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Framework

I value morality because the resolution questions what we ought do. Under any moral framework the protection of rights must be upheld since that is what gives value to individuals.

The standard is protection of rights. In situations where lives are in conflict even a strict deontologist would say that sacrificing individuals does not deny the unconditional value of rational beings, Cummisky explains, 
Kantian Consequentialism By David Cummiskey Published by Oxford University Press US, 1996 ISBN 0195094530, 9780195094534 192 pages

In such a situation, what would a conscientious Kantian agent, an agent motivated by the unconditional value of rational being choose? We have a duty to promote the conditions necessary for the existence of rational beings, but both choosing to act and choosing not to act will cost the life of a rational being. Since the basis of Kant’s principle is rational nature exists as an end-in-itself, the reasonable solution to such a dilemma involves promoting, insofar as one can, the conditions necessary for rational beings. If I sacrifice some for the sake of other rational beings, I do not use them arbitrarily and I do not deny the unconditional value of rational beings. Persons may have dignity, an unconditional and incomparable value that transcends any market value, but, as rational beings, persons also have a fundamental equality, which dictates that some must sometimes give way for the sake of others. The formula of the end-in-itself thus does not support the view that we may never force another to bear some cost in order to benefit others. If one focuses on the equal value of all rational beings, then equal consideration dictates that one may sacrifice some to save many.
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Contention one is inherency. 

Sanctions coming now- US perceives them as inevitably necessary, GSN 3/18
Global Security Newswire, “Obama Vows to Seek "Aggressive" Iran Penalties,” March 18, 2010, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20100318_6977.php

U.S. President Barack Obama yesterday said his administration would work to implement "aggressive" economic penalties aimed at pressuring Iran to halt activities that could help the nation build nuclear weapons, Reuters reported (see GSN, March 17).  "As we've seen, the Iranian government has been more concerned about preventing their people from exercising their democratic and human rights than trying to solve this problem diplomatically," Obama told Fox News. "That's why we're going to go after aggressive sanctions. We haven't taken any options off the table. We are going to keep on pushing."  "It is a hard problem but is a problem that we need to solve because if Iran gets a nuclear weapon then you could potentially see a nuclear arms race throughout the Middle East and that would be tremendously damaging to our national security interests," Obama said (Mason/Charles, Reuters I, March 17).  A ranking U.S. diplomat expressed similar concern about Iran's nuclear work, Agence France-Presse reported.  "We feel a sense of urgency, it's time to demonstrate that there are consequences" for Iran's nuclear policies, Undersecretary of State William Burns said, adding that the United States wants new punitive measures that would "minimize the impact on the Iranian people and maximize the chances of the Iranian leadership to make the right choices." 

International sanctions also coming, CFR 4/1

http://www.cfr.org/publication/21790/un_sanctions_may_sting_irans_guard.html UN Sanctions May Sting Iran's Guard 

April 1, 2010, Katzman, specialist for Middle East Affairs, Gwertzman, consulting editor, cfr.org

According to recent reports, a UN Security Council resolution on Iran sanctions is being drawn up by all permanent members--including Russia and China--and Germany. A consensus seems to be growing for a resolution punishing the economic activities of Iran's Islamic Revolutionary Guards, which control much of Iran's domestic and foreign economic activity, says Kenneth Katzman, an expert on Iran sanctions. He also says the Obama administration is working closely with Congress to produce new U.S. sanctions against Iran that would curtail U.S. companies from being involved in sales of gasoline or refining equipment to Iran.
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Contention two is repression. The hardline Iran regime is breaking up now--sanctions let it continue. Duss 12/16: 
Matt Duss, analyst for Foreign Policy in Focus, Throwing Iran’s Hardliners A Lifeline, 12-16-09, 

http://wonkroom.thinkprogress.org/category/sa/ 

Neoconservative analyst Michael Rubin hails yesterday’s passage of the Iran Refined Petroleum Sanctions Act (IRPSA) as “a step in the right direction“:

The most effective diplomacy occurs when it occurs simultaneously with more coercive strategies. Indeed, if we wanted maximal leverage in diplomacy, we should attempt to maximize sanctions and then negotiate to suspend them as Tehran complied with international norms. There are many sanctions that would be effective even without Beijing or Moscow’s buy-in and which could not be exploited by Chinese and Russian businessmen. Most of these involve designations of Iran’s Central Bank.

There’s quite a bit that’s wrong here. Tehran is already the subject of numerous sanctions, and has been since 1979. No one would argue that these sanctions have shown any notable success in changing Iranian behavior — that is, apart from moving it in a more aggressive direction, strengthening a siege mentality among Iran’s hardliners and undercutting moderates’ calls for engagement. Even granting Rubin’s questionable assertion that “the most effective diplomacy occurs… simultaneously with more coercive strategies,” it’s worth noting that a recent report from Rubin’s own employer, the American Enterprise Institute, concluded not only that IRPSA “might generate no significant change in Iranian policy in the short term,” but that “the group that should be the target of strengthened sanctions, the Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC), is least likely to be affected.” 

But IRPSA is not just ineffective, it’s actually [is] counterproductive to the goal of garnering necessary international support for the sort of carefully calibrated measures that might actually work to put pressure on the Revolutionary Guards, which is why the administration is now working with Senate allies to put the brakes on the Senate version of the sanctions bill.

Rubin also writes “Discussion of whether any particular Iranian figure endorses any particular sanction are silly“: 

Designing any U.S. policy around the endorsement of any Iranian figure is silly. The Obama administration should instead base U.S. strategy on U.S. national interests and effectiveness. The Iranian people would certainly rally around the flag should there be any military action against Iran, but they have never rallied to the government’s side when faced with economic trouble. They consistently blame the government, as they did when during previous oil shortages. 

I’ll give Rubin credit for this much: At least, unlike IRPSA sponsor Rep. Howard Berman (D-CA), Rubin hasn’t ridiculously suggested that the Iranian people actually want the U.S. to impose sanctions that will hurt the Iranian people. Rubin just says that we shouldn’t care. But, of course, we should care — at least if we’re serious about creating the political space necessary for Iran’s Green movement to successfully challenge, and ideally replace, the current regime. Blunt, poorly-designed sanctions like those contained in IRPSA, while perhaps providing Congresspersons opportunities for sanctimonious grandstanding, do just the opposite: They would offer Iran’s hardliners a powerful propaganda lifeline, and would likely facilitate greater regime consolidation right at the moment that the conservative consensus around Ahmadinejad is starting to crack up. This is probably the reason why Green movement leaders and spokespersons in the West have condemned them.

While it’s true that many Iranians blame their government for economic troubles, that doesn’t mean they don’t also blame the U.S. and the international community. Further, as Brookings Institution Iran analyst Suzanne Maloney noted yesterday in testimony (pdf) to the House Oversight Subcommittee on National Security and Foreign Affairs,”The Islamic Republic has experienced a number of episodes of severe economic pressure, but none have generated the kind of foreign policy moderation that the sponsors of ILSA, IRPSA or any of the other manifold punitive measures against Tehran sanguinely forecast“:

Rather, past periods of external pressure on Iran have facilitated the coalescence of the regime and the consolidation of its public support, and economic constraint has generated enhanced cooperation among Iran’s bickering factions. Tight purse strings have forced moderation of Iran’s economic policies but only rarely of its political dynamics.

Ironically, while Rubin writes that “the Obama administration should recognize that survival of the Islamic Republic as a regime is not a U.S. interest,” (there is, by the way, no evidence that the Obama administration thinks otherwise, but frankly why should anyone care what sort of republic Iran bills itself as, so long it’s not misbehaving or mistreating its citizens?) that survival — in its most hardline form — is made more likely by the very sanctions he supports.
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Gas sanctions would only increase the amount of money that flowed into the regime, Parsi writes, 

PREPARED TESTIMONY OF DR. TRITA PARSI PRESIDENT, NATIONAL IRANIAN AMERICAN COUNCIL ADJUNCT SCHOLAR, THE MIDDLE EAST INSTITUTE COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND GOVERNMENT REFORM SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL SECURITY AND FOREIGN AFFAIRS   Dec 15, 2009

Second, the events of this past summer also shattered one of the myths about the ability of sanctions to bring about internal change in Iran. One effect of proposed gasoline sanctions, it has been argued,  
would be that ordinary Iranians, infuriated by skyrocketing gasoline prices, would increase their  

pressure on the Iranian government. However, past behavior of the Iranian populace does not support  

this theory. When the Ahmadinejad government began rationing gasoline in 2007, riots broke out in Iran for two days and an estimated 1,000 people partook in protests against the government’s economic  

policies.  

  

Contrast that to the estimated 3,000,000 people who took to the streets in Tehran alone in immediate  

aftermath of the elections, demanding that their votes be counted. Six months later, those protests are  

yet to die down.  
  

What caused Iranians to rise up in June was not economic hardship, but dashed hopes in anger over the  

fraudulent election. Whereas economic hardships have prompted sporadic protests, hope has brought  

millions into the streets in a sustained manner. Experience shows that when broad, untargeted  

sanctions hitting the Iranian people are adopted, the first casualty is hope. Economic misery breeds  

despair, which in turn kills people’s faith in their ability to bring about change. The result is political  

apathy, which only cements the status quo and serves the interest of the political faction around  

Ayatollah Khamenei.   

  

Broad untargeted sanctions may serve to strengthen the Iranian government in other ways as well.  

Particularly sanctions hitting Iran’s gasoline industry rest on a questionable economic foundation. Iran  

imports roughly 25‐40 percent of its domestic gasoline consumption at world prices and then sells it  

along with domestically refined gasoline at a government‐subsidized price of about 40 cents per gallon.  

As a result, domestic gasoline consumption is high. It is also smuggled and sold to neighboring countries.  

  

Over the past 10 years, this policy has cost Iran in the range of 10 to 20 percent of its G.D.P. annually,  

depending on world prices and the government‐mandated pump price. In need of additional revenues,  

the regime has wanted to eliminate this subsidy, raise the price to world levels and reduce consumption,  

but has been paralyzed by the specter of a domestic backlash.  

  

Even assuming that a gasoline embargo would be effective, what would be its result? Consumption  

would sharply decline and government revenues would go up, because no payment would be needed  

for gasoline imports.  

  

If Tehran allowed the reduced supply of gasoline to be sold at a price that would equate demand to  

supply, the price would increase to a level that would eliminate the subsidy, meaning no subsidy for  

imported gasoline and no subsidy for domestically refined gasoline. The government would have more  

revenue to spend elsewhere – possibly on Iran’s nuclear program. The sanctions could end up doing  

what Tehran has wanted to do for years.  
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Strengthening the hard-liners ensures nuclear proliferation – they view nuclear weapons as necessary for survival, Takeyh writes, 
Foreign Affairs, time for Détente with Iran, Ray Takeyh, March/April 2007, senior fellow at the CFR
As is customary for any leading faction in Iranian politics, however, the new right is itself fractured. And one of the matters that divide it is whether Iran’s interests are best served by coexisting with the United States or by defying it. On one end of the spectrum are the radicals, whose most prominent exponent is President Ahmadinejad but who also include individuals in other critical posts, such as Morteza Rezai, the deputy commander of the Revolutionary Guards, and Mojtaba Hasemi Samareh, the deputy minister of the interior. Drawing their strength from the Revolutionary Guards (particularly its intelligence apparatus), the Basij paramilitary force, and groups such as the Alliance of the Developers of Islamic Iran and the Islamic Association of Engineers, the radicals cannot be easily ignored. Although many senior members of the clergy dismiss Ahmadinejad’s religious pretensions, he has won the support of a narrow segment of the clerical class, especially the archreactionary Ayatollah Muhammad Taqi Mesbah-Yadzi, a spiritual guide to many young reactionaries.

The formative political experience of many of these radicals was not the 1979 revolution but the war against Iraq in the 1980s, which left them disdainful of the United States and the international community and obsessed with self-reliance. According to these veterans, the war showed that Iran’s interests cannot be safeguarded by adhering to international treaties or appealing to Western opinion. In particular, Ahmadinejad and his allies see the United States as “the Great Satan,” a source of cultural contamination and a rapacious capitalist power that exploits indigenous resources. In their view, the United States has caused all of Iran’s misfortunes, from the shah’s regime to the country’s invasion by Iraq under Saddam. But they also see the United States as a declining power. General Hussein Salami, a commander of the Revolutionary Guards, said in March 2006, “We have assessed the ultimate power of global arrogance, and on this basis there is nothing to worry about.”

Despite his deep religious convictions, Ahmadinejad is not a messianist seeking to usher in a new world order; he is a canny manipulator trying to rouse public indignation in a chaotic neighborhood. He understands that the carnage in Iraq, the stalled Israeli-Palestinian peace process, and the inability of Arab rulers to stand up to Washington have created intense anti-Americanism throughout the Middle East and that there is growing popular hunger for a leader willing to stand up to Israel and the United States. And he very much wants to be that leader. To that end, he has used incendiary rhetoric about the Holocaust and Israel, support for Hezbollah, and appeals to Muslim solidarity to overcome sectarian divides, turning his Shiite Persian country into an object of admiration even for Sunni Arabs. 
Understandably, too, Ahmadinejad and his allies view the acquisition of nuclear weapons as critical to consolidating Iran’s position and helping the country eclipse U.S. influence in the region – a prize worth suffering pain and sanctions to achieve. Ayatollah Mesbah-Yadzi has declared that task a “great divine test,” and the newspaper Kayhan, a mouthpiece of the extreme right, has argued that the “knowledge and ability to make nuclear weapons” are “necessary in preparation for the next phase” on “the future battlefield.” Given their distrust of Washington, the hard-liners assume that the United States’ objections to their nuclear ambitions have less to do with exploiting the issue to enlist the support of U.S. allies against Iran. As Ahmadinejad has put it, “If this problem is resolved, then [the Americans] will bring up the issue of human rights. If the human rights issue is resolved, then they will probably bring up the issue of animal rights. 
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Iranian acquisition of nuclear weapons would cause Middle East prolif, which causes nuclear war,  Kittrie
 writes, 

Iran's pursuit of nuclear weapons raises four major concerns. First, the Iranian government is already the world's leading state sponsor of terrorism. n14 An Iranian nuclear arsenal could serve Iran as a "nuclear umbrella," making countries victimized by Iranian-sponsored terrorism even more reluctant to retaliate against Iran. This could make Iran an even more self-confident sponsor of terrorism. Second, an Iranian nuclear arsenal could spur proliferation by its neighbors. The fear that an Iranian nuclear arsenal will unleash a cascade of proliferation across the Middle East has been heightened by at least twelve Arab states in the last two-and-a-half years announcing plans to pursue nuclear technology. n15 An editorial in the Egyptian government daily newspaper Al-Ahram put it as follows: "Iran's nuclear capability ... will spur many powers in the region to develop a nuclear program." n16 Such a cascade of proliferation in the Middle East would likely lead to the worldwide collapse of the already tottering nuclear non-proliferation treaty ("NPT") regime. n17 In addition, the proliferation of nuclear weapons in the Middle East tinderbox, with its border disputes, religious fanaticism, ethnic hatreds, unstable governments, terrorist groups, and tendency for conflicts to spiral out of control, seems likely to result in a devastating nuclear war. Some have also raised a third set of concerns: that while mutual deterrence kept the United States and the Soviet Union from attacking each other during the Cold War, significant elements of Iran's leadership may, by virtue of their apocalyptic messianism and exaltation of martyrdom, be impossible to deter from using nuclear weapons. The fourth major concern raised in response to Iran's pursuit of nuclear weapons is that, even if the top echelon of the Iranian government turns out to be deterrable, there would be a considerable risk of rogue elements within Iran taking it upon themselves to transfer nuclear arms to Iran's terrorist allies. As was seen with Pakistan's A.Q. Khan, who proliferated under the comparatively secular and responsible Musharraf government, one key rogue figure can be sufficient to share an insecure country's nuclear technology with others. n18
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Nuclear war risks global catastrophe, destructive to life as well as social and political stability 
Robuck 09 ( Alan, January 6, Encyclopedia of the Earth, Nuclear Winter,. http://www.eoearth.org/article/Nuclear_winter)
The work on nuclear winter in the 1980's, and the realization that both direct and indirect effects of nuclear war would be a global catastrophe, led to the end of arms race and the end of the Cold War. In response to the comment "In the 1980s, you warned about the unprecedented dangers of nuclear weapons and took very daring steps to reverse the arms race," in an interview in 2000, Mikhail Gorbachev said "Models made by Russian and American scientists showed that a nuclear war would result in a nuclear winter that would be extremely destructive to all life on Earth; the knowledge of that was a great stimulus to us, to people of honor and morality, to act in that situation."[1] 

Since the 1980's, the number of nuclear weapons in the world has decreased to 1/3 of the peak number of more than 70,000. The consequences of regional-scale nuclear conflicts are unexpectedly large, with the potential to become global catastrophes. The combination of nuclear proliferation, political instability, and urban demographics may constitute one of the greatest dangers to the stability of society since the dawn of humans. The current and projected American and Russian nuclear arsenals can still produce nuclear winter. Only nuclear disarmament will prevent the possibility of a nuclear environmental catastrophe. 
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Contention two is Middle East instability. Sanctions destabilize the Middle East, Gardesh writes, 
[Hafizullah, Kabul correspondent for the Institute for War and Peace Reporting, “Afghans Fear Fallout from Iran Sanctions”, Global Policy Forum, September 28, p. http://www.globalpolicy.org/security-council/index-of-countries-on-the-security-council-agenda/afghanistan/33236.html]
If the United Nations takes tough measures against Iran, its neighbour Afghanistan will be undermined economically and could be drawn into a new conflict. As the threat of United Nations sanctions continues to hang over Iran, Afghanistan looks on nervously, concerned that its close economic ties with its western neighbour could suffer serious damage. Some analysts are warning that the Iranians might decide to support Afghan insurgent groups as a way of getting back at the United States, which has taken the lead in pushing for action on the Iranian nuclear programme. Diplomats from six key UN members - the US, Russia, China, Britain, France and Germany - met last week to discuss what sanctions might be applied against Tehran if it fails to suspend uranium enrichment and come back to the negotiating table. Iran missed an August 31 to comply with a UN resolution imposed a month earlier, which contained the threat of sanctions.
The government of President Hamed Karzai has close ties with the Americans, so would find it difficult to flout any formal embargo on trade with Iran. But Afghan officials and commentators are keenly aware that sanctions would have a major impact on their own economy, reducing much-needed imports and forcing Iranian investors to pull in their horns. Although it is not clear what UN sanctions would include, they might reduce its capacity to export goods freely - bad news for the Afghans, who import fuel, construction materials, food and other items worth 500 million US dollars a year, according to Hamidullah Farooqi, chief executive officer of the Afghanistan International Chamber of Commerce.
Farooqi told IWPR that many of the estimated 2,000 Iranian private firms now in the country would be likely to close, reducing production capacity and costing jobs in Afghanistan's devastated economy. Other investors, too, would be affected. Mohammad Azim Wardak, who heads the foreign trade department at the trade ministry, said even those who are now bold enough to invest in Afghanistan would likely be scared off by the prospect of conflict in the wider region. "As things stand, few investors are willing to invest in Afghanistan because of the lack of domestic security," he said. "When one of its neighbours moves towards instability, even to war, because of sanctions, no domestic or foreign investor will ever invest in Afghanistan. Many of them now share this concern."
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Sanctions cause Iran to shut down the Strait of Hormuz, which escalates conflict globally, Ward ‘09

[Will Ward is an associate at the consultancy Ishtirak and a contributor to the blog Iran in the Gulf. “Built to spill” The National. August 20. 2009. http://www.thenational.ae/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20090821/REVIEW/708209990/1008]
It is not clear exactly how the sanctions would be implemented; the current draft legislation seems to provide for financial penalties for individuals and companies, while some critics have described it as a “blockade,” giving the implication of military enforcement. Either way, taking material steps to cut off petrol, the lifeblood of a state’s economy, is an act of war. States respond to such acts in fundamentally unpredictable ways, but history tells us that wars tend to escalate, last longer and cost more lives than participants expected at the outset.

Proponents of further sanctions against Iran have sometimes couched their arguments in terms of the security of America’s Gulf allies, but the GCC states, home to a considerable American military presence, would also become potential targets for Iranian retaliation. Iranian leaders have in the past made direct threats against Gulf States to this effect, while analysts have often contemplated the possibility that Iran will use mines, or small boats, to cut off trade in the Straits of Hormuz, through which 90 per cent of Gulf oil exports travel.

If the worst of these outcomes does not come to pass, a partially successful effort at cutting off Iran’s petrol imports and domestic refining capacity could offer limited gains to some specific parties. Qatar, for example, would benefit from Iran’s absence as a competitor in world natural gas markets; the UAE could gain from an exodus of Iranian wealth and talent to Dubai, and regional trading families stand to profit from the lucrative trade in black market petrol. But these isolated benefits would accrue to the few at the expense of heightened geopolitical risk for the many. Iran would very likely seek to secure petrol supplies across the Gulf, which would increase the risk of a miscalculation that triggers a disastrous wider conflict.
Instability in the Middle East causes global nuclear conflict, Steinbach writes, 

Steinbach 2002 [John. Centre for Research on Globalisation, March 3, http://www.thirdworldtraveler.com/Israel/Israel's_Nuclear%20Weapons.html]

Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum(and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major(if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon- for whatever reason- the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration.
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Lifting sanctions on Iran have a positive and drastic effect on Iran, Haytham in ‘9


 Mouzahem, Haytham. (PhD from Harvard; Analyst and Researcher- WorldSecurityNetwork Correspondent for Broader Middle East; columnist, writes Op-Eds and analysis on Middle East affairs, conducts interviews, and covers international conferences.)"The future of US-Iran relations" Paper presented at the annual meeting of the International Studies Association, Le Centre Sheraton Hotel, Montreal, Quebec, Canada, 2009-05-26 http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p72775_index.html
Kamal Kharrazi, the foreign minister, and former president Hashemi Rafsanjani said the lifting of sanctions for a 90-day period would help improve Iranian-U.S. relations, which have been severed since the 1979 U.S. Embassy hostage crisis in the capital, Tehran. "Even if the lifting of sanctions for 90 days is temporary, it's still a positive step," Kharrazi said during an interview conducted in Tehran with state-run radio. He said the move would enable "Iranian expatriates in the U.S. ... (to) send cash to help their countrymen who have been affected by the earthquake." But Kharrazi added that America should not reimpose the sanctions, saying "the permanent lifting of sanctions by the United States will open a new chapter in mutual relations." The United States lifted the sanctions temporarily, a day after the 6.6-magnitude quake struck the ancient city of Bam, situated in Kerman province. The move was made to permit Americans to donate funds to private organizations to be used for relief and reconstruction efforts, the U.S. Treasury office said. Along with the sanctions lifting, the U.S. Agency for International Development has sent 84 experts, including 60 Boston-area physicians and other medical workers, to provide relief services in Bam. Former Iranian president Rafsanjani told Tehran radio that the United States has been "showing some positive signals" in recent months toward improving relations with Iran. Asked if these signals could mean improved Iran-U.S. relations, he said: "I am not sure but the signals point in that direction." President Mohammad Khatami’s brother went further, implying the U.S. response to the earthquake might win an unspecified reciprocal gesture from Iran. "We’re evaluating the American government’s positive behaviour and I’m sure that goodwill will be answered with goodwill," Mohammad Reza Khatami, deputy parliament speaker and Khatami’s younger brother..
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The US has cooperated with Iran on Afghanistan, but since then relations have been extinguished, Gearan ‘9


 Gearan, Anne. “US, Iran Relations On Full View As Nations Meet On Afghanistan”. Huffington Post. March 31, 2009 http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2009/03/31/us-iran-relations-on-full_n_181142.html, Diplomatic Correspondent-AP

Iranian political analyst Saeed Leilaz said the presence of U.S. and NATO forces in Afghanistan works to Iran's benefit, because they hold the Taliban at bay. "However, Iran cannot openly support U.S. presence in Afghanistan due to its anti-American image in the world, as well as its old disputes with Washington," Leilaz said. The United States broke diplomatic ties with Iran after the U.S. Embassy was overrun and diplomats taken hostage during the 1979 Islamic Revolution. The revolution toppled the pro-U.S. shah and brought to power a government of Islamic clerics.
The U.S. cooperated with Iran in late 2001 and 2002 in the Afghanistan conflict, but the promising contacts fizzled _ and were extinguished completely when former President George W. Bush called Iran part of an "Axis of Evil."
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Iran’s support on Afghanistan is vital, Gopal in ‘9

 Gopal, Anand. “US-Iran thaw could bolster Afghanistan rebuilding efforts.” Christian Science Monitor. April 3, 2009. http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-South-Central/2009/0403/p06s01-wosc.html Anand Gopal has covered Afghanistan for the Wall Street Journal, The Christian Science Monitor and a number of other outlets.
Iran's support is crucial, Mr. Weinbaum says, because of its longstanding political, cultural, and economic interests in Afghanistan. For example, Tehran has been working on an ambitious development plan here since 2001, mostly near its shared border with Afghanistan but also in the north and in major cities. Iran's projects provide a glimpse of how much more it could help the country in the future, says Weinbaum.  According to the Agency Coordinating Body for Afghan Relief, an umbrella organization that tracks aid here, Iran has disbursed nearly a half-billion dollars in aid since 2001. In fact, Iran is one of the most effective donors in the country, delivering 93 percent of the aid it has pledged. By comparison, the US has delivered only 48 percent of $5 billion in pledged aid; India has contributed 24 percent of its $200 million in pledged aid. The western city of Herat has boomed with Iran's beneficence. Unlike most of the country, the city boasts 24-hour electricity, dozens of industrial zones, paved roads, and more. Iran is responsible for much of this, according to government officials. Elsewhere, Iran has built mosques and education centers and provided loans to Afghan businessmen. Iranian entrepreneurs have poured investment dollars into the country. 

These investments might be the driving factor in Iran's interest in the country. Afghanistan is a valuable market for the Iranians, says Weinbaum: "Iranian businessmen are operating pretty freely in Afghanistan, and more consumer goods are being exported into the country from Iran." 
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The United States needs to win in Afghanistan or else we will face terrible consequences, Kagan in ‘9

 Yes, We Can. Frederick W. Kagan, Max Boot, Kimberly Kagan. CFR. Monday, March 16, 2009

http://www.cfr.org/publication/18842/yes_we_can.html American resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute (AEI), and a former professor of military history at the U.S. Military Academy at West Point. He earned a B.A. in Soviet and East European studies and a Ph.D. in Russian and Soviet military history, both from Yale University.

A victory for the insurgents in Afghanistan would have baleful consequences on many levels. It would, first of all, be a major morale-boost to the terrorists and a devastating blow to American prestige and credibility. The mujahedeen victory over the Red Army led to the rise of al Qaeda and hastened the dissolution of the Soviet Union. There is no doubt that al Qaeda would trumpet an insurgent victory in Afghanistan today as the defeat of another superpower by the jihadists. An insurgent victory would also surely lead to the establishment of major terrorist base camps in Afghanistan of the kind that existed prior to September 11, 2001. Finally, an insurgent victory in Afghanistan would significantly undermine the government in Pakistan. Many of the groups fighting in the Pashtun belt of Afghanistan and Pakistan are as eager to topple the government in Islamabad as the one in Kabul, and victory on one side of the border would accelerate their efforts on the other side. Conversely, if the coalition could stabilize Afghanistan, that would provide a major boost to the government of Pakistan in its efforts to police its frontier districts.
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Sanctions push more of the economy into the hands of the IRGC as they take more control of the black market, Tablawy writes, 

New, tougher Iran sanctions could strengthen hold of country's elite Revolutionary Guard By: TAREK EL-TABLAWY  Associated Press 10/10/09 1:25 PM PDT 

CAIRO — Tougher sanctions against Iran that the U.S. and its allies are considering to pressure it over its nuclear program might only strengthen its hard-line president and the Revolutionary Guard, boosting the elite force's economic and political muscle, experts warn. The Revolutionary Guard has already worked its way into virtually all aspects of Iran's economy, from banks to manufacturing to the oil sector, and it is believed to have a hand in the country's black market. Isolation under sanctions could push even more of the economy into the corps' hands. "A lot of companies that have invested in the economy are linked to the Revolutionary Guard," said Alireza Nader, an Iran expert with the RAND Corp. "You can make the argument that if you scare away foreign investors, you are strengthening the Guard." The Revolutionary Guard was created after the 1979 Islamic Revolution as an ideological bulwark to defend Iran's clerical rule. The 120,000-strong elite force controls Iran's missile program and has its own ground, naval and air units. The United States and European countries have warned of tougher sanctions if negotiations with Iran that began this month do not bring progress. Calls are also mounting from the U.S. Congress for more sanctions, including possibly a ban on exports of gasoline to Iran. Sanctions would likely hurt the Revolutionary Guard's businesses, but they could also fuel the corps' expansion in the economy. Amid a privatization campaign in Iran in past years, Guard-linked companies have won tens of billions in no-bid government contracts under President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, himself an alumnus. Most recently, a consortium linked to the Revolutionary Guard, Etemad-e-Mobin, bought a 50 percent stake in the country's newly privatized telecommunications company. The deal was valued at $7.8 billion. The corps' engineering arm, Khatam al-Anbia, is one of the country's largest enterprises with stakes in mining, telecommunications, dam construction and the oil and gas sector. Also, the corps controls numerous jetties and ports, and much of the smuggling of goods already banned by the U.S. into Iran — as well as alcohol and drugs for the black market — is run with at least implicit approval of the force, experts say. Under sanctions, the underground economy would increase and funnel more money to them. "They will gain further control of who gets what inside Iran. And that will empower them," said Djavad Salehi-Isfahani, an economist at Virginia Tech and a guest scholar at the Brookings Institution.
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Contention three is engagement. Iran can withstand economic sanctions. Sanctions prevent engagement with Iran. NSN 12-9: 

National Security Network, On Iran, Stick to the Strategy, 12-9-09, http://www.nsnetwork.org/node/1481 

The last few weeks have witnessed significant developments related to Iran.  Against this backdrop, The Obama administration’s diplomatic engagement strategy to both ramp up the pressure on and assess progress with Iran by the end of the year has continued to move forward effectively.  This was in evidence when 25 countries, including all five permanent members of the UN Security Council, voted to support censure of Iran at the IAEA for its unwillingness to be fully transparent over its nuclear ambitions. In addition, instability stemming from Iran’s post-election crisis this summer has continued, with protests taking place on a scale not seen since the election itself.  .  Yet despite this dynamic situation, Congress is moving swiftly to impose unilateral sanctions on the Islamic Republic.  While sanctions can serve as a useful diplomatic instrument and congressional pressure can send an important signal that U.S. patience with Iran is limited, moving forward with unilateral sanctions at this time may create more problems than solutions on this thorny issue.  

The Obama administration has carefully crafted a multilateral diplomatic strategy for ramping up the global pressure on Iran, and moving ahead with unilateral sanctions could potentially undercut U.S. diplomacy and the President’s strategy at this sensitive moment.  It may do this by weakening international cooperation on Iran and imperiling smart sanctions that are already in place. It could also potentially cause unnecessary hardship for the Iranian people, particularly the Green movement that is now challenging the regime.  In addition, expert testimony reveals that Iran is likely able to withstand the sanctions currently being considered by Congress.  Going forward, it is critical that Congress take actions to pressure Iran that are aligned both with the President’s overall strategy and that have the full support of the international community.  
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Iran wants engagement, but the United States has not done anything to indicate that they are willing to take that path, Leverett 4/11

The words in brackets appear as is in the article – they are not added. Iran: Sanctions Will Fail -- Then What? Sunday, April 11, 2010. MRzine/KBO Radio Interview with Flynt Leverett (Fmr Career: Senior Director for Middle East Affairs on the National Security Council, Counterterrorism expert for the State Dept Policy Planning Staff, 8 years as CIA Senior Analyst. Currently: Senior Fellow at the New America Foundation, Permanent member of the Council on Foreign Relations & the International Institute of Strategic Studies, PhD in Politics from Princeton, Prof at Penn State School of International Affairs). http://www.campaigniran.org/casmii/index.php?q=node/980
I think it [the Nuclear Posture Review] is going to feed into a growing perception in Iran that the Obama administration is not really serious about improving American relations with the Islamic Republic.  If you recall, after President Obama's first Nowruz message last year, 2009, the Supreme Leader, Ayatollah Khamenei, came out in his annual Nowruz speech in Mashhad and said very famously, referring to the United States: "OK, you say you want to change things.  We don't have any experience with you and your new administration.  But if you change your policy, if you change your approach to us, we will change, too."  I think that the Iranians have been looking for concrete policy steps, initiatives, proposals from the Obama administration to follow up on what they saw as some initially very promising rhetoric from President Obama about Iran.  From the Iranian perspective this has not been forthcoming.  Now, Obama is headed down the same sanctions path as the Bush administration pursued.  And here he comes out with this new Nuclear Posture statement but he carves out this exception for Iran, so that the United States will continue to threaten to use nuclear weapons against Iran.  I think it's just going to feed this narrative, feed this perception, in Iran that the Obama administration is not seriously interested in putting the US-Iranian relations on a different, more productive path. . . .
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Engagement is the best way to help Iran, Maleki writes, 

Maleki, Abbas. (assistant professor of political science at Sharif University, director of the International Institute for Caspian Studies, and senior associate of the Belfer Center's International Security Program.) Iran's Nuclear File: Recommendations for the Future." Daedalus 139, no. 1 (Winter 2010): 105-116

There is hope for Iran’s future success- ful engagement with these internation- al partners and for Iran’s plans to pursue a robust nuclear power program. I offer these final recommendations, in interna- tional, domestic, diplomatic, multilater- al mechanisms, and technical areas, to suggest ways forward as Iran seeks to strengthen and expand its nuclear file.  International Issues. An ambitious rein- vigoration of the grand bargain that was struck 40 years ago in the npt is needed to usher in a new era of cooperation on preventing proliferation. The renewed grand bargain will need to combine steps that can be taken immediately alongside a vision for the longer term. It will also need to draw in states that are not par- ties to the npt. Rather than rushing toward confrontation, with all its risks, all sides must put historic antipathies aside and find face-saving solutions. To give the Iranian advocates of com- promise a chance to succeed, the Unit- ed States and the other major powers need to put offers on the table that will show the people of Iran that nuclear re- straint and compliance will put their nation on a path toward peace and prosperity. Article VIof the nptlegally obligates the nuclear-weapons states-parties to negotiate in good faith toward nuclear disarmament. At the 2000 nptReview Conference, those states agreed that the Treaty represented an “unequivo- cal undertaking” to “accomplish the total elimination of their nuclear arse- nals.”24This commitment is an inte- gral part of the npt bargain, and the need for the npt to become universal cannot be stressed enough. Nuclear- weapons states must recommit to the vision of a world free of nuclear weap- ons and take firmer steps in that direc- tion. Iran does support a path toward a world free of nuclear weapons. Any viable solution needs to meet the bottom lines of all sides. For Iran, this means reliable civilian nuclear energy, defense of its rights under the npt, maintenance of its pride and techno- logical development, and assurances against attack. For the United States and Europe, the bottom lines are no nuclear weapons in Iran; a broad and verifiable gap between the nuclear ac- tivities that would continue in Iran and a nuclear weapons capability; and full Iranian cooperation with verfication (including resolving all questions about past nuclear activities). The West’s long- standing complaint about Iran’s other policies, and Iran’s complaints about the West, must be addressed; however, it is unlikely that all of these problems can be solved in an initial nuclear deal.
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Engagement is the only way to support the Green Movement as it subverts Ahmadinejad’s ability to blame America, Duss 2/15
Matt Duss on Feb 15th, 2010 Gerecht, Ignatius: Iran Engagement Has Worked  analyst for Foreign Policy in Focus

Obviously, the Green movement is not Obama’s doing, it belongs to the people of Iran. But his approach has clearly had an effect. For a magazine dedicated primarily to the proposition that “freedom rides down on American bombs,” this recognition of the concrete benefits of engagement and smart diplomacy should be considered hugely significant, and Gerecht deserves credit for writing it. Far more than Bush’s belligerent speechmaking and Cheney’s refusal to “negotiate with evil,” Obama’s outreach has placed the onus squarely on the Iranian government, and put them in a more difficult position both in regard to Iranian domestic politics and the international community’s demands on Iran’s nuclear program. 

In his column yesterday, David Ignatius explored this dynamic a bit more fully, writing that “White House officials argue that their strategy of engagement has been a form of pressure, and the evidence supports them”: 

Compared with a year ago, Iran is far more divided internally; it has lost much of its legitimacy within the Muslim world, with the regional balance of power tipping the other way for the first time in years; and it is more isolated internationally, no longer able to count on Russia as a reliable patron.
Obama’s outstretched hand makes sense because it subverts Iran’s best propaganda weapon. Without the Great Satan to blame, the Iranians have been accident-prone. Recall the diplomats’ admonition: “Never interrupt your enemy when he is making a mistake.” That argues for a continued open door to Iran. 
Outreach is pressure. Outreach is strength. I think Ignatius identifies a good approach here, one which I also wrote about the other day, neither strictly “realism” nor “regime change,” but one that continues to attempt to engage Iran over its nuclear program while also trying to create space for the Greens by continually making clear our support for Iranian human rights and democracy. 

This approach may not be “strong” in the way that Bill Kristol prefers, it doesn’t involve enough big, bold speeches or enough American ordnance dropped, but it’s how a responsible and confident superpower acts.
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Contention Four is no disads. Israel does not have the capability to attack Iran, Harel writes December 30th, 

Israel can't launch strike against Iran on its own, January 1st 2010, Amos Harel, Haaretz Correspondent
It must be stated plainly: Israel does not have independent strike capability against Iran - not in the broad sense of the term. The air force is capable of delivering a certain amount of explosives to a given target and bringing most of its aircraft back home intact. But it is doubtful whether Israel can allow itself to act against the wishes of the United States - to stand alone against an Iranian response and begin an open-ended operation against a nation of 70 million people.
1AC (19/19)

Freezing the assets of Iran has had little to no effect on Iran, Stecklow on 4/5

Iran Sanctions Yield Little APRIL 5, 2010 STEVE STECKLOW http://online.wsj.com/article/SB20001424052702303382504575164181864233298.html
But a close look at how much Iranian money has been frozen to date in the U.S. under existing sanctions shows that the total amount is surprisingly small, less than $43 million, or roughly a quarter of what Iran earns in oil revenue in a single day. 

Other countries also haven't frozen very much, despite freezes implemented by the European Union and the U.N., interviews show. Switzerland, for example, has frozen only about $1.4 million in Iranian assets—a tiny fraction of the $712 million Swiss companies exported to Iran last year.

"It's peanuts," says Jeremy P. Carver, a British attorney who has advised governments on implementing sanctions. "It's not going to really change a thing."

� Kittrie, Orde, [Professor of Law at Arizona State University] “Symposium Article: New Sanctions for a new century: treasury’s innovative use of financial sanctions,” University of Pennsylvania Journal of International Law, 30 U. Pa. J. Int'l L. 789, Spring, 2009
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