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***Proliferation good***

prolif good-- deescalation

Nuclear weapons de-escalate conflicts—deter full war

Gartzke, Professor of political science, Columbia, and Kroenig, asst. Professor, Georgetown, 08 

(Erik and Matthew, A strategic approach to nuclear proliferation, http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CBoQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fbelfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu%2Ffiles%2Fuploads%2FEditors_A_Strategic_Approach_to_Nuclear_Proliferation.pdf&ei=7gwpTPO-PMPvnQf1huCoAQ&usg=AFQjCNHwvajw7wcs4YacWUeJDEWVe2VeTw&sig2=fNjVvwNZYdk_ImJpKaC_jQ, 11/09/08, RSW) 

 <Robert Rauchhaus employs generalized estimating equation (GEE) models to examine the intensity of conflict involving nuclear powers by studying various levels of 13 conflict from disputes to full-scale war. He finds that the presence of nuclear weapons tends to shift the intensity of disputes toward the lower end of the conflict scale. Symmetric nuclear dyads are less likely to become involved in a full-scale war, though nuclear status increases other types of dispute behavior. Taken together, Rauchhaus’s findings provide strong support for the stability-instability paradox. Nuclear weapons induce lower levels of violence, but deter full-scale war. Consistent with the themes of this issue, nuclear powers can expect to enjoy an improved strategic environment in the form of lower incidences of large-scale international violence. > 

Prolif good-- deterrence

Prolif good—Allows for conflict deterrence, not use

Waltz, Professor of political science, UC Berkley, 07

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

<Richard Betts: Ken, would Iranian nuclear weapons have any potential function other than as a pure deterrent? Could they function for coercive purposes in the region, especially given that other countries in the region do not yet have nuclear weapons? Do you think that the solution is to spread nuclear weapons to other regimes in the region, or to involve the United States in extended deterrence to deal with that prospect? And, if so, is that in the interests of the United States? Kenneth Waltz: No one has discovered how to use nuclear weapons other than for deterrence. Let me amend that. There is a form of blackmail that might work, and that is blackmail for money North Korea might have had that in mind. But when most people say "nuclear blackmail," they think of one country saying, "We have nuclear weapons, and unless you do this--whatever this is--we'll drop one on you." That's simply not plausible. Nobody has tried it, and, if anyone does, it won't work. There are many countries with nuclear weapons, the United States among them, and we haven't figured out how to do anything with these things, except to use them for deterrence. How is a relatively backward, dinky nuclear country going to manage to use its nuclear weapons for purposes other than deterrence? I don't see any possibility of that. It may be, as Scott says, that possessing nuclear weapons gives a country a little more freedom of action. But it certainly does not gain much ability to act in a conventional way because it has nuclear weapons. Again, nuclear weapons have one purpose and only one purpose, and that's deterrence.>

Nuclear Weapons provide deterrence 

Cooke, 2007 (Robert, AAAS, December 19, “Top Weapons Experts Explore Ways to Reduce the Global Risk of Nuclear Weapons,” Accessed: June 26, 2010, DMC)

Brooks countered that the value of deterrence should not be ignored. Wars that might have been fought were not, including a war with the Soviet Union in Europe, probably in part because there was fear of igniting nuclear conflict. Having nuclear weapons "does make the possessors more cautious," he said. On the international scene, despite fears of North Korea and Iran working on nuclear weapons, "Pakistan is the real problem," Brooks added. Although news reports indicate efforts are being made to safeguard Pakistan's bombs, "that doesn't get to the entire problem. If a Taliban-style government takes over in Pakistan—which is not likely—then we will be in much more danger. It will make a real difference who is running things there two years from now."

Nuclear Weapons lower incentives for war, modify state behavior, and conventional war 

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. 293-294 DMC) 

A fifth concern is that conflicts between regional powers will become more likely as the demise of the NPT results in more states with nuclear weapons. An increase in regional conflict in Asia may well be coming, mainly as a result of the newly intense patterns of competition among that continent’s new great powers. But possession of nuclear weapons will more likely have a positive (containing, de-escalating) effect on such conflicts, rather than a negative (escalating, broadening) effect. The most dangerous strategy one can choose in a war is to make a nuclear-armed state feel desperate; as a result, conflicts involving nuclear-armed states are more likely to be carefully limited and confined to stakes that are calculated to be well below the nuclear threshold of It’s time to scrap the NPT 293 all parties (Waltz 1981: 20). Moreover, history shows that nuclear weapons have only been used or threatened to de-escalate or bring an end to conventional conflicts: the experience or prospect of catastrophic damage has tended to be a powerful motive forcing belligerents to modify their objectives. Further, the costs of nuclear war would be proportionately greater for new as opposed to the older nuclear states: the smallness of the territory and high rates of urbanisation of most aspiring nuclear states would ensure that a nuclear exchange would devastate a greater percentage of their populations and industry than projected exchanges between the superpowers were estimated to imperil during the height of the Cold War. The case of India and Pakistan offers some cautious hope that in some cases, after an unstable and dangerous period, acquisition of nuclear weapons will cause opponents to begin to address the root causes of their antagonism and delimit spheres of interest. 

Prolif good—deterrence (iran prolif)

Iran prolif good—solves deterrence

Waltz, Professor of political science, UC Berkley, 07

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

<Question: Under Article IV of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, all countries are permitted to pursue nuclear energy for peaceful means. Over the course of the last few years, that is all Iran has purported to do. Also the Iranian ayatollah has issued a fatwa against nuclear weapons. Could all this be a moot point? Do we take for granted that Iran will most certainly pursue nuclear weapons and not just nuclear energy?

Kenneth Waltz: The Iranians have allowed inspectors of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) to look at their nuclear program, but not to do any inspection. Of course that is cause for great suspicion. If they aren't moving toward a nuclear military capability, why keep the inspectors out? Also remember that Iran sees the United States as a threat and therefore wants nuclear weapons. That said, no one knows whether the Iranians will develop an actual nuclear military capability, but they seem to be moving surely and rather smartly in that direction. If they do acquire nuclear weapons, however, they are imminently deterrable.>

Prolif good—stops conflict

Prolif deters conflict—Empirics on our side

Waltz, Professor of political science, UC Berkley, 07

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

<Kenneth Waltz: In a world in which countries had only conventional weapons, that slippery slope would indeed lead to a conventional war. A number of Indians and Pakistanis think that what prevented the Kargil conflict from becoming the fourth war between the two countries was that each had nuclear weapons and knew the other had them as well. They each knew there was a limit to how far they could go. As one Indian military officer said, "We found, as we expected, that the trigger for war does not lie on the Kashmir frontier." It lies where there are vital interests at stake. Of course skirmishes take place, and of course conflicts can and will occur. But they will be contained as they always were. Nuclear optimists, like me, deal with the world as it has been for more than fifty years. Pessimists deal with hypothetical disasters that have never occurred. It seems to me that the optimists are the realists and the pessimists are the ones who are off in some ill-defined hypothesized world.>

U.S nuclear weapons deter conflict, cause peace, 

McNamara, Senior Policy Analyst, 2010
Sally McNamara, Senior Policy Analyst and  European Affairs, President Obama Must Not Remove Nuclear Weapons from Europe, March 4, 2010, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/03/president-obama-must-not-remove-nuclear-weapons-from-europe, AP.

From a strategic standpoint, a proactive national defense relies on the ability to defend physical territory, as well as the ability to deter an enemy attack in the first place. In a highly dangerous world where hostile states—such as Iran and North Korea—possess both nuclear and conventional forces capable of striking the U.S. and its allies, a credible nuclear deterrence, not unilateral disarmament, is the best chance for peace. Therefore, the U.S., in consultation with its allies, should use nuclear weapons in Europe and in the U.S. to protect and defend the U.S. and its allies against strategic attack.  This position is consistent with a more defensive, broader strategic posture that would require the deployment of robust defensive systems, including ballistic missile defenses. This posture would also require modernizing the nuclear weapons in the U.S. arsenal, including their delivery systems, to make them better suited to destroying targets that are likely to be used to launch strategic attacks against the U.S. and its allies, as well as targets whose destruction requires the more powerful force of nuclear weapons. These targets could include missiles in hardened silos, deeply buried command and control facilities, and heavily protected nuclear weapons depots.

Prolif lowers risk of conflict and violence

Asal and Beardsley, Journal of Peace Research, 2008,

(Victor and Kyle, Proliferation and International Crisis Behavior, 2008, Pro Quest, June 23, LB)

<The literature on international conflict is divided on the impact of nuclear proliferation on state conflict. The optimists’ argument contends that nuclear weapons raise the stakes so high that states are unlikely to go to war when nuclear weapons enter the equation. The pessimists rebut this argument, contending that new proliferators are not necessarily rational and that having nuclear weapons does not discourage war but rather make war more dangerous. Focusing on one observable implication from this debate, this article examines the relationship between the severity of violence in crises and the number of involved states with nuclear weapons. The study contends that actors will show more restraint in crises involving more participants with nuclear weapons. Using data from the International Crisis Behavior (ICB) project, the results demonstrate that crises involving nuclear actors are more likely to end without violence and, as the number of nuclear actors involved increases, the likelihood of war continues to fall. The results are robust even when controlling for a number of factors including non-nuclear capability.>

prolif good—security and negotiations

Prolif good-- escalates security, and increases diplomacy

Gartzke, Professor of political science, Columbia, and Kroenig, asst. Professor, Georgetown, 08 

(Erik and Matthew, A strategic approach to nuclear proliferation, http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CBoQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fbelfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu%2Ffiles%2Fuploads%2FEditors_A_Strategic_Approach_to_Nuclear_Proliferation.pdf&ei=7gwpTPO-PMPvnQf1huCoAQ&usg=AFQjCNHwvajw7wcs4YacWUeJDEWVe2VeTw&sig2=fNjVvwNZYdk_ImJpKaC_jQ, 11/09/08, RSW) 

 <We begin with two simple observations. First, nuclear weapons can potentially have a wide variety of effects on their possessors. Nuclear weapons may alter the frequency, timing, intensity, duration, and outcome of conflicts, and may also affect a state’s diplomatic influence. Second, whether or not states want nuclear weapons is irrelevant if they are unable to acquire them. Our basic argument, grounded in the tradition of realist and security-based approaches to nuclear proliferation and nuclear deterrence, is that nuclear weapons on average and across a broad variety of indicators enhance the security and diplomatic influence of their possessors. Because states stand to gain by possessing nuclear weapons, the supply-side factors that enable nuclear development are among the most important determinants of nuclear proliferation. These points may seem obvious to some, but they are surprisingly controversial in the nuclear proliferation literature. >  

Nuclear weapons increase diplomatic position and increase negotiation power

Gartzke, Professor of political science, Columbia, and Kroenig, asst. Professor, Georgetown, 08 

(Erik and Matthew, A strategic approach to nuclear proliferation, http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CBoQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fbelfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu%2Ffiles%2Fuploads%2FEditors_A_Strategic_Approach_to_Nuclear_Proliferation.pdf&ei=7gwpTPO-PMPvnQf1huCoAQ&usg=AFQjCNHwvajw7wcs4YacWUeJDEWVe2VeTw&sig2=fNjVvwNZYdk_ImJpKaC_jQ, 11/09/08, RSW) 

 <Gartzke and Jo’s paper examines the effect of nuclear weapon possession on the probability of conflict. They find that nuclear weapons have no overall effect. Nuclear weapon states are neither more nor less likely to be involved in international disputes. Instead, they argue that even if nuclear weapons do not directly affect the probability of conflict, nuclear weapons status can still influence the allocation of resources and bargains in favor of nuclear powers. States may be able to use nuclear weapons strategically in order to garner international influence. To test the hypothesis that nuclear 12 weapon states enjoy greater influence, Gartzke and Jo examine whether nuclear possession affects patterns of diplomatic missions. Important states send and attract diplomatic missions to and from other nations. The authors build on previous research on diplomatic missions and carefully controls for other relevant factors including population and economic size. They find that nuclear weapon states tend to host greater numbers of diplomatic missions. The primary effect of nuclear proliferation on international politics is not a reduction or increase in the probability of conflict, but greater international influence for their possessors. > 

Prolif good- disarmament leads to conflicts

Turn: genie out of the bottle---nuclear knowledge won’t go away; makes disarmament worse 

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

(The Dangerous Illusion of 'Nuclear Zero', May 21, ProQuest, June 23, LB)

<The administration recognizes that knowledge about physics cannot simply be eradicated. "In a world where nuclear weapons had been eliminated but nuclear knowledge remains, having a strong infrastructure and base of human capital would be essential to deterring cheating or breakout, or, if deterrence failed, responding in a timely fashion," the NPR says. So even in a world of nuclear zero, the U.S. would have to remain able to rebuild its nuclear capability in a "timely" fashion. Presumably other nuclear-capable states would conclude the same for themselves.

In the event of a serious crisis, countries would race to reconstitute their nuclear arsenals. The winner would enjoy a fleeting nuclear monopoly, and then come under severe pressure to use its nuclear weapons decisively. The resulting instability could make the competitive mobilizations of the European armies in 1914 look like a walk in the park.>

prolif good—A2 cause war

Prolif not rapid and states will act rationally with nuclear weapons

Waltz, Professor of political science, UC Berkley, 07

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

<First, nuclear proliferation is not a problem because nuclear weapons have not proliferated. "Proliferation" means to spread like wildfire. We have had nuclear military capability for over fifty years, and we have a total of nine militarily capable nuclear states. That's hardly proliferation; that is, indeed, glacial spread. If another country gets nuclear weapons, and if it does so for good reasons, then that isn't an object of great worry. Every once in a while, some prominent person says something that's obviously true. Recently, Jacques Chirac [president of France] said that if Iran had one or two nuclear weapons, it would not pose a danger. Well, he was right. Of course, he had to quickly retract it and say, "Oh no, that slipped out, I didn't know the microphone was on!" Second, it doesn't matter who has nuclear weapons. Conversely, the spread of conventional weapons makes a great deal of difference. For instance, if a Hitler-type begins to establish conventional superiority, it becomes very difficult to contain and deter him. But, with nuclear weapons, it's been proven without exception that whoever gets nuclear weapons behaves with caution and moderation. Every country--whether they are countries we trust and think of as being highly responsible, like Britain, or countries that we distrust greatly, and for very good reasons, like China during the Cultural Revolution--behaves with such caution. It is now fashionable for political scientists to test hypotheses. Well, I have one: If a country has nuclear weapons, it will not be attacked militarily in ways that threaten its manifestly vital interests. That is 100 percent true, without exception, over a period of more than fifty years. Pretty impressive.>

New nuclear states does not mean destabilization or miscalsulation 

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. 292 DMC)

Another concern is that by making it easier for some states to acquire nuclear weapons, scrapping the NPT will result in several states being willing to take greater risks in advancing their strategic interests. This would work either by emboldening aggressive states by reassuring them that they are able to deter retaliatory action or through a version of extended deterrence, in keeping outside powers out of regional conflicts (Dunn 1991: 26). Such misgivings, however, ignore past evidence of the effect of nuclear weapons on their possessors’ behaviour, and misunderstand the nature of nuclear weapons. In effect, they assume that nuclear weapons imbue their holders with ‘superstrategic’ properties. It has long been widely acknowledged that nuclear weapons have no rational offensive value; by threatening a prospective opponent with catastrophic destruction, their only logical use is to deter others’ attacks (Schelling 1963). In using nuclear threats offensively or as an explicit adjunct to a conventional attack, a state would incur unacceptable risks ‘because no state can expect to execute the threat without danger to [itself]’ (Waltz 1981: 13). As Saunders observes, ‘There is little empirical evidence to support claims that developing countries that acquire WMD and delivery systems will behave less cautiously than other nuclear weapons states’ (2001: 133).  

prolif good—a2 prolif snowballs

Prolif won’t spill over-- disincentives

Waltz, Professor of political science, UC Berkley, 07

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

<Kenneth Waltz: I think that is a rather revisionist view of history.

We never thought of the Soviet Union and Soviet leaders as being fine fellows--stable, predictable and moderate in their responses to what's going on in the world. And we certainly never thought of the Chinese that way. But looking back at their behavior, when it came to avoiding direct conflict that might lead to the use of nuclear weapons, they became very responsible indeed. So that's why I say it's not a question of who has these weapons; anybody who has them behaves like anyone else who's ever had them.

I don't notice that many religiously-oriented people act in ways that will result in the massacre of thousands of people. I think people are people. I don't think heavenly rewards motivate very many people. So I don't worry about those who have nuclear weapons. I don't want too many countries to have them, but there has been no headlong rush to acquire nuclear weapons.

And why not? Most countries don't need them. And if a country doesn't need them, it doesn't want them, because they are a pain in the neck. Scott is right--they are hard to take care of, and it is very important to take care of them very, very carefully. We should be careful not to give other countries reason to believe that their security requires their having nuclear weapons.>

prolif good—A2 prolif increase nuclear terrorism 

Nuclear terrorism inevitable--acquisition of nuclear material by terrorists probable because of lack of security at nuclear reactors 

Dallas Morning News 10

(Cause for Urgent Concern, Dallas News, 6/21, Lexis Nexis, 6/26/10, AU)

<When counter-terrorism specialists talk about the importance of averting a potential "dirty bomb" attack, the public's natural tendency is to focus on big nuclear sites, such as power plants and weapons facilities. Few of us would worry about, say, an obscure hospital in central Brazil or a metal scrap yard in southern Spain. 

We should. According to nonproliferation experts, potent radioactive ingredients for a "dirty bomb" are available at vulnerable industrial and medical sites around the world. The small amount of the radioactive isotope Cesium-137 in a blood irradiator - found in cancer-treatment clinics worldwide - would have been enough to render Times Square uninhabitable for years had it been contained in the bomb found there in early May.

In the United States alone, such irradiators are in use at an estimated 1,000 facilities. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission keeps a tight watch on them, and efforts are under way to phase them out altogether. Outside the United States, experts say, controls tend to be much looser, and that's a major cause of concern.

As of May, the regulatory commission reported that 99 countries had made non-binding commitments to boost the safety and security of such radiological sources - but only nine had actually implemented tighter procedures. China alone could have up to 400,000 such radiological sources, says Kenneth Luongo, president of the Partnership for Global Security and a former government nonproliferation adviser. "I worry about radiological sources a lot. This should be a worldwide [security] issue."

In June 1998, radiation levels over parts of Europe skyrocketed and sparked an international alert after a discarded medical radiotherapy device containing Cesium-137 wound up in a metal scrap yard furnace in southern Spain. In Goiania, Brazil, a clinic abandoned a radiotherapy table in 1987. Scavengers dismantled it, discovered the glowing, blue Cesium-137 inside and parceled it out to friends. Authorities narrowly stopped a bag of the Cesium from being thrown into a river. The incident left four dead, 28 injured, 249 others contaminated and 112,000 placed under contamination watch. Similar incidents occurred in Mexico City, Ciudad Juarez, China, Algeria and Morocco between 1962 and 1983.

Those were more innocent times, before the 9/11 attacks. Today, the world should need no reminders of the threat posed by terrorist groups that will spare no effort to obtain radioactive materials. Americans should be concerned about lax security measures at hospitals and other radiological sources far beyond our borders, particularly in the developing world, because they are the most vulnerable and easily accessible places for terrorists to find their doomsday-bomb ingredients.>

prolif good- A2 nuclear accidents

Nuclear waste causes radiation exposure in the status quo 

Shrader-Frechette, Professor at the University of Notre Dame, 2008 

(Kristin, America Magazine, June 23, “Five Myths About Nuclear Energy,” http://www.americamagazine.org/content/article.cfm?article_id=10884, Date Accessed: June 24, 2010, DMC)

Another problem is that high-level radioactive waste must be secured “in perpetuity,” as the U.S. National Academy of Sciences puts it. Yet the D.O.E. has already admitted that if nuclear waste is stored at Nevada’s Yucca Mountain, as has been proposed, future generations could not meet existing radiation standards. As a result, the current U.S. administration’s proposal is to allow future releases of radioactive wastes, stored at Yucca Mountain, provided they annually cause no more than one person—out of every 70 persons exposed to them—to contract fatal cancer. These cancer risks are high partly because Yucca Mountain is so geologically unstable. Nuclear waste facilities could be breached by volcanic or seismic activity. Within 50 miles of Yucca Mountain, more than 600 seismic events, of magnitude greater than two on the Richter scale, have occurred since 1976. In 1992, only 12 miles from the site, an earthquake (5.6 on the Richter scale) damaged D.O.E. buildings. Within 31 miles of the site, eight volcanic eruptions have occurred in the last million years. These facts suggest that Alvin Weinberg was right. Four decades ago, the then-director of the government’s Oak Ridge National Laboratory warned that nuclear waste required society to make a Faustian bargain with the devil. In exchange for current military and energy benefits from atomic power, this generation must sell the safety of future generations. Yet the D.O.E. predicts harm even in this generation. The department says that if 70,000 tons of the existing U.S. waste were shipped to Yucca Mountain, the transfer would require 24 years of dozens of daily rail or truck shipments. Assuming low accident rates and discounting the possibility of terrorist attacks on these lethal shipments, the D.O.E. says this radioactive-waste transport likely would lead to 50 to 310 shipment accidents. According to the D.O.E., each of these accidents could contaminate 42 square miles, and each could require a 462-day cleanup that would cost $620 million, not counting medical expenses. Can hundreds of thousands of mostly unguarded shipments of lethal materials be kept safe? The states do not think so, and they have banned Yucca Mountain transport within their borders. A better alternative is onsite storage at reactors, where the material can be secured from terrorist attack in “hardened” bunkers.

Limited prolif

Slow prolif is key
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. 295 DMC)

Given the pressures towards limited nuclear proliferation and the inability of the NPT to arrest such developments, scarce diplomatic resources should be devoted to a regime that accepts and manages the spread of nuclear weapons to a small number of states and addresses the dangers posed by these developments. By accepting the inevitability of limited proliferation, a new regime would free itself from the implicit eligibility requirement*/and thus the charges of unfairness*/of the NPT. But if we continue to cling to the NPT and obsess about limited proliferation, we face the risk that pent-up demand will result in highly destabilising proliferation. In a provocative essay written nearly a quarter of a century ago, Kenneth Waltz warned that ‘Rapid change may be destabilising. The slow spread of nuclear weapons gives states time to learn to live with them, to appreciate their virtues, and to understand the limits they place on their behaviour’ (1981: 26). Any new regime that is proposed to replace the NPT will need to address these dangers and manage the dangerous consequences of an inevitable process. 

A2 Iran prolif bad

No Evidence that Iran is Getting Nuclear weapons quickly 

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, 2010
(Jacqueline Shire is a Ethnic News Watch Carrots, Sticks, and Iranian Uranium, June 4, ProQuest, June 23, LB)
<The deal provided little comfort for those concerned about Iran's nuclear program. After all, Iran's actions do not suggest a country intent on a purely peaceful nuclear program. Far too many questions have been raised about work on weaponization, and Iran has clearly mastered the enrichment part of the fuel cycle, an important hurdle for establishing a nuclear weapons capability (and without any reactors to make energy with all the uranium being produced).

But it is important to be honest about what Iran has not achieved. There is no evidence suggesting the existence of secret facilities to process uranium prior to enrichment (though the disclosure of the Qom enrichment facility last fall demonstrates that Iran has at least attempted to build a secret enrichment plant). Experts also believe that Iran cannot yet deliver a nuclear warhead with one of its missiles. And IAEA inspectors are on the ground regularly, providing an important level of transparency for at least Iran's declared nuclear activities.

Moreover, the timing of Iran's deal with Turkey and Brazil suggests that the regime's swagger about not being bothered by sanctions may actually mask profound anxiety.

Iran is reportedly having trouble off-loading its crude oil, which is piling up in a record number of super-tankers off its coast. Financial transactions with Iran simply have become too complicated for many buyers and there is plenty of oil elsewhere thanks to the sputtering global economy.>

No impact to Iran prolif—Deterrent effect of nuclear weapons work 

Waltz, Professor of political science, UC Berkley, 07

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

<Why would Iran want to have nuclear weapons? There are two very simple ways to answer that question. One is by looking at a map. To the east, Iran borders Pakistan and Afghanistan--countries that do not look greatly stable, and countries that might make any neighbor feel uneasy about what is going to happen next. To the west, Iran borders Iraq. And for eight bloody years in the 1980s, Iran fought a war against Iraq and Saddam Hussein. I wonder if Iran really feels more comfortable now that it's not Saddam Hussein but instead the United States who represents the great military force in Iraq. If I were ruling Iran, I certainly wouldn't think this region of the world is safe. Two, if the president of the United States says three countries form an axis of evil--which George Bush said in 2002--and he then proceeds to invade one of them--Iraq--what are Iran and North Korea to think? We talk about dangerous rogue states that are hard to deter. But what state is in fact the biggest rogue state in the world? For countries that think the United States constitutes a threat, how should they react? In effect, there is no way to deter the United States other than by having nuclear weapons. No country can do that conventionally. The United States can overwhelm other countries conventionally If you were making decisions for Iran, would you say, "We don't want nuclear weapons," or, "Let's do everything we can to get a small number of nuclear weapons and get them just as quickly as we possibly can"? It would be strange if Iran did not strive to get nuclear weapons, and I don't think we have to worry if they do. Because deterrence has worked 100 percent of the time. We can deter small nuclear powers--after all, we have deterred big nuclear powers like the Soviet Union and China. So sleep well.>

***NPT***

NPT fails (1)

Nonproliferation Treaty doesn’t solve-- Outdated

Gwertzman, Consulting Editor, 2010

(Bernard Gwertzman, Consulting Editor, The Logic of a Nuclear-Free Mideast, May 19, 2010, http://www.cfr.org/publication/22153/logic_of_a_nuclearfree_mideast.html, June 28, 2010, AP.)

It has been more than forty years since the Nonproliferation Treaty went into effect. What is your impression now of that treaty? The treaty was meant to prevent the emergence of new nuclear weapon states, disarm those that had these weapons, and ensure that peaceful nuclear technology was accessible to all. These are commendable goals even if we had to start with some states being nuclear armed and others not. Forty years later we have more nuclear weapon states and a larger number of nuclear warheads, continuous proliferation concerns and inaccessible peaceful nuclear technology. This is truly disappointing, and it is petty to say we expected worse. The treaty is still important. However, it is becoming stale and could become irrelevant if not nurtured with real disarmament measures and greater equity. Cooperation is required if it is to meet the challenges of our time, particularly the emergence of new nuclear states, non-state parties, and the dissemination of technology.

Credibility of the NPT is Low, Won’t Stop Proliferation

Rigg, former chairman of the New Zealand National Consultative Committee on Disarmament, 09

(Bob, Smoke and mirrors in nuclear Middle East, The Dominion Post, 12-18, Lexis Nexis, 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.>

NPT and International agreements on prolif don’t solve

SIRPI 10 (Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, 5-3, http://www.sipri.org/media/pres sreleases/100503NPTbriefing/?searchterm=Turkey, 6/29/10, AU)

<Some states, such as Germany, have proposed solutions for multilateral ownership or management of the fuel cycle. Others, such as Brazil, Egypt, South Africa, Algeria, Turkey and Indonesia, are more cautious or hostile towards the idea. While the latter group understands and supports the need to strengthen the NPT's capacity concerning non-proliferation, they would expect this to be combined with a strengthening of the disarmament pillar. There is also a strong scepticism towards the different multilateral nuclear approaches, such as a multilateral fuel cycle or international fuel bank. These proposals are seen as creating more burdens for the NNWS that are already in compliance with the treaty, that it will for the second time divide states between the 'haves' and the 'have nots' in the NPT, and that they are asked to give up some of the sovereign rights that they have under the treaty without getting anything in return.  If any of the various proposals to multilateralize or internationalize the nuclear fuel cycle is to receive support it will not only need to be accompanied by disarmament efforts, but also need to be drafted in a non-mandatory way, allowing for incentives to stay away from the fuel cycle.  These are necessary even if most states parties to the NPT will not exercise their right to develop a fuel cycle for peaceful purposes. On issues related to Article X - which spells out the right of NPT parties to withdraw from the treaty - there are proposals on how to prohibit or make it more difficult for a state party that withdraws from the NPT to keep the sensitive nuclear fuel cycle facilities (i.e., for uranium enrichment and plutonium separation) that were put in place as part of civil nuclear energy programmes; these facilities are inherently dual-use in nature and can be used for producing nuclear weapons.>

NPT fails (2)

NPT is failing—no reason to revive  

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. 283 DMC)

The failure of the 2005 Review of the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) to reach agreement on even a ‘single matter of substance’ only confirms that global efforts to control weapons of mass destruction have reached a dangerous precipice (Nason 2005; Cubby 2005). As two observers of the 2003 PrepCom (Preparatory Committee) meeting commented, ‘the NPT review process is under such severe strain that it has been sedated: interaction over difficult issues has been put on hold’ (Ogilvie-White and Simpson 2003: 48). Yet an overwhelming majority of states and commentators advocate persisting with the NPT regime, despite its numerous shortcomings. They do so in the fearful but misguided belief that it represents our ‘last chance’ (Epstein 1976) to ensure a world that is safe from the use or threat of nuclear weapons. The danger in this obsessive focus on the NPT, while failing to acknowledge and confront its fundamental weaknesses, is that states will lose sight of the ultimate objective*/preventing the threat or use of nuclear weapons*/and thereby gradually lose their capacity to ensure this objective. My intention here is to provoke debate about the utility of keeping the NPT on life support, as opposed to replacing it with a regime that acknowledges contemporary realities, while developing a more effective compact against the use or threat of nuclear weapons. 

NPT lacks credibility because of inequality and structure 

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. 283 DMC) 

Many countries regard the NPT as deeply unfair, because it effectively solidifies an inequality in international relations that accords some states the (albeit questionable) status and security conferred by nuclear weapons while denying it to others.1 Although the NPT commits nuclear weapons states to eradicating their nuclear arsenals, after over a quarter of a century they have made only partial moves towards fulfilling this undertaking.2 Some commentators have It’s time to scrap the NPT 287 argued that the indefinite extension of the NPT in 1995 further underlined this breach of trust by depriving non-nuclear weapons states of the opportunities provided by periodic renewal (rather than just review) conferences to press the nuclear weapons states on nuclear disarmament or to pressure Israel over its covert nuclear weapons program (Ogilvie-White and Simpson 2003: 42). With little prospect of securing the nuclear disarmament of the nuclear weapons states, the continuation of the NPT has become farcical.3 Commenting on the 2000 NPT Review Conference, two observers noted that ‘agreement on the Final Document had been possible only because many of the provisions were capable of varying interpretations, and thus unlikely to be implemented in full’ (Ogilvie-White and Simpson 2003: 43). They also noted that evidence of backsliding on commitments, particularly by the US, was ‘greeted by most delegations with resignation and quiet cynicism, rather than forthright and persistent criticism’ (Ogilvie-White and Simpson 2003: 45). The unwillingness of states to expend diplomatic capital in taking on the US over its commitments indicates that fewer and fewer states continue to regard the integrity of the NPT as a foreign policy priority. 

NPT fails – lack effectiveness and has low moral authority 

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. 283 DMC) 

The unfairness of the NPT risks generating cynicism among states about their obligations under the treaty, and therefore impacts directly on its effectiveness. Friedrich Kratochwil (1989) has argued convincingly that states do not follow rules out of a sense of unreflective obligation or blind habit, but on the basis of explicitly developed justifications derived from socially shared conceptions of rationality and justice. Because the NPT effectively enshrines an unequal distribution of the security and status conferred by nuclear weapons, it contravenes the principles of natural justice. This in turn detracts from its legitimacy and ultimately from its effectiveness. As Abram Chayes and Antonia Chayes have argued, ‘a system in which only the weak can be made to comply with their undertakings will not achieve the legitimacy needed for reliable enforcement of treaty obligations’ (1998: 3). Furthermore, by effectively making the prohibition of the spread of nuclear weapons a higher priority than the eradication of the nuclear arsenals of the nuclear weapons states, the NPT regime implies that some states, and not others, can be trusted with nuclear weapons. The implicit judgement the regime makes about competence and trustworthiness only further aggravates the status inequality issues that plague the NPT. By arguing that the NPT enshrines a system of ‘nuclear apartheid’, Indian leaders and diplomats rehearsed many of these issues in their defence of India’s nuclear tests in 1998. The effectiveness of this line of argument, plus the fact that interests deemed more important than nonproliferation soon brought an end to most states’ sanctions against India and Pakistan, have done a great deal of damage to the moral authority of the NPT. 

NPT casues prolif (1) 

NPT worsens proliferation  

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.283-284 DMC)

My central argument is that the horizontal proliferation of nuclear weapons will probably continue at the rate of one or two additional nuclear weapons states per decade, whether or not the NPT is retained. Persisting with the NPT will make this proliferation much more dangerous than if the NPT is replaced with a more practical regime. I argue that the NPT is a major cause of opaque proliferation, which is both highly destabilising and makes use of transnational smuggling networks which are much more likely than states to pass nuclear components to terrorists. On the other hand, scrapping the NPT in favour of a more realistic regime governing the possession of nuclear weapons would help put transnational nuclear smuggling networks out of business and stabilise the inevitable spread of nuclear weapons.  

NPT can’t solve proliferation – increases risk 

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.283-284 DMC)

The NPT was always a flawed regime, based on an unequal distribution of status and security. Its apparent effectiveness in containing nuclear proliferation was largely due to other factors. The events of the past 15 years have only magnified the NPT’s flaws. The end of the Cold War decoupled the possession of nuclear weapons from the global power structure. While many commentators were applauding the expansion of the number of NPT signatories, and South Africa, South Korea, Brazil and Argentina renounced plans to acquire nuclear weapons, deeper and more insistent proliferation pressures were building among the emerging great powers of Asia. The succession of Persian Gulf wars demonstrated to many insecure states that only nuclear*/not chemical or biological*/weapons deter conventional military attack. The international community was repeatedly surprised by the extent and sophistication of Iraq’s, Pakistan’s, North Korea’s and Libya’s progress in acquiring nuclear materials and know-how, each time underlining the inadequacies of the non-proliferation regime. After the 1998 South Asian nuclear tests, India’s highly effective rhetorical defence of its policy and the world’s half-hearted and short-lived sanctions against India and Pakistan damaged the moral authority of the NPT regime, perhaps terminally.

NPT increases Nuclear Weapon prolif and instability 

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.283-284 DMC)

Even worse than being ineffective, the NPT is dangerous, because it increases the pressures for opaque proliferation and heightens nuclear instability. Equally flawed, I argue, is the current counter-proliferation doctrine of the United States. I advocate scrapping the NPT (and the doctrine of counter-proliferation) and starting again, because the NPT is a failing regime that is consuming diplomatic resources that could be more effectively used to build an alternative arms control regime that is responsive to current circumstances. We need to confront the practicalities of scrapping the NPT*/the positives and the negatives*/and think clearly about the requirements of a replacement regime.

NPT fails – increases spread of weapons 

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.283-284 DMC)

The NPT’s inability either to prevent the spread of nuclear components,  materials and technology, or to secure the nuclear disarmament of the nuclear weapons states (as discussed below), only adds to these demand-side pressures. In developing nuclear weapons, Israel, India, Pakistan, North Korea and probably Iran have demonstrated that neither the NPT nor any other international regime provides them with an adequate security guarantee against either nuclear or conventional coercion. To the contrary, by confining the possession of nuclear weapons to some states and not others, the NPT has It’s time to scrap the NPT 285 raised the attractiveness of nuclear weapons for those states not covered by the nuclear weapons states’ guarantees of extended deterrence.

NPT cause prolif (2)

NPT increases access to Nuclear Weapon technology mean an increase in prolif 

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.283-284 DMC) 

Some of the causes of the NPT’s declining effectiveness in containing nuclear proliferation have been rehearsed above. However the main cause of its ineffectiveness is structural: as Frank Barnaby observes, ‘The problem is that military and peaceful nuclear programs are, for the most part, virtually identical’ (1993: 126). This directly erodes the viability of the deal that lies at the heart of the NPT: that non-nuclear weapons states agree not to try to acquire nuclear weapons in exchange for assistance with peaceful nuclear programs, should they want them. The NPT and the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) are thus simultaneously engaged in promoting and controlling two types of nuclear technology that are virtually indistinguishable until a point very close to the threshold of assembling the components of a nuclear weapon. For many states that have contemplated the nuclear option, adherence to the NPT thus actually makes it easier to obtain cutting edge nuclear technology and dual-use components that could be applied to a nuclear weapons program (Dunn 1991: 23). As Barnaby argues, ‘Under [Article X of] the NPT, a country can legally manufacture the components of a nuclear weapon, notify the IAEA and the UN Security Council that it is withdrawing from the Treaty, and then assemble its nuclear weapons’(1993: 124). Although the IAEA’s inspections role has been strengthened during the course of the 1990s, there is little prospect that its powers will be increased to such a level that it will be able to counter the highly sophisticated deception programs mounted by most covert proliferators. The only remedy to this dilemma has been to question the need of states such as Iran for peaceful nuclear power and to doubt the veracity of their statements that they do not intend to acquire nuclear weapons. This only further opens the regime up to charges of selectivity, unfairness and politicisation (Jones 1998). 
NPT increases proliferation—breeds miscalculations 

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.283-284 DMC) 

By prohibiting proliferation, without the capacity or moral authority to enforce such a prohibition, the NPT makes opaque proliferation the only option for aspiring nuclear weapons states.4 Opaque proliferation is destabilising to regional security. It breeds miscalculation*/both overestimation of a state’s nuclear weapons development (as shown by the case of Iraq), and underestimation (in the case of Libya)*/that can force neighbouring states into potentially catastrophic moves. Even more dangerous, argues Lewis Dunn, is the likelihood that states with covert nuclear weapons programs will develop weak failsafe mechanisms and nuclear doctrine that is destabilising: In camera decision making may result in uncontrolled programs, less attention to safety and control problems and only limited assessment of the risks of nuclear weapon deployments or use. The necessary exercises cannot be conducted, nor can procedures for handling nuclear warheads be practised, nor alert procedures tested. As a result, the risk of accidents or incidents may rise greatly in the event of deployment in a crisis or a conventional conflict. Miscalculations by neighbours or outsiders also appear more likely, given their uncertainties about the adversary’s capabilities, as well as their lack of information to judge whether crisis deployments mean that war is imminent (1991: 20, italics in original). And because both the NPT and the current US counter-proliferation doctrine place such emphasis on preventing and reversing the spread of nuclear weapons, states such as Pakistan, which desperately need assistance with both failsafe technology and stabilising nuclear doctrine, have been suspicious of US offers of assistance (Pregenzer 2003)

NPT causes nuclear terrorism

NPT increases risk of nuclear terrorism and access 

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.283-284 DMC) 

As the dramatic revelations of the nature and extent of the A. Q. Khan network showed, some states undertaking opaque proliferation have been prepared to rely on transnational smuggling networks to gain vital components, materials and knowledge. Quite apart from the incapacity of the NPT regime to deal with this new form of proliferation (Clary 2004), such non-state networks raise very real risks that for the right price, criminals or other facilitators could pass nuclear materials to terrorist groups or extortionists (Albright and Hinderstein 2005). Both through its inadequacies and its obsessive focus on stopping the spread of nuclear weapons, the NPT could be contributing to the ultimate nightmare: terrorists armed with nuclear or radiological weapons.  
A2 NPT solves prolif

NPT can’t decrease prolif even if it went away—disincentives for prolif exist 

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.283-284 DMC)

In considering whether states should scrap the NPT, two prominent questions need to be answered: what are the dangers associated with ending the NPT? And what would a new regime that confronts contemporary proliferation realities, while more effectively ensuring the prevention of the threat or use of nuclear weapons, look like? The major concern of those who oppose scrapping the NPT is that it would result in a ‘proliferation break-out’. This suggests that without the constraints of the NPT, the number of nuclear weapons states would rise from the current nine acknowledged and non-acknowledged holders of nuclear weapons to dozens. However, this assumes that the NPT has been the main reason for the limited spread of nuclear weapons over the past 60 years, an unlikely proposition for a regime whose shortcomings have been acknowledged since its inception. A more likely explanation for the relative lack of proliferation is that most states have experienced insufficient demand-side pressures to overcome the costs of acquiring nuclear arsenals. For most states, this is a condition that will persist past the ending of the NPT. Even though states have grown wealthier and proliferation costs have fallen, it is important to recognise that developing a nuclear arsenal is not cost-free. Nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles programs are expensive, meaning that most states will need to divert substantial resources from their conventional armed forces or other policy It’s time to scrap the NPT 291 programs during the weapons development phase.6 Costs can also be incurred through the international opprobrium that will likely attend proliferation, from diplomatic boycotts to cancellation of aid funding to sanctions by states such as Japan. And a nuclear program brings risks, both the danger of catastrophic environmental and social damage from accidents, as well as arising from the strategic uncertainties generated among neighbouring states (Erickson 2001: 43). Potential proliferators must also confront the power of the nuclear taboo*/which long pre-dates the NPT*/and shoulder the burden of justifying to domestic and international public opinion why they need the bomb. These factors will persist past the demise of the NPT, and in the absence of a sudden decline in the security of a large number of states, fears of a proliferation breakout are unfounded.  
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