use our withdrawal to stage a violence-filled comeback. Iranian interference in Iraqi affairs is likely to increase and violently so, while al-Qaeda could move into any post-election power void with its own destructive agenda. 

2nc link

Troop commitment is critical to dissuade Iranian government from aggression – drawdowns are a signal of US weakness an will be challenged

Dick Morris (a former political adviser to Sen. Trent Lott (R-Miss.) and President Bill Clinton) June 24 2009 “Obama’s weakness Issue”, Real Clear Politics, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/printpage/?url=http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2009/06/24/obamas_weakness_issue_97145.html

If only President Obama were a third as tough on Iran and North Korea as he is on Republicans, he'd be making progress in containing the dire threats to our national security these rogue nations represent. As it is, the president is letting the perception of weakness cloud his image. Once that particular miasma enshrouds a presidency, it is hard to dissipate. If foreign policy issues actually involve war and the commitment of troops, they can be politically potent. But otherwise, the impact of international affairs on presidential image is largely metaphoric. Since foreign policy is the only area in which the president can govern virtually alone, it provides a window on his personality and use of power that domestic policy cannot. When President Clinton, for example, dithered as Bosnia burned, he acquired a reputation for weakness that dragged down his ratings. It was only after he moved decisively to bomb and then disarm the Serbs that he shed his image of weakness. It took President H.W. Bush's invasion of Iraq to set to rest concerns that he was a "wimp." Jimmy Carter never recovered from the lasting damage to his reputation that his inability to stand up to Iran during the hostage crisis precipitated. So now, as North Korea defies international sanctions and sends arms to Myanmar and Iran slaughters its citizens in the streets, President Obama looks helpless and hapless. He comes across as not having a clue how to handle the crises. And, as North Korea prepares to launch a missile on a Hail Mary pass aimed at Hawaii, the Democrats slash 19 missile interceptors from the Defense Department budget. The transparent appeasement of Iran's government -- and its obvious lack of reciprocation -- make Obama look ridiculous. Long after the mullahs have suppressed what limited democracy they once allowed, Obama's image problems will persist. While Americans generally applaud Obama's outreach to the Muslims of the world and think highly of his Cairo speech, they are very dissatisfied with his inadequate efforts to stop Iran from developing -- and North Korea from using -- nuclear weapons. Clearly, his policies toward these two nations are a weak spot in his reputation. His failure to stand up to either aggressor is of a piece with his virtual surrender in the war on terror. Documented in our new book, "Catastrophe," we show how he has disarmed the United States and simply elected to stop battling against terrorists, freeing them from Guantanamo as he empowers them with every manner of constitutional protection. Obviously, the Iranian democracy demonstrators will not fare any better than their Chinese brethren did in Tiananmen Square. But the damage their brutal suppression will do to the Iranian government is going to be huge. The ayatollahs of Tehran have always sold themselves to the world's Islamic faithful as the ultimate theocracy, marrying traditional Muslim values with the needs of modern governance. But now, in the wake of the bloodshed, they are revealed as nothing more than military dictators. All the romance is gone, just as it faded in the wake of the tanks in Budapest and Prague. All that remains is power. China, of course, fared better after Tiananmen because of its economic miracle. But Iran has no such future on its horizon. The loss of prestige in the Arab world and the end of the pretense of government with popular support will cost Iran dearly. In the meantime, Obama's pathetic performance vis-a-vis Iran and North Korea cannot but send a message to all of America's enemies that the president of the United States does not believe in using power. That he is a wimp and they can get away with whatever they want. A dangerous reputation, indeed.

Presence key

US military presence is critical to assuage regional fears of Iran aggression – containment is key to Iraq/Afghanistan stability, stop Iranian hegemony, and war on terror 

Hemmer Ph.D in International Security Studies 2007 (Christopher, Dr. Christopher Hemmer received his doctorate from Cornell University. He currently serves as an Associate Professor of International Security Studies at the Air War College. He is the author of Which Lessons Matter? American Foreign Policy Decision Making in the Middle East, 1979-1987. “Responding to a Nuclear Iran” from “Parameters” Autumn 2007, pp. 42-53. http://www.carlisle.army.mil/USAWC/Parameters/Articles/07autumn/hemmer.htm) MFR 

Reassure Iran’s Neighbors  The final portion of a US strategy toward a nuclear-armed Iran should focus on convincing Iran’s neighbors that the American commitment to their security remains strong. If the United States wants regional powers to resist Iranian attempts at expanding its influence, then Washington needs to bolster security ties in the region. Improving security cooperation with Iran’s neighbors could advance a number of American interests beyond simple containment. Such efforts could also help increase the security of the oil infrastructure in the region, as well as expand intelligence cooperation related to international terrorism.  A more definite US security commitment to Iran’s neighbors may also decrease the chance that the development of a nuclear weapon would increase the threat of nuclear proliferation in the region. Egypt, Turkey, and Saudi Arabia have been cited as states likely to respond to any Iranian nuclear capability with increased nuclear programs. Egypt, however, has been able to tolerate a nuclear Israel for more than 30 years, as well as accommodate Libya’s weapons programs. Given that historical precedent, it is unlikely that an Iranian bomb would dramatically change Cairo’s calculations. Similarly, Turkey’s membership in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and its desire to join the European Union are likely to dissuade Ankara from attempting to join the nuclear fraternity. Saudi Arabia and the other members of the Gulf Cooperation Council, however, would more than likely attempt to strengthen security ties with the United States in an effort to bolster their position against a nuclear Iran.  Part of America’s strategy regarding regional allies needs to focus on assuring individual states that as long as Iran is contained, the United States will not take any preventive military action. While the Gulf States certainly would prefer that Iran not develop nuclear weapons, it is also important to recognize that they fear any US-Iranian conflict more than they fear the prospect of a nuclear Iran.16 America’s most promising strategy toward a nuclear-armed Iran should be the development of a security architecture based on deterrence and containment.  Conclusion  The United States should be under no illusions regarding the problems that a nuclear-armed Iran would present. The challenges that development would pose for American interests in the region would be monumental and lasting. The strategy of deterrence, containment, engagement, and reassurance provides the framework for achieving America’s long-term regional objectives. Such a strategy would minimize disruptions to the international flow of oil, blunt Iran’s attempts at regional hegemony, stabilize US efforts in Afghanistan and Iraq, and aid in countering the global war on terrorism. Ultimately, it will provide the time that reformers in Iran need to recast the Iranian government from within. It is this reformation of Iran’s government that will offer the best guarantee for preserving America’s interests in the region.  
Perception – gulf states

Gulf States look to the US for security against Iran

Chubin Ph.D in International Relations 2009 (Shahram, Shahram Chubin is a Senior Non-resident Fellow of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. Ph.D., Columbia University; B.A., Oberlin College “Iran’s Power in Context” Survival | vol. 51 no. 1 | February–March 2009 | pp. 165–190 http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/shahram_survival20090201.pdf) MFR 

Iran has shown insensitivity in other dealings with its Persian Gulf neighbours, further complicating an already fragile environment. Putting aside the suspicions engendered by the gaps between Sunni and Shia, Arabs and Persians and smaller Arab states and their larger neighbour, Iran’s pretensions to Muslim leadership were bound to create strains. During Iran’s attempts to ‘export the revolution’ in the 1980s, most directly to Bahrain and Kuwait, the Arab states combined to side with Iraq and oppose Iran.61 The Gulf Co-operation Council was formed in 1981 with Saudi encouragement, and since then the GCC states have been wary of Iran, adopting different postures and mixes of deterrence and accommodation. All of these states to varying degrees look to the West, and primarily the United States, to offset and balance their powerful neighbour. None is interested in confronting Iran or otherwise provoking it, but equally, none is interested in supporting Iran’s pet project: the expulsion of the United States from the Gulf and the substitution of a regional security arrangement through defence cooperation with Iran.62 Indicative of Iran’s obsession with its own revolutionary principles is an obliviousness to others states’ concerns and the impact of its utterances on those states’ receptivity to Iranian initiatives. This is reflected in a tendency periodically to show a disregard for its neighbours which borders on contempt. For instance, in July 2007 Shariatmadari resurrected Iranian territorial claims to Bahrain. A year later, Deputy Foreign Minister Manouchehr Mohammadi suggested that ‘the next crisis [for the Persian Gulf] is the legitimacy crisis of monarchical and traditional regimes. Considering today’s conditions these systems cannot survive.’63 Iran has made efforts to appeal to the Arab street over the heads of their governments: Khamenei has observed that there is an ‘unfortunate’ gap between the sentiments of the populace and the policies of their governments, saying ‘they don’t have the same voice as their nations’.64 Shariatmadari has called for attacks on Israel, including its citizens worldwide, threatening that if Arab governments resisted they should be toppled.65 Playing the ‘Arab street’ card may not be directly threatening to Iran’s neighbours, but it puts them on notice about their potential vulnerability to Iranian propaganda. 66 At the same time, a decision to expand Iran’s presence on the island of Abu Musa, long disputed with Abu Dhabi, managed to unite the otherwise fractious Arabs against this ‘illegitimate action on an indivisible part of the UAE’.67 The Gulf states might be forgiven, in light of all this, for assuming that the Iranian offer of a defence pact resembles a Chicago-style protection racket. 
Afghanistan

Bases in Afghanistan contain Iranian hegemonic expansion 

Contra Costa Times, 2007 (http://stratgeo.blogspot.com/2007/08/accidental-victory.html, Contra Costa Times, and Ft.Worth Star Telegram, accessed 6/25/10,)-Wey

The keys to unlock the Afghanistan puzzle were found in the neighboring nations of Central Asia. Newly independent states that had suffered under Soviet domination for most of the previous century, these nations opened their airspaces and offered use of their bases to the United States, expanding the American strategic footprint in the region in ways unimaginable just a few years earlier. These new relationships have been essential to thwarting al Qaeda’s larger strategic goals and, if properly maintained in the coming years, will also prove essential to thwarting other strategic threats to US interests in the region. The Strategic Energy Ellipse (SEE) is a region of extreme strategic importance to the United States. It stretches from the northern shore of the Caspian Sea to the southern terminus of the Persian Gulf. Within this region are found oil fields that hold approximately 70% of the world’s proven reserves of crude oil, and gas fields that hold about 40% of the global natural gas reserves. Any group, nation, or coalition of nations able to dominate this region would hold the keys to domination of a world economy dependent on these fuels. Strategically, the United States cannot allow such a domination to occur. This is what is at stake in the region, and all the concerns about Iraq and Afghanistan must take a back seat to this larger consideration. Currently, there are three potential threats to domination of the SEE: (1) a pan-Islamic coalition of states that rise in a new Caliphate under the banner of al Qaeda, (2) a hegemonic Iran dominating the Persian Gulf and southern Caspian, and (3) a revived, imperialist Russia or a Russo-Sino coalition. It is my contention that the great foreign policy achievement of the Bush Administration will be remembered as the defeat of the first of these threats and the containment of the second, with the potential building blocks in place to confront the third. In retrospect, the idea that Islamic world in total was going to flock to Osama Bin Laden as a new Caliph seems far fetched. However, on the afternoon of September 11, 2001, that idea had to be taken seriously. Nearly six years later, it is clear that possibility has been thoroughly defeated. Al Qaeda remains a genuine danger to US and Western citizens and interests, but it is no longer a serious threat to capture the region. Similarly, in orchestrating this strategic defeat of al Qaeda, the US has created a functional superstructure of containment around Iran. Although Iran can still attack at the gaps – through Hamas, Hezbollah, and allied militias in Iraq - they have no real strategic outlet and are, in fact, physically surrounded. The United States has military forces in or access agreements with every nation in physical contact with Iran. Indeed, many of those nations are more fearful of a resurgent Persian Empire than what they see ultimately as transient American interests. So, paradoxically, the stronger Iran gets, the tighter becomes the coalition against it. Now, the challenge for the remainder of the Bush Administration and for the next President will be to foster this currently informal superstructure into a formal alliance that can serve to permanently check any future Iranian drives for hegemony. As this alliance solidifies, it will also serve as a check against any Russian or Chinese drive to dominate the region. Russia and China apprehend this situation themselves, and are already trying to form a counter-alliance in the region. They have joined with several of the same Central Asian nations that are also working with the US in a structure called the Shanghai Cooperation Council. Thus far, the US has a slight edge in this competition for favor as the only one of the three great powers with military access to the countries, but that could change without great care being taken in preserving these relationships. I titled this essay “Accidental Victory” because I do not believe the outcomes I have outlined above have been the results of a coherent, purposeful strategy pursued by the Bush Administration. Rather, it appears to have happened on an ad hoc basis, pursued primarily by military planners who needed bases from which to attack al Qaeda. Metaphorically, the ideological strategists of the Bush Administration have been playing checkers while the professional military men and women have been playing chess. Looking eight moves ahead like a grand chess master, we can see that, if we make all the proper moves, Iranian goals are already checkmated. 

***internal link***

Iran fill-in (1)

Iran will fill in

Sher Zieve (author and political commentator) August 31 2007 “Iran poised to take over Iraq”, http://www.renewamerica.com/columns/zieve/070831

As Democrats prepare their refutations of the yet to be presented General Petraeus report on Iraq, Iran's President Ahmadinejad is already planning his takeover of that country. In the past, Ahmadinejad has encouraged the American people to place Democrat politicians in power. Tragically, for the 2006 midterm elections, Ahmadinejad's strategy appears to have worked and he is, again, counting on US Democrat leaders to pull the United States out of Iraq — in opposition to all recent reports from both Democrats and Republicans that the surge is working. This will allow him to seize the country. If the Democrat leadership is successful in pushing its continued and planned retreat-in-the-face-of-victory pullout from Iraq, Ahmadinejad is prepared and has already announced that he will help his US pals. He will fill the "power vacuum." At a recent conference in Tehran, Ahmadinejad announced: "The political power of the occupiers is collapsing rapidly. Soon, we will see a huge power vacuum in the region. Of course, we are prepared to fill the gap, with the help of neighbors and regional friends like Saudi Arabia and with the help of the Iraqi nation!" By "help of the Iraqi nation" we assume the Iranian president is referring to those Iraqi Shiites who are loyal to Iran. And by "neighbors," Ahmadinejad may actually be referring to the US Congressional Democrat leadership. In working toward his goals, they have definitively exhibited a most neighborly attitude toward the despotic Iranian leader. Note: A rather appalling addendum piece to this information is that while our enemies see clearly the side supported by the Democrat-run US Congress — the side of the enemies of the United States of America — too many American citizens appear to be either blind to it or could care less whether the USA survives or not. And too many Americans seem to be displaying real indications of increasingly suicidal behaviors. Isn't it time that they were hospitalized, so that they may deal with their collective and desperate affliction? House leader Nancy Pelosi (D-CA) shows once again that when Democrats' demands of the US military are met, said demands are then changed by the Democrat Congressional leadership. This provides yet another "moving target" for our soldiers and proof that Democrats have no intention of supporting them. Hearing of the surge's success from other Democrats — including Sen. Carl Levin (D-MI) — Ms. Pelosi angrily spat: "The purpose of the surge was to provide the Iraqis breathing room for political reconciliation and the Maliki government has utterly failed!" Ignoring his colleagues' (those who have actually been to Iraq recently) statements that the Iraq surge is working and working well, Senate Majority leader Harry Reid (D-NV) had long ago decided that he would pay no attention — whatsoever — to General Petraeus' report if it delivered any sort of positive message. Instead, Reid has said that 'a new strategy must begin immediately' and has petulantly accused the White House — not General Petraeus — of writing the upcoming Iraq report. It's a tragic shame that SanFranNan's tenure as House leader and Harry Reid's many years in the US Senate haven't seemed to help either of them achieve any understanding of military affairs. First and foremost, one engages in fighting one's enemies in order to get rid of said enemies. After an army has rid the land/lands of those who wish to destroy and kill the rightful resident populations, the politicians can more safely become involved in the country's affairs. Instead, however, we observe our Democrat and RINO politicians having the audacity to suggest that the Iraqi's vote shouldn't count and — as Sen. Joe Biden suggested — have called for the replacement of Iraqi Prime Minister Maliki. What arrogance! But, I assume that as Reid, Pelosi and Biden are all politicians they believe they are far more important and essential than is anyone else on the planet. Whew! What extraordinary egos. The real and lasting problem is that these US politicians are making it easier for those who would destroy us to affect their goal of world domination. Our enemy's mission could not have been executed better if the US Democrat Legislature had signed a formal contract with Ahmadinejad. Ahmadinejad knows in his being of beings that if the Democrats retain their power base, worse yet win the 2008 presidency, the end of the US will be almost complete. And it's a pending disaster that too many US citizens don't seem to understand or even deign to recognize. But, the enemies of our country have seen and known it for decades. 

Iran fill in (2)

Iran is set to fill in where US influence leaves – US presence is critical to preventing Iranian aggression throughout the middle east  

Taheri 2009 [Amir Taheri has been a columnist for Arab News, International Herald Tribune, The Wall Street Journal, The New York Times, The Los Angeles Times, Newsday, and the Washington Post. He is also a commentator for CNN; “As the U.S. Retreats, Iran Fills the Void”; May 5, 2009; http://online.wsj.com/article/SB124139838660282045.html; 6/26/2010; K.C.]  

Convinced that the Obama administration is preparing to retreat from the Middle East, Iran's Khomeinist regime is intensifying its goal of regional domination. It has targeted six close allies of the U.S.: Egypt, Lebanon, Bahrain, Morocco, Kuwait and Jordan, all of which are experiencing economic and/or political crises. Iranian strategists believe that Egypt is heading for a major crisis once President Hosni Mubarak, 81, departs from the political scene. He has failed to impose his eldest son Gamal as successor, while the military-security establishment, which traditionally chooses the president, is divided. Iran's official Islamic News Agency has been conducting a campaign on that theme for months. This has triggered a counter-campaign against Iran by the Egyptian media. Last month, Egypt announced it had crushed a major Iranian plot and arrested 68 people. According to Egyptian media, four are members of the Islamic Revolutionary Guards Corps (IRGC), Tehran's principal vehicle for exporting its revolution. Seven were Palestinians linked to the radical Islamist movement Hamas; one was a Lebanese identified as "a political agent from Hezbollah" by the Egyptian Interior Ministry. Hassan Nasrallah, the leader of the Lebanese Hezbollah, claimed these men were shipping arms to Hamas in Gaza. The arrests reportedly took place last December, during a crackdown against groups trying to convert Egyptians to Shiism. The Egyptian Interior Ministry claims this proselytizing has been going on for years. Thirty years ago, Egyptian Shiites numbered a few hundred. Various estimates put the number now at close to a million, but they are said to practice taqiyah (dissimulation), to hide their new faith. But in its campaign for regional hegemony, Tehran expects Lebanon as its first prize. Iran is spending massive amounts of cash on June's general election. It supports a coalition led by Hezbollah, and including the Christian ex-general Michel Aoun. Lebanon, now in the column of pro-U.S. countries, would shift to the pro-Iran column. In Bahrain, Tehran hopes to see its allies sweep to power through mass demonstrations and terrorist operations. Bahrain's ruling clan has arrested scores of pro-Iran militants but appears more vulnerable than ever. King Hamad bin Isa al-Khalifa has contacted Arab heads of states to appeal for "urgent support in the face of naked threats," according to the Bahraini media. The threats became sensationally public in March. In a speech at Masshad, Iran's principal "holy city," Ali Akbar Nateq-Nuri, a senior aide to Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, described Bahrain as "part of Iran." Morocco used the ensuing uproar as an excuse to severe diplomatic relations with Tehran. The rupture came after months of tension during which Moroccan security dismantled a network of pro-Iran militants allegedly plotting violent operations. Iran-controlled groups have also been uncovered in Kuwait and Jordan. According to Kuwaiti media, more than 1,000 alleged Iranian agents were arrested and shipped back home last winter. According to the Tehran media, Kuwait is believed vulnerable because of chronic parliamentary disputes that have led to governmental paralysis. As for Jordan, Iranian strategists believe the kingdom, where Palestinians are two-thirds of the population, is a colonial creation and should disappear from the map -- opening the way for a single state covering the whole of Palestine. Iranian Supreme Leader Khamenei and President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad have both described the division of Palestine as "a crime and a tragedy." Arab states are especially concerned because Tehran has succeeded in transcending sectarian and ideological divides to create a coalition that includes Sunni movements such as Hamas, the Islamic Jihad, sections of the Muslim Brotherhood, and even Marxist-Leninist and other leftist outfits that share Iran's anti-Americanism. Information published by Egyptian and other Arab intelligence services, and reported in the Egyptian and other Arab media, reveal a sophisticated Iranian strategy operating at various levels. The outer circle consists of a number of commercial companies, banks and businesses active in various fields and employing thousands of locals in each targeted country. In Egypt, for example, police have uncovered more than 30 such Iranian "front" companies, according to the pan-Arab daily newspaper Asharq Alawsat. In Syria and Lebanon, the numbers reportedly run into hundreds. In the next circle, Iranian-financed charities offer a range of social and medical services and scholarships that governments often fail to provide. Another circle consists of "cultural" centers often called Ahl e Beit (People of the House) supervised by the offices of the supreme leader. These centers offer language classes in Persian, English and Arabic, Islamic theology, Koranic commentaries, and traditional philosophy -- alongside courses in information technology, media studies, photography and filmmaking. Wherever possible, the fourth circle is represented by branches of Hezbollah operating openly. Where that's not possible, clandestine organizations do the job, either alone or in conjunction with Sunni radical groups. The Khomeinist public diplomacy network includes a half-dozen satellite television and radio networks in several languages, more than 100 newspapers and magazines, a dozen publishing houses, and thousands of Web sites and blogs controlled by the Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps. The network controls thousands of mosques throughout the region where preachers from Iran, or trained by Iranians, disseminate the Khomeinist revolutionary message. Tehran has also created a vast network of non-Shiite fellow travelers within the region's political and cultural elites. These politicians and intellectuals may be hostile to Khomeinism on ideological grounds -- but they regard it as a powerful ally in a common struggle against the American "Great Satan." Khomeinist propaganda is trying to portray Iran as a rising "superpower" in the making while the United States is presented as the "sunset" power. The message is simple: The Americans are going, and we are coming. Tehran plays a patient game. Wherever possible, it is determined to pursue its goals through open political means, including elections. With pro-American and other democratic groups disheartened by the perceived weakness of the Obama administration, Tehran hopes its allies will win all the elections planned for this year in Afghanistan, Iraq, Lebanon and the Palestinian territories. "There is this perception that the new U.S. administration is not interested in the democratization strategy," a senior Lebanese political leader told me. That perception only grows as President Obama calls for an "exit strategy" from Afghanistan and Iraq. Power abhors a vacuum, which the Islamic Republic of Iran is only too happy to fill.    

***Impact***

Nuclear conflagration 

Iranian hegemony undermines Middle East stability and risk global nuclear conflagration 

Alon Ben-Meir, 2007 (“Ending Iran's defiance American pressure at this time will not be taken lightly by Iranian regime”, http://www.ynetnews.com/articles/0,7340,L-3361650,00.html, accessed 6/25/10)-Wey
The fact that Iran stands today able to challenge or even defy the United States in every sphere of American influence in the Middle East attests to the dismal failure of the Bush administration’s policy toward it during the last six years. Feeling emboldened and unrestrained, Tehran may, however, miscalculate the consequences of its own actions, which could precipitate a catastrophic regional war. The Bush administration has less than a year to rein in Iran’s reckless behavior if it hopes to prevent such an ominous outcome and achieve, at least, a modicum of regional stability.     By all assessments, Iran has reaped the greatest benefits from the Iraq war. The war’s consequences and the American preoccupation with it have provided Iran with an historic opportunity to establish Shiite dominance in the region while aggressively pursuing a nuclear weapons program to deter any challenge to its strategy. Tehran is fully cognizant that the successful pursuit of its regional hegemony has now become intertwined with the clout that a nuclear program bestows. Therefore, it is most unlikely that Iran will give up its nuclear ambitions at this juncture, unless it concludes that the price will be too high to bear. That is, whereas before the Iraq war Washington could deal with Iran’s nuclear program by itself, now the Bush administration must also disabuse Iran of the belief that it can achieve its regional objectives with impunity.     Thus, while the administration attempts to stem the Sunni-Shiite violence in Iraq to prevent it from engulfing other states in the region, Washington must also take a clear stand in Lebanon. Under no circumstances should Iranian-backed Hizbullah be allowed to topple the secular Lebanese government. If this were to occur, it would trigger not only a devastating civil war in Lebanon but a wider Sunni-Shiite bloody conflict. The Arab Sunni states, and especially Saudi Arabia, Egypt and Jordan are terrified of this possible outcome. For them Lebanon may well provide the litmus test of the administration’s resolve to inhibit Tehran’s adventurism but they must be prepared to directly support US efforts.     In this regard, the Bush administration must wean Syria from Iran. This move is of paramount importance because not only could Syria end its political and logistical support for Hizbullah, but it could return Syria, which is predominantly Sunni, to the Arab-Sunni fold. Mr. Bush must realize that Damascus’s strategic interests are not compatible with Tehran’s and that the Assad regime knows only too well its future political stability and economic prosperity depends on peace with Israel and normal relations with the United States.     President Assad may talk tough and embrace militancy as a policy tool, yet he is the same president who called, more than once, for unconditional resumption of peace negotiations with Israel and was rebuffed. The stakes for the United States and its allies in the region are too high to preclude testing Syria’s real intentions, which can be ascertained only through direct talks. It is high time for the Administration to reassess its policy toward Syria and begin by abandoning its schemes of regime change in Damascus. Syria simply matters; the Administration must end its efforts to marginalize a country that can play such a pivotal role in changing the political dynamics for the better throughout the region.     Iran could plunge Mideast into nuclear conflagration  Although ideally direct negotiation between the United States and Iran should be the first resort to resolve the nuclear issue, as long as Tehran does not feel seriously threatened it seems unlikely that the clergy will at this stage end the nuclear program. In possession of nuclear weapons Iran will intimidate the larger Sunni Arab states in the region, bully smaller states into submission, threaten Israel’s very existence, use oil as a political weapon to blackmail the West, and instigate regional proliferation of nuclear weapons’ programs. In short, if unchecked, Iran could plunge the Middle East into a deliberate or inadvertent nuclear conflagration.     If we take the Administration at its word that it would not tolerate a nuclear Iran and considering these regional implications, Washington is left with no choice but to warn Iran of the severe consequences of not halting its nuclear program.
Israel/Iran escalation 

Iran nuclear war exchange would be devastating 

Cordesman 09’ (“IRAN AS A NUCLEAR WEAPONS POWER”, by Anthony H. Cordesman, Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS, Center for Strategic and International Studies, December 15, 2009, http://csis.org/files/publication/091216_IrannuclearRpt.pdf, Accessed 7.1.2010)

For all the reasons outlined earlier, however, Iran has other capabilities to strike back against Israel. In fact, it has threatened retaliation if attacked by Israel. Iranian Foreign Minister Manouchehr Mottaki was quoted as saying that an attack by Israel or the United States would have ―severe consequence,‖ and threatened that Iran would retaliate ―by all means‖ at its disposal. Mottaki added, ―Iran does not think that the Zionist regime is in a condition to engage in such a dangerous venture and they know how severe the possible Iranian response will be to its possible audacity […] Suffice to say that the Zionist regime, if they attack, will regret it.‖xlii On May 17, 2009, the head of the UN's nuclear watchdog, Mohamed ElBaradei, called any possible Israeli strike on Iran's nuclear facilities an "insane" move. ―Attacking Iran would be insane,‖ ElBaradei, the director general of the International Atomic Energy Agency, told Der Spiegel, and added that ―this would trigger an explosion across the whole region and the Iranians would immediately start to construct a (nuclear) bomb and would be assured the support of the entire Muslim world.‖xliii Iran has several options in responding to an Israeli attack: Multiple launches of Shahab-3 including the possibility of CBR warheads against Tel Aviv, Israeli military and civilian centers, and Israeli suspected nuclear weapons sites. Using proxy groups such Hezbollah or Hamas to attack Israel proper with suicide bombings, covert CBR attacks, and missile attacks from southern Lebanon and Syria. Covert attacks against Israeli interests by its intelligence and IRGC assets. This could include lowlevel bombings against Israeli embassies, Jewish centers, and other Israeli assets outside and inside Israel. Use of ―suicide drone‖ UAVs possibly armed with CBR munitions against Israel overtly or through proxy groups such as Hezbollah. In addition, most Israeli military options would have to include an air strike that involved overflights of Arab territory that might seriously complicate Israel's fragile relations with Jordan and may provoke Saudi Arabia to respond. An Israeli strike against Iranian nuclear facilities may also strengthen the Iranian regime's stance to move toward nuclear capabilities and drive many neighboring states to support Iran's bid for nuclear weapons. In addition, it could lead to further escalation of the Iraqi insurgency and increase the threat of asymmetric attacks against American interests and allies in the region. On the other hand, Israeli officials have expressed the concern that if Iran acquires nuclear weapons and the means to deliver them, this could spark further proliferation in the region. This would spread WMD capabilities around the Middle East and greatly increase the threat of CBRN attacks against Israel and the entire region. Waiting also has its penalties.
Israel will strike iran- will spark middle east conflagration

Novakeo 2006 “NUCLEAR ILLUSION: ISRAEL & THE IRANIAN OIL BOURSE REALITY”, January, http://www.etherzone.com/2006/nova020606.shtml

There is little doubt that Israel will attempt to destroy Iran's nuclear facilities. It will be similar to Israel's raid on Iraq's Osirak nuclear facility in 1981, but on a much larger scale. This massive first strike by Israel deep into Iranian territory would most likely quickly degenerate into a major conflict with the potential to drag other Muslim nations into the conflagration and into another general Middle Eastern war.

Israel preemptive attack will destabilize the Middle East and accelerate the Iranian nuclear weapons program

Shlomo Brom (Senior Research Associate at Jaffee Center for Strategic Studies) 2005 “IS THE BEGIN DOCTRINE STILL A VIABLE OPTION FOR ISRAEL?”, GETTING READY FOR A NUCLEAR-READY IRAN, October, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub629.pdf 
The United States has to take into account the possibility of an Israeli preemptive strike against the Iranian nuclear facilities when considering its policy options. First, such an attack, especially if it did not achieve its planned objectives, would have a destabilizing effect on the Middle East. It could lead to acceleration of the Iranian program and to a chain of violent clashes between Iran and Israel. The United States should prepare contingency plans for such an event that include actions aimed at deterring Iran from destabilizing the Middle East, and the necessary political reactions, including prevention of initiatives aimed at a show of support for Iran internationally from such organizations as the UN. The United States has an interest in knowing the Israeli intentions and affecting them. That can be achieved only through an open, detailed, and continuous dialogue between the two nations. 
Nuclear terrorism

Israel strikes will spark Iranian nuclear terrorism around the world

Kuwait News Agency 1/12/2007 “Israeli strike on Iran to have dire consequences -- Think-tank”, http://www.kuna.net.kw/NewsAgenciesPublicSite/ArticleDetails.aspx?id=1717759&Language=en  

KUN0059 4 GEN 0480 KUWAIT /KUNA-QRE1 POL-UK-ISRAEL-WARNING Israeli strike on Iran to have dire consequences -- Think-tank LONDON, March 12 (KUNA) -- Israel will face "dire and far-reaching" consequences if it launches military action to knock out Iran's nuclear programme, a leading British international affairs think-tank warned Monday. A report by the Royal Institute for International Affairs, known as Chatham House, in central London, said an Israeli operation to cripple Iran's nuclear facilities through air strikes was possible, although "extremely risky". But it warned that Iran could retaliate with massive ballistic missile attacks on Israeli cities such as Tel Aviv or Haifa with "substantial" loss of life. The report by Yossi Mekelberg, an associate fellow of Chatham House's Middle East programme, said Israel would also face widespread international condemnation and further isolation in the Middle East region. "An Israeli military operation against Iran would hurt Israel's long-term interests. It would be detrimental to Israel's overall security and the political and economic consequences would be dire and far-reaching", it said. The report said that Israeli leaders would prefer to see a diplomatic solution to the crisis over Iran's nuclear programme. However, in the face of calls by Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad to wipe Israel off the world map, it warned that the Israelis may feel compelled to act if they believed Tehran was close to developing a nuclear bomb. "Israeli decision-makers face a combination of extreme hatred expressed by the Iranian leadership, a call for the removal of the Jewish state, and the development of military capabilities which could potentially inflict a fatal blow on Israel," it said. "Moreover, a greater danger to Israel and to other Western countries is the transfer of knowledge and technology to terrorist groups by rogue elements within the Iranian regime, which might end in a non-conventional terrorist attack." Apart from launching missile strikes against Israel, the Iranians could respond to any attack by striking American targets in the region or sponsoring terrorist attacks against Israeli or US interests around the world. While air strikes might delay Iran's nuclear programme for a while, they could also have "grave consequences" for Israel's long-term ability to secure its position in the region. "Any military operation against Iran, as well as involving many casualties, would enhance the appeal of extremism in the Muslim world, inside and outside Iran, at the expense of the moderates." In conclusion, the report said "Moderates, even if far from subscribing to Iranian policies and ideology, would be put in an untenable position, which would force many to oppose any aggressor, especially Israel, which attacks a Muslim country and to rally around that country." (end) he.mt KUNA 121609 Mar 07NNNN  

Oil impact

Iranian regional hegemony undermines free flow of oil which is key to the world economy

Frederic Wehrey, David Thaler and, Nora Bensahel, 2009 (“DangerousBut Not OmnipotentExploring the Reach and Limitations of Iranian Power in the Middle East”,rand institute, accessed 6/25/10)-Wey
The background and implications of this problem set has caused significant consternation within the White House and among America’s European allies. Their current policies towards Iran have not yielded the desired responses. The United States policy towards Iran is a relevant and significant issue today, as the United States is the sole super power, it desires peace and stability in order to expand trading relations and maintain the free flow of oil. Oil continues to plays a significant role in the U.S. economy and power as well as America’s trading partners and allies, since the beginning of the Cold War. A threat to this strategic resource in the Persian Gulf will have a worldwide impact. The United States goal for the Persian Gulf is regional stability and the free flow of oil. Several issues arise with regard to recent changes in the region. The possibility of Persian Shia in Iran and Arab Shia in Iraq cooperating to achieve hegemony is a point of concern for America and Iran’s regional neighbors. An emerging Shia hegemon will be viewed as a threat to Sunni states in the region. 

Impact is nuclear war

Mead ‘92

The failure to develop an international system to hedge against the possibility of worldwide depression- will open their eyes to their folly. Hundreds of millions-billions-of people around the world have pinned their hopes on the international market economy.  They and their leaders have embraced market principles-and drawn closer to the West-because they believe that our system can work for them.  But what if it can't?  What if the global economy stagnates, or even shrinks?  In that case, we will face a new period of international conflict: South against North, rich against poor.  Russia.  China.  India-these countries with their billions of people and their nuclear weapons will pose a much greater danger to world order than Germany and Japan did in the 1930's.

Iran heg – miscalc US/Iran war

Iran’s attempt at regional hegemony risk US/iran war

Palit 2/19/04 (Parama S., Parama Sinha Palit is presently with PHD Chamber of Commerce and Industry, New Delhi. She was worked in the United Service Institute of India and Institute for Defense Studies and Analysis in her earlier stints. Dr Palit has written extensively on US policy and Implication for South Asia in leading Journals, web sites and dailies. “US-Iran: The Changing Dynamics and the Likelihood of a Conflict" FROM Strategic Analysis, Vol. 28, No.1, Jan-Mar 2004 http://www.idsa.in/system/files/strategicanalysis_pspalit_0304_0.pdf) MFR 

Does Iran genuinely desire to assert its hegemony from Morocco to Pakistan, as visualised by the Israeli scholar, Israel Shahnak, in his book, Open Secrets? While Iran definitely believes that it has a natural influence through out the region, USA refers to this influence and associated actions as ‘meddling’.17 Iran’s quest to be a regional hegemon will not be accepted by Washington, since Iran’s policies and efforts run counter to US interests in the Middle East, especially its nuclear ambition.17 But if Iran does assert itself in the region, the possibility of a war similar to the recent one waged by the US against Iraq cannot be ruled out 
The impact is extinction.

Michel Chossudovsky, Professor of Economics, University of Ottawa, May 2005, “Planned US-Israeli Attack on Iran,” http://globalresearch.ca/articles/CHO505A.html

The Bush Administration has embarked upon a military adventure which threatens the future of humanity. Iran is the next military target. The planned military operation, which is by no means limited to punitive strikes against Iran's nuclear facilities, is part of a project of World domination, a military roadmap, launched at the end of the Cold War. Military action against Iran would directly involve Israel's participation, which in turn is likely to trigger a broader war throughout the Middle East, not to mention an implosion in the Palestinian occupied territories. Turkey is closely associated with the proposed aerial attacks. Israel is a nuclear power with a sophisticated nuclear arsenal. (See text box below). The use of nuclear weapons by Israel or the US cannot be excluded, particularly in view of the fact that tactical nuclear weapons have now been reclassified  as a variant of the conventional bunker buster bombs and are authorized by the US Senate for use in conventional war theaters. ("they are harmless to civilians because the explosion is underground") In this regard, Israel and the US rather than Iran constitute a nuclear threat. The planned attack on Iran must be understood in relation to the existing active war theaters in the Middle East, namely Afghanistan, Iraq and Palestine. The conflict could easily spread from the Middle East to the Caspian sea basin. It could also involve the participation of Azerbaijan and Georgia, where US troops are stationed. An attack on Iran would have a direct impact on the resistance movement inside Iraq. It would also put pressure on America's overstretched military capabilities and resources in both the Iraqi and Afghan war theaters. (The 150,000 US troops in Iraq are already fully engaged and could not be redeployed in the case of a war with Iran.) In other words, the shaky geopolitics of the Central Asia- Middle East region, the three existing war theaters in which America is currently, involved, the direct participation of Israel and Turkey, the structure of US sponsored military alliances, etc. raises the specter of a broader conflict. Moreover, US military action on Iran not only threatens Russian and Chinese interests, which have geopolitical interests in the Caspian sea basin and which have bilateral agreements with Iran. It also backlashes on European oil interests in Iran and is likely to produce major divisions between Western allies, between the US and its European partners as well as within the European Union.
A2: No War (1)

Small conflicts can spiral out of control – the risk of total war is ever-present.

Sally Buzbee is the AP's Chief of Middle East News, based in Cairo, January 21, 2008. http://www.nctimes.com/articles/2008/01/18/news/nation/11_26_261_17_08.txt

The chances of open conflict seemed to ease after December's U.S. intelligence report. But President Bush's strong Iran warnings during his Mideast trip, coupled with a recent ship standoff, are raising fears that a small incident could someday spiral -- even by accident -- into a real fight. Iran's hard-line President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad accused Bush Thursday of sending "a message of confrontation" during his trip to the region. It was a sharp response to Bush's tough rhetoric that Iran remains a serious threat. The war of words had eased a bit since late last year, when a U.S. intelligence report concluded Iran had halted a nuclear weapons program four years ago. But Bush went out of his way while visiting Gulf countries to reiterate that "all options" against Iran remain on the table. Pointedly, he also warned of "serious consequences" if Iran attacked a U.S. ship in the Gulf, even if it had not been ordered by the Tehran government but was the result of a rash decision by an Iranian boat captain. At the same time, Bush said he has told leaders of Sunni Arab states -- who want the U.S. to keep Shiite Iran's ambitions in check but are nervous about the impact of any military confrontation -- that he wants a diplomatic solution. In part, the president seemed to be trying to assure both Arab allies and Israel that the United States remains intent on pressuring Iran. He also seeks reluctant European support for another round of Iran sanctions. But the scenario Bush outlined -- a rash decision on the water, spilling over into real fighting -- is just the thing that many U.S. military officers, and much of the Gulf Arab world, are sweating over. Adm. William J. Fallon, the top U.S. military commander in the Mideast, told The Associated Press last week that Iran runs the risk of triggering an unintended conflict if its boats continue to harass U.S. warships in the strategic Gulf. "This kind of behavior, if it happens in the future, is the kind of event that could precipitate a mistake," Fallon said. "If the boats come closer, at what point does the captain think it is a direct threat to the ship and has to do something to stop it?" Key details of the Jan. 6 incident -- when five small Iranian boats swarmed three U.S. warships in the Gulf's narrow Strait of Hormuz -- remain unclear, including the source of an accented voice heard warning in English: "I am coming to you ... You will explode after ... minutes." Iran called the tapes fabricated. Notably, the U.S. commanders did not fire any warning shots and the Iranians eventually retreated. But in a mid-December incident, publicized by the Navy for the first time last week, a U.S. ship did fire a warning shot at a small Iranian boat that came too close, causing the Iranians to pull back. The worry: That in a heated political climate, such cat-and-mouse maneuvers could spiral into a more-serious exchange of fire, difficult for either side to pull back from. Of course, Bush could succeed in getting Iran to be less aggressive with his strong words. But a major Gulf paper, the Khaleej Times, fretted publicly about the potential for an "ugly flare-up," comparing the confrontation to last year's Iranian seizure of British sailors. Iran eventually freed the British sailors, but then -- as now -- its motivations were deeply obscure. Ahmadinejad is struggling to retain domestic political support, in dire need of a boost to keep any real political influence during his last year and a half in office before seeking re-election. Standoffs with the United States often give him just such a boost, as the country draws together despite the bitter differences dividing its hard-line and pragmatic factions. "Whenever there is a potential for confidence-building, there are actors, entrenched actors, in the Iranian system (who) have an incentive to keep the crisis going," said Karim Sadjadpour, an Iran expert at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace in Washington. In both the Jan. 6 confrontation and last year's British sailor seizure, the Iranian boats were manned by the country's hard-line Revolutionary Guards, not its regular navy, "which has been better behaved and much more professional," Fallon said. Iran's supreme leader, Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, and his sometime-protege, Ahmadinejad, are believed to be the two high officials in Iran with the most control over the Guards. There have been some attempts to cool down the rhetoric. Defense Secretary Robert Gates told an interviewer this week that he did not view Iran as a direct military threat to the United States, although he considered it a "challenge" to keep Iran contained. But people often listen the most closely to presidents. And as long as Bush and Ahmadinejad are both in office and focused on each other, said Gulf political analyst Mustafa Alani, the threat of "accidental war" will keep many people on edge.

Miscalculation could occur because of external actors – the impact is U.S. – Iran war.

Daan de Wit Translation by Ben Kearney, December 13, 2007. http://www.deepjournal.com/p/7/a/en/1139.html

This option concerns 'the very real threat of a war that erupts even when neither side wants it', as Brian Beutler describes it. 'The relevant term of art here is "proximity of forces"— an inflamed constellation of hostile actors that includes the regionally loathed United States military, the Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps and its elite Quds force, Shiite and Sunni militias in Iraq, Al Qaeda, the PKK in Kurdistan, and the Israeli Defense Forces. With such a volatile mix, there are countless opportunities for something to go amiss.' All that testosterone next to the coast of Iran prompted Professor A. Richard Norton, advisor to the Iraq Study Group, to write in February that it is possible 'to imagine a series of real or contrived clashes that lead, perhaps unintentionally, to a serious aerial and naval campaign against Iran. Or—to put it simply—to yet another U.S. war of choice'.
Miscalculation likely on both sides

Floyd Rudmin is Professor of Social & Community Psychology at the University of Tromsø October 31, 2007. http://www.counterpunch.org/rudmin10302007.html

One consequence of these threats is that Iran must prepare to defend itself. On Oct. 20, a top Iranian military commander announced that Iran is ready to retaliate with 11,000 missiles in the first few minutes after an American surprise attack. The missiles are aimed at the military bases, ships at sea, and economic assets of the threatening nations. To launch that many missiles AFTER a shock-and-awe surprise attack means that Iran must have distributed the ability to launch missiles. There is not one launch button and one commanding finger on the button. There are many buttons and many different fingers on them. War is now on a hair trigger, and the risk of accidental war is now very, very, very high. War might be started by an Iranian religious fundamentalist eager to go to heaven, or patriot eager to defend Iran, or a traitor eager to destroy Iran, or someone depressed or bored or simply misreading a radar screen and thinking a flock of birds are an incoming attack. The USA has over 300,000 military and support personnel in the region around Iran, all of them now the target of 11,000 missiles on hair-trigger. That is what repeated threats of war have achieved. The epilogue by Jeremy Bentham, written more than 200 years ago, aptly describes what is happening now. War seems inevitable. With war will come thousands of deaths, maybe millions, and whole economies will collapse, the first being that of the USA since it is most dependent on imported oil. 

A2: No War (2)

Even small miscalculations can cause global warfare.

Trita Parsi, president of the National Iranian American Council, January 9, 2008. http://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=40731
In this context, the incident between five Iranian vessels and three U.S. Naval ships in the Strait of Hormuz this past Sunday may not, as the Bush administration may have hoped, clarify the threat Iran poses to the region. Rather, the read of regional players may be that the most dangerous source of tension is the current state of no-war no-peace between the U.S. and Iran, which has created an atmosphere in which incidents at sea -- whether intentional or accidental -- can escalate into full-fledged wars with unpredictable regional repercussions. As a result, instead of making the Arabs more receptive to President Bush's message, the naval episode may prompt them to further lose faith in the policy of isolation.

There are multiple flashpoints.

Kaveh L Afrasiabi, PhD, is the author of After Khomeini: New Directions in Iran's Foreign Policy (Westview Press) and co-author of "Negotiating Iran's Nuclear Populism", Brown Journal of World Affairs, Volume XII, Issue 2, Summer 2005, with Mustafa Kibaroglu. He also wrote "Keeping Iran's nuclear potential latent", Harvard International Review, and is author of Iran's Nuclear Program: Debating Facts Versus Fiction, September 18, 2007. http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/II18Ak01.html

The rising tensions between the United States and Iran represent a serious threat to regional and global peace that, if not remedied by prudent conflict reduction mechanisms, may lead to war. Those tensions, reflected in the considerable ratcheting up of Washington's anti-Iran rhetoric, have been framed by various US officials and pundits as symptomatic of a "new cold war", giving the US the necessary alibi for an indefinite military presence in Iraq under the guise of an Iran "containment policy". Indeed, both US President George W Bush's policy speech on Iraq last Thursday and the past week's congressional testimony of the top US commander in Iraq, General David Petraeus, and the US ambassador to Iraq, Ryan Crocker, have made it abundantly clear that there is a shift in the strategic outlook for the US military mission in Iraq pertaining to Iran, couched in the language of containment and deterrence. As expected, Iran has lambasted the reports by Petraeus and Crocker, and Iran's spiritual leader, Grand Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, has lashed out at Bush as a "war criminal" who should be put on trial for the United States' atrocities in Iraq. Meanwhile, the Iranian media are awash with reports of the United States' "hypocrisy" in embracing Sunni extremist and terrorist groups in Iraq, who hate the current Shi'ite-led government. And Iran's ambassador to Iraq, Hossein Kazemi Qomi, has told CNN that the US has committed "two strategic errors ... The first mistake is their effort to return, to bring back to power, people accused of murders from the previous regime." And the second error is "arming some Sunni groups and terrorist groups that operate against the Iraqi government". Both Qomi and National Security Chief Ali Larijani have reacted to the anti-Iran tone of Petraeus's testimony by pointing out that most of the terrorists "come from countries friendly with America". According to Qomi, "Not even one Iranian citizen has ever participated in the terrorist attacks on American forces." The Faustian bargain of the US military with Sunni extremists does not bode well for the United States' simultaneous pressure on the Iraqi government to reach the "political benchmark" of creating a trans-sect government of national unity. But then again, that is only one of many inconsistencies and contradictions of the United States' hitherto disastrous Iraq policy. Yet somehow that policy, costing the US in the region of US$300 million a day, [1] as well as an average of two US casualties and 15 US wounded per day, per Petraeus's testimony, has been declared a winning strategy by the White House. It has reframed the Iraq debate now less in terms of Iraq's nation-building and more in terms of anti-terrorism and anti-Iran priorities, thus setting itself an entirely new benchmark that is beyond the control of the government in Baghdad. Or is it? The United States' nominal lip service to Iraq's sovereignty means that the Iraqi government and Parliament must approve Washington's planned base-building near the Iran-Iraq border. Yet Iraqi officials were apparently not even consulted prior to an announcement on this issue. Larijani predicts that the Iraqi government will veto the plan, but this may not be so in light of a recent statement by an Iraqi government spokesman accusing Iran of "meddling in Iraq". In an interview with Al-Jazeera, Larijani stated that Iran is not in favor of immediate withdrawal of US forces from Iraq. This echoes an earlier statement by Deputy Foreign Minister Abbas Araghchi, in his recent interview with the London Financial Times, that Iran favors an orderly, gradual withdrawal of US troops. Thus President Bush's announcement - of modest troop withdrawal and the retention of the bulk of US forces in Iraq for the foreseeable future - does not necessarily represent an affront to Iran, which is highly concerned about the threat of conflict spillover and mass refugees following a chaos-generating premature departure of US forces. On the other hand, Washington's new accent on the Iran threat in Iraq translates into new Iranian worries about the United States' true intentions. [2] Consequently, the troubled ship of US-Iran diplomacy is deeply anchored in a sea of mutual suspicion and acrimony, with numerous potential flash points on the horizon, ranging from Lebanon to Syria, to Iraq and the Persian Gulf, that could quickly sink the nascent tide of "engagement" recommended by the Iraq Study Group, and feebly adopted by the Bush administration. The next question is, where does one go from here? 

A2: No War (3)

Naval miscalculation is historically the most likely scenario for global war – provocation in the Straits can overcome any barriers to conflict

Walter Russell Mead Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations January 10, 2008; Page A14 http://online.wsj.com/article_email/SB119992566081579523-lMyQjAxMDE4OTE5MTkxMjE1Wj.html

Mr. Bush is right, and the world came very close to war on Sunday. From the 18th century to the present day, threats to American ships and maritime commerce have been the way most U.S. wars start. The pattern began early. Attacks by the Barbary pirates in the Mediterranean led President Thomas Jefferson to send the U.S. Navy thousands of miles on a risky expedition to suppress the threat to American merchant ships in 1801. During the Napoleonic Wars, British and French interference with U.S. commerce led to a series of crises and undeclared "quasi-wars" that culminated in the War of 1812. Sumatran attacks on U.S. ships in the 1830s led President Andrew Jackson to dispatch naval forces on a retaliatory mission. The widespread (though probably erroneous) U.S. belief that the USS Maine had been destroyed by a Spanish mine in the harbor of Havana, Cuba, forced a reluctant President William McKinley to launch the Spanish-American War in 1898. The 20th century was no different. German attacks on U.S. ships in World War I brought America into that war; the Japanese attack on the fleet at Pearl Harbor brought the U.S. into World War II. The Tonkin Gulf incident in 1964 (alleged attacks on U.S. ships by North Vietnamese boats) led Congress to authorize President Lyndon Johnson's use of force in Indochina. The North Korean seizure of the USS Pueblo in 1968 touched off a near-war crisis at the height of the Vietnam conflict, and the Cambodian seizure of the Mayaguez, a container ship, led President Gerald Ford to dispatch combat forces back to Indochina less than one month after the U.S. withdrawal from Saigon in 1975. President Ronald Reagan dispatched forces to Libya in the 1980s when Moammar Gadhafi tried to claim the international waters off his coast behind a "Line of Death." President Bill Clinton rattled the saber when Chinese forces fired missiles in the Taiwan Straits in 1995 and 1996. Geography and interest have made freedom of the seas a persistent flashpoint in U.S. history: The U.S. is relatively safe from land assault, but our commerce is vulnerable to naval attacks. And international trade has been a vital interest. British restrictions on colonial trade stoked American anger, and British closure of the port of Boston helped turn discontent into revolution. The record is plain: Those who interfere with American maritime activity, whether naval or commercial, strike at a vital interest that Americans for more than two centuries have consistently defended by, if necessary, war. Such crises tend to unite American opinion behind even unpopular presidents. Two centuries of experience have created a broad consensus in the U.S. that the freedom of the seas cannot be compromised or abandoned. The link between global freedom of the seas and foreign policy has been a driving force in modern world history. Like Britain before us, the U.S. is a commercial power whose economic interests have led it to play a unique global role in the interests of making the world hospitable to its investments and trade. The Pax Britannica and the Pax Americana have both rested on sea power, and any country that challenges America's ability to secure vital sea lanes risks the full weight of U.S. military power. The Straits of Hormuz, site of the weekend provocation, are exceptionally sensitive. The ability of the U.S. to protect the free flow of oil through these waters is absolutely vital to the global economy. Any U.S. military response to a challenge there would be swift and overwhelming -- perhaps far greater than the Iranians expect. The danger of war between the U.S. and Iran over free passage in the Straits is very real. Iranian authorities may not fully understand the political and military consequences of such raids. The commanders of the maritime forces of the Revolutionary Guard, by all accounts less professional than the commanders of Iran's regular navy, may be operating without central authority, and may have underestimated the likelihood and the scale of the probable U.S. response. Believing that retaliation would be minor and half-hearted, they may even be seeking a limited confrontation with the U.S. for domestic political reasons. Last weekend, the Iranians fled before shots were fired. Good for them. If Iran wants a large-scale military conflict with a U.S. that is angry, aroused and united, endangering American naval vessels in the Straits of Hormuz is the right way to get one.

Current relations will not prevent escalation.

Kaveh L Afrasiabi, PhD, is the author of After Khomeini: New Directions in Iran's Foreign Policy (Westview Press) and co-author of "Negotiating Iran's Nuclear Populism", Brown Journal of World Affairs, Volume XII, Issue 2, Summer 2005, with Mustafa Kibaroglu. He also wrote "Keeping Iran's nuclear potential latent", Harvard International Review, and is author of Iran's Nuclear Program: Debating Facts Versus Fiction, December 21, 2007. http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/IL21Ak01.html

Despite critical strategic importance and escalating military deployment, reliable mechanisms to alleviate tension in the waters of the Persian Gulf region remain weak or non-existent. Three major wars during the past three decades have created one of the most volatile regions in the world, an area that is also the hub to nearly half the energy needs of the industrialized world. Glaring issues in the region's maritime arena, specifically the physical proximity of naval vessels of the United States and Iran, have the potential to ignite an already heated political and military climate. Perpetual preoccupation with the US-Iran rift has left little time or resources to establish prudent measures to thwart unwanted military escalation. The US and Iran are eyeball to eyeball in the Persian Gulf, where maritime borders between Iran and Iraq remain murky. Considering recent incidents involving British sailors temporarily apprehended by Iran, it is clear that the risks of an accidental clash are running high. This threat is heightened by the fact that the Iranian Revolutionary Guards Corps, the country's most powerful military unit branded as terrorists by the US, shoulders the main responsibility in protecting Iran's territorial waters. 

Miscalc brink

Lack of escalation in the past was luck – it’s inevitable with enough chances.

Catherine Kavanaugh Daily Tribune Staff Writer January 20, 2008. http://www.dailytribune.com/stories/012008/loc_n4001.shtml

Now he fears the United States is on the brink of war with Iran. Ritter points to a military buildup in the region, the so-called threats to the U.S. Navy from Iranian speed boats last week and a U.S. Senate resolution that labels elements of Iran as a terrorist organization. "It's like filling up a house with gasoline and flicking matches at the door," Ritter said. "Sooner or later it will connect." Ritter spoke to the Daily Tribune via telephone Friday while on the road in Colorado. He and media critic Jeff Cohen were driving to meet with school and church groups in Boulder and Denver this weekend for U.S. Tour of Duty, a series of public forums aimed at starting a national dialogue about global engagement.

Every incident poses a risk.

George Friedman January 18, 2008. http://irancoverage.com/2008/01/15/the-strait-of-hormuz-incident-and-us-strategy/#more-390

The revelation of a naval threat from Iran in the Strait of Hormuz just before the president got on board Air Force One for his trip to the region was fortuitous, to say the least. The Iranians insisted that there was nothing unusual about the incident, and Foreign Ministry spokesman Mohammad Ali Hosseini said that “Some political factions in the U.S. are pursuing adventurism to help Bush to spread Iran-phobia in the region. U.S. officials should apologize to Iran, regional countries and the American people.” This probably won’t happen, but he undoubtedly will be grateful that the Iranians said there was nothing out of the ordinary about the incident. If this incident was routine, and if the U.S. war games have any predictive ability, it means that the Iranians are staging routine incidents, any one of which could lead to a military confrontation in the strait. Bush undoubtedly will be distributing the Iranian statement at each of his stops. Leaving aside the politics for a moment, the Iranian naval threat is a far more realistic, immediate and devastating threat to regional interests than the nuclear threat ever was. Building an atomic weapon was probably beyond Iran’s capabilities, while just building a device — an unwieldy and delicate system that would explode under controlled circumstances — was years away. In contrast, the naval threat in the Strait of Hormuz is within Iran’s reach right now. Success is far from a slam dunk considering the clear preponderance of power in favor of U.S. naval forces, but it is not a fantasy strategy by any means. And its consequences are immediate and affect the Islamic states in ways that a nuclear strike against Israel doesn’t. Getting the Saudis to stand against Iran over an attack against Israel is a reach, regardless of the threat. Getting the Saudis worked up over cash flow while oil prices are near all-time highs does not need a great deal of persuading. Whatever happened in the strait Jan. 6, Bush has arrived in the region with a theme of widespread regional interest: keeping the Strait of Hormuz open in the face of a real threat. We are not certain that a Nimitz-class aircraft carrier could be sunk using small swarming ships. But we are certain that the strait could be closed or made too dangerous for tankers for at least a short period. And we know that, as in land warfare, finding the bases that are launching ships as small as speedboats would be tough. This threat had substance.

A2 US not deter

United States presence can deter Iran from expanding

Lind 08’ (Michael Lind, Policy Director of New America’s Economic Growth Program) “A Concert-Balance Strategy for a Multipolar World”, New American Foundation, Autumn 2008, http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2008/concert_balance_strategy_multipolar_world_8468, Accessed 7.1.2010)

The concert-balance strategy can be contrasted with the hegemony strategy associated with neoconservative strategic thinkers and adopted as official policy by the administration of President George W. Bush. Both the concert-balance strategy and the hegemony strategy seek to provide a secure world order in which American values and institutions can flourish. But they seek this common goal by radically different means.  According to proponents of the hegemony strategy, the best way to achieve a world safe for American democracy is for the United States to maintain an unchallenged monopoly of power in every key region. It is not enough for the United States to be first among equals; the United States is required to be more powerful than all other great powers combined.  In addition to the missions shared by all US strategies, including homeland defense, deterrence, and US global power projection, the hegemony strategy requires the United States to pursue three unique missions: dissuasion, reassurance, and coercive nonproliferation. In the words of the Pentagon’s 1992 Defense Planning Guidance draft, the United States must adopt a strategy of dissuading or “deterring potential competitors from even aspiring to a larger regional or global role.”12 Neoconservative journalists William Kristol and Robert Kagan made the same argument for perpetual US global hegemony: “The more Washington is able to make clear that it is futile to compete with American power, either in size of forces or in technological capabilities, the less chance there is that countries like China or Iran will entertain ambitions of upsetting the present world order.”13 President Bush endorsed the idea of dissuasion in his 2002West Point commencement address: “Competition between great nations is inevitable, but armed conflict in our world is not . . . . America has, and intends to keep, military strengths beyond challenge . . . making the destabilizing arms races of other eras pointless, and limiting rivalries to trade and other pursuits of peace.”14
A2 US wins easily

Not likely – its different from Iraq due to religious and political motivations 

Palit 2/19/04  (Parama S., Parama Sinha Palit is presently with PHD Chamber of Commerce and Industry, New Delhi. She was worked in the United Service Institute of India and Institute for Defense Studies and Analysis in her earlier stints. Dr Palit has written extensively on US policy and Implication for South Asia in leading Journals, web sites and dailies. “US-Iran: The Changing Dynamics and the Likelihood of a Conflict" FROM Strategic Analysis, Vol. 28, No.1, Jan-Mar 2004 http://www.idsa.in/system/files/strategicanalysis_pspalit_0304_0.pdf) MFR 

Will it be a miscalculation on the part of Washington to expect Iran to fall like Iraq? Iran is different from Iraq in several respects. Unlike Iraq, Iran has a more participative political system with political inter  mediaries between the leadership and the population.24 The common man in Iran enjoys the right to defy the state in contrast to any other Middle Eastern state. According to some experts, it is also the most liberal Muslim society.25 Besides, the Iranians are far more prepared to defy foreign rule than any other country in the Middle East. ‘Occupation’ and ‘foreign occupation’ in particular can mobilise Iranians across the political spectrum and resurrect historical memories dating back to the Mossadeq era.26 
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