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UQ – US abandon now

US creating power vacuum now – NO perception uniqueness

Frank J. Gaffney, Jr. (President of the Center for Security Policy) April 5 2010 “Who lost Iraq?”, Center for Security Policy, http://www.centerforsecuritypolicy.org/p18352.xml?genre_id=1

The signal of American abandonment was made the more palpable by Team Obama's decision to dispatch Christopher Hill as its ambassador to Iraq.  Hill is the diplomat best known for his determination during the Bush 43 years to appease, rather than thwart, the despot most closely enabling the realization of Iran's nuclear ambitions: North Korea's Kim Jong Il.  The unreliability of the United States as an ally - a hallmark of the Obama presidency more generally - is reinforcing the sense that it is every man for himself in Iraq.
No Internal link – Iran heg weak

It’ll collapse – its only based on limited resources

Chubin Ph.D in International Relations 2009 (Shahram, Shahram Chubin is a Senior Non-resident Fellow of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. Ph.D., Columbia University; B.A., Oberlin College “Iran’s Power in Context” Survival | vol. 51 no. 1 | February–March 2009 | pp. 165–190 http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/shahram_survival20090201.pdf) MFR 

Iran’s regional influence has come from a convergence of several factors: US mistakes and vulnerability, regional anger and the appearance of an ideological government in Tehran with access to unprecedented resources. None of these are permanent. Iran’s resources have already shrunk, the conservative government is being discredited and the United States is in the process of rehabilitation. The structural constraints on Iran have become more evident. The Arab Sunni states, though divided and ambivalent, are all concerned by Iran’s forward policy and nuclear ambitions. None of them wishes to exchange the United States for Iran as a security manager of the region. The limits to Iranian influence are also clear. Hizbullah, as a militia, may be dependent on Iran for arms and training but is also a Lebanese political party. It is thus a partner rather than client. The same applies to Iran’s relations with Syria, its sole Arab friend. In troubled times this relationship appears solid, but with a more flexible attitude on the part of Israel and the United States, Syria may drift away from Tehran’s embrace. 

No Internal link – US presence not solve

Presence fails to solve Iranian agression

Wiens – US Army Major 2006 (Mark G., School of Advanced Military Studies United States Army Command and General Staff College “U.S. Policy Towards an Emerging Iranian-Shia Hegemon” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA450836) MFR 

The current U.S. policy has proven ineffective as it has not produced the desired effect. In fact it has left the United States little options outside escalating to military options. This undesirable position reflects the lack of flexibility to get tougher or requires second parties to implement one’s own strategy. “Escalation dominance: the ability to increase the threatened costs to the adversary while denying the adversary the opportunity to negate those costs or to counterescalate.” The United States will not win with escalation dominance, if it fails to gather a coalition of nations to bandwagon against Iran. The use of a surrogate or second order coercion runs a higher risk of failure as it requires intense pressure on the middleman (China or Russia) to achieve the desired effect.  Indirect coercion, of course, requires far more effort that indirect diplomacy. Coercion through a third party requires the coercer to induce or compel the third party to become a coercer itself (or to use brute force) against an adversary. Because third-party coercion requires coercion or suasion to work twice, the problem facing coercers generally multiply. The coercer must be able to shape the behavior of the third party in such a way that the third party’s response will effectively shape the adversary’s will in accord with the coercer’s overall objectives. 

No internal link – blowback

No impact to Iran hegemony – attempts at will cause blowback prevent Iranian influence

Chubin Ph.D in International Relations 2009 (Shahram, Shahram Chubin is a Senior Non-resident Fellow of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. Ph.D., Columbia University; B.A., Oberlin College “Iran’s Power in Context” Survival | vol. 51 no. 1 | February–March 2009 | pp. 165–190 http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/shahram_survival20090201.pdf) MFR 

In Iraq, Tehran has considerable influence. This is normal given the number and complexity of ties between the two neighbours. But even here, too much Iranian interference or overreaching risks a backlash. Favouring a particular militia in Iraq risks alienating others and creating blowback, for once they become strong, militias cannot easily be controlled. Even the vaunted region wide ascendancy of the Shi’ites, which appears to favour Iran, in fact reveals the constraints on any putative leadership role for Tehran. Sectarian polarisation, whether in Iraq or throughout the wider region, would limit Iran to (at most) a sectarian constituency – a minority in the region – and constitute a setback to Iran’s Arab street strategy designed to transcend the sectarian divide. Moreover, any emphasis on sectarian issues would range the Arab states defensively against Iran and bury any Iranian regional project in the Persian Gulf. Iran’s perceived arrogance and attitude of ‘blatant superiority’, which treats the Arab states as ‘hostages’, is widely felt and resented, hampering any Iranian leadership potential.94 In short, Iran remains a limited threat. Hyping Iran’s power and importance encourages its parasitical policy of feeding on disorder and understates its vulnerabilities.95 

No Internal link – Shia majorities

They cannot – they don’t have the capabilities or Shia support to become a regional hegemony

Gause – PhD in Political Science 2007 (F. Gregory, Dr. Gause is an associate professor of political science at the University of Vermont. “THREATS AND THREAT PERCEPTIONS IN THE PERSIAN GULF REGION” Accessed from the Journal: MESA ROUNDTABLE: MUTUAL THREAT PERCEPTIONS IN THE GULF) MFR 

The current focus on the “Shia threat” in the Middle East is only the latest example of regional states overestimating the danger emanating from transborder political/ideological challenges. Undoubtedly, the fall of Saddam’s regime has allowed Iraqi Shia to have a political voice for the first time in decades. That is a huge change in Iraqi politics. But how much of a ripple effect will this change have in the region as a whole? First, an analysis that emphasizes the transnational sectarian character of this political phenomenon does not give enough attention to the state. It does not recognize that Iranian foreign policy is a major element in the regional fears about a “Shia crescent.” Iranian foreign policy could change. Tehran tried to export the revolution in the 1980s, but it failed. Then Iran pursued a foreign policy based more on conventional state-to-state relations with its Arab neighbors (for the most part). Now Iranian policy seems to be a bit more forward leaning, not pushing revolution, but putting more emphasis on challenging the status quo. That could change, of course, as Ahmadinejad is already having problems at home. Such an analysis also leaves out the Arab states. The two places in which Shia social movements have had the most political success are Lebanon, where the state has always been weak, and Iraq, where the United States destroyed the state. But other Arab states have quite a few resources, both coercive and cooptive, with which to deal with their Shia minorities (or majority, in the case of Bahrain). The "rise of the Shia" must be interpreted through the lens both of Iranian foreign policy and Arab state structures. Second, if there is a rising Shia sociopolitical movement in the Arab world, it very likely has already peaked: • Iraqi Shia groups have taken the power that their numbers give them in the new Iraq, but they have not been able to consolidate that power. There are differences among them that will be submerged as long as they are in a civil war, but will undoubtedly surface from time to time and become more prominent as they eventually consolidate power. As Iraqi Shia do consolidate their power, they will need their ties to Iran less and less, and frictions in what are now fairly stable patron-client relations will arise. • Hezbollah has ridden a wave in Lebanon, but it has reached the high-point of its power. It cannot “take over” the Lebanese state, given demographic and regional realities. It is doubtful that it can long sustain its ongoing crisis with the Lebanese state. And, once General Aoun gets what he wants, Hezbollah loses its only cross-sectarian ally. The fact that Iran seems to be reaching out to Saudi Arabia (in March 2007) is one indication that Hezbollah’s mentor is looking for a way to de-escalate the Lebanese crisis. • Iran undoubtedly has regional ambitions, but it does not have the power to be a regional hegemon. If the United States cannot pull that off, Iran — with all its economic problems and political divisions — cannot pull it off, either. Iran will overplay its hand, much as the United States has, if it overreaches. • Finally, where does the “Shia wave” go from here? There is only one other state in the Arab world with a Shia majority: Bahrain. But there is a fairly effective state in Bahrain that will prevent a Shia takeover; and if it cannot, there is that long bridge connecting the island to Saudi Arabia. The Shia minority in Kuwait seems to be fairly well integrated into Kuwaiti politics, and the Shia minority in Saudi Arabia does not seem to have much revolutionary potential right now. 

No Internal link – containment not solve

It doesn’t, Iran is still vying for regional hegemony regardless

Wiens – US Army Major 2006  (Mark G., School of Advanced Military Studies United States Army Command and General Staff College “U.S. Policy Towards an Emerging Iranian-Shia Hegemon” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA450836) MFR 

The U.S. strategy for the region and its impact on Iran requires a comparison of policies, risks, and goals. This examination provides clarity for points of friction and points of consensus. The United States has three general policy options vis-à-vis an Iranian hegemon: engagement, containment, or confrontation. Engagement is a policy marked by a warming of relations between the United States and Iran. This can include a retiring of sanctions and embargos in combination with a reliance on “soft power.” Joseph Nye defined soft power as “the ability to get what you want through attraction rather than coercion or payments.”10 Engagement would require a long-term commitment and constant attention to the region. This policy in conjunction with containment by the U.S. and allies was successful in co-opting Libya to discontinue its nuclear program. This approach has not worked towards Iran, as other nations have instituted policies of containment.  Containment is a policy which contains both positive and negative sub-options with in a larger framework of isolating the target state. Stephen Biddle described containment as a policy that settles for modest goals instead of high costs, while lowering mid-term risks.11 In this instance the costs would include rebuilding and stabilizing Iraq, in order to reestablish a balance of power in the Persian Gulf. “(T)he chief risk is near-term chaos resulting from failed political engineering in the Mideast.”12 Biddle made a slight distinction between containment and rollback however, for simplicity; elements of both policies will be referred to as containment. Containment continues to be the current policy option applied to Iran. The policy requires a relatively high expenditure to maintain forces in the region and diplomatically encouraging other states to apply a policy of containment on Iran in order to be effective. However the effectiveness    of this policy is doubtful as Iran continues to pursue nuclear status, while our major allies are not applying a similar economic and diplomatic policy.
Link turn – presence = aggression

US presence encourages Iranian aggression

Amland – US Army Colonel 4/7/03 (George S., USMC, United States Army War College “GLOBALIZATION AND US FOREIGN POLICY WITH IRAN” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA413445) MFR 

On the Iranian side, very different factors have influenced Iran’s behavior. The Iranian theocracy has historically opposed every element of the US’s Middle East Trinity: security for Israel, security for the Arab states and stable access to global resources.17 Dr. Sami Hajjar of the Strategic Studies Institute of the US Army War College presents an interesting theory on the effect that US presence in the region has on Iran’s foreign diplomacy. Reflective of comments  by the Clinton administration, the policy of Dual Containment and the increased US presence in the Persian Gulf since Desert Shield/Storm in 1991 have both created a sizeable point of friction and an inconvenient dichotomy: “containing the threats posed by Iran and Iraq will impact on our ability to promote peace between Israel and its Arab neighbors and promoting the Arab- Israeli peace process will affect our ability to contain the threats from Iran and Iraq.”18 The position of non-secular Islamic elements, that the US is an infidel presence that is contaminating Saudi Arabia and other states in the Persian Gulf, adds to the friction. Other less fundamental Islamic elements merely view the US as being unfair and responsible for the suffering of the Iraqi people under UN imposed sanctions and the conflict in Palestine.19 The Iranian theocracy, as the self-proclaimed head of central Asia’s Shia community, finds US presence in the region particularly distasteful and threatening. With these forces at large, the consensus of a review of US relations with Iran is represented by the findings of the 1997 Independent Task Force sponsored by the US Council for Foreign Relations: (1) the US should explore ways to minimize visible elements of its presence in the Persian Gulf as a means of easing pressure in relations with Iran; (2) US flexibility, provided by statesmanship distanced from domestic politics and the Arab-Israeli peace process, will be key in reversing the current situation.20 

Iran perceives U.S. military presence as a threat and influences their aggressive behavior

Amland – US Army Colonel 4/7/03 (George S., USMC, United States Army War College “GLOBALIZATION AND US FOREIGN POLICY WITH IRAN” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA413445) MFR 

On the Iranian side, very different factors have influenced Iran’s behavior. The Iranian theocracy has historically opposed every element of the US’s Middle East Trinity: security for Israel, security for the Arab states and stable access to global resources.17 Dr. Sami Hajjar of the Strategic Studies Institute of the US Army War College presents an interesting theory on the effect that US presence in the region has on Iran’s foreign diplomacy. Reflective of comments  by the Clinton administration, the policy of Dual Containment and the increased US presence in the Persian Gulf since Desert Shield/Storm in 1991 have both created a sizeable point of friction and an inconvenient dichotomy: “containing the threats posed by Iran and Iraq will impact on our ability to promote peace between Israel and its Arab neighbors and promoting the Arab- Israeli peace process will affect our ability to contain the threats from Iran and Iraq.”18 The position of non-secular Islamic elements, that the US is an infidel presence that is contaminating Saudi Arabia and other states in the Persian Gulf, adds to the friction. Other less fundamental Islamic elements merely view the US as being unfair and responsible for the suffering of the Iraqi people under UN imposed sanctions and the conflict in Palestine.19 The Iranian theocracy, as the self-proclaimed head of central Asia’s Shia community, finds US presence in the region particularly distasteful and threatening. With these forces at large, the consensus of a review of US relations with Iran is represented by the findings of the 1997 Independent Task Force sponsored by the US Council for Foreign Relations: (1) the US should explore ways to minimize visible elements of its presence in the Persian Gulf as a means of easing pressure in relations with Iran; (2) US flexibility, provided by statesmanship distanced from domestic politics and the Arab-Israeli peace process, will be key in reversing the current situation.20 

Link turn – presence = aggression

U.S. military presence increases Iranian resentment and U.S. bashing 

Amland – US Army Colonel 4/7/03 (George S., USMC, United States Army War College “GLOBALIZATION AND US FOREIGN POLICY WITH IRAN” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA413445) MFR

There are a number of other implications to US policy that place Iran on more favorable ground if it can reestablish better relations with the other Gulf states. There are 3 categories of Islamic groups in the Gulf: the “establishment” Islam that seeks to maintain the status quo with the West; reformers who invoke Islam to fight corruption and urge redistribution of wealth; and militants who are hostile to the ruling autocracies and seek their demise.68 This clouds US relations in the region as each of the groups within each Gulf state exists in varying degrees of power, creating unique internal political difficulties. Iran itself exists in a precarious balance of power between the reformists and the militants.69 Given the various states of regional tension, US policy will have varying degrees of effectiveness based on the nature of US policy. US squeezing of Iraq and Iran has frequently caused Shia backlashes across the region. This is one of the reasons Iran has routinely been accused of attempting to destabilize regional governments. It is also the reason for the periodic rise in US bashing. It is important for the US to acknowledge that many of the region’s autocracies ride of very fine line between remaining in power and open civil conflict. It is frequently necessary for them to appease the masses with anti-US rhetoric. This cycle is not a new phenomenon; as US military presence increases in the Gulf, so does the level of animosity. The political posturing of Gulf States in the current conflict with Iraq and their failure to adhere to many of the respective Cooperative Defense Agreements is an example of how fragile US relations in the region can be.70 Another implication for US policy is the view each of the Gulf States has of Iran as a potential threat. Kuwait is far less concerned with Iran than with Iraq. Oman on the periphery of the Gulf exists as one of the warmest states to the West and is openly receptive to the US for financial support, technology and strategic relationships. The United Arab Emirates (UAE) on the other hand has great concern over Iran’s ambitions. A future settlement of the Greater and Lesser Tunb Islands sovereignty issue between the UAE and Iran has great implications for normalized relations between Iran and Saudi Arabia. UAE has frequently leveraged this sovereignty issue to diffuse attempts by Iran to close the gap in relations with Saudi. The stubbornness of Iran in the past has been the only hurdle left in what could be a regionally beneficial agreement that significantly alters US influence in the region. As early as May 1998, more moderate Iranian Foreign Ministry representatives have been traveling to the UAE to open new avenues for discussions on all issues” including an acceptable solution to the islands.”71 
More evidence – European and U.S. economic cooperation in the region co-opts Iranian expansionism

Amland – US Army Colonel 4/7/03 (George S., USMC, United States Army War College “GLOBALIZATION AND US FOREIGN POLICY WITH IRAN” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA413445) MFR

As US policy evolved throughout the 90s relations with the Caspian States and culminated with the passage of the SRSA in 1999, the US foothold in the region appears to have solidified. The tenets of the Act involve establishing economic stability and closer associations to the West with a view towards gradual democratization and improvements in human rights. Under this process of globalized integration US inroads have been made in varying degrees. The wealthier communities, whose energy resources are more readily accessible to the West, have made it further than some of the more remote regions. Azerbaijan and Kazakhstan have well established oil infrastructures for production and shipment. While these two are still relatively autocratic states, the levels of corruption and human rights violations are far lower than in the far flung states of Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan.79 In these two states, regimes view Western overtures with some mistrust and a great deal of caution. Still, while the evolution is slow, it is heading in the direction of either the West or the western Pacific models of Malaysia, South Korea or Japan. 80 Some of the rationale behind this also involves the ethnicity of the region. Over four-fifths of the region’s populace is of Turkish descent. Turkey has made great strides itself as a member of NATO to display itself as a role model of Pan-Turkish/Pan-Islamic democratic and pro-Western evolution/orientation.81 This evolution has great significance to Iran as the prevailing influences are evolving from east to west in the region and the north to south influences (Iran and Russia) have been subdued. While this element of globalization can be seen as a success for US foreign policy, it has had a lot of external assistance from other  regional players. It will also be important for the US to avoid the perception that the “Great Game” played out by Britain and Russia in the 19th century is being replaced by a twenty-first century US imperialist presence. 82 The cumulative effect of US and European posturing to realign the geopolitical situation in central Asia was the payment of short term dividends to the US.83 As US policy tends to exclude US business from interacting in the entire Caspian energy process, Iran has found itself postured in 2002 to take advantage of any and all failures of the US private sector to expand its role in Caspian oil ventures as a means of regaining lost influences and revenues.84 Globalization now appears to be undermining US ability to contain Iran’s geostrategic influence. 
Link Turn – presence = aggression

U.S. presence streghthens and emboldens Iran’s to engage in nuclear activities and regional instability actions

Hadar – International Relations Professor - 1/25/08  (Leon T., Leon Hadar is an adjunct scholar at the Cato Institute, an adjunct professor in the School of International Service ofthe American University, and the author of Quagmire: America in the Middle East  “Forget about War with Iran?” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=9115) MFR 

It could be argued that the spooks in Washington just provided the Bushies with an excuse not to do what they had already decided not to do (which explains why some conspiracy theorists have suggested that the Bushies were the driving force behind the decision to release the NIE report). But consider the following: Does anyone really think that President Bush would like to read the following Wikipedia entry 10 years from now: George Walker Bush (born July 6, 1946) was the 43rd US president. His decision to invade Iraq and oust Saddam Hussein resulted in the disintegration of Iraq and in the emergence of its neighbor and rival Iran as the main military power in the Persian Gulf, turning the Shi'ite-headed regime in Baghdad as well as the Shi'ite-led groups in Lebanon and other parts of the Middle East into political satellites of Tehran. The invasion of Iraq accelerated Iran's efforts to acquire nuclear military capability (which it did in 2009 immediately after President Barack Obama entered the White House), posing a major threat to US allies in the Middle East, including Saudi Arabia, Israel, and Western strategic and economic interests in the oil-rich region. In short, President Bush proved to be Iran's most faithful ally. Indeed, President Bush recognizes that the mess he has made in Iraq, combined with the rising power of radical Shi'ite forces there, has played into the hands of the Iranians. That, together with the failure of Israel to deal a military blow to the Hezbollah in Lebanon has helped shift the balance of power in the Persian Gulf toward Iran and its Shi'ite allies in the Middle East, in a way that threatens the interests of key regional US allies, Saudi Arabia and Israel. Hence the current status quo is only making Iran more assertive, inducing it to continue its nuclear programs, and threatening the "legacy" of President Bush (see the above Wikipedia entry). That means that the Bushies are hoping that they'll be able to "do something" that would change the status quo, and remove that smirk from Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad. At the minimum, Bush wants to be recalled as someone who "kicked some ass" in the Persian Gulf before leaving office. That doesn't mean an all-out war with Iran or even an attack on its suspected nuclear installations. If you followed the recent bizarre encounter between the US Navy and the Iranians in the straits of Hormuz, you get an idea of the opportunities that are opened to the Bushies if and when they decide to orchestrate or exploit a crisis in the Persian Gulf that could lead to an American retaliation against an Iranian "provocation". That kind of opportunistic approach is not different from the way the Bush Administration took advantage of September 11 to mobilize public support for going to war against Iraq. Just change the nationality of the 15 sailors who were seized by the Iranians in March last year, imagine that they would have been Americans and not British and you here we are watching CNN's Wolf Blitzer reporting on "Day 15: American Held Hostage" ("We have an exclusive interview with the mother of Sergeant Brittany Steele ... " and before you know it, Congressional and public pressure builds-up and US troops are storming into a headquarters of Iran's Revolutionary Guards. And it's possible that a "provocation" could turn to be a (real) provocation if and when elements in the Iranian leadership who are looking forward towards a military confrontation with the US would make sure that Iranian forces do take military action against the forces of the Great Satan. Iran will hold parliamentary elections on March 14, 2008, and you don't have to be an expert in Iranian politics to figure out that the political parties associated with President Ahmadinejad who has been under attack at home for his mismanagement of the country's economy could benefit politically from rising tensions with between Tehran and Washington. 

Link turn – presence  = Iran hegemony

Presence in the U.S. increases Iranian regional hegemony 

Chubin Ph.D in International Relations 2009 (Shahram, Shahram Chubin is a Senior Non-resident Fellow of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. Ph.D., Columbia University; B.A., Oberlin College “Iran’s Power in Context” Survival | vol. 51 no. 1 | February–March 2009 | pp. 165–190 http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/shahram_survival20090201.pdf) MFR 

But American policies – and non-policies – have had the greatest effect on the regional landscape. US misjudgement and incompetence, exemplified by the country’s entanglement and overextension in Iraq, is generally acknowledged. The effects on America’s moral standing and credibility as a leader and ally have been devestating. Those elites in the region who believed in the United States have been discredited. Other policies, such as the failed ‘freedom agenda’ and the war in Lebanon, have fared little better. Neglect of the Palestine issue has allowed the ‘two-state solution’ to slip away as a realistic alternative for Israeli and Palestinians alike,16 which has in turn fed extremism, rage and anti-Americanism.17 The growing strength and appeal of the rejectionist front led by Iran is directly attributable to US policies.18 Meanwhile, by shattering the Iraqi state, the United States eliminated Iraq as an effective regional buffer vis-à-vis Iran, whose influence over its neighbour immediately increased.19 It meant that the old triangular system, in which the three large Gulf powers of Iran, Saudi Arabia and Iraq balanced one another, was replaced by a bipolar structure pitting Iran and Saudi Arabia directly against each other.20 Moreover, by empowering Iraqi Shi’ites, the US occupation emboldened this traditionally suppressed community in the Gulf, a sensitive security issue for Saudi Arabia and even more so for Bahrain.21 (This is not to say, however, that the Saudis see Iran primarily as a Shia threat – on the contrary, Iran is mostly seen as a rival for political power in the region.) 

More evidence – helps Iran gain regional pre-eminence through resentment 

Chubin Ph.D in International Relations 2009 (Shahram, Shahram Chubin is a Senior Non-resident Fellow of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. Ph.D., Columbia University; B.A., Oberlin College “Iran’s Power in Context” Survival | vol. 51 no. 1 | February–March 2009 | pp. 165–190 http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/shahram_survival20090201.pdf) MFR 

Many Iranians believe that their country has turned a corner and reached a new stage internationally. Commentators point to ‘the gradual transfer of power and influence from America’s camp to Iran’s camp’ and see the spread of Islamism in the region going hand-in-hand with ‘the inclination of regional states to gravitate towards Iran’.33 Hossein Shariatmadari, editorin- chief of the Iranian newspaper Keyhan and a confidant of Iran’s Supreme Leader Sayyid Ali Khamenei, has described the Middle East as a platform to demonstrate US ‘failures and disappointments’.34 Others have called for Iran to challenge the United States for leadership of the region through a ‘proactive and aggressive foreign policy’.35 The necessary condition for Iran’s ‘advancement’ and greater freedom of action, in Ali Larijani’s words, is the collapse of the America’s ‘exclusive hegemony while suffer[ing] a defeat’.36 A sense of growing power, new to Islamic Iran, has led to a certain braggadocio and recklessness and a coarsening of language that in fact does little to advance Iran’s interests.37 In what has been called the ‘Palestinisation’ of Iran’s foreign policy,38 Iran has insisted that Israel has no right to exist; that only one solution can work in Palestine, namely the one-state solution, whatever the Palestinians might decide; that the Holocaust is a myth; and that Iran’s ‘international mission’ is to limit Israel’s power.39 In brief, Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad has made ‘anti-Israeli rhetoric the defining characteristic of his presidency’.40 Khamenei has blessed all of this, arguing that Iran has a duty to stand up to US bullying and ‘the iniquities of the Zionist regime’.41 Khamenei’s international-affairs adviser, Ali Akbar Velayati, amplifies this thinking: ‘to support Palestine is to support Iran … To support Lebanon is to support Iran … To support Iraq is to support Iran.’42 Iranian officials, believing that ‘regional and global developments have created new situations in Iran’s favour’,43 have made tireless efforts to cash in by spreading the message that the United States is ‘hated in the region’.44 But Iran’s greater involvement in Middle Eastern affairs has not been merely opportunistic but also motivated by defence considerations. Though eager to spread its model, Iran was also impelled to extend its influence further afield by its sense of encirclement and the need to engage the enemy in ‘forward defense, so as to avoid fighting on its borders. Palestine, in this view, is not a matter of solidarity but strategy: it is now a bulwark – a frontline – in Iran’s defense’.45 Thus, in recent years Iran has increased its support of the Palestinian resistance. It has been helped in this project by two factors: firstly, the absence of any substantive peace process; and secondly, the fading prospects of a two-state solution.46 This has meant that Iran has effectively filled a vacuum. What used to be provocative support for a ‘one-state solution’ now appears less extreme. When there is no peace process to oppose, looking at alternatives appears more reasonable. The controversial enhanced US military presence in the region and Washington’s extraordinary neglect of the Palestinian issue have provided fertile ground for Iran to pose as Palestine’s protector and to generalise its conflict with the United States. The anger and frustration of many Arabs and Palestinians at the blatant disregard for their concerns have made some susceptible to extremist solutions. Iran’s willingness to activate the rejectionist front, and to stand up to America, thus has regional resonance, which it would not have had in a different context or with different US policies. 

Link turn – presence  = Iran hegemony
U.S. Presence in Iraq and Afghanistan encourages Iranian hegemony and creates middle eastern instability and proliferation 

Briere and Wunderle 8/10/07  (*LTC WILLIAM WUNDERLE - U.S. Army *USA Lt COL ANDRE BRIERE - U.S. Air Force “Uncertain Future: A Strategic Review of the Middle East and Implications for the United States” From Comparative Strategy, 26:3, 205 – 214 http://works.bepress.com/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1001&context=william_wunderle) MFR 

On the strategic level, U.S. Government actions in Iraq and Afghanistan have created the ideal environment of instability for Iran to assert itself as a regional power. This is part of what has fueled Iran’s aggressive nuclear program. While Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weapons could be delayed by the U.S. Government through a combination of technical activities, military action, and diplomacy, such delay would not remove the underlying Iranian motivation to possess this technology.3 Short of massive military intervention and subsequent regime change, Iran will continue to pursue development of the nuclear fuel cycle. There are few benefits available or being offered to counter Iran’s perceived advantages of being a nuclear power. Regional actors may respond to this new reality in different ways. Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and Turkey will likely pursue an indigenous nuclear capability. Iraq and Syria will work to distance themselves from the U.S. while moving further into Iran’s orbit. Others will likely remain neutral or maintain the status quo while seeking U.S. or European security guarantees. As a result of the political (and possibly) military conflict with Iran, the Shia/Sunni rivalry will gain in strength. Because Sunni nations are wary of an emboldened Shia populace, struggles (both political and religious) between these factions are likely to become the dominant issue in the Arab world over the next decade.4 Iran’s potential emergence as a regional hegemon will only exacerbate Sunni fears. The most important and enduring result of the 2003 U.S. invasion of Iraq is the liberation and political empowerment of Iraq’s Shia majority. The concept of “one man, one vote” is now the battle cry of Shiites throughout the Middle East because it assures them (by simple virtue of their majority or plurality status) control of several countries in the region and increased power in many others: Iran (90% Shia), Iraq (65%), Bahrain (75%), Azerbaijan (75%), Lebanon (45%), Kuwait (30%), and Qatar (16%).5 While Shiites traditionally revel in the notion of suffering and oppression for the sake of moral righteousness, Iraq (and recently Hizballah successes in Lebanon) has caused Shia throughout the Middle East to awaken to their latent power.6 As Vali Nasr noted, “The Middle East that will emerge from the crucible of the Iraq war may not be more democratic, but it will definitely be more Shiite.”7. When King Abdullah of Jordan issued his now famous warning of a “Shiite Crescent” stretching from Lebanon to Iran, he was giving voice to the grave concern of Sunnis throughout the region. When U.S. and Western policymakers extol the virtues of “democracy” in Iraq and elsewhere in the Arab world, Sunni leaders see the dangers of heretical Shia ascendance. To keep the increasingly sectarian conflict currently brewing in Iraq from spilling onto other Shia-majority nations, it is imperative that U.S. political leaders balance calls for elections with the equally important need for stability. A nuclear-capable Iran (de facto or otherwise) will further embolden Shia throughout the region, who will increasingly view Iran as the authoritative center of theological and political power.
Link Turn – w/d key deterrent 

U.S. troop presence should be limited to reduce anti-American sentiment and allow for a robust naval presence to deter Iranian aggression 
Ariel Cohen and James Phillip, 2001 (“Countering Russian-Iranian Military Cooperation”, Cohen is a  Research Fellow in Russian and Eurasian Studies and Phillip is a Research Fellow in Middle Eastern Studies, in the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies at The Heritage Foundation. Heritage foundation, accessed 6/27/10)-Wey
Maintain a strong U.S. military presence in the Persian Gulf to deter and defend against military threats from Iran. Since the 1979 Islamic revolution, Iran has targeted Arab monarchies in the Persian Gulf with terrorism and subversion. It has sought to intimidate smaller neighbors with periodic naval exercises and has seized three islands claimed by the United Arab Emirates. To deter Iran from aggression and protect the free flow of oil exports, the United States must maintain a robust naval presence in the Gulf. As long as the United States stands by its allies, the chances of attack from Iran are low. A vigilant and robust naval presence in the Gulf would deter Iranian aggression, reassure nervous Arab states that the United States is committed to peace in the region, and help contain Iraq. The United States currently has deployed forces in Kuwait, Bahrain, and Saudi Arabia, and it has pre-positioned military equipment in Qatar. The United States should deploy as few ground troops as necessary in the region to avoid a political backlash that Iran, Iraq, or local anti-Western movements could exploit. U.S. naval forces should limit their time in port and restrict refueling and resupply operations to only the most secure facilities to reduce their vulnerability to terrorist attack.

No central asia expansion

Iran can’t expand into Central Asia, there are differences in Islamic ideology 

Amland – US Army Colonel 4/7/03 (George S., USMC, United States Army War College “GLOBALIZATION AND US FOREIGN POLICY WITH IRAN” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA413445) MFR 

 On the northern borders of Iran, a different form of economic globalization is affecting US containment policy. After the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, the US took immediate steps to recognize the independence of all the former Central Asian Republics. By mid-1992 all 5 new states received US diplomatic missions and in October 1992 the US Congress had passed the Freedom Support Act to provide aid to the new Eurasian states. Ostensibly the US also admitted to the dangers the region faced from Iranian sponsored fundamentalism and was determined not to let the opportunity of exerting regional influence pass by.73 An interesting phenomenon of this northern Iranian geo-strategic region is that while the adjoining states are predominantly Muslim, the long term secular Russian presence has made their form of religious  ideology incompatible with that of Iran.74 Across central Asia, a parallel form of Islam existed during the Soviet domination. Sufi orders established a pervasive form of Islam that is founded on private piety and not in political activism.75 Iran erroneously assumed that with the fall of the Soviet Union it would fill the void with a more fundamentalist and revolutionary Islamic presence in order to consolidate its position in the Caspian region. Fortunately for US policy, the years of Marxist ideology and Russian technocracy appears to have irretrievably altered the religious complexion of regional Muslims.76 The best that Iran can hope for in the future is some form of economic cooperation with its northern neighbors.77 An interesting political irony also has evolved throughout this process. Despite the overwhelming Islamic prominence in this region, the acceleration of the integration of Central Asia into the global economy is strongly supported by the Union of Orthodox Jewish Congregations of America. As this is one of the founders of the Jewish political lobby in the US, this support has sent strong signals to the European, Asian and Middle East Jewish communities and created implications for Iranian integration in the process.78 
GCC checks Iran

U.S. presence is one of the pillars of Iranian attacks and terrorist activities

Amland – US Army Colonel 4/7/03 (George S., USMC, United States Army War College “GLOBALIZATION AND US FOREIGN POLICY WITH IRAN” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA413445) MFR 

The US has not been in as favorable a position for reducing its overall presence in the Gulf in over a decade. Not withstanding any resolution in the current situation between the US and Iraq, the GCC is adequately postured to cope with the future emergence of a regional hegemon. It is merely a case of the US cutting the umbilical, providing the proper motivation to the GCC and moving back to less friction-producing areas such as Oman and Diego Garcia. Any additional requirements to provide for regional stability should be provided by the long-term recipients of Persian Gulf resources, i.e. Asia and the EU. Reductions in US presence will  reduce regional tensions and eliminate one of the pillars that Iranian terrorism is founded on. Iranian terrorist activities appear to be in check at this time, and the US should not provide any incentive to reinstate them.  As Iran attempts to reenter the global economy, the desirability of Iran to continue the support of terrorism will be further undermined; and the US can accelerate this process. It has already been noted that the popular vote in Iran is on the side of the Khatami presidency. As Khatami is the proponent of a more economically viable Iran, it is up to the US to nurture this aspect of future US-Iranian relations. In doing so, it will be possible to drive the wedge deeper into the gap that is now marginalizing the influence of the theocracy and their support of terrorism. Even a very subtle US information operations campaign could further accelerate the effects of globalization by ensuring the Iranian public is aware of which of the two Iranian political camps the US is sitting in. 

No Israel action

Minimal risk of Israel impact, they will not retaliate even if Iran was to attack first

Cordesman 09’ (“IRAN AS A NUCLEAR WEAPONS POWER”, by Anthony H. Cordesman, Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS, Center for Strategic and International Studies, December 15, 2009, http://csis.org/files/publication/091216_IrannuclearRpt.pdf, Accessed 7.1.2010)

It is unclear what type of military strikes Israel may chose, if it decides to respond preemptively. Some have argued that Israel may declare its nuclear weapons and establish deterrence through ―mutually assured destruction.‖ While the impact of an Israeli declaration remains uncertain, it might have limited impact on Israel's strategic posture in the region, since most states factor Israel's nuclear weapons into their strategic thinking. Some experts argue that Israel does not have viable military options to deal with Iran‘s capabilities to make nuclear weapons, much less deal with a deployed force once Iran is able to disperse its warheads and missiles. They argue it does not have U.S. targeting capability and simply cannot generate and sustain the necessary number of attack sorties. Some argue that Israel might do little more than drive Iranian activity further underground, provoke even more Iranian activity, make it impossible for diplomatic and UN pressure to work, and make Israel into a real, rather than a proxy or secondary, target. In April 2005, it was reported that a senior Israeli Air Force (IAF) officer dismissed plans to strike Iran‘s nuclear facilities because it was too risky and too complex both in terms of executing the mission as well as in long-term consequences, although he did not rule out the feasibility of military action against Iran. The officer further said that the most critical targets were concentrated near Tehran and 150 kilometers to the south of the city. He also noted that Iran possesses only 20 ballistic missile launchers, which should not present insurmountable difficulties when planning attacks.xviii There is no doubt that such a strike would face problems. Israel does not have conventional ballistic missiles or land-/sea-based cruise missiles suited for such a mission. The shortest flight routes would be around 1,500–1,700 kilometers through Jordan and Iraq, 1,900–2,100 kilometers through Saudi Arabia, and 2,600–2,800 kilometers in a loop through Turkey. There have been reports that Israel approached the United States in order to obtain permission for overflying Iraq in case of a contingency.xix Another report has stated that Israeli forces have obtained U.S. permission to establish a military base in Iraq near the Iranian border. None of these reports seem accurate or founded on more than speculation. There are many other problems in launching such a strike. Even if Israel had the attack capabilities needed for the destruction of the all elements of the Iranian nuclear program, it is uncertain whether Israel has the kind of intelligence needed to be certain that all the necessary elements of the program were traced and destroyed fully. Israel has good photographic coverage of Iran with the Ofeq series of reconnaissance satellites, but being so distant from Iran, one can assume that other kinds of intelligence coverage are rather partial and weak.
Impact turn – US presence cause instability

U.S. Presence creates infinite regional instability

Hadar PhD in International Relations 5/9/94  (Leon T.,  Leon Hadar is an adjunct scholar at the Cato Institute, an adjunct professor in the School of International Service ofthe American University, and the author of Quagmire: America in the Middle East “ Cato Institute Foreign Policy Briefing No. 31:The Real Lesson of the Oslo Accord: "Localize" theArab-Israeli Conflict” http://www.cato.org/pubs/fpbriefs/fpb031.pdf) MFR 

One can compare the high-level U.S. involvement in the Middle East to an addicting drug. Various regional players have become dependent on American aid. Each military crisis and peace process leads to more and more American diplomatic and military commitments to old and new clients in the region, which in turn produces incentives for them to ask for even more economic and military support. When regional players recognize that the American drug is not available anymore, they adjust to that reality and perform quite well, as evidenced by the ability of the Israelis and the Palestinians to reach the Oslo agreement on their own when the Clinton administration lost interest in the peace process. Returning to hyperactive American involvement in the region, Ö la Camp David, would amount to encouraging former addicts to return to their old habits after going through an effective rehabilitation treatment. The PLO-Israeli accord proved, in many ways, the noninterventionist thesis. Washington should welcome its new marginal position in the PLO-Israeli negotiations. That position should not be regarded as an aberration or as an exception to the rule of American dominance in the Middle East--as the conventional wisdom suggests--but as a positive development. It is the logical outcome of America's changing global position in the post-Cold War era and of the transformation of its role in a new Middle Eastern structure. The post-Cold War Middle East, increasingly complex in terms of the distribution of economic and military power, has produced the Israeli-PLO accord. That accord is part of a trend toward new diplomatic, military, and trade alliances, which permits the United States to begin adopting a policy of constructive disengagement in the region. If the United States returns to play the role it did in the past, it will only help preserve the status quo of the old Middle East and harm its own interests. 

Its reverse causal - Pulling out of Iraq helps solve Middle Eastern instability and the Palestine issue 

Hadar PhD in International Relations 12/18/08 (Leon T.,  Leon Hadar is an adjunct scholar at the Cato Institute, an adjunct professor in the School of International Service ofthe American University, and the author of Quagmire: America in the Middle East  “Obama the Mideast Peace-Maker?” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=9856) MFR 

Of course, much of what the new president will be able to achieve on the foreign policy front will depend on the administration's ability to contain the American and global economic downturn. The Great Depression redux would make it less likely that the U.S. would launch into any major diplomatic or military moves. But if the economic recession proves to be more manageable than expected, the Obama administration could embrace a more ambitious agenda in the Middle East—accelerating the withdrawal from Iraq through a regional framework that could include Iran. That kind of diplomatic momentum in a more stable regional environment would be conducive to restarting Israel-Palestinian negotiations. But Obama and his aides would still have to contend with trying to broker a deal that requires concessions that neither the Israeli nor Palestinian leaders are willing to deliver any time soon. Resolving these wildly differing core existential issues would be more difficult to achieve now than in 2000 (when Camp David II collapsed) considering the Israeli and Palestinian leadership seem more divided and radicalized after the second Intifadah and 9/11. In any case, the Obama administration would have to recognize that, even under the best-case scenario, there are limits to their ability to bring about a Middle East peace. By creating the impression that the United States has the moral authority and power to broker peace in the region, Washington has produced unrealistic expectations that cannot be fulfilled. Worse, the repeated failures end up stirring anti-American backlash, putting even greater pressure on Washington. The United States should be more than ready, if necessary, to work with other international players towards a resolution, but only if and when both Israel and Palestine are ready to make peace, existentially and otherwise. At the end of the day, if the two sides want a fragile peace to work, they will make it work—with or without U.S. involvement. And if they fail, they will have no one to blame but themselves. 
Soft power solve the DA

Soft power solves the regional problem with Iran constructively and encourages stability

Wiens – US Army Major 2006  (Mark G., School of Advanced Military Studies United States Army Command and General Staff College “U.S. Policy Towards an Emerging Iranian-Shia Hegemon” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA450836) MFR 

 “Talk Softly and Carry a Big Carrot” refers to two separate theories of power that nations possess and administer, Nye’s “Soft Power” and Mead’s “Sticky Power.” The combination of American cultural and economic influence on and in Iran has the potential to compel Iran to pursue a less aggressive tact. The essence of this policy is that the United States takes the initiative and lifts sanctions, embargos, boycotts, and reestablishes diplomatic relations with Iran with few initial conditions attached. The power of American private investment and culture infused into Iran will have a positive impact on relations between Iran and the United States as the general populace and more importantly the youth demand more American culture and goods. Their attraction to virtually all things American will influence the leadership to maintain good relations with the United States. Meghan O’Sullivan suggested, “For Iran, better relations with the United States could help the government deal with its own security concerns and facilitate Iran’s entry into the global economy.”87 The United States’ private, corporate and governmental investments will create a mutual symbiotic bond that neither nation will desire to disrupt and especially Iran for the sake of its stability.  Hence the “Big Carrot” is more powerful in coercing Iran’s leadership than the threats of air strikes, invasions or other “Big Stick” options. The dual nature of the “Big Carrot” is the threat of economic loss should bad policy be enacted by Iran or the promise of incredible gain   through good relations with the United States. “Inducements increase the value of concessions. In addition, inducements can decrease the political costs of capitulation for an adversary, enabling leaders to claim victory even in defeat.”88 In this barter, Iran will make a concession by trading off a national aspiration (nuclear power) for increased economic success.  A nuclear armed and ominous Iran is not a foregone conclusion, however time is of the essence to attract and alter an eventually dangerous confrontation between the United States and Iran. A policy of ‘Positive Engagement’ is differentiated from the current policy, which lacks traction and significance as a punishment. It is time to reevaluate the effectiveness of sanctions after a generation of implementation. The United States has just limited itself to the next stick, which is the military option. Assuming that Iran is a rational actor and will respond positively to positive moves by the United States, a policy of ‘Positive Engagement’ can lure and influence Iran from the pursuit of a destructive policy. 

***NEG CARDS***

Presence key – arab states

US military presence in Iraq VITAL internal link to easing the Arab nations fear of Iran

Richard L. Russell 2005 (Professor at the National Defense University’s Near East South Asia Center for Strategic Studies) “ARAB SECURITY RESPONSES TO A NUCLEAR-READY IRAN” GETTING READY FOR A NUCLEAR-READY IRAN, October, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub629.pdf

Arab states traditionally have worked to balance Iranian power in the Persian Gulf and Middle East. Most of the Arab states, with the notable exceptions of Syria and Yemen, politically, economically, and militarily backed Iraq in its war with Iran out of concern that Iranian forces threatened at various stages in the 1980-88 war to overwhelm Iraqi forces, thus gaining a strategic foothold in southern Iraq from which Tehran could exercise a stranglehold on Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. Such a course of events would have positioned Tehran to better export its then revolutionary zeal to undermine moderate Arab states throughout the region and to dominate the regional distribution of power. The Iran-Iraq war depleted Iranian political, military, and economic power and reduced the acuteness of Arab threat perception of Iran during the 1990s. The substantial American military presence in the region as a legacy of the 1990-91 war to monitor and deter any renewed Iraqi military ambitions in the Gulf, reassured Arab Gulf states that neither Iraq nor Iran would be able to mount an ambitious military campaign to upset the regional balance of power. Iran’s election in 1997 of President Khatami, who was widely perceived as a moderating political influence in Tehran, dampened Iran’s zeal for exporting the Islamic revolution and led to a further easing of the Arab threat perception of Iran.  The American ouster of Saddam Hussein’s regime in Iraq may have diminished further Arab concern about Iran’s ability to leverage its geopolitical mass to dominate the Gulf. Arab states are in awe, if only privately, of American military capabilities that they witnessed slash through the massive Iraqi forces widely regarded as the most formidable Arab military forces in 1990. Arab military forces too must be impressed with the relative ease with which American and British forces smashed through Iraq to occupy Baghdad. Arab states must calculate that as long as American forces occupy Iraq, Tehran would not dare to undertake any conventional military operations to challenge the Gulf distribution of power. Indeed, many Arab officers and diplomats today are more concerned about American political and military intentions in the Gulf than they are about Iran in its weakened political, military, and economic condition. 

Presence key – Iraq proliferation

Presence key stop Iraq proliferation 

Richard L. Russell 2005 (Professor at the National Defense University’s Near East South Asia Center for Strategic Studies) “ARAB SECURITY RESPONSES TO A NUCLEAR-READY IRAN” GETTING READY FOR A NUCLEAR-READY IRAN, October, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub629.pdf
The policy plate of U.S. security officials is already overflowing with its current load of security responsibilities, and the contemplation or implementation of yet another formidable security task represented by moving militarily―even in a limited air campaign―against Iran’s nuclear weapons infrastructure may simply be one bridge too far for American policymakers. Should the United States be unable or unwilling to use military actions against Iran’s nuclear weapons program, Tehran will likely acquire nuclear weapons sooner rather than later. How, then, are Arab states likely to react in the next 5 to 10 years to a suspected or demonstrated Iranian nuclear weapons stockpile and robust ballistic missile inventories as delivery means? Arab Gulf states will feel the Iranian threat most acutely. Iraq, for example, will continue to see Iran as the largest and most formidable national security threat in the region regardless what shape, form, or nature the post-Saddam government in Baghdad eventually takes. A relatively transparent, moderately disposed government in Baghdad probably would want American military reassurance to shore up its security vis-à-vis Iran. The Iraqis might be amenable to residual American and international ground and air forces hosted in Iraq. The Iraqis might want a profile small enough to minimize charges by political opposition that the Iraqis are subservient to the Americans, but large enough to serve as a “trip wire” to deter Iranian military ambitions against Iraq, particularly as Iraq’s new armed forces are just taking root. The American presence in Iraq also would reassure Iraqis that the Iranians could not parlay their nuclear weapons for political coercion against Iraq. The Iraqis, too, probably will want force projection capabilities to deter Iranian military activities as well as to strike Iran in the event that deterrence fails. The residual American and international presence in Iraq might work to dampen Iraqi interests and ability to restart ballistic missile programs to match Iran’s ballistic missile capabilities. The Iraqis, though, probably would press the United Stats and the West for advanced air force capabilities to project power and to compensate for not resuming ballistic missile endeavors. Parenthetically, while much public discussion has centered on the size and nature of Iraq’s post-Saddam army, little debate has touched upon the legitimate air power needs of the future Iraq. Over the longer run, the withdrawal of American and international forces from Iraq probably would heighten Iraqi fears vis-à-vis Iran’s nuclear weapons arsenal. Even if Iraqi conventional forces evolve into relatively modern, professional, and capable forces―albeit in fewer numbers than the forces during Saddam’s rule―the Iraqis will be under strong pressure to contemplate resurrecting Iraq’s nuclear program to counterbalance Iran’s nuclear weapons inventory. From Baghdad’s perspective, Iran could parlay its nuclear weapons advantage to politically coerce Iraq. The Iranians, for example, could embark on an aggressive campaign to support Iraqi Shia opposition in the south or challenge the Shat al Arab, calculating that Baghdad would be deterred by Iranian nuclear forces from undertaking conventional military reprisals across the border. The Iraqis would have to worry that, should they seek to strike conventionally against Iran, Tehran could resort to tactical nuclear weapons to destroy Iraqi forces on the battlefield.  

US can halt Iraq nuclear proliferation now- any withdraw will prevent

Richard L. Russell 2005 (Professor at the National Defense University’s Near East South Asia Center for Strategic Studies) “ARAB SECURITY RESPONSES TO A NUCLEAR-READY IRAN” GETTING READY FOR A NUCLEAR-READY IRAN, October, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub629.pdf
The United States will have leverage and influence over Iraqi responses to Iranian nuclear weapons inventory as long as American and international forces play critical roles inside Iraq, but, over the longer run, that influence will subside and the incentives for Iraq to resume ballistic missile and nuclear weapons programs will grow stronger to balance growing Iranian ballistic missile and nuclear forces. The smaller Gulf Arab states, moreover, might be supportive of Iraqi efforts in this direction because they would see Iraq as a geopolitical counterbalance to Iranian and Saudi power much as they had during the 1980-88 Gulf war. 
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