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***Proliferation Bad***

Prolif bad-millions die

Prolif kills millions and causes environmental catastrophe

London Times, 2009

(Scrapping nuclear arms is now real politik, April, Pro Quest, 

http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/comment/columnists/guest_contributors/article6011286.ece , June 23, LB)

When presidents Barack Obama and Dmitry Medvedev meet today for the first time, they will have an historic opportunity to confront the most urgent security threat to our world: the proliferation of nuclear weapons and the risk of nuclear terrorism. The two leaders can move beyond traditional arms control and, in a bold move, set the world on a course towards the total elimination of all nuclear weapons - global zero. 

In London, they should agree that the US and the Russian Federation will begin work immediately to achieve an accord for deep reductions in their arsenals and then lead a longer-term effort with other nuclear powers to eliminate all nuclear weapons worldwide through phased and verified reductions. 

Today nine countries have more than 23,000 nuclear weapons, many of which are programmed to launch in minutes. A nuclear conflict - or accident - could cause millions to die in a flash and create an environmental catastrophe that would last for generations. 

Terrorist groups have been trying to buy, build or steal nuclear weapons, and in the last two decades there have been at least 25 instances of nuclear explosive materials being lost or stolen. If terrorists were to get their hands on a bomb and explode it in a big city, hundreds of thousands of people would die instantly. 

We believe that whatever stabilizing impact nuclear weapons may have had during the Cold War, in the new security environment of the 21st century any residual benefits of these arsenals are overshadowed by the growing risks of proliferation and terrorism. 

prolif bad—unauthorized use

Prolif risks rogue nuclear use by non-state actors

Sagan, Professor of political science-Stanford, 07

(Scott, ”A nuclear Iran”, Journal of international affairs, Spring/summer 2007, Vol. 60 Issue 2, RSW)

<The third problem is the loss of control and the potential that someone inside a nuclear state could give nuclear weapons to another non-nuclear state.

Professor Waltz argues that we do not need to wonder whether new nuclear states will take good care of the nuclear weapons--they have every incentive to do so.

"They," an abstract entity called the state, may have the incentive to do so. But other actors inside these states may not have similar incentives.

Look at the history of the A.Q. Kahn nuclear network in Pakistan. With help from others, a senior scientist, acting in his own interest and greed, began to sell bomb design and centrifuge technology. He sold the actual centrifuges and bomb design to Libya, and he offered them to Iraq in 1991, though Saddam Hussein turned down the offer, thinking it was a CIA ploy. A.Q. Khan helped initiate the Iranian nuclear program in 1987, selling them centrifuges and other technologies. He sold similar items to North Korea.>

Proliferation is a threat to world peace- Terrorism and rouge states

Irish Times 09

(The threat from proliferation, Irish Times, 4-7, EBSCO Host, 6/24/10, AU)

<There is little likelihood of North Korea starting a nuclear conflict – though the very idea that it might be able to is deeply injurious to peace and stability in the region. Ostracism will achieve nothing. Its leadership may be open again to the kind of bribery that President Bush indulged them with but when eaten bread is forgotten, there is every chance the country’s nuclear planning will resume. Nor in the longterm will aid from Japan and South Korea prove persuasive, and reactions from those countries suggest that aid is the last thing on their mind. The key player will be China which demonstrated its international significance at the G20 last week. It has defended North Korea in the past but is not impressed with its nuclear ambitions. It - and to a lesser extent Russia - have the clout to bring sense to North Korea and to get it into meaningful talks. Then there is Iran where some in power would barely hesitate to send nuclear missiles to Israel if they possessed them to do so. Proliferation is an enormous threat to world peace. If rogue states can acquire nuclear capability, then it is only a matter of time before terrorist groups can do likewise. Mr Obama has promised a world summit on nuclear security. It cannot come too quickly.>
Prolif bad—middle east instability

Iran prolif causes Israel, Saudi instability

Sagan, Professor of political science-Stanford, 07

(Scott, ”A nuclear Iran”, Journal of international affairs, Spring/summer 2007, Vol. 60 Issue 2, RSW)

<Richard Betts: Now we'll open the forum to audience questions.

Question: Two names that weren't mentioned with regard to Iran developing nuclear weapons were Israel and Saudi Arabia. Could you both comment on possible reactions of those two actors?

Scott Sagan: Well, both the Israelis and the Saudis have spoken about the danger of Iran acquiring nuclear weapons, but they have also spoken by their actions.

The Israelis have commented both in saying that they will not accept a nuclear Iran and in starting to build submarine forces that could house nuclear weapons at sea, so they are able to retaliate even if Israel itself was destroyed first. That is, they are working to reduce the vulnerability of their nuclear arsenal.

These actions suggest that the Israelis themselves have not yet decided whether they are going to use military force to reduce the threat, or accept Ken Waltz's arguments and live with a nuclear Iran. Either option is hard for them.>

Prolif bad—terrorism 

Prolif causes terrorism, cooperation key to solve

Cordesman, national security analyst, and Toukan, 09

(Anthony and Toukan, “CSIS”, http://csis.org/publication/terrorism-and-wmd-link-war-afghanistan, 11/9/2009, accessed 6/29/09, RSW)

In the aftermath of the devastating 9/11 terrorist attacks in the United States, terrorist groups and networks are now exploring new means to cause greater destruction and disruption for the purpose of capturing world attention and news coverage. Al-Qaida and affiliated terrorist groups will seek to acquire and use WMDs in order to carry out spectacular attacks that cause catastrophic destruction and disruption.  Terrorists armed with weapons of mass destruction (WMD) have recognized that by using or threatening to use these weapons they can somehow influence political, economic and military policies and capitalizing on the effects tragic events. The threat of terrorist groups like al-Qaida using WMD against the U.S. and other nations that they consider potential targets is very real.  One important outcome of the U.S. invasion of Afghanistan in 2001 – also known as Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) – was the destruction of the terrorist training camps and the central command structure of al-Qaida and other affiliated terrorist groups. Counter-terrorism agencies worldwide have developed various means to fight terrorism using not only intelligence and deterrence but also preemption.  Eight years later, with the return of Taliban insurgents in Afghanistan, the number of attacks against coalition forces has been steadily increasing and a large geographic area of Afghan territory has come under the influence and control of the Taliban. The Taliban insurgency is also engaged in fierce fighting with the Pakistani military in areas close to the border between Afghanistan and Pakistan.  This study addresses the critical linkage between the increase in the attacks initiated by the Taliban insurgency against the coalition forces and the size of the coalition forces, whether increasing or decreasing, with the probability that al-Qaida and other terrorist groups will re-establish training camps and a central command structure in Afghanistan, and start launching terrorist attacks against the U.S. and Europe using WMD.  Weapons of Mass Destruction and Disruption at the disposal of terrorist such as al-Qaida include: Chemical, Biological, Nuclear and Radiological Weapons (often called radiological dispersal devices - RDD) as well as High Yield Explosives and Cyber attacks. The effects of using Biological, Nuclear and Chemical WMD to attack highly populated cities like New York City are also reported in this study.  The problems of Terrorism and nuclear proliferation are vast and require international cooperation, between both governments and institutions, in identifying the various “country specific” worst case threat scenarios, potential targets including infrastructure systems and networks, and types of possible attack modes and their consequences, especially on human and economic losses.  

Nuclear deterrence fails versus terrorists
Lempinen, 2006 (Edward W., AAAS, December 12, “David Kay: U.S. Cold War Mindset is Ill-Suited to the Threats of a New Age,” http://www.aaas.org/news/releases/2006/1212lfkay.shtml, Date Accessed: June 25, 2010, DMC)

Today, however, such wealth of resources and power is of less use. Many enemies or potential enemies "are failed states and people who don't recognize the legitimacy of the state system," he said. And, he added, many terrorists—and perhaps some within Iran's leadership—are not deterred by the threat of nuclear retaliation, even if that would result in the destruction of whole cities. When combatants believe they will be rewarded in heaven for dying in a holy cause, Kay said, "deterrence falls away." That makes it imperative that the U.S. be committed to controlling existing nuclear stockpiles and to building its intelligence capabilities.

Prolif Bad- Reducing Nuclear Arms Solves Prolif

Nuclear Arsenals Key to Stopping Nuclear Attacks and Prolif

Sagan, Professor of Political Science and Codirector of the Center for International Security and Cooperation at Stanford, 09

(Scott, Shared responsibilities from nuclear disarmament, MIT Press, Fall, 6/24/10, AU) 

<A third common criticism of the disarmament goal is that nuclear force reductions might backfire, inadvertently encouraging nuclear proliferation, by undercutting U.S. extended deterrent commitments. In September 2008, for example, Secretary of Energy Samuel Bodman and Secretary of Defense Robert Gates declared that "the United States will need to maintain a nuclear force ... for the foreseeable future, " basing this position in part on the need to protect U.S. non-nuclear allies : The role nuclear forces play in the deterrence of attack against allies remains an essential instrument of U.S. nonproliferation policy by significandy reducing the incentives for a number of allied countries to acquire nuclear weapons for their own. ... In the absence of this "nuclear umbrella," some non-nuclear allies might perceive a need to develop and deploy their own nuclear capability.14>
Prolif Bad – nuclear weapons destroy 

Nuclear Weapons destructive powers greater than other WMDs
Cooke, CEO and Director of Human Synergistics International and Associate Professor Emeritus of Management at the University of Illinois,  2007 (Robert, AAAS, December 19, “Top Weapons Experts Explore Ways to Reduce the Global Risk of Nuclear Weapons,” Accessed: June 26, 2010, DMC)

The danger inherent in nuclear arms proliferation far outweighs other threats from weapons of mass destruction, according to two top U.S. weapons experts, and they warned that intense political leadership must focus on halting the spread of nuclear technology and on dismantling many of the weapons in existing arsenals. At a debate co-sponsored by AAAS, Linton Brooks and Joseph Cirincione said other weapons of mass destruction—meaning chemical and biological weapons—also pose dangers. But they cannot compare in destructive power with nuclear weapons, which could have immediate and long-term global impacts if used in large numbers, the two experts said.

Prolif bad – arms race

Prolif leads to snowball arms races
Wesley, Executive Director of the Lowy Institute for International Policy, 2005 (Michael, Australian Journal of International Affairs, September, “It’s Time To Scrap the NPT,” EBSCO, Date Accessed: June 26, 2010, p. 286 DMC)

While the demand-side pressures for proliferation will continue, the supplyside restrictions have crumbled and are unlikely to be rebuilt. In the words of one technical expert, ‘one by one, the barriers to proliferation are gradually falling, and for those states that anticipate continuing security challenges, there may be a strong temptation during the first decades of this century to proliferate’ (Erickson 2001: 46). On the one hand, the economic and technological barriers to acquiring nuclear components and technology are falling. Most potential nuclear weapons states are becoming wealthier at the same time as the costs of building a nuclear weapons program are falling. Globalisation has led to the broad dispersal of sophisticated project management skills, while the international education market and the fact that the basic knowledge required to make nuclear weapons is now nearly 50 years old means that the technological competence required for a viable nuclear program is no longer a rare commodity (Zimmerman 1994). On the other hand, the effectiveness of export controls has eroded. The post-Cold War priority of economic growth and integration led to the abolition of most blanket restrictions on dual-use technology exports and a reduction of the range of dual-use military technology subject to export controls (Saunders 2001: 127_/8). States such as Russia and China have engaged in a form of diplomatic rent seeking by continuing to export nuclear technology and dual-use materials to potential proliferators*/sometimes at the cost of substantial financial losses and threats of US sanctions (Diaconu and Maloney 2003)*/in order to gain diplomatic influence and weaken US leverage over key regional states. If this combination of demand-side and supply-side conditions leads to several states’ moves towards proliferation in the years ahead, the NPT will be singularly unable to prevent it, or to stabilise the process of proliferation. 

Prolif Bad – Miscalculation/ Conflict

Proliferation risks conflict escalation and miscalculation
Daily Tribune, 2010 (Daily Tribune, May 3 Monday, “Philippines to rally UN members to commit to nuclear disbarment,” Lexis, Date Accessed: June 26, 2010, DMC)

"It is in our national interest that there is a balanced implementation of all three pillars of the treaty, namely nuclear disarmament, nuclear non-proliferation, and the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. On nuclear disarmament, it would be for the good of our country and all our people if this most deadly and destructive weapon is eliminated once and for all to ensure that there is no nuclear exchange in our region or anywhere else in the world, given the almost global presence of the Filipino," Foreign Affairs Secretary Alberto Romulo said in a statement before departing for New York yesterday. "The implications of this conference in terms of promoting international peace and security cannot and should not be underestimated. Non-proliferation is just as important for the spread of nuclear weapons can lead to imbalances and raise insecurities of nations, thus increasing the threat of miscalculation and war with the use of such weapons," he added.

Prolif increases risk of miscalculation—rationality assumes perfect information
Seaquist, Democratic member of the Washington House of Representatives, 2003 (Larry, Christian Science Monitor, April 3 Thursday, “Listen to the nuclear chatter,” Lexis, Date Accessed: June 24, 2010, DMC)

As we immerse ourselves in the cacophony of military operations in Iraq, let us not forget to keep an ear cocked for the dangerous nuclear wrangling in the background. Apparently wishing to put a lid on the Korean problem while dealing with Saddam Hussein, the Pentagon last month made a show of flying two dozen nuclear bombers forward to the Pacific island of Guam. The North Koreans responded promptly, shooting an old, nonnuclear missile on a "test flight" into their own coastal waters. They'd done the same two weeks earlier on the news of the US "warning order" telling the bombers to get ready. By twice choosing not to lob a newer weapon over the heads of the Japanese on a trajectory toward the US as they had last year, the North Korean regime seemed to suggest a degree of restraint. This week, they fired yet another missile, perhaps intending a fresh show of defiance. Another nuclear duel is under way in South Asia. After inching back from last year's near-war mobilization, India and Pakistan reheated that confrontation a few days ago with matching "test missiles." Welcome to the world of nuclear signaling. Welcome back, that is. The art of keeping the peace by threatening nuclear obliteration fell into happy disuse when the Soviet Union disappeared. At the time, it seemed the "Nuclear Weapons" themselves would become obsolete. Wrong. So far, the new voices in these "conversations" are few: North Korea, India, Pakistan, Israel - the latter notable for keeping mum. But each lives in a region where local threats pull the great powers into the discussion. The trouble is that none of the members of the nuclear club - including the nuclear Goliath, America - has any experience in today's varieties of atomic tête-à-têtes. Even among the old hands of the cold war, nuclear signaling was fraught with misunderstanding. Among today's rookie players, one side's nuance could well be gibberish to the other. We have no real understanding of what North Koreans intend with their bluster or how they interpret our gestures. Indeed, we don't know for certain who is in charge in North Korea. We can only be sure that these isolated men, deliberately starving their own people while they parade a huge army, don't think the way we do.

Prolif increases risk of miscalculation—panic and lack of experience
Seaquist, Democratic member of the Washington House of Representatives, 2003 (Larry, Christian Science Monitor, April 3 Thursday, “Listen to the nuclear chatter,” Lexis, Date Accessed: June 24, 2010, DMC)

The pattern of nuclear proliferation is shifting, and with it the dynamics of deterrence. Formerly we worried about countries like Iraq and Iran making their weapons from scratch. But in the future, we'll deal also with shadowy networks of terrorists who buy their weapons on the underground market. Where does a superpower fly a squadron of bombers if it wants to grab the attention of a covert terrorist organization like Al Qaeda, with scattered cells all over the globe? At heart, nuclear signaling is much more than just writing diplomatic notes on a warhead. By threatening catastrophe, each party hopes to extract a measure of safety from the mutual standoff. That's the theory. But instead of calming the situation, nuclear threats ricocheting among today's players may lead one of the smaller, inexperienced parties to panic and shoot.

Prolif Bad – N. Korea 

N. Korea’s Nuclear Weapon activity ruins regional peace and stability
Irish Times, 2009 (Irish Times, April 7 Tuesday, “The threat from proliferation,” Lexis, Date Accessed: June 24, 2010, DMC)

There is little likelihood of North Korea starting a nuclear conflict though the very idea that it might be able to is deeply injurious to peace and stability in the region. Ostracism will achieve nothing. Its leadership may be open again to the kind of bribery that President Bush indulged them with but when eaten bread is forgotten, there is every chance the country s nuclear planning will resume. Nor in the longterm will aid from Japan and South Korea prove persuasive, and reactions from those countries suggest that aid is the last thing on their mind. The key player will be China which demonstrated its international significance at the G20 last week. It has defended North Korea in the past but is not impressed with its nuclear ambitions. It - and to a lesser extent Russia - have the clout to bring sense to North Korea and to get it into meaningful talks. Then there is Iran where some in power would barely hesitate to send nuclear missiles to Israel if they possessed them to do so. Proliferation is an enormous threat to world peace. If rogue states can acquire nuclear capability, then it is only a matter of time before terrorist groups can do likewise. Mr Obama has promised a world summit on nuclear security. It cannot come too quickly.

Prolif bad Impact—a2 prolif good- cold war

All evidence relies on Cold War—we aren’t in that world

Sagan, Professor of political science-Stanford, 07

(Scott, ”A nuclear Iran”, Journal of international affairs, Spring/summer 2007, Vol. 60 Issue 2, RSW)

<Let me start by noting that today, as in the past, Kenneth Waltz refers back to the Cold War, saying that the United States didn't want the Soviet Union to acquire nuclear weapons, and, when it did, Moscow still didn't use them against us. Deterrence worked. He refers to the People's Republic of China, saying we didn't want them to get nuclear weapons--we even thought of preventive war--but the result wasn't so bad. Deterrence worked.

And yet, these two states, China and the Soviet Union, were monolithic governments through most of the Cold War. Indeed, the rare moments when they were not monolithic were some of the most dangerous periods in recent history. At the end of the Cold War when the Soviet Union collapsed and during China's Red Guard Cultural Revolution, there were serious threats to the safety and control over their respective nuclear weapons.

Instead of looking at the Cold War with nostalgia and projecting its legacy to assess the meaning of potential nuclear weapons in Iran, let us look instead at the more recent history of a state in Iran's neighborhood: Pakistan. Three of the dangers that can occur in theory when a new nuclear state emerges really did occur, and in spades, in Pakistan.

First is the danger of nuclear weapons promoting aggression of the state which holds them--that is, acquiring the protection of a nuclear shield which will enable the state to be more aggressive in a conventional manner.

Second, there is the problem of terrorist theft.

And third, the problem of potential loose controls and sales of nuclear weapons to terrorists.

All three of these problems occurred when Pakistan got nuclear weapons. The first is often called the stability-instability paradox: a situation of stability between two countries who both have nuclear weapons that can lead one country to think that it can be more aggressive conventionally because it is protected from a nuclear retaliation by its nuclear shield.

In Pakistan decisionmaking is not centrally controlled, as it was in the Soviet Union during the Cold War. When Pakistan acquired nuclear weapons there were many inside its military who said, "This our chance to do something about Kashmir," so they misled then-Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif into approving an operation which sent Pakistani soldiers disguised as Mujahedeen guerrillas into Indian controlled Kashmir near the town of Kargil in the winter of 1998.

When the Indians threatened to retaliate, the Pakistani military reportedly began to ready its missiles for nuclear strikes. It took a brave (and one of the last) act of Pakistani civilian Prime Minister Sharif to order the disguised Pakistani forces in Indian-held Kashmir to pull back.

Nuclear weapons created that particular problem and sparked the Kargil war.>

A2 “prolif good—deterrence” won’t stop use

States’ incentives to use swamp deterrence—Pakistan proves

Sagan, Professor of political science-Stanford, 07

(Scott, ”A nuclear Iran”, Journal of international affairs, Spring/summer 2007, Vol. 60 Issue 2, RSW)

<The second problem is the vulnerability-invulnerability paradox: For nuclear weapons to have a deterrent effect, they must be invulnerable to a first strike from an adversary to allow for the possibility of retaliation. During times of peace, Pakistan creates this invulnerability by putting its nuclear weapons under lock and key in Pakistani military bases, so terrorists are unable to seize them. But in a crisis or a conventional war they have every incentive to take those nuclear weapons to the countryside, where they can be hidden and would be less vulnerable to an attack. And yet the countryside is exactly where they are more vulnerable to terrorist seizure.

This problem can be best illustrated by an incident during the 1999 Kargil crisis. According to the Washington Post, officers within Pakistan's intelligence agency, the Inter-Services Intelligence Agency, proposed the following idea to address the vulnerability of its nuclear weapons to an Indian attack: "Let's hide them in Afghanistan--the Indians will never be able to attack them there."( n1) Such an operation would reduce the vulnerability of an Indian attack but would certainly increase the likelihood that Al-Qaeda, the Taliban or another jihadi group could seize the weapons.>

Their evidence fails.  It’s based on cold war logic 

Betts, Professor of War and Peace studies, Columbia, 07

(Richard, ”A nuclear Iran”, Journal of international affairs, Spring/summer 2007, Vol. 60 Issue 2, RSW)

<Richard Betts: Yes, but Ken, all disasters are things that have never occurred until the first time they occur. Your precedent from the Cold War--the stability of the U.S.-Soviet competition--involved fairly stable, secular regimes, oriented toward their material interests. Is it really a flight of fancy to worry about those regimes that possess nuclear weapons and are not governed by material interests and physical survival, but instead by religious zealots for whom physical survival is not the prime goal?>

AT prolif good—loose nuclear material bad 

Loose nuclear material risks dirty bombs

Shekhtman, Public relations, 2005 

(Lonnie, AAAS, February 24, “Former Los Alamos Chief Urges Tighter Global Security for Nuclear Materials,” http://www.aaas.org/news/releases/2005/0224Nuclear Weapon.shtml, Date Accessed: June 25, 2010, DMC)The highest-probability nuclear threat posed by terrorists is the detonation of a radiological or "dirty bomb," he said. The radioactive materials for creating such a weapon are ubiquitous and are typically used for scientific, medical, agricultural and industrial purposes. But there would be no mushroom cloud—the dispersal would be limited and the radiation might not be lethal on a massive scale. A dirty bomb is "a weapon of mass disruption, not destruction," he said at the 3 February talk organized by the AAAS Center for Science, Technology and Security Policy. Still, he said, it could cause "severe" fear, panic and economic disruption. Even as homeland security officials and scientists work to thwart the terrorists, Hecker said, they could do much to prepare the public and the news media for the possibility of such an attack. Though intelligence experts have warned that terrorists are likely seeking to obtain a nuclear device, such a bomb would be difficult to obtain and difficult to detonate. But a "dirty bomb" is much different. It would typically combine a conventional explosive with readily available radioactive material, with the blast used to disperse that material. While it may not contain enough of a concentrated radiation dose to kill many people or make them sick, it could contaminate an area of perhaps several square blocks of a city.
***Iran Prolif Bad***

Iran prolif bad--miscalc

Iran prolif risks misuse—diplomacy key to solve

Sagan, Professor of political science-Stanford, 07

(Scott, ”A nuclear Iran”, Journal of international affairs, Spring/summer 2007, Vol. 60 Issue 2, RSW)

<Thank you for this invitation. Nuclear weapons are horribly destructive. And, in theory, any statesmen in any state should be strongly influenced by the fear that his or her cities could be destroyed by an adversary But in reality, as opposed to theory, nuclear weapons are not controlled by states. They are not controlled by statesmen. They are managed by imperfect, normal human beings inside imperfect, normal organizations.

To understand in which situations nuclear weapons are likely to produce successful deterrence and in which situations they are less likely to, we need to open the black box of decisionmaking inside states to look at who controls and manages the actual nuclear weapons or devices that are being built. We fail currently to do that in our thinking about Iran.

There is a creeping fatalism occurring in the American debate about this subject. Many policymakers and scholars are fatalists in thinking that there is nothing we can do, short of using military force, to stop Iran from getting nuclear weapons. And that fatalism is often coupled with deterrence optimism, best exemplified by Kenneth Waltz's thinking.

Proliferation fatalism and deterrence optimism interact in a particularly diabolical manner; the more we think it inevitable that Iran is going to acquire nuclear weapons, the more we are tempted--through wishful thinking--to say, "Well, maybe it won't matter." And the more we bolster our belief that it won't matter, the less we are willing to take the necessary diplomatic and strategic steps that could potentially stop Iran from getting nuclear weapons.

I think diplomacy could still work in Iran and a military attack would not be a wise move today But, for now, I'd like to focus my brief remarks on why we should really worry about nuclear weapons in the hands of the Iranian regime.>

Iranian Prolif bad-terrorism

Iranian prolif bad—risks terrorism, miscalculation, control issues

Sagan, Professor of political science-Stanford, 07

(Scott, ”A nuclear Iran”, Journal of international affairs, Spring/summer 2007, Vol. 60 Issue 2, RSW)

<Using the Pakistan analogy instead of the Cold War analogy, the effects of a nuclear Iran are correctly seen as very dangerous.

First, the stability-instability paradox--that is, the possibility that individual countries would be more aggressive with nuclear capability If Iran acquires nuclear weapons, will it behave more aggressively in the Middle East?
On the one hand, we have a good insight from Professor Waltz: The United States would be more reluctant to attack Iran if it had nuclear weapons, and indeed I do believe that's why Iran is so interested.
On the other hand, however, we have the possibility that various Iranians--especially those in the Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps--may feel that it is safer for them to probe--to attack Americans in Iraq, to attack military bases in the region, to support terrorist attacks elsewhere. Therefore it is not at all clear what might be the final outcome. More probing attacks? More provocation? Indeed, this is the worry with regard to the Iran crisis today.

I don't believe the Bush administration wants to attack. But I do think there are some factions in Iran who wouldn't mind a potential attack from the United States because it would increase support for the regime. It's possible that these factions in Iran will actually increase rather than decrease attacks by Iranian agents in Iraq against American forces to force our hand.
The second problem--terrorist theft. The Iranians, in trying to reduce the likelihood of an attack against their nuclear development sites, are dispersing those sites in the countryside. But such measures will increase the likelihood that there won't be central control over their nuclear program, and increase the likelihood that, if they do develop nuclear weapons, insiders and terrorist groups could potentially seize them.

Finally, the question of ambiguous control. Here we must ask: Who controls the weapons and materials?

They don't yet have weapons in Iran, but they are working to get them. And it is not the professional Iranian military but the Revolutionary Guard Corps guarding the development sites whose own financial units have often been those used to purchase different parts of the program. These are the same individuals running the arms supply operations to terrorist organizations that Iran supports. To have your nuclear guardians and your terrorist supporter organizations be one and the same is a recipe for disaster.

It is very useful to have this debate, because Kenneth Waltz says loudly and often what Jacques Chirac was only willing to say briefly and in what he claimed afterward was an off-the-record moment of rare French candor.>

Iran Prolif bad--war

Iranian prolif is threat to global security

Burns, Secretary for Political Affairs, 2010, 

(Federal Information and News Dispatch, June 23, http://proquest.umi.com/pqdweb?index=1&did=20 63854361&SrchMode=2& sid=11&Fmt=3&VInst=PROD&VType=PQD&RQT=309&V Name=PQD&TS=1277322922&clientId=87, June 23 2010, proquest, LB)

<The passage of United Nations Security Council Resolution 1929 two weeks ago establishes the most comprehensive international sanctions that the government of the Islamic Republic of Iran has ever faced. It reinforces the determination not only of the United States, but of the rest of the international community, to hold Iran to its international obligations, and to prevent it from developing nuclear weapons. At this critical moment, as we vigorously implement resolution 1929 and use it as a platform on which to build further measures by the European Union and other partners, it's important to take stock of what's at stake and where we go from here.

Let me start with the obvious: a nuclear-armed Iran would severely threaten the security and stability of a part of the world crucial to our interests and to the health of the global economy. It would seriously undermine the credibility of the United Nations and other international institutions, and seriously undercut the nuclear non-proliferation regime at precisely the moment we are seeking to strengthen it. These risks are only reinforced by the wider actions of the Iranian leadership, particularly its longstanding support for terrorist groups; its opposition to Middle East peace; its repugnant rhetoric about Israel, the Holocaust, and so much else; and its brutal repression of its own citizens.>

Iran prolif leads to Middle East war

Shire, senior analyst at the Institute for Science and International Security and a former official in the State Department's Bureau of Political-Military Affairs

 (Jacqueline Shire is a Ethnic News Watch, 2010, Carrots, Sticks, and Iranian Uranium, June 4, ProQuest, June 23, LB)
, 
<There is no other option. Military strikes would do little to set back Iran's nuclear program, and if anything would only strengthen the Iranian government's determination and the Iranian street's affection for centrifuges. They could also spark a region-wide conflict with disastrous consequences for the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, as well as for Israel and its neighbors.>

Iran Prolif Bad- Increases Middle Eastern Prolif

Iranian prolif causes heightened tensions and Middle Eastern prolif

Taheri, prominent Iranian journalist, 09

(Amir, Iran has Started a Mideast Arms Race, Wall Street Journal, 3-23, Proquest, 6/24/10, AU)

<Make no mistake: The Middle East may be on the verge of a nuclear arms race triggered by the inability of the West to stop Iran's quest for a bomb. Since Tehran's nuclear ambitions hit the headlines five years ago, 25 countries -- 10 of them in the greater Middle East -- have announced plans to build nuclear power plants for the first time. The six-nation Gulf Cooperation Council (Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Bahrain, Qatar, the United Arab Emirates [UAE] and Oman) set up a nuclear exploratory commission in 2007 to prepare a "strategic report" for submission to the alliance's summit later this year. But Saudi Arabia is not waiting for the report. It opened negotiations with the U.S. in 2008 to obtain "a nuclear capacity," ostensibly for "peaceful purposes." Egypt also signed a nuclear cooperation agreement, with France, last year. Egyptian leaders make no secret of the fact that the decision to invest in a costly nuclear industry was prompted by fears of Iran. "A nuclear armed Iran with hegemonic ambitions is the greatest threat to Arab nations today," President Hosni Mubarak told the Arab summit in Riyadh, Saudi Arabia two weeks ago. Last November, France concluded a similar nuclear cooperation accord with the UAE, promising to offer these oil-rich lands "a complete nuclear industry." According to the foreign ministry in Paris, the French are building a military base close to Abu Dhabi ostensibly to protect the nuclear installations against "hostile action," including the possibility of "sensitive material" being stolen by terrorist groups or smuggled to Iran. The UAE, to be sure, has signed a cooperation agreement with the U.S. forswearing the right to enrich uranium or produce plutonium in exchange for American nuclear technology and fuel. The problem is that the UAE's commercial hub, the sheikhdom of Dubai, has been the nerve center of illicit trade with Iran for decades, according to Western and Arab intelligence. Through Dubai, stolen U.S. technology and spent fuel needed for producing raw material for nuclear weapons could be smuggled to Iran. Qatar, the smallest GCC member by population, is also toying with the idea of creating a nuclear capability. According to the Qatari media, it is shopping around in the U.S., France, Germany and China.>

Iranian Prolif Escalates Middle East Prolif

Broad, Staff writer and Sanger, chief Washington correspondent for The New York Times 10

(William J., David E., The New York Times, 5-3, Lexis Nexis, 6/26/10, AU)

<The opening Monday of a monthlong United Nations conference to strengthen the main treaty meant to halt the spread of nuclear arms is likely to be dominated by Iran's president denouncing the West and Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton warning that if Tehran gets the bomb, the rest of the Middle East will soon follow.   But far less visibly, the Obama administration has been mounting a country-by-country campaign to go beyond the treaty and ensure that Iran's push toward atomic mastery does not ignite a regional nuclear arms race. In recent months, diplomats have been holding meetings in Washington and shuttling to the Middle East in pursuit of agreements that will let countries develop nuclear power while relinquishing the right to make atomic fuel that could be turned into bombs.   Since the 189 signatories of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty last gathered in New York five years ago, many of the world's oil-rich nations have begun thinking about or ordering nuclear power plants, arguing that the reserves that made them rich will not last forever. But the United States worries that their fear of an Iranian bomb could lead them to use the same nuclear-fuel technology to develop weapons of their own.> 

Iranian prolif causes Middle Eastern prolif

Gates, Secretary of Defense, 2010,

( American Forces Press Service, June 8, http://proquest.umi.com/pqdweb?ind <LONDON, June 8, 2010 – 

If Iran were to succeed in acquiring nuclear weapons, the subsequent chain of events would make that country less secure, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates said here today. During a news conference, both Gates and British Defense Secretary Liam Fox expressed confidence that the United Nations Security Council soon will pass a new resolution imposing sanctions against Iran for its nuclear program and that more unilateral sanctions could follow from countries concerned about Iran's nuclear ambitions. Gates said he believes it's not too late, and that international cooperation has the potential to stop Iran from developing nuclear weapons. "The key here is a combination of diplomacy and pressure to persuade the Iranians that they are headed in the wrong direction in terms of their own security - that they will undermine their security by pursuit of nuclear weapons, not enhance it," he said. "For one thing, their obtaining a nuclear weapon would almost certainly lead to proliferation of nuclear weapons elsewhere in the Middle East and a number of other countries.">

Iran prolif- Russia Key

Russia Agreement Key to Put Russian Sanctions On Iran To Stop Prolif  

BAKER, Staff Writer of New York Times, 10

(Peter, New York Times, 5-7, Lexis Nexis, 6/26/10, AU)

<Reviving the agreement has been a top priority for Russia since Mr. Obama took office. The two sides have discussed it as a next step in forging a better partnership after the signing of the New Start arms control agreement in Prague last month. A Russian official visiting New York this week said Moscow was optimistic that Mr. Obama would reverse Mr. Bush's decision. 

  ''That was a politically motivated move,'' the official, Deputy Foreign Minister Sergei Ryabkov, told reporters, according to a Russian state news agency. ''We hope that the current administration will review this decision and resubmit the agreement.'' He described the agreement as ''mutually beneficial, enlarging the agenda of Russian-U.S. relations and emphasizing the leadership of Russia and the U.S.''

  Critics said Mr. Obama was too quick to give Russia something it wants without a guarantee of support for two American goals: truly tough United Nations sanctions against Iran for refusing to halt its uranium enrichment program and the cancellation of Russia's still unfulfilled deal to sell S-300 antiaircraft missiles to Iran.

  ''By pushing this deal now, the administration cannot help but look like it is paying nuclear tribute for weak Russian support for weak sanctions against Iran,'' said Henry D. Sokolski, executive director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center in Washington. ''It would make far more sense to get Russia to back tough sanctions first and cut off nuclear-capable missiles and advanced military assistance to Iran before offering a civil nuclear deal.''>

Saudi nuclear weapons bad

Middle East troubles causes Saudi prolif, instability

Sagan, Professor of political science-Stanford, 07

(Scott, ”A nuclear Iran”, Journal of international affairs, Spring/summer 2007, Vol. 60 Issue 2, RSW)

<The case of the Saudis is fascinating. The Saudis have just announced that they are going to start a cooperative, peaceful nuclear research program with other states in the Gulf region. They say the program will study desalination and other forms of useful nuclear power. I don't know if they're serious about that, but clearly the Saudis are trying to weigh their reactions to Iran.

Another Saudi reaction is their potential pursuit of a joint deterrent with the Pakistanis, their Sunni brethren, with whom they have strong ties. Indeed, the crown prince of Saudi Arabia visited A.Q. Khan's laboratory, reportedly only to pursue conventional weapons deals with him, but nonetheless a worrisome possibility.

The idea is that instead of building a nuclear program, which would take a long time, they could purchase a nuclear program, or do what NATO did with the U.S., which is to get Pakistan to station military forces in Saudi Arabia. Pakistan's own nuclear weapons in Saudi Arabia could provide deterrence against Iran. That, of course, leads to increased dangers of loss of control and terrorist theft.>

***NPT good***

npt good—solves prolif

NPT solves prolif—establishes norms against acquisition
Jo, Professor of international relations, University of Seoul, and Gartzke, Professor of political science, Columbia, 07

(Dong-Joon and Erik, journal of Conflict Resolution, volume 51 number 1, http://jcr.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abstract/51/1/167, February 2007, RSW)

<Many scholars claim that states adjust their behavior to international expectations either out of a genuine desire to conform or as a result of baser incentives (cf. Wendt 1992, 1999; Katzenstein 1996; Ruggie 1997, 1998; Barnett 2002; Fazal 2004; Finnemore 2004). Other researchers see regimes as a key component in the evolution of international politics (cf. Oye 1985; Young 1986, 1991). The NPT is the most obvious example of efforts to curb the spread of nuclear weapons through the enforcement of an international norm. Leaders who oppose nuclear weapons may use international agreements as barriers against domestic pressure for nuclear proliferation. NPT members formally pledge not to mount a nuclear weapons program so that the treaty serves as a legal and moral barrier against pro-nuclear coalitions in NPT countries (Sagan 1996, 73-82; Scheinman 1990, 222-224). 9 For example, the South African decision to sign the NPT reflects Pretoria’s apprehensions about the possibility that the African National Congress would control clandestine nuclear projects. 10 Disingenuously, the de Klerk government claimed that a Black majority government would constitute a greater threat to nuclear proliferation than the White government’s own suspicious nuclear activities (Albright and Hibbs 1993).>

NPT Key to Stop Prolif but credibility is low

The International Herald Tribune 10

(Fixing the Treaty, The International Herald Tribune, 5-11, Lexis Nexis, 6/26/10, AU)

<The world has a chance this month to send a powerful message about its determination to curb the spread of nuclear weapons. To do that, 189 nations, whose diplomats have gathered in New York, must strengthen the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty.

At a frightening time - when Iran and North Korea are defying the Security Council and pressing ahead with their nuclear programs, and terrorists are actively trying to buy or steal their own weapon - there has to be a law to make clear that proliferation will not be tolerated. The treaty is that law. But it is badly fraying.> 

NPT Key to Stop Prolif and War

Rigg, Staff Writer, 2009

(Bob, The Dominion Post, 12/18/09, Lexis, 6/26/10, AU)

<Iran co-operates with the IAEA, which is barred from inspecting Israel's nuclear facilities, while the prime minister of Israel, whose country is not a party to the NPT, recently visited key world leaders urging them to require Iran to fulfil its NPT obligations.

This grotesque and discriminatory state of affairs will persist until Israel ratifies the NPT and joins all other Middle Eastern states, including Iran, that have declared their support for a nuclear weapons free zone in the Middle East.

Interestingly, amidst the most recent sensational allegations against Iran, once again based on intelligence that has yet to be independently validated, Saudi Arabia kept its eye on the ball by describing Israel as a huge obstacle to the peace-making process, and called for a regional nuclear weapons free zone to include Israel.

The credibility of the NPT regime is at rock bottom. In today's increasingly atomised world the probability of nuclear proliferation and nuclear conflict will continue to increase as the credibility of the NPT is frittered away.

The future of the world is at stake.>

***miscellaneous***


nuclear reactors = prolif

States can have nuclear power without proliferation

Sagan, Professor of political science-Stanford, 07

(Scott, ”A nuclear Iran”, Journal of international affairs, Spring/summer 2007, Vol. 60 Issue 2, RSW)

<Richard Betts: Will any Iranian regime permanently lose interest in nuclear weapons, even if we do things right? Or is this a case in which there is permanent incentive to consider this option, and whatever outside powers might do to moderate it will need continual renewal in order to keep Iran out of the nuclear club? That is, is this just a holding action?

Scott Sagan: I believe that the best way of viewing the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty--that has led to a world in which we only have nine countries with nuclear weapons--is to note that there are many states that have a long-term interest in hedging their bets: Develop nuclear power; agree not to develop nuclear weapons; but move just a little closer to getting the bomb. Iran will be one of those countries. I have no doubt that it will develop nuclear reactors--they're doing so at Bushehr. The trick is how to constrain that activity, so it becomes only a latent program Iran can't easily turn into a weapons program. The key is to permit the development of civilian nuclear reactors, but stop the spread of uranium enrichment and reprocessing technologies.

Any regime that will want to gain civilian nuclear power can do so. Not all regimes will want to acquire nuclear weapons out of their latent power capability. Our longstanding--and, I fear, everlasting--policy dilemma will be how to keep latent nuclear states in the closet. We're going to have more and more of them in the future. Frankly I would like to see a world in which all nuclear states become latent states--states without arsenals but with the capability to build them if necessary--rather than the world of nuclear porcupines that Ken Waltz envisions. We should be moving backwards towards a nuclear-power-without-nuclear-weapons world.>

AT N. Korea = Threat (1/2)

N. Korea limited technology doesn’t constitute threat
Choong, Senior Writer, 2009 (William, The Straits Times, “Why there’s still hope for deterrence,” May 28 Thursday, Lexis, Accessed: June 24, 2010, DMC)

NORTH Korea's nuclear antics hew to a predictable pattern. First, the hermetic state carries out a missile launch or nuclear test. This is followed by a slew of global news headlines and a fusillade of condemnation from governments across the world. Sanctions are threatened. They fail to take effect. Repeat.  There is a surfeit of theories about the motivations behind Pyongyang's latest shenanigans - a nuclear test on Monday, followed by short-range missile launches on Tuesday: North Korean leader Kim Jong Il is appealing to nationalist sentiments; he is preparing the ground for one of his sons to succeed him; he is pandering to his increasingly hawkish military. None of the theories can be proven. What is clear, however, is that Pyongyang is hell-bent on acquiring a nuclear capability. This certainly constitutes cause for worry. Tuesday's test is reportedly bigger than the one Pyongyang conducted in 2006. The regime is also signalling that there may be more missile tests. That said, there are also compelling reasons not to worry too much. A nuclear test, and a successful one at that, is only one element required in acquiring the capacity to threaten, say, the United States with a nuclear strike. Three other elements are needed: a long-range missile capability, miniaturisation of a warhead to fit onto such missiles; a re-entry vehicle to prevent the warhead from burning up upon returning into Earth's atmosphere. It took the US six to eight years of intensive engineering development and aggressive testing to reduce its warheads from 5,000kg to 1,000kg. According to some US officials, for North Korea to go from pristine laboratory conditions to a 300kg warhead - the maximum weight for a workable long-range ballistic missile - would be a 'leap of faith'. My colleague Jonathan Eyal has argued that North Korea's recent nuclear test shows that the 'entire system of deterrence' that has governed relations between the world's nuclear powers appears to be melting down. He adds that the 'good old days' when non-proliferation efforts seemed to work are effectively over. That could be overstating it. Six decades after the detonation of the world's first nuclear device in 1945, the sum total of nuclear powers in the world is just nine. As international relations scholar Kenneth Waltz argues, this is hardly proliferation; it is 'glacial spread'. 

Deterrence Solves N. Korean threat–fear destruction
Choong, Senior Writer, 2009 (William, The Straits Times, “Why there’s still hope for deterrence,” May 28 Thursday, Lexis, Accessed: June 24, 2010, DMC)

Even Singapore is cognisant of this. In 2006, Defence Minister Teo Chee Hean said that Singapore was falling within the missile range rings of various countries, and that this would be taken into account when the Singapore Armed Forces designs its future air defence systems.  Arguably, the best way out of the current impasse is for Pyongyang to return to the Six-Party Talks. But as one American admiral told me, generals are not paid to manage rosy scenarios; they earn their keep by preparing for the worst: a nuclear-armed North Korea or Iran. Such a scenario is not as alarming as it sounds. Professor Waltz and other 'deterrence optimists' argue that nuclear weapon states would automatically recognise the powerful logic of deterrence and act accordingly: that is, use nuclear weapons as political, and not military, weapons. Deterrent pessimists would argue that proliferation would lead to inadvertent accidents and miscalculations. You might be able to deter states from doing something, but organisations and human beings are fallible. It is worth noting here that assured destruction can only be MAD (mutual assured destruction) if, and only if, it is mutual. This was the case during the Cold War, when the nuclear arsenals of the former Soviet Union and the US were nearly on par. The US has more than 2,000 nuclear warheads, against the estimated one or two warheads in North Korea's arsenal. If Pyongyang does anything foolish, assured destruction would not be mutual - it will be total, at Pyongyang's expense. Deterrence might be limping, but it is definitely not dead. 

Aff can’t solve prolif

Too many obstacles to solve prolif, Middle East, Korea, Kashmir prove

Feith, former security deputy under bush, Shulsky, senior at the Hudson Institute, director of strategic arms control policy, DoD, 2010                                                              

(The Dangerous Illusion of 'Nuclear Zero', May 21, ProQuest, June 23, LB)
<Moving toward "nuclear zero" is a signature theme of this administration. President Barack Obama's vision of a world without nuclear weapons is certainly grand. The problem is that our current policies lack coherence and rest on other-worldly assumptions.

Consider the administration's recently released Nuclear Posture Review (NPR). One of the conditions that would permit the United States and others to give up their nuclear weapons "without risking greater international instability and insecurity" is "the resolution of regional disputes that can motivate rival states to acquire and maintain nuclear weapons." Another condition is not only "verification methods and technologies capable of detecting violations of disarmament obligations," but also "enforcement measures strong and credible enough to deter such violations."

The first condition would require ending the Arab-Israeli conflict, settling the Korean War, resolving Kashmir and the other India-Pakistan disputes, and defusing Iran's tensions with its neighbors and with the U.S. It also means solving any other significant conflicts that might arise.

Verification would be tough, but even if technology could solve the problem, the question remains: What kind of "enforcement measures" do those who drafted the NPR imagine?

As of now, the U.N. Security Council is the only conceivable policing agency and its record is weak. What, for example, did the Security Council do when Iraq violated the Geneva Convention on poison gas in the 1980s, or when North Korea recently violated the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty? There simply are no good grounds for 
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