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AT: Iran Prolif – Iran Rational
No impact.

Gavin 2010 (Francis, IR, UT. Dir, Center for International Security, UT. Frmr National Security Fellow, Harvard. PhD, diplomatic history, UPenn, Same As It Ever Was: Nuclear Alarmism, Proliferation, and the Cold War, International Security,  Vol 34, Num 3, Winter 2009/10, MUSE) 

That Iran—surrounded by rivals with nuclear ambitions and singled out by the United States, the largest military power in the world—has an interest in nuclear weapons is not surprising. Even assessments that view Iranian behavior as a challenge to U.S. interests in the Middle East do not consider the regime as threatening as the PRC was during the 1960s. As Shahram Chubin writes, "It is not overtly confrontational or given to wild swings in behavior or to delusional goals; it has not denounced arms control treaties to which it formally adheres; and there is evidence of pluralism and some debate within the country."36 Nuclear weapons could make Iran more aggressive. Or, as with China, they could provide international legitimacy and security, making Iran less aggressive than it has been. As one recent analysis put it, "If anything, Iran might find that possession of a nuclear weapon actually diminishes its options in the Middle East and forces it to act with greater restraint."37 A deeper understanding of nuclear history and the underlying geopolitical circumstances Iran faces makes the prospect that it would take actions (such as supplying Hamas or Hezbollah with nuclear weapons) that could invite its own destruction highly unlikely.38 [End Page 16]
AT: Iran Prolif – Iran Rational

Iran is rational.

Steff 2010 (Reuben, Intern, Centre for Strategic Studies. Dissertation on ballistic missiles and deterrence. MA, The Russian Resurgence, America and the Great Crisis of 2010, 7 January 2010, http://www.scoop.co.nz/stories/HL1001/S00022.htm)

But numerous scholars have shown that Iran does not act as an irrational actor in any sense of the term. In fact, most of their behaviour appears to be carefully calculated and the actions of a ‘risk-averse’ power. This must be distinguished from their rhetoric which is inflammatory, threatening, and sometimes outright nuts. This is for a reason. We can think of a poker game where appearing to be irrational and unpredictable can cause other players to misread your moves. If every move we played was completely honest and predictable the other players would quickly learn when to bet against us. If anything, this tactic is particularly useful in the post-9/11 world since fears of nuclear technology sales to non-state terrorist organisations, like al Qaeda, only increases Iran’s leverage. Military action is not desirable against an irrational actor, since by definition we do not know how they will respond. Consequently Iranian leaders may perceive that nuclear weapons, or the capability to build them, in conjunction with a convincing image of irrationality provide an effective deterrent to outside coercion. 
AT: Iran Prolif – Not Destabilizing

Iranian prolif doesn’t spill over.

Procida 2009 (Frank, National Intelligence Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, Why an Iranian Nuclear Bomb Is Not the End of the World, 9 June 2009, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/65127/frank-procida/overblown)

Since the advent of the nuclear age, scientists, activists, academics, and politicians have feared that the spread of atomic weapons would prove unstoppable. The rhetoric one hears today regarding the probable reaction of Middle Eastern countries to a nuclear Iran echoes concerns put forth by experts when the Soviet Union, China, and even France got the bomb. Yet the worst-case scenarios rarely came to pass -- Germany and Japan, for instance, remained nonnuclear despite expectations -- and there is no reason to suspect that the Middle East will buck this historical trend. Analysts are particularly concerned about the reactions of countries such as Egypt and Saudi Arabia to an Iranian nuclear program. What they seem to forget is that the Arab world already has been living with a nuclear neighbor, Israel -- a state against which many Arab countries have fought wars and still do not recognize. Still, the Arab world has been unable or unwilling to respond in kind. An Iranian nuclear capability would not threaten these states more, or even as much as, an Israeli weapon. And in terms of prestige and influence, a Persian bomb should not be any more significant to these states than a Jewish one. Furthermore, developing a nuclear weapon is not as simple as flipping a switch. Libya spent close to two decades trying to acquire a nuclear weapon before giving up its program in 2003. Technology has never been the region's strong suit, and even with A. Q. Khan-supplied centrifuge drawings readily available, it would be foolish to expect a rash of nuclear successes in the near future.

AT: Iran Prolif – Prolif Slow

Prolif will be slow.

Tepperman 2009 (Jon Tepperman, Managing Editor of Foreign Affairs. “Why Obama Should Learn to Love the Bomb” Newsweek, 30 Aug, Lexis)

The risk of an arms race--with, say, other Persian Gulf states rushing to build a bomb after Iran got one--is a bit harder to dispel. Once again, however, history is instructive. "In 64 years, the most nuclear-weapons states we've ever had is 12," says Waltz. "Now with North Korea we're at nine. That's not proliferation; that's spread at glacial pace." Nuclear weapons are so controversial and expensive that only countries that deem them absolutely critical to their survival go through the extreme trouble of acquiring them. That's why South Africa, Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan voluntarily gave theirs up in the early '90s, and why other countries like Brazil and Argentina dropped nascent programs. This doesn't guarantee that one or more of Iran's neighbors--Egypt or Saudi Arabia, say--might not still go for the bomb if Iran manages to build one. But the risks of a rapid spread are low, especially given Secretary of State Hillary Clinton's recent suggestion that the United States would extend a nuclear umbrella over the region, as Washington has over South Korea and Japan, if Iran does complete a bomb. If one or two Gulf states nonetheless decided to pursue their own weapon, that still might not be so disastrous, given the way that bombs tend to mellow behavior. 

AT: Turkey-Iran Relations – Relations High

Turkey/Iranian relations high – they’re pushing for Nabucco now 

Wellman 10 (Ariel, manages the Iran Soft Power Project, AEI, Turkey - Iran Foreign Relations, 26 July 2010, http://www.irantracker.org/foreign-relations/turkey-iran-foreign-relations)

Over the past few years, Turkey and Iran have increased their financial cooperation gradually, largely through oil, deepening their relationship through growing trade and bilateral investment. As Turkey’s energy needs have increased, Iran has actively sought new markets for its most important export, providing an excellent base with which to develop greater avenues of cooperation. Although Ankara has a favorable status with regard to American interests in its near abroad, it recently increased its bilateral trade with Tehran significantly, and the two have discussed the construction of a pipeline that would deliver Iranian oil across Turkey to Italy, thus greatly expanding the scope of Iran’s oil markets in Western Europe.[28] This multinational agreement is often referred to as the Nabucco Project named after the future pipeline linking the East and the West. Even beyond a significant increase in oil and gas trade, Turkey has increased its non-energy trade deficit to Iran, which reached about $2 billion early in 2008.[29] Despite repeated economic sanctions by the United States and the UN to halt international investment in Iran’s energy sector, Turkey has stated that such sanctions will not prevent its cooperation with Iran in supplying its own and Europe’s growing energy needs.[30] Economic relations between Ankara and Tehran began to improve after the groundbreaking official meeting between Turkish President Ahmet Necdet Nezer and Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad.[31] For the five years following this 2002 meeting, trade between Turkey and Iran increased more than six-fold, hitting $7.5 billion in 2007.[32] In November 2008, Iran and Turkey signed a memorandum of understanding in which Iran agreed to transfer 35 billion cubic meters of gas to Europe through Turkey; in December 2008, the two made plans to create a joint company to build a natural gas pipeline from Iran to Turkey.[33] The National Iranian Gas Company offered to supply Turkey with more natural gas after Russia shut off gas to Europe in December 2008.[34] In January 2009, the Turkish economic attaché, Ahmad Nuri, claimed that Turkey also receives 18 million cubic meters per day from Iran, making Iran the second largest supplier of gas to Turkey after Russia.[35] In early November 2009, RWE, a German gas company involved in the Nabucco Project, denied reports that the consortium is already in negotiations with Iranian authorities over gas supplies.[36] Advisor to the Nabucco Project and former Germany Foreign Minister, Joseph Fischer, claimed that “as long as the political situation in Iran is the way it is, Iran is not an option” for energy supplies.[37] Iranian nuclear politics have affected Turkey’s energy policies as Turkey works to become a transportation corridor for Middle East oil and gas to markets in Europe. Turkey has suggested that Nabucco would be a good energy transportation route as soon as the international standoff over Iran’s nuclear program ends and Western powers allow Iran to export gas to Europe.[38] In March 2009, Iran and Turkey signed a memorandum of understanding agreeing to cooperate in air, land, and sea transportation as part of an effort to raise the two countries’ bilateral trade to $20 billion.[39] The following month, Turkey, Iran, and Iraq signed an agreement to link their power grids and agreed to meet six months later at which time Syria would join the talks.[40] As of June 2009, a BBC account of Iranian international trade values reported that Turkey was in the top five of Iran’s major trading partners at 5.6% of total imports and exports, following the EU, China, Japan and South Korea, respectively.[41] Iran has taken steps to make itself more attractive to foreign investment, especially from Turkey, including easing customs regulations in its East Azerbaijan province.[42] In July 2009, it was reported that thirty-eight firms partially owned by Turks were active in and around the Iranian city of Tabriz (capital of the East Azerbaijan province), two of which are entirely Turk-owned. Lower productions costs have played a significant role in the decision of Turkish industrial firms to relocate to Iran.[43] According to a Turkish trade delegation from the country’s Van province (bordering East Azerbaijan), newly approved provincial legislation will aid in the continuing expansion economic ties. The head of the trade delegation indicated that economic cooperation between the two provinces could reach $200 million.[44] In July 2010, a Turkish firm sign a $1.3 billion deal with Iran to “build a gas pipeline from Iran to Turkey that would supply gas to Europe.[45] This deal is contemporaneous with a new round of UN sanctions that Turkey voted against. [Click here for more information on Turkey’s business relationship with Iran.] DIPLOMATIC/MILITARY RELATIONSHIP: Turkish and Iranian bilateral relations suffered in the 1980s and 1990s due to disagreements over the PKK, a group which Ankara classified as a terrorist organization that used the Turkey-Iran border to launch attacks into Turkey.[46] As Turkey and Iran have pursued better bilateral relations, the two have also agreed to cooperate against terrorist organizations in the region; this included a move by Tehran to classify the Kurdish Workers Party (PKK) as a terrorist organization.[47] Iran has used its recent oil and gas deals with Turkey—a NATO member, U.S. ally, and candidate for EU membership—to improve political relations between the two, despite the U.S. government’s disapproval.[48] Iran began courting Turkey as a powerful new partner in 2002, when Turkish president Ahmet Necdet Sezer made an unprecedented visit to Iran. It seems that Tehran hoped to enhance complicated political and security ties and improve trade and economic relations.[49] The visit, was a qualified success: though “politically at odds with Iran over many regional issues, the Turkish president [held] awkward discussions with his Iranian hosts amid signs of improving economic relations.”[50] Since 2002, as economic cooperation has deepened between Tehran and Ankara, the political relationship between the two countries has improved. Since August 2008, when Ahmadinejad made an official visit to meet with Turkey’s president and prime minister, Turkey and Iran have begun to formalize political relations. During Ahmadinejad’s visit, the two countries’ presidents signed five memorandums of understanding on security cooperation, combating organized crime, economic cooperation, and education.[51] In January 2009, Iranian Parliamentary Speaker Ali Larijani made an official visit to meet with Turkish President Abdullah Gul, and in March 2009, Gul attended the summit of the Economic Cooperation Organization in Tehran. The two countries have declared 2009 the “Iran-Turkey Culture Year” and began holding cultural relations conferences since January 2009.[52] 
AT: Turkish Diplomacy – Diplomacy High
Turkish diplomacy high.

Taqui 2010 (Jassim, Deputy Editor, Pakistan Observer. PhD, Turkish diplomacy reflects hope, http://pakobserver.net/detailnews.asp?id=34100)

Turkey has shown the way to the UN Security Council of how to deal with matters pertaining to world security. Unfortunately, the UNSC continues to rely on sanctions and collective siege and punishment of the innocent people as a mean to tame smaller nations. In case of Iran, the UNSC failed to come with any serious diplomatic solution to the nuclear issue. It continues to be a hostage to the policy of the United States, which uses its tremendous influence on the other permanent members to ensure that its course of action should be followed. If other members try to suggest some other course, the US would threaten to use a Veto power. While the United States was pressing for more sanctions against the people of Iran, Turkey was engaged with Iran in serious talks involving Brazil as well. Under the terms of the deal, Iran would deposit most of its stock of low-enriched uranium in Turkey in exchange, within a year later, for reactor fuel needed for research and medical use.  Indeed, Turkey achieved an unprecedented diplomatic success while other countries had been negotiating without result for many years. All failed due to trust-deficit and non-seriousness of the talks. What makes this deal very important is the fact that both Turkey and Brazil are non-permanent members of the 15- seat Security Council. Both, along with Lebanon, also oppose imposing more sanctions on Iran. The biggest disappointment is the stance of the US Secretary of State Ms. Hillary Clinton who opposed the deal instead of working with Turkey and Brazil to ensure resolving the dispute through diplomatic means. In fact, Ms Clinton was pushing for new UNSC sanctions against Iran. Ostensibly, the Obama administration has its agenda against Iran. Hence Ms Clinton was surprised by the growing assertiveness of Brazil, Latin America’s biggest economy, and NATO member Turkey in carving out their own diplomatic tracks independently of the United States.  The Turkish proactive diplomacy is a tribute to the peaceful vision of Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan and the diplomatic skills of Turkish Foreign Minister Mr. Ahmet Davutoglu. The success of this vision should make the United States and its Western allies to end their diplomatic standoff over Iran’s nuclear programme, which is geared towards peaceful purposes.  With this deal, all talks and plans to impose more economic sanctions or to indirectly encourage Israel to attack Iranian nuclear facilities should end. Such attitude is very dangerous. It would escalate tension in the region. It can also lead to a devastating war once sanctions were transformed into military operations. One would remind Ms Clinton how 11 years of sanctions destroyed the social fabric of the Iraqi society causing the death of over two million civilians, mainly women and children, and culminating in the US invasion in 2003. The US thesis of sanctions and invading Iraq was based on reports that Iraq possessed mass destruction weapons. Ironically, the Bush administration conceded, following full control of Iraq, that reports on Iraqi weapons of mass destruction were false and fabricated. It is about time that Obama administration should revisit the failed policy of sanctions and military operations. This policy has failed in Pakistan, Iraq, Afghanistan and elsewhere. It would definitely fail in Iran. Presently, there is a state of stagnation in diplomacy. Turkey has identified the problem and is trying to fill the vacuum through its proactive diplomacy.  Peaceful co-existent , active diplomacy and zero fiction with neighboring countries are the pillars of the global and regional vision of Turkey. This policy has enabled Turkey to act as a credible mediator in the Middle East, African and Europe. One hopes that Western nations should learn from Turkey and desist from using sanctions and military means to resolve regional and global issues. 
AT: Turkish Diplomacy – Diplomacy High
More evidence – specific to Israel.

Salem 2010 (Paul Salem, Director of the Carnegie Middle East Center, Rising Turkey in a Changing Middle East, 6 July 2010, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=41113)

Recent developments have also empowered Turkey, who is increasingly engaged in the Middle East both economically and diplomatically. But, with the latest events—including the United Nations vote on Iran’s nuclear program and more importantly the flotilla incident with Israel—Turkey and Prime Minister Erdogan have been catapulted into a leadership position on the most popular or populist issue in the Middle East, the Arab-Israeli conflict. Turkey stands to gain a lot of influence on that particular issue. 

AT: Turkish Diplomacy – Diplomacy High
It’s Turkey’s “golden age” in Middle East relations.

AP 9 (Gaza crisis spurs Turkish diplomacy, 5 January 2009, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2009/jan/05/gaza-crisis-spurs-turkish-diplomacy/)

Israel's Gaza offensive may have benefits for Turkey, bolstering its diplomatic profile in what some commentators call "neo-Ottomanism" and a Turkish newspaper hailed as a "golden age" for Turkish diplomacy. On New Year's Eve, Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan launched a tour of the region. He visited Syria, Jordan and Egypt before concluding his trip Saturday in Saudi Arabia. The four-nation tour included key Arab actors with a stake in the Gaza crisis as well as a side meeting between a trusted Erdogan aide and exiled Hamas spiritual leader Khaled Meshal in Damascus. Mr. Erdogan has cultivated ties with Hamas since 2006 when a high-ranking Hamas delegation's visit to Istanbul angered Turkey's allies in Washington and Tel Aviv. Since the Israeli offensive in Gaza began Dec. 27, Mr. Erdogan has spoken on the phone with Hamas' political leader in Gaza, Ismail Haniyeh, and has kept in touch with Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad. While the crisis has underlined the wide range of Turkey's contacts, critics say, it may be driven more by domestic opinion infuriated by the mounting death toll in Gaza. "The trip is a gesture directed more for internal consumption with his domestic constituency and has little chance of success," said Cengiz Candar, a prominent political commentator who is credited with coining the term "neo-Ottomanism." The term refers to Turkish aspirations for influence in the Arab countries that were once part of the Ottoman Empire. Turkey's unique contacts with all the major players in the region, as well as its membership in NATO, have positioned it to mediate the area's endemic conflicts. Turkey has benefited, in particular, from regional disillusionment with Cairo over Egypt's refusal to open its border with Gaza to allow an exodus of Gazans who want to flee the fighting. Turkey has greatly expanded its diplomacy in the Middle East under the ruling Justice and Development Party (AKP), an organization with Islamist roots. This marks a sea change from the decades that followed the collapse of the Ottoman Empire early last century, when the new secular republic shunned ties with regional powers and resolutely faced West.
AT: Israel-Syria Relations – Golan Heights
No relations without resolving the Golan.

Ben-Meir, 1AC Author, 1997 (Alon, Prof. Int'l Relations and Middle Eastern studies @ the New School, "WHY SYRIA MUST REGAIN THE GOLAN TO MAKE PEACE," in Middle East Policy, Vol. V, No. 3, September, Wiley)

The formula of “full withdrawal for full peace” remains at the heart of the present impasse in the Israeli-Syrian negotiations. Because the Israeli government of Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu rejects, presumably on security grounds, the principle of full withdrawal from the Golan Heights, the Syrians see no reason to resume negotiations unless a commit- ment of Israeli withdrawal is first accepted by Netanyahu. To break the deadlock, Netanyahu may wonder what can be done to motivate Syria to make peace without getting the Golan in return. The answer is simple - absolutely nothing. The Syrians have fought four wars and lived in a continuous state of war with Israel for five decades and are willing to live for another half century without peace. Since the end of the Cold War, the political and military dynamics in the Middle East have changed. The Syrians’ desire for peace is now, in large measure, based on the premise that they cannot recover the Golan by military means. And if peace brings the promise of economic prosperity and a greater sense of security, then Asad will pursue it, but never at the cost of forsaking the Golan. The Syrian people have been persuaded to accept peace, but only peace with dignity. For Syria, the most nationalistic of all Arab states, only a peace that restores the Golan can provide that dignity, especially since Egypt and Jordan have regained every inch of the territory they lost to Israelis - a condition for their bilateral peace agreements with Israel. Yitzhak Rabin initially thought he could negotiate “peace for peace” with Syria without giving up the Golan, but soon after entering into negotiations in earnest, he realized that only the recovery of the Golan matters for the Syrians. Rabin’s verbal agreement to give up all of the Golan was not made without grave security concerns on his part. But he had quickly learned the alternative was a continuing cycle of violence, something with which his nation was unwilling to live when peace with security became a realistic alternative. The Syrian position, however, is neither arbitrarily defined nor a matter of fixed principle from which the Syrians simply will not deviate. There are, in President Asad’s view, psychological, political, strategic, historical and even personal concerns that bear heavily on the Syrian position. Understanding that position from these perspectives is crucial. Otherwise, those Israelis, including Netanyahu, who believe that Syria, perhaps under different geopolitical conditions, will agree to a peace agreement for anything less than full Israeli withdrawal are dangerously misleading themselves and the Israeli public.
AT: Israel-Syria Relations – Golan Heights
Israel will never give up claims to the Golan – it’s two-thirds of their water supply and it’s a military buffer.

De Villiers 01 - editorial director of Where Magazine International and past publisher of Toronto Life Magazine

[Marq, Water: The Fate of Our Most Precious Resource, p. 189-90]

They never did say, then or later. No one in Israel forgets that two-thirds of the water Israel uses originates in territory it now controls through military conquest, in the Golan Heights and the West Bank. Al Fatah, among other groups, has been targeting Israeli water institutions for thirty years. I thought back to Isaac's notion: "We'll have to get more water. But where?" That was still the critical question. By the mid-1990s, Israel was overexploiting its water, drawing down its aquifers at beyond replenishment rates by about 15 percent a year (2.1 billion cubic meters, against a supply that ranges in good years from 1.95 to 1.6 billion cubic meters in drought years). Jordan was doing even worse: it was using 20 percent more water than it was receiving. The coastal aquifers in the region, especially in the critical Gaza area, were seriously overpumped, and seawater intrusions were becoming a major problem - and a major political problem, given that Jews were allowed to drill their wells deeper than Arabs or Palestinians. The already potent Palestinan grievances were being ratcheted up by the brutal politics of water: if your tap runs only a day or two a week, and the Jews' taps run all week, well, that's an easy grievance to nurture, isn't it? By 2010, according to Israel's own figures, it would have a water deficit of 360 million cubic meters. Jordan's deficit would be closing in on 200 million, and the West Bank's on 140 million. Considering that the Jordan River in a good year tields only 1.4 billion cubic meters and is already overstretched, where, indeed, is the water to come from? Zero-sum game: the peculiar and fragile ecology of the region has always collided ferociously with its complicated, factious, perilious politics, and also with the population dynamics and urbanizing economies. The Middle East has always been the place where water wars are most probable. Indeed, Israel did have a shooting war with Syria over water, and it is now widely accepted that the 1967 Arab-Israeli war had its roots in water politics as much as it did in national territorialism. Israel controls the Golan Heights for its water as well as for reasons of military security. Of course, there are potent psychological and political reasons for keeping the Golan Heights, but Israel doesn't need the Heights to keep snipers away; modern artillery doesn't require line of sight, and modern "snipers" could easily be 20 kilometers into Syria. Similarly, Israel maintains a military presence in South Lebanon at least partly because that's where the water is, not just because it is home to terrorist bases. In fact, the boundaries of the state of Israel are to some degree the result of water considerations.
And, Turkish efforts empirically fail – it’s too contentious an issue.

Al-Arabiya News 2008 ("Israel ready to return Golan, Turkey tells Syria," April 23, http://www.alarabiya.net/articles/2008/04/23/48763.html)

Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan has assured Syria that Israel is ready to return all of the Golan Heights, reports said on Wednesday amid renewed peace feelers between the bitter foes.

"Mr Erdogan telephoned President Bashar al-Assad on Tuesday morning to tell him of the readiness of Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Olmert to withdraw completely from the occupied Syrian Golan in return for peace," reported the Al-Watan daily, which, like all the Syrian press, reflects the official line.

Damascus has consistently demanded as its price for peace the return of the whole of the strategic territory right down to the shores of the Sea of Galilee -- Israel's main water source.

Israel baulked at the demand in the last peace talks which broke off in 2000 but Israeli media reported last year that the government was considering accepting it in return for Syrian agreement to end its longstanding alliance with Iran and its support for Lebanese and Palestinian militant groups.

Last June two Israeli ministers confirmed that peace feelers had been made to Syria through third party governments, one of which was widely identified as Turkey.

But the same month Syria's ruling coalition, the National Progressive Front, rejected the reported Israeli proposals, dismissing them as an "effort to impose conditions which have nothing to do with the principles of peace."
AT: Israel-Syria Relations – Tensions Low

Tensions low – peace talks now, and France fills in.

Reuters 8/6/2010 ("France names envoy to relaunch Syria-Israel talks," http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE67600H20100807)

(Reuters) - President Nicolas Sarkozy has named a former French ambassador to the Middle East as a mediator between Israel and Syria in an effort to kick-start stalled peace talks, the French foreign ministry said on Friday. A ministry spokesman said Jean-Claude Cousseran, a former ambassador to Damascus and Cairo, would take up the role. "I can confirm that (Sarkozy) has charged Jean-Claude Cousseran with a mission concerning the relaunch of the Israeli-Syrian part of the (Middle East) peace process," the spokesman said. "The countries concerned and our main partners have been informed of his appointment." Tensions between Syria and Israel rose this year after Israeli President Shimon Perez accused Syria of supplying Scud missiles to the Lebanese Shi'ite movement Hezbollah. But Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu said last month Israel remained interested in negotiating peace with Syria. Damascus has also expressed willingness to return to the negotiating table, although President Bashar al Assad reiterated on Sunday he was unwilling to compromise on the return of the Golan Heights, occupied by the Israelis since 1967. 
AT: Water Wars – Squo Solves
No water wars – their evidence says desalination and water transportation is key – that’s happening now.

Industrial Info Resources 2008 (marketing information service specializing in industrial process, energy and financial related markets with products and services, December 20, “Water and Desalination Programs in Middle East Likely to Attract $120 Billion in Investments by 2020”, http://www.pump-zone.com/global-news/global-news/water-and-desalination-projects-in-middle-east-likely-to-attract-120-billion-in-investments-by-2020.html) 

Wastewater treatment and the construction of desalination plants are seeing a big boom in the Middle East because of a 6 percent average annual increase in demand for water. The global average for growth in water demand is a mere 3 percent. Flourishing economies and soaring populations of countries in the Middle East have led to a rise in demand for water. To meet this growing demand, countries across the Gulf region are investing heavily in water and power infrastructure. An estimated $100 billion is being spent currently on water projects across the region with a staggering $15 billion worth of wastewater treatment projects being executed in the United Arab Emirates alone. The region offers tremendous market potential for wastewater treatment plants. Recycled water is widely used in landscaping and district cooling. Concorde Corodex Group (Dubai, United Arab Emirates), a leading solution provider for wastewater treatment that offers services in air treatment, purification and fire protection, has recently bagged a contract worth more than $42 million from Abu Dhabi Sewerage Services Company to construct a sewage treatment plant in the region. Concorde Corodex will be responsible for designing, fabricating, constructing and commissioning the plant, which will supply water to the largest proposed labor housing complex in United Arab Emirates. Nearly 70 percent of the country's water consumption comes from desalination plants. Dubai produces more than 58.8 million gallons per day and has an installed capacity to pump 188 million gallons per day. The country is also home to the world's largest desalination plant in Jebel Ali (Phase II), which is capable of pumping 2,500 gallons of water per second, or 300 million cubic meters of water per year. Veolia Water, a unit of leading water-services firm Veolia Environnement (Paris), bagged two projects worth $91 million from the Abu Dhabi Water and Electricity Authority to construct and operate two wastewater treatment plants. The plants will be built in Abu Dhabi and Al Ain with capacities of 300,000 cubic meters per day and 130,000 cubic meters per day, respectively. GDF Suez SA (Paris), which is involved in electricity generation, transmission and natural gas production, recently won a contract to construct and operate the Al Dur 1 power generation and seawater desalination plant in Bahrain. The greenfield project, designed to produce 1,234-MW of electricity and 218,000 cubic meters of water per day is slated to be operational by 2011. According to industry sources, more than $120 billion will be spent on water and wastewater treatment projects by 2020 in the Middle East. Saudi Arabia, the world's largest producer of desalinated water, contributing to about 30 percent of global production, has 30 desalination plants with an installed capacity of 600 million gallons per day. Saudi Arabia requires $53 billion to enhance its installed desalination capacity to 10.7 million cubic meters per day by 2020. Investments in power infrastructure are also being made to meet the surge in demand. A $1.1 billion power grid under construction is expected to link all of the Gulf states by mid-2009. Saudi Arabia will attract an investment of $6 billion annually over the next 15 years in order to meet power requirements whereas Kuwait plans to invest $4 billion annually for the next decade on power projects. The United Arab Emirates proposes to use nuclear energy to generate power. 
AT: Water Wars – Squo Solves
Their author concludes neg – demand and capital are the only issues, and technical solutions solve.

MidEastWeb, 1AC Author, 2002 (a non-profit organization dedicated to promoting peace and coexistence in the Middle East, Water In the Middle East Conflict, http://www.mideastweb.org/water.htm)

The third conclusion is that feasible peaceful solutions to the water problem are at hand, but political considerations and lack of investment capital prevent their implementation. Desalination programs or import of water from neighbors such as Turkey would cost a small fraction of the Gross National Product of Israel, as argued by Arie Issar.  Below is a graph of current water resources and water use (From Issar, 2000). In Israel and Palestine and in Jordan, as well as in Egypt, water demand is as great as supply. Turkey, Syria, Lebanon and Iraq have a supply that considerably exceeds demand. Nonetheless, Syria for example, has a water shortage in the areas where water is needed. The water is there, but it is in the wrong place, and moving it is not feasible without investment. Turkey cannot sell water easily to Israel, because the pipes would have to go through Syria.  An integrated regional water plan, made possible by regional peace, would solve the problem with a system of water carriers, desalination and pumping stations, constructed in stages, as shown below and as discussed by Issar, 2000. The most important conclusion perhaps, is that water is a parable for all the problems of the Middle East conflicts. It is a political problem more than an objective resource problem. If there is a water war, it will not be the water that caused the war, but rather a war that was in search of an issue, and found water. The technical solutions exist, if only our hearts would accept them! 
AT: Middle East War – Doesn’t Escalate
Conflict doesn’t escalate.

Takeyh et al 07 Senior Fellow for ME Studies at Council on Foreign Relations, June 28, 2007 [“Why the Iraq war won't engulf the Mideast,” http://www.cfr.org/publication/13702/why_the_iraq_war_wont_engulf_the_mideast.html]

Yet, the Saudis, Iranians, Jordanians, Syrians, and others are very unlikely to go to war either to protect their own sect or ethnic group or to prevent one country from gaining the upper hand in Iraq. The reasons are fairly straightforward. First, Middle Eastern leaders, like politicians everywhere, are primarily interested in one thing: self-preservation. Committing forces to Iraq is an inherently risky proposition, which, if the conflict went badly, could threaten domestic political stability. Moreover, most Arab armies are geared toward regime protection rather than projecting power and thus have little capability for sending troops to Iraq. Second, there is cause for concern about the so-called blowback scenario in which jihadis returning from Iraq destabilize their home countries, plunging the region into conflict. Middle Eastern leaders are preparing for this possibility. Unlike in the 1990s, when Arab fighters in the Afghan jihad against the Soviet Union returned to Algeria, Egypt and Saudi Arabia and became a source of instability, Arab security services are being vigilant about who is coming in and going from their countries. In the last month, the Saudi government has arrested approximately 200 people suspected of ties with militants. Riyadh is also building a 700 kilometer wall along part of its frontier with Iraq in order to keep militants out of the kingdom. Finally, there is no precedent for Arab leaders to commit forces to conflicts in which they are not directly involved. The Iraqis and the Saudis did send small contingents to fight the Israelis in 1948 and 1967, but they were either ineffective or never made it. In the 1970s and 1980s, Arab countries other than Syria, which had a compelling interest in establishing its hegemony over Lebanon, never committed forces either to protect the Lebanese from the Israelis or from other Lebanese. The civil war in Lebanon was regarded as someone else’s fight. Indeed, this is the way many leaders view the current situation in Iraq. To Cairo, Amman and Riyadh, the situation in Iraq is worrisome, but in the end it is an Iraqi and American fight. As far as Iranian mullahs are concerned, they have long preferred to press their interests through proxies as opposed to direct engagement. At a time when Tehran has access and influence over powerful Shiite militias, a massive cross-border incursion is both unlikely and unnecessary. So Iraqis will remain locked in a sectarian and ethnic struggle that outside powers may abet, but will remain within the borders of Iraq. The Middle East is a region both prone and accustomed to civil wars. But given its experience with ambiguous conflicts, the region has also developed an intuitive ability to contain its civil strife and prevent local conflicts from enveloping the entire Middle East.
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