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***UQ – prolif now***

Prolif now – US policy

Current US technology sharing policy encourages prolif

Sagan, Professor of political science-Stanford, 07
(Scott, ”A nuclear Iran”, Journal of international affairs, Spring/summer 2007, Vol. 60 Issue 2, RSW)

<Scott Sagan: There is that risk, but it seems to me that recent American policy has created a far greater risk of giving states incentives by threatening them so often. There are always incentives that might push another country to say, "You gave them light water reactors and promised not to attack them, so I should threaten to develop weapons unless the U.S. helps me with security and energy too." But perhaps that's not a worst set of incentives to give countries. This is a small problem compared to the current dangers in encouraging countries to develop nuclear weapons in response to our threats. So if other countries attempt to pursue nuclear proliferation unless we give them light water reactors, that's a small price to pay.>

US Policy on NPR Gives Incentive for Iran to Proliferate

Fathi, Iranian correspondent for the New York Times, Sanger, Chief Washington correspondent for The New York Times 2010 (Nazila, David E., The New York Times, 4-22, Lexis Nexis, 6/26/10 AU)

<Speaking in Washington on Wednesday, Gary Samore, Mr. Obama's top adviser on unconventional weapons, said the wording of the nuclear review was ''deliberately crafted'' to exclude Iran and North Korea from the security guarantee, creating an incentive for both countries to come into compliance with the treaty. (While North Korea has conducted two nuclear tests and is believed to have fuel for eight or more weapons, the United States has never acknowledged it as a nuclear-weapons state.)   Mr. Samore insisted that Mr. Obama's decision did not amount to making a nuclear threat against Iran, which many Western countries believe is pursuing a weapon. The policy, Mr. Samore said, referred only to the use of nuclear weapons in the most extreme circumstances, which most experts believe means in retaliation for a strike against the United States or its allies.    Still, Ayatollah Khamenei's statement struck at the heart of one of the criticisms of Mr. Obama's Nuclear Posture Review: That it could give Iran a pretext to argue that it should develop nuclear weapons to defend itself. The ayatollah's remarks suggested that the Iranian leadership regarded the administration policy as a new level of intimidation, or perhaps a justification for pursuing its nuclear program.   ''How can the U.S. president make atomic threats against Iranian people?'' Ayatollah Khamenei said in a speech to Iranian medical workers, the Fars news agency reported from Tehran. ''This threat is a threat against humanity and international peace and no one in the world should dare to articulate such words.'' >

Prolif now – globally

Countries are proliferating now, Israel and North Korea prove

Gahr, Minister of Foreign Affairs 2008 

(Jonas, M2 WIRE, 4/15/10, http://www.norway-osce.org/news/Latest-news/armscontrol, accessed 6/23/10, LB)

A world free of nuclear weapons has been a longstanding objective of Norway’s foreign policy. Indeed, all parties to the Non-proliferation Treaty, as well as numerous civil society groups in nuclear weapon and non-nuclear weapon states alike, are committed to this goal. Much progress was made up until the 1990s. Since then, we have witnessed a nuclear renaissance despite the persistent threat of nuclear war and accidents and the growing risk of proliferation and nuclear terrorism. North Korea has acquired nuclear weapons. So have India and Pakistan. There are deep uncertainties regarding Iran’s nuclear intentions. Israel’s “neither confirm nor deny policy” is not reassuring. And most nuclear weapon states are modernising their nuclear arsenal despite their obligation to reduce their dependence on, and eventually abolish, their nuclear arms. 

The NPT fails, the Middle East is currently proliferating

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) 

<When the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) entered into force in 1970, the international community generally assumed only China, France, Russia, the United Kingdom and the United States were nuclear capable. Although France, the UK and the US knew at the time that Israel was already nuclear capable, they have consistently acted as though this was not the case, and have blocked international discussion of Israel's nuclear arsenal. This contradiction was temporarily set aside when India and Pakistan added a nuclear dimension to their deadly military rivalry. The nuclear weapons states sent them to diplomatic Siberia for several years for what, they sermonised, was a serious transgression of the NPT. India and Pakistan did no more than what Israel had done before them. By remaining outside the NPT they were initially viewed as international pariahs, only to be eventually welcomed back as indispensable partners of the Western alliance. If the West approves of you, you may go nuclear outside the NPT. If it does not, you can go to hell. In the meantime, the West ignored the anger that surfaced in the Muslim world when news of Israel's covertly acquired nuclear capability leaked out, disrupting the fragile balance of power in the Middle East. Since then the following Middle Eastern states have enriched uranium at various points in their history, in most cases in relation to the possible acquisition of a nuclear capability: Algeria, Egypt, Iraq, Iran, Libya and Turkey. There have also been reported visits by Saudi Arabian ministers to top secret nuclear and missile installations in Pakistan and North Korea. Contrary to what the US and Israel now claim, nuclear proliferation in the Middle East has been a hot issue ever since it was discovered that Israel was nuclear capable. It is Israel, not Iran that is driving the nuclearisation of the Middle East.>

Prolif now – Iran  

Even if Israel struck, Iran would develop nuclear weapons

Sagan, Professor of political science-Stanford, 07

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

Question: How determined is Israel to stop Iran from attaining nuclear weapons? Do you think the Israelis will attack Iran if they think the Iranians are going to build an atomic bomb?

Scott Sagan: Whether the Israelis strike Iranian facilities or they live with a nuclear Iran, either option is incredibly dangerous. Most strategists looking at Israel's military options believe attacking major Iranian nuclear sites might retard the program but could not stop it. They are already dispersing the program to numerous sites because they don't have inspectors investigating it now. Moreover, Iran has deliberately built their nuclear facilities near civilian facilities, increasing the probability that if anyone attacks their program there will be lots of civilians killed. This all suggests that, if an attack occurs against Iran, it may delay the program, but it won't end the threat of proliferation there.>

Iranian proliferation sparks arms race in region

Taheri, prominent Iranian journalist, 09

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

<Tehran, meanwhile, is playing an active part in proliferation. So far, Syria and Sudan have shown interest in its nuclear technology, setting up joint scientific committees with Iran, according to the official Islamic Republic News Agency. Iranian media reports say Tehran is also setting up joint programs with a number of anti-U.S. regimes in Latin America, notably Venezuela, Bolivia, Nicaragua and Ecuador, bringing proliferation to America's backyard. According to official reports in Tehran, in 2006 and 2007 the Islamic Republic also initialed agreements with China to build 20 nuclear-power stations in Iran. The first of these stations is already under construction at Dar-Khuwayn, in the oil-rich province of Khuzestan close to the Iraqi border. There is no doubt that the current nuclear race in the Middle East is largely prompted by the fear of a revolutionary Iran using an arsenal as a means of establishing hegemony in the region. Iran's rivals for regional leadership, especially Turkey, Egypt and Saudi Arabia, are aware of the propaganda appeal of the Islamic Republic's claim of being " the first Muslim superpower" capable of defying the West and rivaling it in scientific and technological fields. In that context, Tehran's development of long-range missiles and the Muslim world's first space satellite are considered political coups.>

Prolif inevitable – security concerns

Prolif inevitable- security incentives

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)

Conventional or nuclear insecurity is an obvious motive for nuclear weapons possession. Nuclear weapons may deter potential adversaries from initiating conflicts or countervail asymmetry in terms of conventional weaponry (Beaton and Maddox 1962; Dunn and Kahn 1976; Potter 1982; Quester 2005; Rosecrance 1964). In addition, pariah nations—states politically isolated by their neighbors or by other countries—are more likely to seek nuclear weapons to demonstrate their viability and power to the international community (Quester 1973; Betts 1977; Rosen 1975). Pariah states may also seek nuclear weapons for deterrence to dissuade adversaries from political or military hostilities.>

Prolif inevitable—Strategic benefits to nuclear weapons

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) 

Our theoretical claims also mark a significant departure from the contemporary scholarly literature on the causes of nuclear proliferation. First, recent studies suggest that psychological, economic, and domestic considerations are the principal determinants of nuclear proliferation (e.g., Hymans 2006, Solingen 2007). We do not dispute that these considerations can be important, but emphasize that the strategic benefits of nuclear weapons should not be overlooked. Second, scholars have argued that what is most surprising about nuclear proliferation is how few states have acquired atomic bombs (e.g., Hymans 2006, Solingen 2007). These analysts point to countries like Japan and Germany that have the technical capability to produce nuclear weapons but have refrained from doing so. This leads them to conclude that state demand for nuclear weapons, and not the capability to produce nuclear weapons, is the key to explaining nuclear proliferation. We agree that there are countries that can produce nuclear 5 weapons, but have not, just as there are countries like Egypt, Libya, and Iraq that have wanted nuclear weapons, but were unable to produce them. The causal significance, therefore, of either demand-side, or supply-side, factors cannot be dismissed by offering counterexamples. We advocate for a more careful scholarly analysis of the supply-side of nuclear proliferation. We emphasize that the ability to produce nuclear weapons is a necessary condition for nuclear proliferation to occur. >

Prolif inevitable – multi-warrant 

Increased status and lowered security increases prolif incentives
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.285 DMC)
In Asia, a newly intense pattern of competition and collusion among the current and emerging great powers has further increased the attractiveness of nuclear weapons. China, Japan, India, Russia and Iran have reacted to a range of recent changes*/rising prosperity, regime change in Afghanistan and Iraq, patterns of alignment and basing during the ‘war on terror’, uncertainties over energy security*/to create a shifting pattern of alignments and tensions that are yet to settle into a stable and predictable template. In the meantime, this new great power manoeuvring has begun to link up previously separate security dyads and complexes, as combinations of powers jostle for position in Northeast, Southeast, Central, South and Western Asia. This is a fluid and potentially dangerous power dynamic, as Asia’s powers are yet to settle among themselves issues of status, spheres of influence, regional norms of behaviour, patterns of alignment and enmity and tacit conditions governing the use of force. Meanwhile, the threat perceptions of many middle and smaller powers have been raised. As regional rivalries drive various containment and countercontainment strategies (see Paul 2003), and increased strategic uncertainty raises states’ security concerns, the demand-side pressures for nuclear weapons will continue to mount. The other major demand-side driver of proliferation is the growing thirst for status among Asia’s emerging great powers. Rising prosperity and growing nationalism has fed a renewed interest in gaining symbols of international prestige and influence. The campaign of states such as Japan, India, Indonesia and Brazil for permanent seats on the UN Security Council is one manifestation of the new hunger for prestige. Membership of the ‘nuclear club’ has long been recognised as another tacit symbol of great power status. Possession of nuclear weapons is one indicator of membership in the great power ‘club’. The ability to design and manufacture nuclear warheads and ballistic missiles is thought to signal high levels of technological competence, a particularly important status symbol for developing countries (Navais 1990: 9_/13). 

NPT won’t solve incentive—supply and demand side increases 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. 284-285 DMC)
The drivers of proliferation among several of Asia’s emerging great powers combine both mounting demand-side incentives and crumbling supply-side controls. Neither of these can adequately be addressed by the NPT in its current state. The major demand-side incentives are greater strategic uncertainty among regional powers and a rising thirst for international prestige. At the global level, the actions and statements of the United States, which currently combines a belief in its unassailable power with a post-11 September 2001 conviction of its unrivalled vulnerability, have increased the strategic uncertainties of many states. The current US preoccupation with terrorism and non-proliferation and recent high-visibility demonstrations of US air power have enhanced the credibility of Washington’s threats of coercion against ‘rogue states’. As the United States’ inhibitions against the use of force have fallen, the attractiveness of nuclear weapons*/the ultimate insurance policy*/have risen. 

***UQ – US action***

US committed – NPT

US Committed To Non Prolif—US Nuke Posture Review

Payne, President and co-founder of the National Institute for Public Policy, 10

(Keith, The Washington Times , 6/16, Lexis Nexis, 6/26/10 AU)

<Second, the NPR explicitly elevates a "nuclear-free world" and nonproliferation to the highest priority of U.S. nuclear policy. It states, "For the first time, the 2010 NPR places this priority atop the U.S. nuclear agenda." The NPR emphasizes that reducing the roles and numbers of U.S. nuclear weapons provides "a much stronger position" to gain international support for nonproliferation measures. The expectation of this beneficial rallying effect is based on hope, not experience, and is a thin reed upon which to make any critical decisions - especially when we know that U.S. nuclear weapons contribute to our nonproliferation goals by assuring allies that they do not need their own nuclear weapons. A rigid elevation of nuclear zero to highest policy priority could conflict with the maintenance of the U.S. ability to deter future war. Will the administration protect U.S. deterrence capabilities when trade-offs among these goals must be made? The administration's New START treaty offers grounds for concern.>
US committed – obama 

Obama pushing for nuclear nonproliferation

Obama, Current President of the United States, 09

(Barrack, FDCH Political Transcripts, 5/29, EBSCO Host, 6/23/10, AU )

<It's going to require more work, but I think that we can get something accomplished there, and we can lock down loose nuclear weapons that could fall into the hands of terrorists.We are going to be pushing this as one of our highest priorities, to take specific steps, measurable steps, verifiable steps to make progress on this issue, even as we keep a long-term perspective and a long-term vision about what can be achieved.>

US not credible – obama  

Obama’s Policies do not decrease proliferation

Sanger, Chief Washington Correspondent for the New York Times and Shanker, Pentagon Correspondent for the New York Times, 10

(David and Thom, Obama’s New Nuclear Strategy Is Intended as a Message to Iran and North Korea, New York Times, April 7, Lexis Nexis, 6/26/10 AU )

<The opposite critique came from two senior Republican Party national security experts -- Senators John McCain and Jon Kyl, both of Arizona -- who contended that the pressure was not direct enough. 

  ''We believe that preventing nuclear terrorism and nuclear proliferation should begin by directly confronting the two leading proliferators and supporters of terrorism, Iran and North Korea,'' they wrote. ''The Obama administration's policies, thus far, have failed to do that, and this failure has sent exactly the wrong message to other would be proliferators and supporters of terrorism.''>

Obama Credibility Low On Nuke Policies

Sheridan, Washington Post Staff Writer, 10

(Mary Beth, The Washington Post, 5-31, Lexis Nexis, 6/26/10, AU)

<Egypt's U.N. ambassador, Maged Abdel Aziz, who led the powerful 118-member non-aligned group, disagreed. He said non-nuclear countries ultimately dropped their demands for faster disarmament.

"We like Obama's ideas. We will make the first concessions," he said in an interview. "But we will see what is going to come."

His comments reflected skepticism among countries about how much Obama will achieve. The new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) with Russia has not been ratified, and Obama faces an uphill battle in winning Senate approval of a separate pact banning nuclear tests worldwide.

Aziz said non-nuclear countries are still smarting over the George W. Bush administration's decision to sell civilian nuclear technology to India, which hasn't signed the nonproliferation treaty. Obama voted for that deal as a senator.

"If you say countries outside the treaty are going to get . . . even more benefits than countries inside the treaty, than what is the benefit for me to bind myself with more [nonproliferation] restrictions?" Aziz asked. U.S. officials said they would continue to pursue tougher nuclear controls in more favorable venues, such as the U.N. Security Council and the IAEA.

Even before the conference started, the Obama administration "trimmed their sails on what they expected to get out of it. The main thing at this point was not to undercut their agenda going forward," said Miles Pomper, a nuclear policy expert at the Monterey Institute of International Studies.>

US non prolif efforts focus on Iran and DPRK—not working 

Korea Times, 10

(US to use multiple means for NK’s denuclearization, Korea Times, 5-28, Lexis Nexis, 6/26/10, AU)

<The United States said Thursday it will take multiple avenues to isolate North Korea and Iran and force them to abandon their nuclear weapons ambitions, Yonhap News reported in Washington.  "If they ignore their international obligations, we will pursue multiple means to increase their isolation and bring them into compliance with international nonproliferation norms," a National Security Strategy report released by the Obama administration said. "Both nations face a clear choice. If North Korea eliminates its nuclear weapons program, and Iran meets its international obligations on its nuclear program, they will be able to proceed on a path to greater political and economic integration with the international community." The report, mandated by Congress, emphasized the shift in national security strategy to multilateralism through diplomacy, a departure from the Bush administration's unilateralism allowing preemptive war, but it did not elaborate on the multiple means. "The United States will pursue the denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula and work to prevent Iran from developing a nuclear weapon," it said. "This is not about singling out nations -- it is about the responsibilities of all nations and the success of the nonproliferation regime." The six-party talks on ending Pyongyang's nuclear weapons programs, stalled since December 2008, appear moribund since the sinking of a South Korean warship by a North Korean submarine.>

US not credible – no signal 

Obama Cannot Stop Prolif—too many things on his plate

The Irish Times, 2009

(The Irish Time, 9/22/09, Lexis, 6/26/10, AU)

<PRESIDENT BARACK Obama is likely to receive a standing ovation when he explains his vision of US foreign policy to the opening session of the UN General Assembly here tomorrow morning.

Eight months after his election, Mr Obama remains the most popular leader in the world, more popular abroad than at home. His approval ratings have slipped to around 50 per cent in the US, but 77 per cent of Europeans still approve of his foreign policy, according to a poll by the German Marshall Fund. 

Yet when the applause at the UN subsides, the US leader will still confront a world of trouble. Commentators are beginning to wonder whether, for all his charisma, Mr Obama will be able to make headway on the problems that dogged his predecessor, George W Bush. Each one seems like Mission Impossible: climate change; the Israeli-Palestinian conflict; nuclear proliferation, particularly the Iranian and North Korean programmes. Not to mention the world economic recession, which Mr Obama will tackle at the G20 summit in Pittsburgh on Thursday and Friday.>

US Does Not Have the Credibility to Pursue Nuclear Policies-CTBT

SIRPI 10

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

<The desirability of the USA ratifying the CTBT had been mentioned repeatedly by several NNWS as constituting a strong signal by the USA that it would be serious on disarmament and that it would increase the chances of a successful Review Conference. Even if the US Administration said early on that it would prioritize seeking ratification, it has not happened due to the difficulties of obtaining sufficient support in the US Senate. The current situation is therefore likely to continue, with the other states whose ratification is necessary waiting to see what happens with the USA. The Final Document of the Review Conference will probably contain text on the need for early ratification and entry into force of the CTBT. >
US credibility high

US disclosure increases credibility on non-prolif

Asker, Aviation Washington Bureau Chief, 10

(James R. Aviation Week & Space Technology, 5/10, Lexis Nexis, 6/26/10, AU)

<Trying to rally world support toward nuclear arms proliferation, State and Defense department officials reveal that the U.S. had 5,113 strategic warheads in its nuclear weapons stockpile as of Sept. 30, 2009--down 84% from levels in Fiscal 1967, when the nuclear arsenal peaked at 31,255 warheads. Meanwhile, the number of non-strategic nuclear weapons in the arsenal dropped about 90% from September 1991 to September 2009. The revelations come as the Obama administration presses arms control efforts in New York during the ongoing review conference of the nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT). «For those who doubt that the United States will do its part on disarmament, this is our record, these are our commitments,» Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton told the United Nations-led conference. Arms control advocates in Washington praised the disclosures and called for more regarding the tactical arsenal, some of which is based with NATO allies in Europe. >

US Transparency Helps Stop Prolif

LaFranchi, Staff Writer, 10

(Howard, Christian Science Monitor, 5-3, Lexis Nexis, 6/26/10, AU)

<Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton told a United Nations conference on nuclear nonproliferation Monday that the US will disclose details of its nuclear arsenal - such as how many bombs it has and how many it has destroyed - as part of President Obama's quest for a nuclear-weapons-free world. Secretary Clinton spoke from the same podium where hours earlier Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad had condemned the US as a power-hungry nuclear power. When it was her turn, Clinton told the conference of 189 signatories to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NTP) that it was adherence to the 40-year-old treaty that would make the eventual goal of a nuclear-weapons-free world possible. The "transparency" the US is demonstrating through disclosure of the details of its nuclear arsenal should encourage other countries to commit to nuclear nonproliferation and disarmament, she said.>
US credibility can increase

Disclosure of NuclearIncrease Credibility on Non Prolif 

Richter, Foreign Policy Staff Writer for the Los Angeles Times, and Barnes, Pentagon, 10

(Paul and Julian, Los Angeles Times, 5/8, Lexis Nexis, 6/26/10, AU)

<The Obama administration disclosed the size of the U.S. nuclear arsenal for the first time Monday, issuing a set of figures that has remained an official government secret since the Manhattan Project during World War II.

The administration said the stockpile consists of 5,113 active and inactive warheads, down from a high of 31,255 in 1967, in the years after the Cuban missile crisis.

Although no U.S. administration had ever revealed the current size of its weapons stockpile, the number came as little surprise. Most experts had made estimates close to the actual figures. The Federation of American Scientists, which advocates arms control, for instance, had estimated the inventory at 5,100. 

However, administration officials and advocates who supported the public release of the information said the figures would help demonstrate a U.S. commitment to openness about its arms program and prod other countries, especially China, to do likewise.

"We think it is in our national security interests to be as transparent as we can be about the nuclear program of the United States," Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton said at a news conference at the United Nations. "We think that builds confidence.">
US Credibility Increased With Disclosure of Nukes

Richter, Foreign Policy Staff Writer for the Los Angeles Times, and Barnes, Pentagon, 10

(Paul and Julian, Los Angeles Times, 5/8, Lexis Nexis, 6/26/10, AU)

<Clinton pointed to steps the Obama administration is taking to reduce the threat and importance of nuclear weapons, pointing to a new arms-reduction agreement with Russia, a revamped U.S. nuclear policy and other measures.

"The United States is showing it is being increasingly transparent in respect to its own nuclear weapons program," said a senior Defense official, who spoke on condition of anonymity to avoid overshadowing Clinton's remarks.

The figures released Monday show the number of U.S. warheads in each year from 1962 to 2009, as well as the number dismantled each year from 1994 to 2009. In 1993, the Energy Department released historical data on the size of the atomic arsenal for the years before 1962.

The only figure not released is the number of warheads awaiting destruction. Officials said there were several thousand of those weapons and that they expect to release an exact number in the near future.

The administration also did not disclose how many weapons are active, or nearly ready for use, and those that are inactive, or held in reserve. The figures also do not specify how many are strategic long-range weapons and how many are shorter-range tactical weapons.

The stockpile will shrink further as the number of strategic warheads is cut to 1,550 if the New START treaty with Russia is ratified.

Hans M. Kristensen, director of the nuclear information project for the Federation of American Scientists, said the release of the numbers showed it was never really necessary to make them classified information.>

US acting now

US Working on Prolif with UN- decreases prolif  

Zraick, Staff Writer, 2009

(Karen, The New York Times, 8/13/09, Lexis, 6/26/10, AU)

<Susan E. Rice, the United States ambassador to the United Nations, said Wednesday that America had paid a price for ''stiff-arming the U.N. and spurning our international partners'' and pledged to work closely with the international community. 

  ''The United States will lead in the 21st century -- not with hubris, not by hectoring -- but through patient diplomacy and steadfast resolve to strengthen our common security by investing in our common humanity,'' she said in a speech at New York University.

  Ms. Rice never directly mentioned the Bush administration or its sometimes antagonistic relationship with the United Nations. But she clearly sought to differentiate the Obama administration's approach to diplomacy with the policies of the Bush White House.

  The United States is ''dramatically'' revamping its role at the United Nations by working more closely with other nations on issues like nuclear proliferation and armed conflicts around the world, she said.

  ''We are demonstrating that the United States is willing to listen, respect differences and consider new ideas,'' Ms. Rice said. >
US Moving Forward With Disarmament Policies to decrease prolif

SIRPI 10

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

<While the messages from the incoming Obama Administration were positive, a clear signal of US intentions was required. That clear signal arrived with the speech by President Obama in Prague in April 2009, but it was still seen with caution since 'actions count more than words' and not much had changed in terms of real efforts. With the delay of the Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) and the repeatedly extended deadline of the START follow-up negotiations, it seemed that the doubters were correct in their assessment. However, in April 2010 both the NPR and the New START Treaty were finally presented, with the United States taking steps to reduce the role of nuclear weapons in its overall national security policy.>

NPT credibility low

NPT Credibility Low Now Because of Iran

Solomont, Jerusalem Post correspondent,10

(E.B., The Jerusalem Post, 5-31, Lexis Nexis, 6/26/10, AU)

<NEW YORK - Egypt came into the monthlong NPT conference swinging, and hit Israel square on the jaw. Worst of all, a sucker punch seemed to come from Israel's longtime ally, the United States.

But although the US on Friday signed onto a 28-page final resolution singling out Israel and pressing it to sign the Non-Proliferation Treaty, backroom diplomacy - with an eye on Iran - forced America's hand. Ultimately, the American signature reflects the US desire to reach an agreement on Iran; unlike his predecessor, President Obama's diplomatic strategy favors international consensus, which failed at the last two NPT review conferences, held in 2005 and 2000.

"The greatest threat to proliferation in the Middle East and to the NPT is Iran's failure to live up to its NPT obligations," Obama said in a statement on Friday night. "Today's efforts will only strengthen the NPT as a critical part of our efforts to ensure that all nations meet their NPT obligations or face consequences." >

NPT Credibility Low- non nuclear power bitterness

Sheridan, Washington Post Staff Writer, 10

(Mary Beth, The Washington Post, 5-31, Lexis Nexis, 6/26/10, AU)

<The 40-year-old pact is built on a grand bargain: The original five nuclear powers promised to disarm gradually and all others foreswore the bomb. All treaty members were guaranteed access to nuclear energy, subject to the oversight of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA).

But the conference revealed the strains in the treaty. Non-nuclear countries complained bitterly that nuclear powers are not upholding their end of the bargain.

It was clear from the start that getting agreement would be difficult. The conference's final documents are reached by consensus, meaning that Iran, a treaty member, could block any initiatives. That explains why it wasn't named.

Israel, on the other hand, has not signed the treaty and did not attend the meetings.

"We did the most we could, considering the rules of the road," said Ellen O. Tauscher, the U.S. undersecretary for arms control.>

NPT credibility high (1)

NPT Credibility High Now 

Sheridan, Washington Post Staff Writer, 10

(Mary Beth, The Washington Post, 5-31, Lexis Nexis, 6/26/10, AU)

<It didn't end in failure. That was perhaps the best the U.S. government could boast about a month-long conference on the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, which ended Friday in New York. President Obama has made a priority of strengthening the treaty, which is in danger of unraveling after decades of curtailing the spread of nuclear weapons. Much of his ambitious nuclear agenda has been undertaken with an eye toward demonstrating U.S. compliance with the pact. The United States got few of the specific goals it sought at the conference, such as penalties for nations that secretly develop nuclear weapons, then quit the pact (think North Korea). Language calling on countries to allow tougher nuclear inspections was greatly watered down.  And the conference's final document singled out Israel's suspected nuclear program -- but not Iran's secret facilities, which many think are part of an effort to build an atomic bomb. Gen. James Jones, the U.S. national security adviser, blasted that absence as "deplorable." U.S. officials said the conference's final "action plan" at least represented a commitment by 189 nations to stand by the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). The last review conference, in 2005, collapsed in failure, with many countries blaming the Bush administration. "We've got the NPT back on track. There was so much criticism about 2005 . . . and a lot of doom and gloom about the treaty failing," said one U.S. official, who was not authorized to speak on the record. "We have to hold this treaty together.">

Next NPT Will Increase Credibility 

Lederer, Foreign Correspondent, 10

(Edith M., The Christian Science Monitor, 5-29 Lexis Nexis, 6/26/10, AU)

<According to the final document, U.N. Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon and the co-sponsors of the 1995 Mideast resolution - the U.S., Russia and Britain - will now appoint a "facilitator" to conduct consultations in preparation for the 2012 conference. Jones said the United States "will insist that the conference operate only by consensus by the regional countries" and that any further discussions or actions also be decided on this basis.Britain's chief negotiator, Ambassador John Duncan, said Friday's decision is the start of a process and dialogue on a WMD-free zone in the Mideast. "So it would be surprising if Israel was able to agree today to come to the proposed conference before that dialogue has taken place," he said. "But the clear goal of this decision is to have all the countries of the region involved." Under the 1970 nonproliferation treaty, nations without nuclear weapons committed not to acquire them; those with them committed to move toward their elimination; and all endorsed everyone's right to develop peaceful nuclear energy. The last NPT conference, in 2005, failed to adopt a consensus declaration. In sharp contrast, a final declaration was not only adopted this year but for the first time it laid out complex action plans for all three of the treaty's "pillars" - nonproliferation, disarmament and peaceful nuclear energy. Under its action plan, the five recognized nuclear-weapon states - the United States, Russia, Britain, France and China - commit to speed up arms reductions, take other steps to diminish the importance of atomic weapons, and report back on progress by 2014. The plan also has 24 steps to promote nonproliferation including making the treaty universal to include Israel, Pakistan India and North Korea, to encourage tighter inspections and controls on nuclear trade to prevent development of secret weapons programs.>

NPT credibility high (2)

 Conference Increase Credibility 

MacFarquhar, Journalist and author of The Media Relations Department of Hizbollah Wishes You a Happy Birthday: Unexpected Encounters in the Changing Middle East, 10

(Neil, New York Times, 5-29, Lexis Nexis, 6/26/10, AU)
<  Given that all 189 states that have signed the nonproliferation treaty had to agree to the wording, including 64 separate ways to move forward, all the major players found flaws in the outcome. It meant many steps had to be watered down. 

  Although the document singles out North Korea by name, for example, saying its nuclear program constitutes a threat to ''peace and security,'' it was not as strong as the condemnation initially proposed. 

  Aside from Israel, the document also calls on India and Pakistan, both holding nuclear weapons but not nonproliferation treaty members, to join it. 

  While rejecting a deadline, for the first time the main five nuclear weapons states accepted vague language referring to a new, stronger international convention on eliminating nuclear weapons, and the idea of a ''timeline'' was introduced.

  Despite differences over the pace of disarmament and proliferation concerns, the document breathes new life into a treaty seen as under threat, analysts said. ''That is the positive, there is much more attention on future action and new benchmarks,'' said Prof. William C. Potter, the director of the center for nonproliferation at the Monterey Institute of International Studies. >

***Links***

Arms reduction

US Arms Reduction Key to US Credibility on non prolif

Dempsey, Staff writer for the New York Times, 10

(Judy, New York Times, 4-29, Lexis Nexis, 6/26/10, AU)

<Since the end of the Cold War, the United States and Russia, which have more than 90 percent of the world's 30,000 nuclear weapons, have taken the lead. The other major nuclear powers, except China, have made some modest cuts, but they have also continued to modernize their arsenals.

The Obama administration believes that further reductions would raise the credibility of the nonproliferation regime. Such cuts might even send a signal to India, Pakistan and Israel, which have nuclear weapons but have not signed the treaty. It could even reassure the nonnuclear countries that have signed the treaty that disarmament could become a reality.

''In that sense, there are very high expectations because of Obama's policies,'' said Oliver Thränert, a leading disarmament expert at the German Institute for International and Security Affairs in Berlin. But, he added, ''everyone could end up being disappointed.''>

Nuclear presence 

Decreased US nuclear presence causes prolif

Meier PhD in political science ‘10

(Oliver, Arms Control Today, May 2010, proquest, 6/25/10, EL)

is a researcher with the Institute for Peace Research and Security Policy at the University of Hamburg and holds a PhD in political science)
<Daalder specifically recommended that the United States limit the role of nuclear weapons to the deterrence of other nuclear-weapon states and that it do so unilaterally. By contrast, the interim report of the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States, released Dec. 15, specifically stated that the U.S. nonproliferation strategy "will continue to depend upon U.S. extended deterrence strategy as one of its pillars." The commission, headed by former Secretaries of Defense William Perry and James Schlesinger, concludes that, without credible U.S. security, many U.S. allies "would feel enormous pressures to create their own nuclear arsenals.">
Iraq withdrawal 

US Withdrawal prematurely from Iraq risks prolif and war
The Korea Herald, 2008 (Lonnie, The Korea Herald, August 27 Wednesday, “U.S. exit from Iraq,” Lexis, Date Accessed: June 24, 2010, DMC)
Whatever the Iraqi leader has in mind, Washington will want to pull its troops out of Iraq when its war objectives have been achieved. With the war that started in March 2003, a dictator has been removed, the weapons of mass destruction were found to have never existed, and American access to natural resources has been secured. What remains is Bush's lofty vision of establishing a beachhead of democracy in the Middle East, which is a risky objective for a time frame of little more than three years. A premature U.S. withdrawal could lead to political chaos, economic paralysis and a possible civil war, during which neighboring Iran will be able to strengthen its hegemony in the region, with a greater threat of nuclear proliferation. Not only Americans but Iraqi leaders themselves must see this grim prospect, but politicians are trying to fix a date, regardless of its consequences. From the beginning of the war, many recalled Vietnam in the 1970s, and the similarities are increasingly apparent.

Decreased nukes

Turn--non proliferation undercut us nuclear umbrella which in turn sparks nuclear proliferation 
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)
<So what are the benefits of endorsing nuclear zero as America's goal? Proponents argue that embracing nuclear zero will increase cooperation from other countries against proliferators like North Korea and Iran. But what is this hope based on? America's embracing nuclear zero may take away a debating point from countries unwilling to cooperate with us, but it does nothing to change their interests. The deal Brazil and Turkey cut with Iran this week shows that Mr. Obama's embrace of nuclear zero does not translate into international cooperation where it really matters.

Endorsing nuclear zero makes it even harder for the U.S. government to maintain the nuclear infrastructure that the president says is essential for our security. Why should a bright young scientist or engineer enter a dying field -- especially when innovation is discouraged by support for a permanent ban on weapons testing, and by the renunciation of new weapons development? The NPR states that the administration aims to "enhance recruitment and retention" of technical personnel, but its policies seem sure to drive them away.

The NPR stresses that the world's nonproliferation regime requires a strong U.S. nuclear umbrella. Yet the proposal can hardly increase confidence in America's determination to maintain its longstanding global role. U.S. friends overseas worry about their security in a world where America seems determined to shed its burdens as a nuclear power. This will likely spur nuclear proliferation -- not discourage it.>

***Alternative Causality***

Alt cause – domestic policy

Domestic politics encourage development of nuclear weapons
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)

<Two domestic considerations have the potential to influence nuclear proliferation. First, states may pursue nuclear ambitions to divert public attention from unfavorable domestic issues (Dunn and Khan 1976; U.S. Office of Technology Assessment 1977; Waltz 2003). Nuclear weapons or nuclear weapons programs respond to— even bolster—nationalist sentiments. States facing domestic turmoil may pursue nuclear weapons programs as a method of diversion. India and Pakistan appear to have successfully diverted public unrest and revived nationalist sentiments in part through the development of nuclear weapons (see Sheikh 1994 for Pakistan; Chellaney 1994 for India).>
Regime type leads to prolif
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)

<Second, regime type has the potential to influence nuclear proliferation decisions (Solingen 1994). One group of scholars argues that autocracies may be in a better position to quell domestic objections and pursue the development of nuclear weapons (Chubin 1994; Kincade 1995; Sheikh 1994). Another group of scholars argue the opposite, that democracies may be more disposed to develop nuclear weapons. Populist politicians scrambling to mobilize public opinion may be tempted to pander to nationalist hysteria (Snyder 2000; Perkovich 1999, 404-424 for India; Nizamani 2000 for Pakistan). For example, a Gallup International poll in 1998 found that 97 percent of Pakistani respondents supported the Pakistani nuclear tests during the period. Even years later, support for the bomb remains strong in Pakistan. While it is conceivable that autocrats could have resisted the popular will, democratic dependence on public opinion suggests that it would have been politically impossible for Prime Minister Sharif to turn away from nuclear testing and development. 8>

Alt cause – security concerns

State motive causes proliferation
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)

<A nation’s regional or global status may also influence decisions to proliferate. Nuclear weapons have been perceived as a symbol of regional or international prominence. States may seek to develop nuclear weapons to represent or enhance their perceived prestige (Beaton and Maddox 1962; Dunn and Kahn 1976; Greenwood, Feiveson, and Taylor 1977; Quester 1977; Wildrich and Taylor 1974). 11 Even though all nuclear contenders seek the same proximate goal, there appears to be a contrast between how proliferation by major powers and nonmajor powers is received by the international community. The five permanent members of the UN Security Council produced nuclear weapons in the face of relatively lighter moral condemnation from other nations. 12 The nuclear ambitions of nonmajor powers bring opprobrium and often yield tangible punishments from other states. The NPT is thus a codification of a dual-standard sovereignty, a hierarchy where what is accepted for some nations is illegitimate for others (Paul 2000). 13 This dual standard might arguably weaken strictures against nuclear ambitions. Conversely, proliferation among the powerful might simply reflect power politics in the nuclear era (Mearsheimer 1990, 2001; Waltz 1990). Thus, whether status is the product of ideational or material forces is ambiguous. However, a comparison of how status functions empirically should allow for some inferences about which set of arguments is correct. In particular, status norms would seem to encourage proliferation among both major and regional powers, while proliferation “because one can” should be most common for major powers. >

Alt cause – tech 

Nuclear tech spread causes prolif

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) 
 <The demonstration of a link between nuclear assistance and nuclear proliferation begs for an explanation of the sources of nuclear assistance. This question has been largely unexplored in the vast literature on nuclear proliferation. Scholars have strained to explain why states want nuclear weapons, but very few (e.g., Kroenig 2007, Fuhrmann 2008) have examined what is arguably the more puzzling question: why do states provide assistance? Matthew Fuhrmann uses new data on civilian nuclear cooperation 11 agreements to examine this question. Consistent with the strategic approach to nuclear proliferation advocated in this issue, he finds that states use civilian nuclear cooperation agreements to meet security-related objectives. States are more likely to trade civilian technology with friends and less likely to trade with enemies. Contrary to the claims of many pundits and policy analysts, he finds only mixed support for the idea that economic considerations drive nuclear cooperation. Most troubling from a policy standpoint, concerns about nuclear proliferation do not appear to shape the behavior of the nuclear suppliers. > 

Alt cause – strategic advnatage

States seek nuclear weapons to get strategic advantage

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) 
 <Kyle Beardsley and Victor Asal are interested in examining the outcome of conflicts involving nuclear-armed states. To test the effects of nuclear status on crisis outcomes, they draw on data from the International Crisis Behavior dataset. They find that when nuclear weapon states face a nonnuclear weapon state (an asymmetric dyad), nuclear weapon states are more likely to win concessions and more likely to experience shorter crises. The findings do not hold for symmetrical nuclear dyads, however. Nuclear weapon states facing a nuclear-armed opponent are no more (or less) likely to experience enhanced bargaining leverage or shorter crises. Beardsley and Asal carefully test the robustness of these findings with a selection model that enables them to rule out the possibility that the results were driven by selection into crises. In support of the issue’s basic assertion, nuclear weapon states possess a strategic advantage when facing nonnuclear weapon states: they enjoy shorter crises and to emerge victorious from the crises in which they are involved. >

Alt cause – nuclear power 

Nuclear Energy causes prolif
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)


Pursuing nuclear power also perpetuates the myth that increasing atomic energy, and thus increasing uranium enrichment and spent-fuel reprocessing, will increase neither terrorism nor proliferation of nuclear weapons. This myth has been rejected by both the International Atomic Energy Agency and the U.S. Office of Technology Assessment. More nuclear plants means more weapons materials, which means more targets, which means a higher risk of terrorism and proliferation. The government admits that Al Qaeda already has targeted U.S. reactors, none of which can withstand attack by a large airplane. Such an attack, warns the U.S. National Academy of Sciences, could cause fatalities as far away as 500 miles and destruction 10 times worse than that caused by the nuclear accident at Chernobyl in 1986. Nuclear energy actually increases the risks of weapons proliferation because the same technology used for civilian atomic power can be used for weapons, as the cases of India, Iran, Iraq, North Korea and Pakistan illustrate. As the Swedish Nobel Prize winner Hannes Alven put it, “The military atom and the civilian atom are Siamese twins.” Yet if the world stopped building nuclear-power plants, bomb ingredients would be harder to acquire, more conspicuous and more costly politically, if nations were caught trying to obtain them. Their motives for seeking nuclear materials would be unmasked as military, not civilian.
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