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First Affirmative Destructive (1/18)
Observation One is Inherency:
The number and need of PMC’s are on the rise and their reputations for being no more than mercenaries are on the rise. 

Salzman, International Human Rights Clinic, 2k8 

Zoe Salzman, Clinical Contract Attorney, International Human Rights Clinic, Center for Human Rights and Global Justice, NYU School of Law, J.D. magna cum laude (2007) and a LL.M in International Legal Studies (2008) from New York University School of Law. “PRIVATE MILITARY CONTRACTORS AND THE TAINT OF A MERCENARY REPUTATION”, page 40, N.Y.U. J. Int’L L. & Pol. 858. Access- July 20th, [KOO]
Far from being merely a seductive notion, the reality today is that many states, even powerful democratic states, are increasingly relying on private military contractors to manage their military efforts in conflicts and in peacetime.2 Most prominently, perhaps, the American military effort in Iraq relies heavily on the private military industry, with a force of some 20,000 to 50,000 private military contractors forming the second largest armed contingent in Iraq (after the American national armed forces).3 Some of these private contractors briefly attracted public attention for their involvement in the Abu Ghraib prison abuse scandal.4   More recently, on September 16, 2007, private contractors employed by the private military company (PMC)5 Blackwater killed seventeen Iraqi civilians, apparently without any justification. 6 This incident prompted public outcry in the United States and in Iraq, drawing media and political attention to the private military industry’s lack of accountability.7 Much of this outcry has assumed that private military contractors are no more than mercenaries, with all of the ugly connotations that that term carries with it.8    

First Affirmative Destructive (2/18)
PLAN: The United States Supreme Court should mandate the prohibition of Private Military Contractors operating in the Republic of Iraq on the grounds that they violate international law under Protocol 1 of the Geneva Convention by meeting the definition of the term “mercenary” under Article 47. We’ll clarify.
First Affirmative Destructive (3/18)
Observation Two is Harms:
Advantage 1 is International Law:
Despite pleas and resistance from the industry, PMC’s are considered mercenaries under Protocol 1 of the Geneva Conventions.  They value personal gain over military service and have many characteristics similar with mercenaries
Salzman, International Human Rights Clinic, 2k8 

Zoe Salzman, Clinical Contract Attorney, International Human Rights Clinic, Center for Human Rights and Global Justice, NYU School of Law, J.D. magna cum laude (2007) and a LL.M in International Legal Studies (2008) from New York University School of Law. “PRIVATE MILITARY CONTRACTORS AND THE TAINT OF A MERCENARY REPUTATION”, page 40, N.Y.U. J. Int’L L. & Pol. 858. Access- July 20th [KOO]
In the next two Parts of the paper, I argue that labeling private military contractors as mercenaries is supported by both the spirit and the letter of the international law developed to discourage states from hiring mercenaries. As this Part will demonstrate, the term “mercenary” carries an unflattering connotation that the private military industry has been keen to avoid—and with good reason: Closer examination reveals that the concerns with private contractors identified above closely resemble the concerns that led to the development of international law on mercenaries. A. The Taint of a Mercenary Reputation The history of mercenary activity is a long one135 and, until fairly recently, international humanitarian law did not treat mercenaries differently from other combatants.136 Beginning in the 1970s, however, mercenaries came to be seen as a threat and a series of international conventions were drafted to discourage their use.137 The term “mercenary” has been used to describe a wide range of people—from “individuals killing for hire, to troops raised by one country working for another,” and even to PMCs.138 The public perception of mercenaries is one of “dogs of war” and “freelance soldiers of no fixed abode, who, for large amounts of money, fight for dubious causes.”139 Some mercenaries, such as “Mad” Mike Hoare and Bob Denard, gained international notoriety for their violent roles in African decolonization struggles.140 Mercenaries are often ex-soldiers who hire themselves out on a free-lance basis, frequently working for rebel groups, businesses operating in weak states, or racist regimes and movements.141 In addition, mercenaries are generally believed to be motivated by a desire for financial gain, thus distinguishing themselves from volunteers or members of the national armed forces who are thought to fight out of a more noble sense of loyalty or patriotism. 142 Thus, while there is no clear consensus on the definition of mercenary, the term has certainly “acquired an unflattering connotation.”143 The strength of this unflattering connotation can be seen in the Geneva Convention Additional Protocol I’s radical declaration that “[a] mercenary shall not have the right to be a combatant or a prisoner of war.”144 This exclusion runs contrary to “the general thrust of international humanitarian law to extend protection to as many civilians and combatants as possible,”145 thus illustrating just how negatively international law views mercenaries. Most PMCs have attempted to distance themselves from the unflattering connotations associated with mercenaries, out of fear that a mercenary reputation might undermine their chances at future contracts.146 Indeed, the term “mercenary” is used disparagingly even within the private military industry. For example, one PMC executive criticized some of the other PMCs employed by the United States in Iraq by noting that they were retained because the United States “needs an organ that is from outside the US, far less accountable, and already tainted . . . with a whiff of dirty tricks. . . . The powers that be want mercenaries, for mercenary activity. Dirty stuff doable, non-accountable and at no extra cost to boot!!”147 While private contractors seem, in many respects, to have succeeded in “repackaging” themselves as distinct from mercenaries, 148 it is less clear that they are actually any different.149 In fact, the concerns that motivated the development of antimercenary international law are extremely similar to the contemporary concerns about private contractors described in Part III. This Section examines the existing international law on mercenaries to illustrate that there are “disturbing similarities” between some of today’s private contractors and “the 1960sstyle soldiers of fortune.”150 I use the existing international law on mercenaries to illustrate that the concerns that led to the development of this 
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(Salzman Continued, No text deleted)
body of law closely resemble the concerns that I raised in Part III with respect to private contractors. Mercenaries, much like private contractors, threaten states’ monopoly on the use of force, prioritize the private good over the public good, and generally undermine democratic checks on war-making and the emergence of new democratic regimes. Just as private contractors today can be hired to prevent the emergence of a new democratic regime, the initial laws on mercenaries were developed to check the hiring of mercenaries by racist regimes resisting the decolonization movement in Africa.151 The OAU Convention, in particular, reflects the concern that mercenaries can undermine the emergence of new, democratic governments. Citing “the grave threat which the activities of mercenaries represent to the independence, sovereignty, territorial integrity and harmonious development of Member States of OAU,”152 the OAU Convention determined to put an end to “the subversive activities of mercenaries in Africa.”153 The OAU specifically defines the mercenary as an individual aiming to overthrow the government or to undermine the independence or territorial integrity of a Member State, or to block the activities of an OAU recognized liberation movement.154 Furthermore, Protocol I of the Geneva Conventions appears designed to address the concern that mercenaries, just like private contractors, prioritize the private good over the public good. This concern is reflected in Protocol I’s definition of a “mercenary” as someone whose motivation to take part in the hostilities is “essentially . . . the desire for private gain and [who], in fact, is promised . . . material compensation substantially in excess of that promised or paid to combatants of similar ranks and functions in the armed forces.”155 This provision reflects the intent to distinguish mercenaries from volunteers, who are not feared in the same way and to whom this condemnation does not extend.156 Protocol I’s definition of the term “mercenary” reflects a concern with the commodification of force and a fear of combatants who have allegiance only to profit (a private good), rather than the allegiance to the public good that national armed forces are traditionally assumed to espouse. Protocol I’s definition of “mercenary” also reflects the concern that mercenaries undermine states’ monopoly on the use of force by defining a mercenary as a combatant, a person who “is specially recruited locally or abroad in order to fight in an armed conflict.”157 Protocol I is clear that it is targeting mercenaries who take a “direct part in the hostilities.”158 Most importantly, Protocol I also emphasizes that a mercenary must not be officially attached to a state—namely, that the mercenary cannot be a member of a Party’s armed forces or sent on official duty by a state not Party to the conflict.159 
PMC’s are defined to be mercenaries because they meet all 4 parts of Protocol I definition
Salzman, International Human Rights Clinic, 2k8 

Zoe Salzman, Clinical Contract Attorney, International Human Rights Clinic, Center for Human Rights and Global Justice, NYU School of Law, J.D. magna cum laude (2007) and a LL.M in International Legal Studies (2008) from New York University School of Law. “PRIVATE MILITARY CONTRACTORS AND THE TAINT OF A MERCENARY REPUTATION”, page 40, N.Y.U. J. Int’L L. & Pol. 858. Access- July 20th, [KOO]
It is often assumed that the international legal definition of “mercenary” is so vague that no private military contractor could ever be found to qualify as such.168 In this Section, however, a close examination of Protocol I shows that at least some private military contractors may qualify as mercenaries under the four main criteria of Protocol I’s definition. First, private contractors can be deemed to have been “specially recruited”; second, private contractors frequently meet the direct participation requirement; third, private contractors will sometimes meet the foreign nationality requirement; and fourth, private contractors are even more likely to meet the financial motivation requirement than the traditional mercenary. I conclude this Section by rejecting two frequently asserted distinctions between mercenaries and private contractors: first, that contractors cannot be considered mercenaries because of their corporate structure, and second, that they cannot be considered mercenaries because they are employed by legitimate states. Ultimately, I demonstrate that 
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(Salzman Continued, No text delted)
at least some private contractors can be defined as mercenaries. I go on to conclude that defining private contractors as mercenaries will increase public debate surrounding their role and their overall democratic accountability, the lack of which, I have argued, currently characterizes the private military industry and threatens the democratic nation-state. 
PMC’s are uniquely key to effective International law. Allowing a powerful actor such as the US to regulate force turn international law into an epic fail.
Salzman, International Human Rights Clinic, 2k8

Zoe Salzman, Clinical Contract Attorney, International Human Rights Clinic, Center for Human Rights and Global Justice, NYU School of Law, J.D. magna cum laude (2007) and a LL.M in International Legal Studies (2008) from New York University School of Law. “PRIVATE MILITARY CONTRACTORS AND THE TAINT OF A MERCENARY REPUTATION”, page 40, N.Y.U. J. Int’L L. & Pol. 858. Access- July 20th, 2010 [KOO]
(2008).

The monopolization of force by states allows states, at least in theory, to regulate the use of force under international law through Security Council sanctions, International Court of Justice decisions, and political and economic pressures on other states. If force is a commodity that can be bought and sold like any other, however, these limits are likely to become even less effective than they are now. The underlying concept of the United Nations system fails where there are powerful actors outside of the control of states in possession of the means of violence
The United States is key to ILaw – which is key to check global destruction

Institute for Energy and Environmental Research, 2k3

(“Rule of Power or Rule of Law? An Assessment of U.S. Policies and Actions Regarding Security-Related Treaties”, Editors: Nicole Deller, Arjun Makhijani, and John Burroughs, Contributing Authors: John Burroughs, Merav Datan, Nicole Deller, Mark Hiznay, Arjun Makhijani, Elizabeth Shafer, and Pam Spees,  2003 [Dev]
Treaties and Global Security - The evolution of international law since World War II is largely a response to the demands of states and individuals living within a global society with a deeply integrated world economy. In this global society, the repercussions of the actions of states, non-state actors, and individuals are not confined within borders, whether we look to greenhouse gas accumulations, nuclear testing, the danger of accidental nuclear war, or the vast massacres of civilians that have taken place over the course of the last hundred years and still continue. Multilateral agreements increasingly have been a primary instrument employed by states to meet extremely serious challenges of this kind, for several reasons. They clearly and publicly embody a set of universally applicable expectations, including prohibited and required practices and policies. In other words, they articulate global norms, such as the protection of human rights and the prohibitions of genocide and use of weapons of mass destruction. They establish predictability and accountability in addressing a given issue. States are able to accumulate expertise and confidence by participating in the structured system offered by a treaty. However, influential U.S. policymakers are resistant to the idea of a treaty-based international legal system because they fear infringement on U.S. sovereignty and they claim to lack confidence in compliance and enforcement mechanisms. This approach has dangerous practical 27 implications for international cooperation and compliance with norms. U.S. treaty partners do not enter into treaties expecting that they are only political commitments by the United States that can be overridden based on U.S. interests. When a powerful and influential state like the United States is seen to treat its legal obligations as a matter of convenience or of national interest alone, other states will see this as a justification to relax or withdraw from their own commitments. If the United States wants to require another state to live up to its treaty obligations, it may find that the state has followed the U.S. example and opted out of compliance. 
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Undermining the international system of treaties is likely to have particularly significant consequences in the area of peace and security. Even though the United States is uniquely positioned as the economic and military sole superpower, unilateral actions are insufficient to protect its people. For example, since September 11, prevention of proliferation of weapons of mass destruction is an increasing priority. The U.S. requires cooperation from other countries to prevent and detect proliferation, including through the multilateral disarmament and nonproliferation treaties. No legal system is foolproof, domestically or internationally. While violations do occur, “the dictum that most nations obey international law most of the time holds true today with greater force than at any time during the last century.” And legal systems should not be abandoned because some of the actors do not comply. In the international as in the domestic sphere, enforcement requires machinery for deciding when there has been a violation, namely verification and transparency arrangements. Such arrangements also provide an incentive for compliance under ordinary circumstances. Yet for several of treaties discussed in this report, including the BWC, CWC, and CTBT, one general characteristic of the U.S. approach has been to try to exempt itself from transparency and verification arrangements. It bespeaks a lack of good faith if the United States wants near-perfect knowledge of others’ compliance so as to be able to detect all possible violations, while also wanting all too often to shield itself from scrutiny. While many treaties lack internal explicit provisions for sanctions, there are means of enforcement. Far more than is generally understood, states are very concerned about formal international condemnation of their actions. A range of sanctions is also available, including withdrawal of privileges under treaty regimes, arms and commodity embargoes, travel bans, reductions in international financial assistance or loans, and freezing of state or individual leader assets. Institutional mechanisms are available to reinforce compliance with treaty regimes, including the U.N. Security Council and the International Court of Justice. Regarding the latter, however, the United States has withdrawn from its general jurisdiction. One explanation for increasing U.S. opposition to the treaty system is that the United States is an“honorable country” that does not need treaty limits to do the right thing. This view relies on U.S. military strength above all and assumes that the U.S. actions are intrinsically right, recalling the ideology of “Manifest Destiny.” This is at odds with the very notion that the rule of law is possible in global affairs. If the rule of power rather than the rule of law becomes the norm, especially in the context of the present inequalities and injustices around the world, security is likely to be a casualty. International security can best be achieved through coordinated local, national, regional and global actions and cooperation. Treaties like all other tools in this toolbox are imperfect instruments. Like a national law, a treaty may be unjust or unwise, in whole or in part. If so, it can be amended. But without a framework of multilateral agreements, the alternative is for states to 28 decide for themselves when action is warranted in their own interests, and to proceed to act unilaterally against others when they feel aggrieved. This is a recipe for the powerful to be police, prosecutor, judge, jury, and executioner all rolled into one. It is a path that cannot but lead to the arbitrary application and enforcement of law. For the United States, a hallmark of whose history is its role as a progenitor of the rule of law, to embark on a path of disregard of its international legal obligations is to abandon the best that its history has to offer the world. To reject the system of treat based international law rather than build on its many strengths is not only unwise, it is extremely dangerous. It is urgent that the United States reject this path and join with other countries in making global treaties crucial instruments in meeting the security challenges of the 21st century.
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I’ Law is key to solving multiple impacts, we will isolate several scenarios

Scenario 1 is proliferation

The use of unilateral force by the US scares countries into proliferating to save themselves

Campbell, senior vice president in national security at CSIS, 2k2

Kurt M. Campbell is senior vice president and Kissinger Chair in National Security at CSIS. Copyright © 2002 by The Center for Strategic and International Studies and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology The Washington Quarterly • 26:1 pp. 7–15. Google Access- July 22th, 2010 [KOO]
<http://www.twq.com/03winter/docs/03winter_campbell.pdf>
What specific concerns could lead a state to reconsider its pledge of nuclear abstinence? Perhaps the most worrisome single dimension of the new dynamics associated with potential proliferation is the new and pervasive extent of U.S. influence and worries abroad about its potential uses. One of the often overlooked aspects of unparalleled U.S. power at this moment in history is the magnified implications of even the most modest redirection of U.S. policy and purpose. There has been ample commentary abroad about new U.S. international objectives and the increasing U.S. penchant to act alone over the objections of allies and friends. This tendency, coupled with worries about changes in U.S. strategic and military doctrine, has only exacerbated concerns. Although many Americans feel these worries are either exaggerated or unfounded, the escalation of negative rhetoric abroad over changes in U.S. policy and priorities has nevertheless been undeniable. Should tensions continue to increase, some states may consider the nuclear option to counter growing U.S. power and predominance.
Nuclear proliferation makes every regional conflict nuclear, causing nuclear terrorism and war

CIRINCIONE 2k4 ; Joseph Ciricone- Director for Non-Proliferation Carnegie Endowment for International Peace

Washington, DC ; June 2004 ; http://www.wmdcommission.org/files/No10.pdf ;Accessed 7/22/10 [Ben]
Despite decades of disarmament efforts, global nuclear arsenals remain dangerously high and two new nations are now pursuing nuclear weapons programs. The danger is not just that the nuclear club could grow from the current eight to nine or ten nations, but that a new breach in the nuclear dam could unleash a flood of new entrants, collapsing globalrestraints and making every regional crisis a potential nuclear crisis. New nuclear weapon states may be less restrained in their nuclear use doctrines. Further, if North Korea, Iran or other nations in volatile regions develop nuclear weapons production capabilities, they might, willingly or unwillingly, share, sell or otherwise transfer weapons, materials or skills to terrorist groups.
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Scenario 2 is the Environment

US engagement in International Law is key to solving the environment
Charney, 2k3

Jonathan I. Charney. “Universal International Law” The American Journal of International Law, Vol. 87, No. 4 (October 1993), pp. 529-530. Published by: American Society of International Law. Google Books. Access- July 23rd, 2010. [KOO] http://www.jstor.org/stable/2203615>

The international community of the late twentieth century faces an expanding need to develop universal norms to address global concerns. Perhaps one of the most salient of these concerns is to protect the earth's environment. While many environmentally harmful activities result only in local damage, others have an impact far beyond the boundaries of the states in which they take place and may cause damage to the earth's environment as a whole. For example, the discharge of some substances into the atmosphere may adversely affect the global climate or the ozone layer. 1 Discharges that pollute the common spaces of the oceans may also have a global impact and thus raise similar concerns. 2 Current threats to the environment highlight the importance of establishing norms to control activities that endanger all nations and peoples, regardless of where the activities take place. Acts of international terrorism, the commission of international crimes (such as genocide and war crimes), and the use of nuclear weapons pose similar global problems and have been on the international agenda for some time.  To resolve such problems, it may be necessary to establish new rules that are binding on all subjects of international law regardless of the attitude of any particular state. For unless all states are bound, an exempted recalcitrant state could act as a spoiler for the entire international community. Thus, states that are not bound by international laws designed to combat universal environmental threats  [*530]  could become havens for the harmful activities concerned. Such states might have an economic advantage over states that are bound because they would not have to bear the costs of the requisite environmental protection. They would be free riders on the system and would benefit from the environmentally protective measures introduced by others at some cost. Furthermore, the example of such free riders might undermine the system by encouraging other states not to participate, and could thus derail the entire effort. Similarly, in the case of international terrorism, one state that serves as a safe haven for terrorists can threaten all. War crimes, apartheid or genocide committed in one state might threaten international peace and security worldwide. Consequently, for certain circumstances it may be incumbent on the international community to establish international law that is binding on all states regardless of any one state's disposition.  Unfortunately, the traditions of the international legal system appear to work against the ability to legislate universal norms. States are said to be sovereign, thus able to determine for themselves what they must or may do. 3 State autonomy continues to serve the international system well in traditional spheres of international relations. The freedom of states to control their own destinies and policies has substantial value: it permits diversity and the choice by each state of its own social priorities. 4 Few, if any, states favor a world government that would dictate uniform behavior for all. Consequently, many writers use the language of autonomy when they declare that international law requires the consent of the states that are governed by it. Many take the position that a state that does not wish to be bound by a new rule of international law may object to it and be exempted from its application. 5  If sovereignty and autonomy prevailed in all areas of international law, however, one could hardly hope to develop rules to bind all states. In a community of nearly two hundred diverse states, it is virtually impossible to obtain the acceptance of all to any norm, particularly one that requires significant expenses or changes in behavior. Complete autonomy may have been acceptable in the past when no state could take actions that would threaten the international community as a whole. Today, the enormous destructive potential of some activities and the precarious condition of some objects of international concern make full autonomy undesirable, if not potentially catastrophic.  [*531]  In this article I explore the limits of state autonomy to determine whether some or all of international law may be made universally binding regardless of the position of one or a small number of unwilling states. To accomplish this objective, I begin by analyzing the secondary rules of recognition (the doctrine of sources) used to establish primary rules of international law. While treaties may require the consent of individual states to be binding on them, such consent is not required for customary norms. Finally, I explore in greater depth the actual processes by which many customary law norms have come into being in the last half of the twentieth century. The contemporary process that is often used is significantly different from that described in the classic treatises on the formation of customary law. Contemporary procedural developments place the international legal system closer to the more formal notions of positive law, facilitating the development of universal international law. These procedural 
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developments strengthen the argument that the system may establish general international law binding on all states, regardless of the objection of a small number of states.
Environmental Destruction Destroys Human Life

McMurtry, professor at University of Guelph,  No Date ; The Economics Of Life And Death ; James McMurtry-University of Guelph ; No Date ; Accessed 7/23/10 [Ben]
From the standpoint of the life sequence of value, the more of life's breadths and depths are reproduced and extended, the better is our objective condition. Conversely, the more of these life domains are reduced or lost, the worse is our real condition. Our global predicament is that public health, educational and environmental expenditures to realize this life sequence of value are now being "cut back" or "axed" across the world in accordance with the demands of a paradigm of value which judges these expenditures to be "unaffordable". The inner logic of this value system is "the money sequence of value", and its demands increasingly imperil the conditions of planetary life, as we will see.
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Scenario 3 is Leadership

U.S. credibility in international is key to leadership – it stabilized US power, reduces backlash against unilateralism and increases overall credibility

Krisch 03 [Nico. Senior Fellow @ the Center for International Studies @ NYU Law. Unilateralism and US Foreign Policy – edited by Malone and Khong. Pp. 62-63. Access- July 23rd, 2010, LexisNexis [KOO]
Even the United States itself recognizes the value of legal regulation of international relations, as the description of its attempts to create and enforce law by unilateral means has shown. It is not ready to renounce law as an instrument, because law stabilizes expectations and reduces the costs of later negotiation and of the enforcement of certain policies. Thus, the question is whether it is in the U.S. interest to accept the more egalitarian process of international law instead of using unilateral, hierarchal legal instruments. Although it is impossible to enter into a comprehensive discussion of the general value of international law in this chapter, I shall outline at least some arguments in favor of such an acceptance. First, a stronger use of international law could help stabilize the current predominant positions of the United States. If the United States now concludes that treaties with other states that reflect its superior negotiating power (even if not to the degree the United States would wish), U.S. preferences can shape international relations in a longer perspective, as change in international law is slower and more difficult than political change. It is worthwhile noting that past great powers similarly influenced the international legal order to such a degree that it is possible to divide the history of international law into epochs dominated by these powers – epochs that have left many traces in contemporary law. Second, even if the U.S. power continues to increase and this argument therefore appears to be less appealing, the United States can gain from stronger reliance on international law because the law can help legitimize its current exercise of power. Unilateralism in international politics is always regarded suspiciously by other states, and it is quite probable that perceptions of “imperialism” or “bully hegemony” will lead to stronger reactions by other states in the long run. Already now, some states show greater unity. Although it remains to be seen whether in the Case of Russia and China this greater unity is only symbolic, other instances, such as the strong stance of the like-minded states in the ICC, indicate a more substantive regrouping in the face of U.S. predominance. Similarly, the accelerated integration of the EU can be regarded as caused in part by the desire to counterbalance the United States. IF the United States were able to channel its power into the more egalitarian process of international law, it could gain much more legitimacy for its exercise of power and significantly reduce the short and long term costs of its policies. This has been recognized in the aftermath of the terrorist attacks against the United States in September 2001, and the U.S. president not only sought to build an international ad hoc coalition but also taken steps to bolster the international legal regime against terrorism, in particular by transmitting conventions against terrorism to the Senate in order to proceed with ratification. Multilateralism is certainly valued more highly by U.S. administration since the attacks, but reluctance still prevails in many areas, as enduring U.S. opposition to the ICC and to the additional protocol to the BWC shows. Third, it is highly questionable whether the United States will in fact be able to pursue its strategy of subjecting international law in the future. In the past, it might have been possible to exert significant influence on the content of international agreements and then not subscribe to them. Repeating this in the future is likely to be more difficult – as the United States discovered in the case of the ICC statute after a certain point. As one observer to the ICC negotiations notes: Increasingly, the other delegations felt that it would be better to stop giving in to the Untied States; they believed that the United States would never be satisfied with the concessions it got and ultimately would never sign the treaty for completely unrelated domestic political reasons. Similarly, the use of reservations in order to secure a privileged position has become increasingly difficult as other states become wary of this strategy and seek to foreclose the possibility of reservations to new treaties entirely, as in the ICC statute and the Ottawa Convention. And discontent with U.S. behavior might backfire in unexpected circumstances – as with the loss of the seat in the Commission for Human Rights, or the suit brought and vigorously defended by Germany in the LaGrand case. In general, these effects are likely to undermine the U.S. capacity for leadership which to a large degree is based on reputation, credibility, and persuasiveness – not only on brute power. Moreover, as the United States discovered in its failure to achieve desired goals in the climate change and the landmine negotiations, leadership can be barred by too great a difference in opinion between 
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the leader and those to be led. Compromise may thus be necessary to maintain the momentum to lead. The United States may be forced to choose between engagement, leadership, and control, on the one hand, and free-riding, isolation, and a loss of influence on the other.
US engagement with multilateral institutions solves all of the world’s problems from climate change to disease spread
Harold Hongju Koh 2006, (Gerard C. and Bernice Latrobe Smith Professor of International Law, Yale Law School; Assistant Secretary of State for Democracy, Human Rights and Labor, 1998-2001, May, 2003, “FOREWORD: On American Exceptionalism,” 55 Stan. L. Rev. [Ben] http://www.questia.com/googleScholar.qst;jsessionid=MJtQqpPM7QgZQHCm1hjSyn01k0Mh2nhnVWLTYgfGp19rl3LDnGcR!-150223949!333767387?docId=5001997668)
Finally, a policy of strategic unilateralism seems unsustainable in an interdependent world. For over the past two centuries, the United States has become party not just to a few treaties, but to a global network of closely interconnected treaties enmeshed in multiple frameworks of international institutions. Unilateral administration decisions to break or bend one treaty commitment thus rarely end the matter, but more usually trigger vicious cycles of treaty violation. In an interdependent world,  [*1501]  the United States simply cannot afford to ignore its treaty obligations while at the same time expecting its treaty partners to help it solve the myriad global problems that extend far beyond any one nation's control: the global AIDS and SARS crises, climate change, international debt, drug smuggling, trade imbalances, currency coordination, and trafficking in human beings, to name just a few. Repeated incidents of American treaty-breaking create the damaging impression of a United States contemptuous of both its treaty obligations and treaty partners. That impression undermines American soft power at the exact moment that the United States is trying to use that soft power to mobilize those same partners to help it solve problems it simply cannot solve alone: most obviously, the war against global terrorism, but also the postwar construction of Iraq, the Middle East crisis, or the renewed nuclear militarization of North Korea.

Unilateralism causes international and domestic backlash, terrorism, and mass proliferation resulting in isolationism

Ikenberry 2002, Professor of Geopolitics and Global Justice @ Georgetown, October 2002 ("America's Imperial Ambition – Foreign Affairs) p. lexis [Ben]
Pitfalls accompany this neoimperial grand strategy, however. Unchecked U.S. power, shorn of legitimacy and disentangled from the postwar norms and institutions of the international order, will usher in a more hostile international system, making it far harder to achieve American interests. The secret of the United States' long brilliant run as the world's leading state was its ability and willingness to exercise power within alliance and multinational frameworks, which made its power and agenda more acceptable to allies and other key states around the world. This achievement has now been put at risk by the administration's new thinking. The most immediate problem is that the neoimperialist approach is unsustainable. Going it alone might well succeed in removing Saddam Hussein from power, but it is far less certain that a strategy of counterproliferation, based on American willingness to use unilateral force to confront dangerous dictators, can work over the long term. An American policy that leaves the United States alone to decide which states are threats and how best to deny them weapons of mass destruction will lead to a diminishment of multilateral mechanisms -- most important of which is the nonproliferation regime. The Bush administration has elevated the threat of WMD to the top of its security agenda without investing its power or prestige in fostering, monitoring, and enforcing nonproliferation commitments. The tragedy of September 11 has given the Bush administration the authority and willingness to confront the Iraqs of the world. But that will not be enough when even more complicated cases come along -- when it is not the use of force that is needed but concerted multilateral action to provide sanctions and inspections. Nor is it certain that a preemptive or preventive military intervention will go well; it might trigger a domestic political backlash to American-led and military-focused interventionism. America's well-meaning imperial strategy could undermine the principled multilateral agreements, institutional infrastructure, and cooperative spirit needed for the long-term success of nonproliferation goals. The specific doctrine of preemptive action poses a related problem: once the United States feels it can take such a course, nothing will stop other countries from doing the same. Does the United States want this 
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doctrine in the hands of Pakistan, or even China or Russia? After all, it would not require the intervening state to first provide evidence for its actions. The United States argues that to wait until all the evidence is in, or until authoritative international bodies support action, is to wait too long. Yet that approach is the only basis that the United States can use if it needs to appeal for restraint in the actions of others. Moreover, and quite paradoxically, overwhelming American conventional military might, combined with a policy of preemptive strikes, could lead hostile states to accelerate programs to acquire their only possible deterrent to the United States: WMD. This is another version of the security dilemma, but one made worse by a neoimperial grand strategy. Another problem follows. The use of force to eliminate WMD capabilities or overturn dangerous regimes is never simple, whether it is pursued unilaterally or by a concert of major states. After the military intervention is over, the target country has to be put back together. Peacekeeping and state building are inevitably required, as are long-term strategies that bring the un, the World Bank, and the major powers together to orchestrate aid and other forms of assistance. This is not heroic work, but it is utterly necessary. Peacekeeping troops may be required for many years, even after a new regime is built. Regional conflicts inflamed by outside military intervention must also be calmed. This is the "long tail" of burdens and commitments that comes with every major military action. When these costs and obligations are added to America's imperial military role, it becomes even more doubtful that the neoimperial strategy can be sustained at home over the long haul -- the classic problem of imperial overstretch. The United States could keep its military predominance for decades if it is supported by a growing and increasingly productive economy. But the indirect burdens of cleaning up the political mess in terrorist-prone failed states levy a hidden cost. Peacekeeping and state building will require coalitions of states and multilateral agencies that can be brought into the process only if the initial decisions about military intervention are hammered out in consultation with other major states. America's older realist and liberal grand strategies suddenly become relevant again. A third problem with an imperial grand strategy is that it cannot generate the cooperation needed to solve practical problems at the heart of the U.S. foreign policy agenda. In the fight on terrorism, the United States needs cooperation from European and Asian countries in intelligence, law enforcement, and logistics. Outside the security sphere, realizing U.S. objectives depends even more on a continuous stream of amicable working relations with major states around the world. It needs partners for trade liberalization, global financial stabilization, environmental protection, deterring transnational organized crime, managing the rise of China, and a host of other thorny challenges. But it is impossible to expect would-be partners to acquiesce to America's self-appointed global security protectorate and then pursue business as usual in all other domains. The key policy tool for states confronting a unipolar and unilateral America is to withhold cooperation in day-to-day relations with the United States. One obvious means is trade policy; the European response to the recent American decision to impose tariffs on imported steel is explicable in these terms. This particular struggle concerns specific trade issues, but it is also a struggle over how Washington exercises power. The United States may be a unipolar military power, but economic and political power is more evenly distributed across the globe. The major states may not have much leverage in directly restraining American military policy, but they can make the United States pay a price in other areas. Finally, the neoimperial grand strategy poses a wider problem for the maintenance of American unipolar power. It steps into the oldest trap of powerful imperial states: self-encirclement. When the most powerful state in the world throws its weight around, 
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Advantage two is Iraq

Scenario 1 is Anti-Americanism

PMC’s violate humyn rights and breed anti Americanism in Iraq
Cowell, 2k6 (5/23/06, Alan Cowell, “Rights Group Criticizes U.S. Over 'Outsourcing' in Iraq”, Section A; Column 4; Foreign Desk; THE REACH OF WAR: CONTRACTORS; Pg. 16, [Dev])
Amnesty International on Tuesday assailed the use of military contractors by the United States to detain prisoners, provide security and gather intelligence in Iraq as ''war outsourcing,'' and said the behavior of some contractors had diminished America's moral standing. ''War outsourcing is creating the corporate equivalent of Guantanamo Bay -- a virtual rules-free zone in which perpetrators are not likely to be held accountable for breaking the law,'' Larry Cox, executive director of Amnesty International USA, said in Washington after the group presented its annual report in London. In both cities, senior figures of Amnesty International -- a private human rights group that has commonly focused on false imprisonment and torture -- used the annual report to highlight what they called pressing concerns about the campaign against terrorism. ''It is difficult to believe,'' Mr. Cox said, ''that the United States government, which once considered itself as an exemplar of human rights, has sacrificed its most fundamental principle by abusing prisoners as a matter of policy, by 'disappearing' detainees into a network of secret prisons, and by abducting and sending people for interrogation to countries that practice torture, such as Egypt, Syria and Morocco.'' Responding to the report, Sean McCormack, a State Department spokesman, told reporters in Washington: ''When we do return people to their home countries, we always go through a very, very careful and detailed process. And they have to be able to assure American officials and policy makers that they believe that these individuals will not be maltreated, will not be tortured.'' Also in Washington, Lt. Col. Mark Ballesteros, a Pentagon spokesman, said: ''Humane treatment of detainees in Department of Defense custody is, and always has been, the department standard. The standard of humane treatment applies to D.O.D. personnel, as well as civilian contractors. ''There is a process in place to hold civilian contractors accountable under the law for any wrongdoing,'' he said. ''The Department of Justice would deal with such cases.'' In London, Amnesty International seemed to send mixed signals. In an introduction to the annual report, Irene Khan, the group's director general, said there were ''signs for optimism'' in the global human rights picture, including in the campaign against terrorism. ''There were some clear signs that a turning point may be in sight after five years of backlash against human rights in the name of counterterrorism,'' she said. ''In the past year, some of the world's most powerful governments have received an uncomfortable wake-up call about the dangers of undervaluing the human rights dimension of their actions at home and abroad.'' But in a statement as she unveiled the report, Ms. Khan said: ''Governments collectively and individually paralyzed international institutions and squandered public resources in pursuit of narrow security interests, sacrificed principles in the name of the 'war on terror' and turned a blind eye to massive human rights violations.''' Of the estimated 25,000 military contractors in Iraq, Mr. Cox said, some ''stand accused of engaging in or supporting human rights violations such as sexual abuse and torture. ''Some have been implicated in the Abu Ghraib scandal,'' he added, ''and numerous news reports have highlighted how contractors fired at civilians in Iraq with devastating consequences.'' There had been no prosecutions of contractors, he said. ''Illegal behavior of contractors and of those who designed and carried out U.S. torture policies and the reluctance of the government to bring perpetrators to justice are tarnishing the reputation of the United States, hurting the image of American troops and contributing to anti-American sentiment,'' Mr. Cox said. 
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Anti-Americanism breed’s terrorism, hurts the US economy and cripples US power.

Lindberg, 2k5 ; Tod Lindberg-Hoover Institution, November 3, 2005; Does Anti-Americanism Matter to American Foreign Policy? ; http://carnegieendowment.org/events/?fa=eventDetail&id=826 ; accessed 7/22/10 [Ben]
  In the sphere of U.S. domestic politics, those on the Democratic side tend to overstate its effects while those on the Republican side tend to understate its effects.  Although public opinion polls overwhelming show the decline of America’s standing in the world, Lindberg called into question their accuracy and their ability to measure the actual effects of anti-Americanism.  Drawing upon forthcoming work of Keohane and Katzenstein, he defined anti-Americanism as a prejudicial view of the United States that predisposes one to look at U.S. policy in an unfavorable light.  And, he outlined a typology of the many different strains of anti-Americanism in the world: liberal anti-Americanism, sovereign nationalist anti-Americanism, radical anti-Americanism, cultural elitist anti-Americanism, and legacy anti-Americanism. Lindberg then argued that there is little hard evidence that anti-Americanism significantly affects American foreign policy. There are three main areas in which anti-Americanism is commonly cited as having consequences for U.S. foreign policy: spurring terrorism, hurting U.S. businesses abroad, and making it harder for the U.S. government to achieve its policy goals.
Terrorism leads to nuclear terrorism

Allison, 2k7 ; Graham T. Allison- editor for the council for foreign relations; How Likely is a Nuclear Terrorist Attack on the United States? ;  http://www.cfr.org/publication/13097/how_likely_is_a_nuclear_terrorist_attack_on_the_united_states.html ; April 20, 2007 ; Accessed 7/22/10 [Ben]
We should ask ourselves every day: Are nuclear materials that could fuel a terrorist’s bomb more or less secure than they were a year ago? Thanks to initiatives like the Nunn-Lugar program, highly enriched uranium and plutonium in Russia are far safer from theft today than they were in the early 1990s. But the risk that terrorists will buy or steal nuclear material from a rogue state increases as more countries acquire the ability to produce weapons-usable material. Therefore it is vitally important to roll back North Korea’s nuclear program and to constrain Iran before it reaches its enrichment finish line. By becoming a nuclear-armed state, each will trigger a cascade of proliferation in its neighborhood.  What about the motivation of terrorists that have attacked the American homeland? Al-Qaeda spokesman Suleiman Abu Gheith has stated al-Qaeda’s objective: “to kill 4 million Americans—2 million of them children—and to exile twice as many and wound and cripple hundreds of thousands.” As he explains, this is what justice requires to balance the scales for casualties supposedly inflicted on Muslims by the United States and Israel. Michael Levi argues, correctly, that such a tally could be reached in a series of smaller installments, and our national security would benefit from insights into how to prevent such events. But ask yourself how many 9/11s it would take to reach that goal. Answer: 1,334, or one nuclear weapon.Jihadi terrorists are not solely interested in murdering Americans. They are also vying for Muslim “hearts and minds” by demonstrating that al-Qaeda is the “strong horse.” Bin Laden has challenged his followers to trump 9/11. The London and Madrid train bombings set a bar: the first major bombing by Islamic terrorists on each country’s soil. Al-Qaeda’s next UK plot was more audacious, and had it been successful, it would have taken more lives.It is not clear that al-Qaeda can be deterred. Osama bin Laden describes the current conflict as a clash between the Muslim ummah [community of believers] and the “Jewish-Christian crusaders.” A nuclear terrorist attack, like the bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, would be a world-changing event. Bin Laden well might accept significant risk of failure for a chance to draw battle lines in his clash of civilizations.Analysts with a deeper understanding of terrorist motivations should be challenged to propose policy initiatives that leverage that knowledge, particularly where those insights help us to prevent what Dr. Levi and I both agree would be the single greatest catastrophe: nuclear terrorism.
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Nuclear terrorism precipitates into full scale nuclear war
Ayson, 2k10

Robert Ayson, Professor of Strategic Studies and Director of the Centre for Strategic Studies: New Zealand at the Victoria University of Wellington, 2010 (“After a Terrorist Nuclear Attack: Envisaging Catalytic Effects,” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism, Volume 33, Issue 7, July, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via InformaWorld [Ben]
A terrorist nuclear attack, and even the use of nuclear weapons in response by the country attacked in the first place, would not necessarily represent the worst of the nuclear worlds imaginable. Indeed, there are reasons to wonder whether nuclear terrorism should ever be regarded as belonging in the category of truly existential threats. A contrast can be drawn here with the global catastrophe that would come from a massive nuclear exchange between two or more of the sovereign states that possess these weapons in significant numbers. Even the worst terrorism that the twenty-first century might bring would fade into insignificance alongside considerations of what a general nuclear war would have wrought in the Cold War period. And it must be admitted that as long as the major nuclear weapons states have hundreds and even thousands of nuclear weapons at their disposal, there is always the possibility of a truly awful nuclear exchange taking place precipitated entirely by state possessors themselves. But these two nuclear worlds—a non-state actor nuclear attack and a catastrophic interstate nuclear exchange—are not necessarily separable. It is just possible that some sort of terrorist attack, and especially an act of nuclear terrorism, could precipitate a chain of events leading to a massive exchange of nuclear weapons between two or more of the states that possess them. In this context, today’s and tomorrow’s terrorist groups might assume the place allotted during the early Cold War years to new state possessors of small nuclear arsenals who were seen as raising the risks of a catalytic nuclear war between the superpowers started by third parties
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Scenario 2 is Iraqi Instability
Violence by PMC outraged the Iraqi people. 

Washington Post, 2k7

The Washington post newspaper, Oct. 5, 2007 “Blackwater faulted by us Military http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSN0439965120071005 [Ben]
At least 11 Iraqis were killed in the September 16 incident, which has outraged Iraqis who see the firm as a private army which acts with impunity.Citing a senior U.S. military official, the Post said the military reports appear to corroborate the Iraqi government's contention that Blackwater was at fault."It was obviously excessive. It was obviously wrong," a U.S. military official speaking on condition of anonymity told the newspaper."The civilians that were fired upon, they didn't have any weapons to fire back at them. And none of the IP (Iraqi police) or any of the local security forces fired back at them," the official was quoted as saying.The Blackwater guards appeared to have fired grenade launchers in addition to machine guns, the official told the Post. He said U.S. soldiers had reviewed statements from eyewitnesses and video footage recorded at the scene.An Iraqi Interior Ministry official and five eyewitnesses described a second deadly shooting involving the same Blackwater guards minutes after the incident in Nisoor Square, the Post reported.The FBI is leading a State Department investigation of the incident, which occurred as Blackwater escorted a diplomatic convoy in western Baghdad. The Pentagon and a joint U.S.-Iraqi team are also looking into the incident.North Carolina-based Blackwater has said its guards reacted lawfully to an attack on the convoy they were protecting.In previously unpublished remarks prepared for delivery at a congressional hearing, Blackwater Chairman Erik Prince said the Blackwater guards "came under small-arms fire" and "returned fire at threatening targets," the Post reported.Portions of the remarks dealing with the incident were left out of his testimony after the Justice Department warned Blackwater the incident was under investigation, it reported.The Post did not say how they obtained these remarks.Blackwater is also under scrutiny over other shooting incidents involving Iraqis.
Violence in Iraq May Lead to another Civil War 
Parker, 2k10 ;Ned Parker, writer for the  Los Angelous Times April 07. 2010, As Iraq violence continues many fear civil war http://articles.latimes.com/2010/apr/07/world/la-fgw-iraq-bombings7-2010apr07 [Ben]
Bombings gutted a market and destroyed at least five buildings in working-class Shiite Muslim areas of Baghdad on Tuesday, killing dozens as violence following last month's elections continued to escalate and raise fears among Iraqis that a new civil war could erupt. The blasts left mountains of rubble, burying men, women and children. Cranes lifted jagged walls, and rescuers tossed away bricks in hopes of finding survivors. The explosions appeared carefully planned, with unknown men renting rooms across west Baghdad, packing the rented spaces with explosives and then blowing them up Tuesday morning. The first blasts rocked the city shortly before 9 a.m. in the adjoining Shiite districts of Shula and Shukuk. Within the next two hours, a building that was home to a restaurant and children's arcade was dynamited in the Allawi neighborhood, a car bomb exploded and two more buildings were blown up elsewhere in west Baghdad. More than 50 people were killed, security sources and witnesses said. The attacks followed the Friday massacre of 25 Sunni Muslim men south of Baghdad and suicide car bomb attacks against three foreign missions in the capital that claimed the lives of 41 people on Sunday. People standing near the sites of the bombings expressed rage and demanded answers. Some worried that sectarian war, which convulsed Iraq in 2006 and 2007, might return. "People will get sick and tired," said Hassan Aboudi, looking at a collapsed building in Shula. "We don't wish this thing, but what will happen now? There are people without leaders." Others blamed the warring political sides for seeking to undermine each other after the parliamentary elections produced no decisive winner. The results left Prime Minister Nouri Maliki in a bitter contest with former Prime Minister Iyad Allawi, a secular Shiite whose faction won a slim plurality. The sides are now maneuvering to see who can form a ruling coalition, and the competition has deteriorated along sectarian lines, with Maliki's Shiite supporters calling Allawi the choice of Sunni Arab extremists and former members of \
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Sectarian instability triggers an Iraqi civil war that draws in the entire region 

Fahim, 2k5

Ashraf, Aug 20, 2005, “Iraq at the gates of hell,” [Ben] http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/GH20Ak01.html]

 Iraq's descent into zero-sum sectarianism has increased fears in the Arab world that it will become another Lebanon, where a gruesome 15-year civil war tore that country's intricate sectarian mosaic asunder. The denominational map in Iraq is not as maddening as it is in Lebanon, but the grievances of Iraq's three major communities are becoming ever more intractable. And Iraq's population of 25 million, 10 times larger than Lebanon's, clearly has a stellar per capita rate of martial acumen to go with an apparently endless reservoir of arms. An all-out conflict in Iraq would therefore make Lebanon seem quaint. 
It is a pretense of many in Lebanon that their civil war was actually a proxy war fought on Lebanese soil. In reality the war had its roots deep in Lebanese domestic politics and history. But to some degree Lebanon did eventually become a battleground for competing regional interests. Unfortunately, there is vastly more at stake in Iraq, the most blessed Arab country in terms of natural resources and strategic geography. Iraq shares long borders with Turkey, Iran, Syria, Jordan, Kuwait and Saudi Arabia, all of whom it has had at least contentious relations with previously. In a civil war, the temptation for Iraq's neighbors to forcefully assert their interests would be irresistible. Given all this grist, how might the dark mill of civil war begin turning in Iraq? It might simply develop out of a continuing, steady rise in the vicious cycle of revenge killings. Alternatively, a sudden breakdown of the political process could lead each sect to quickly assert its interests by force: the Kurds attempting to seize Kirkuk, for example, or Arab Sunnis and Shi'ites fighting for control of the mixed Sunni-Shi'ite towns south of Baghdad - all of which would entail ethnic cleansing. Further ideological and interdenominational divisions would also arise. Inter-Shi'ite rivalries were recently on display in the southern town of Samawa, where supporters of SCIRI and influential cleric Muqtada al-Sadr clashed. Muqtada espouses a brand of Iraqi and Islamic nationalism that could lead his Mehdi Army to side with those opposed to federalism if civil war did erupt. And then there are the neighbors. As professor Juan Cole, an expert in Iraq and Shi'ism, recently wrote in the Nation: "If Iraq fell into civil war between Sunnis and Shi'ites, the Saudis and Jordanians would certainly take the side of the Sunnis, while Iran would support the Shi'ites." In essence, a civil war would see the eight-year Iran-Iraq war of the 1980s replayed on Iraqi territory. To complicate matters, any Kurdish success would draw in Turkey. Beyond Iraq, a civil war could destabilize the Gulf, and thereby the world economy. Sunni-Shi'ite tensions could be kindled in states like Bahrain, Kuwait and most importantly, Saudi Arabia , where an occasionally restive Shi'ite population forms a majority in the eastern part of the country (where all the oil is).
Regional instability causes global crises and nuclear war

Steinbach, 2k2
John Steinbach, nuclear specialist, Secretary of the Hiroshima-Nagasaki Peace Committee of the National Capitol Area, 2002, Centre for Research on Globalisation, “Israeli Weapons of Mass Destruction: a Threat to Peace,” http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html [Ben]
The Israeli nuclear arsenal has profound implications for the future of peace in the Middle East, and indeed, for the entire planet. It is clear from Israel Shahak that Israel has no interest in peace except that which is dictated on its own terms, and has absolutely no intention of negotiating in good faith to curtail its nuclear program or discuss seriously a nuclear-free Middle East,"Israel's insistence on the independent use of its nuclear weapons can be seen as the foundation on which Israeli grand strategy rests."(34) According to Seymour Hersh, "the size and sophistication of Israel's nuclear arsenal allows men such as Ariel Sharon to dream of redrawing the map of the Middle East aided by the implicit threat of nuclear force."(35) General Amnon Shahak-Lipkin, former Israeli Chief of Staff is quoted "It is never possible to talk to Iraq about no matter what; It is never possible to talk to Iran about no matter what. Certainly about nuclearization. With Syria we cannot really talk either."(36) Ze'ev Shiff, an Israeli military expert writing in Haaretz said, "Whoever believes that Israel will ever sign the UN Convention prohibiting the proliferation of nuclear weapons... is day dreaming,"(37) and Munya Mardoch, Director of the Israeli Institute for the Development of Weaponry, said in 1994, "The 
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moral and political meaning of nuclear weapons is that states which renounce their use are acquiescing to the status of Vassal states. All those states which feel satisfied with possessing conventional weapons alone are fated to become vassal states."(38)As Israeli society becomes more and more polarized, the influence of the radical right becomes stronger According to Shahak, "The prospect of Gush Emunim, or some secular right-wing Israeli fanatics, or some some of the delerious Israeli Army generals, seizing control of Israeli nuclear weapons...cannot be precluded. ...while israeli jewish society undergoes a steady polarization, the Israeli security system increasingly relies on the recruitment of cohorts from the ranks of the extreme right."(39) The Arab states, long aware of Israel's nuclear program, bitterly resent its coercive intent, and perceive its existence as the paramount threat to peace in the region, requiring their own weapons of mass destruction. During a future Middle Eastern war (a distinct possibility given the ascension of Ariel Sharon, an unindicted war criminal with a bloody record stretching from the massacre of Palestinian civilians at Quibya in 1953, to the massacre of Palestinian civilians at Sabra and Shatila in 1982 and beyond) the possible Israeli use of nuclear weapons should not be discounted. According to Shahak, "In Israeli terminology, the launching of missiles on to Israeli territory is regarded as 'nonconventional' regardless of whether they are equipped with explosives or poison gas."(40) (Which requires a "nonconventional" response, a perhaps unique exception being the Iraqi SCUD attacks during the Gulf War.)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."
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