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Strategy

This DA was a product of the Querido/Voss lab at the 2010 Mean Green Workshop.  

The thesis of the Israel Disadvantage is that America’s current troop presence in the Middle East acts as a security guarantee to Israel.  Removing troop presence causes Israel to feel backed into a corner and attack regional rivals. 

This argument links to any Middle East aff on the topic (although specific cards would need to be cut for Turkey, Iraq, and Kuwait), but not to South Korea or Japan. 

Good Luck! 

Israel 1NC 

US-Israeli relations are high now – recent confidence-building dialogue 

Lazaroff 5-21

[Tovah. Staffer for the Jerusalem Post. “US Commitment to Israel ‘Unshakeable’” The Jerusalem Post, 5/21/10. ln//MGW-JV]

US President Barack Obama called Prime Minister Binyamin Netanyahu on Monday night to assure him of his strong commitment to Israel’s security, just hours after US special envoy George Mitchell landed in Israel to start the much-anticipated “proximity talks” with the Palestinians.  White House spokesman Robert Gibbs said that in the 20-minute conversation, the two leaders talked about “how to best work together to achieve comprehensive peace in the Middle East, in particular by making full use of substantive proximity talks between Israel and the Palestinians and transitioning to direct negotiations as soon as possible.”   They also discussed regional challenges, said Gibbs.  “The president reaffirmed his unshakable commitment to Israel’s security,” he said.
US drawdown tanks US-Israeli ties and undermines Israeli confidence – Israel would freak out and strike Iran 

Ogilvie-White et. al. ’10 [Natasha – Senior Lecturer in IR @ Univ of Canterbury and Tanya Ogilvie-White and Rodrigo Alvarez Valdez – Coordinator of the Non-Proliferation Project @ The Latin American School of Social Sciences in Chile. “The NPT Holdouts: Universality as an Elusive Goal” The Nonproliferation Review, Vol 17 No 1. March 2010. INFORMAWORLD//MGW-JV]

A potential unintended consequence of pro-active U.S. disarmament leadership is that it could exacerbate Israel’s insecurities and even lead to an escalation of nuclear tensions in the Middle East. Although publicly Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu claims to favor a time-limited, tough dialogue with Iran, nonproliferation experts Avner Cohen and George Perkovich have argued that his ‘‘ultimate nightmare’’ is that Obama’s nonproliferation team will succeed in drawing Iran into serious negotiations, increasing pressure on Israel to make nuclear concessions, perhaps including shutting down the Dimona reactor. 90 Thus far, the Obama administration has not taken any steps that indicate that this is a serious possibility, but Israeli leaders may see the U.S. desire to establish greater moral authority on nuclear issues as a warning that the Nixon-Meir accord (which has provided U.S. tacit support for Israel’s nuclear deterrent since 1969) is under threat. 91 Hopes within the international community that the Obama administration may be willing to abandon this accord are tempered by the possibility that such action could convince the Israeli leadership that the United States is pursuing its own interests at Israel’s expense, tempting it to take matters into its own hands in response to Iran’s suspected nuclear weapons ambitions. This could include airstrikes against Iranian nuclear facilities*a policy option that Israeli decision makers have reportedly considered (and have used in the past against clandestine programs in Iraq and Syria). 92
Extinction 

Ivashov ‘7 [Leonid. Analyst at the Strategic Culture Foundation. “Iran: The Threat of Nuclear War” The AP, 21 April 07. Lexis//MGW-JV]

What might cause the force major event of the required scale? Everything seems to indicate that Israel will be sacrificed. Its involvement in a war with Iran - especially in a nuclear war - is bound to trigger a global catastrophe. The statehoods of Israel and Iran are based on the countries' official religions. A military conflict between Israel and Iran will immediately evolve into a religious one, a conflict between Judaism and Islam. Due to the presence of numerous Jewish and Muslim populations in the developed countries, this would make a global bloodbath inevitable. All of the active forces of most of the countries of the world would end up fighting, with almost no room for neutrality left. Judging by the increasingly massive acquisitions of the residential housing for the Israeli citizens, especially in Russia and Ukraine , a lot of people already have an idea of what the future holds. However, it is hard to imagine a quiet heaven where one might hide from the coming doom. Forecasts of the territorial distribution of the fighting, the quantities and the efficiency of the armaments involved, the profound character of the underlying roots of the conflict and the severity of the religious strife all leave no doubt that this clash will be in all respects much more nightmarish than WWII.

***Uniqueness***

2NC UQ Wall 

US-Israeli relations are high now – 1NC Lazaroff evidence says relations are stable and the US and Israel are engaging in proximity talks to strengthen ties. Prefer our evidence: it comes from an insider in the Israeli government and cites internal dialogue between Obama and Netanyahu 

AND More evidence – relations are high now – all sources of controversy have been resolved

AFP 6-20 [The Agence France Presse. 6/20/10. lexis]

The United States signaled Sunday strained relations with Israel were on the mend, announcing White House talks with Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu early next month and backing him to the hilt over his plans to ease a four-year blockade of the Gaza Strip. The July 6 meeting between Netanyahu and US President Barack Obama, announced by the White House, will also provide the leaders with an opportunity to inject some fresh momentum into the moribund Middle East peace process. Damaged by a row over Jewish settlements in east Jerusalem and the West Bank, the state of the all-important US-Israel relationship was placed under the microscope by the deadly raid on May 31 on a Gaza-bound aid flotilla. Israel on Thursday bowed to international pressure and agreed to loosen restrictions on what goods are allowed in and out of the Palestinian enclave, fleshing out those proposals on Sunday. The United States was fulsome in its praise for the plans, saying they "should improve life for the people of Gaza" and pledging US assistance to make sure they are implemented as quickly as possible."We urge all those wishing to deliver goods to do so through established channels so that their cargo can be inspected and transferred via land crossings into Gaza," White House spokesman Robert Gibbs said."There is more to be done, and the president looks forward to discussing this new policy, and additional steps, with Prime Minister Netanyahu during his visit to Washington on July 6," Gibbs said in a statement. Announcing the meeting, White House Chief of Staff Rahm Emanuel spoke optimistically of the need to seize a "moment of opportunity" for Middle East peace during the Israeli prime minister's fifth visit to the White House. Asked if Netanyahu was the kind of leader willing to take big risks to make peace, Emanuel said: "Yes... I mean, he has been clear about what he intends to do, what he needs to do. And the president has been clear of what we need to do to seize this moment of opportunity here in the region to finally make peace."Obama's administration has sought to prop up the fragile peace process by frantically shuttling its Mideast peace envoy George Mitchell to mediate a series of indirect talks between the two sides. The Palestinians refuse to resume direct negotiations with Israel until it completely halts settlement construction in the occupied West Bank and annexed east Jerusalem, where they hope to establish the capital of a future state. Palestinian leader Mahmud Abbas suspended the previous round of direct negotiations when Israel launched a war on the Gaza Strip in December 2008 in response to Hamas rocket fire. During a visit to Washington earlier this month, Abbas warned that the lack of progress in the Middle East peace process was eroding faith in a two-state solution. The challenges are certainly as large as ever with the Arab world still livid about the Israeli raid on the aid flotilla, which killed nine Turkish activists. Obama told Abbas he remained deeply committed to investing personal political capital in the Middle East and said he still believed there could be "significant progress" in the peace process this year.The US president suggested it may be possible to take the "tragedy" over the Gaza aid convoy and turn it "into an opportunity to create a situation where lives in Gaza are actually, directly improved." During the Abbas visit, Obama also announced 400 million dollars in new aid for the Palestinians. Israeli Defense Minister Ehud Barak traveled to the United States on Sunday for talks with US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and UN chief Ban Ki-moon.

(  ) This dialogue will overcome any other bones of contention 

Krieger 5-25 [Hilary. “Israel Visit Would Improve Ties” The Jerusalem Post, 5/25/10. ln//MGW-JV]

Outreach to the Jewish community has taken place after ties with Israel frayed over construction in east Jerusalem and difficulties in getting indirect talks between Israelis and Palestinians started earlier this year. The administration has been criticized in Jewish quarters for its public criticism of Israel and for blaming Jerusalem more than Ramallah for the strained atmosphere.  Rep. Jerry Nadler (D-New York) said the legislators on Tuesday “reiterated to the president the urgency for him to strengthen the longstanding friendship between United States and Israel,” and “urged him to make clear to the Palestinians that the US will not do their work for them,” according to a statement from his office.  He described the encounter as “a fruitful meeting” in which Obama “was receptive and genuinely interested in our advice.”  The White House characterized the one-and-a-half hour conversation as “a wide-ranging and productive exchange about their shared commitment to peace and security in Israel and the Middle East.”  “Many of us believe that President Obama himself needs to speak about this a little more himself,” Rep. Steve Rothman (D-New Jersey) told the Post, stressing the need to push back against what he called the Republican “lies and mischaracterizations” about Obama’s commitment to Israel.  He said that as part of this effort, the group recommended he return to Israel. Obama last visited during the presidential campaign in 2008.  “He didn’t respond directly, but I believe it will happen,” Rothman said.  According to Sherman, when the suggestion was made, “I think he nodded and smiled.”  Other issues broached included Iran, the Israeli-Palestinian peace process, and the recent boost in US assistance to Israel’s short-range missile defense program.  Participants said Obama reiterated his pledge that Iran would not be allowed to get a nuclear weapon, noting that all options remain on the table, and that he stressed he had no intention of imposing a solution on Israelis and Palestinians despite media speculation to that effect.  

Yes US/Israel Relations

(  ) Recent statements prove relations high now 

Guttman 5-15

[Nate. Staffer @ the Jerusalem Chronicle. “Why Obama Suddenly Loves Netanyahu” The JC, 5/15/10. ln//MGW-JV]

Signs of the orchestrated pro-Israel public relations campaign launched by the administration are abundant. These include hearty public wishes for Israel's Independence Day issued by President Barack Obama and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton; appearances at pro-Israel forums by top Obama advisers David Axelrod and James Jones; and a warm letter from the president to the Jewish community's representative umbrella group.  Only weeks after Prime Minister Netanyahu was brought to the White House with no press coverage and without even an official photograph of his meeting with Mr Obama, the situation has changed. Defense Minister Ehud Barak, who visited Washington this week, was greeted with a military honour cordon at the Pentagon and was joined in front of the cameras by Secretary of State Clinton. Mr Barak also got a surprise audience with Mr Obama, who dropped into his meeting with the White House national security adviser.  The concerted attempt to debunk the perception of a crisis in US–Israel relations was described by the American press as a "PR offensive". The main theme of this campaign, which has been repeated almost verbatim by every administration official speaking on the issue, is that despite differences between the governments, the long lasting strategic relations between the two countries are as strong as ever.  "Let me be very clear," wrote President Obama in his April 20 letter to Alan Solow, chairman of the Conference of Presidents of Major Jewish Organisations. "We have a special relationship with Israel and that will not change."  Those following US-Israel relations could hear the exact same message more than a dozen times in recent weeks, on TV talk shows, from podiums at Jewish communal events and in private meetings with administration officials. 
[

[
***Links***

2NC Link Wall

1NC Ogilvie-White Evidence – the plan guarantees Israeli aggression for two reasons: 

(  ) Relations: the plan is a shift away from America’s role as Israel’s protector in the Middle East – our evidence indicates Israel would feel slighted.  The magnitude of this link obviously overcomes any other reason that US-Israeli relations would survive – the US-Israeli alliance is primarily military.

(  ) Confidence: Israel would view a military drawdown as a signal that America would be UNWILLING to support Israel in the event of a regional conflict. Our evidence says the plan is a COMPLETE REVERSAL of current policy – which guarantees Israel would freak out and pre-emptively strike known enemies like Iran.  Prefer our evidence – any argument about why Israel wouldn’t strike Iran presupposes rational decision-making – our argument is that Israel would be so concerned about the plan that they wouldn’t act rationally. 

(  ) No turns – even if the plan would be beneficial for US interests in the Middle East, Israel *thinks* a US withdrawal from Afghanistan is dangerous 

AFP ‘9

[The Agence France Presse. “Pakistan, Afghanistan a Threat to Israel: Israeli PM” AFP, 8/29/9. ln//MGW-JV]

Israel has shifted its focus from Iran and has now identified Pakistan and Afghanistan as the biggest threat it faces. Israel's hardliner Foreign Minister Avigdor Lieberman, in his first interview to a Russian daily after taking charge, has said that since he began warning against the nuclear threat from Iran, nuclear threats have become more prevalent. However, he said that a more urgent problem has developed in Pakistan and Afghanistan. He said Pakistan is nuclear and unstable, and Afghanistan is faced with a potential Taliban takeover, and the combination form a contiguous area of radicalism ruled in the spirit of Bin Laden. Lieberman is of the view that countries like Pakistan and Afghanistan are a threat not only to Israel, but to the global order as a whole.   

Links: Middle East Withdrawal (1)

(  ) Israel hates Middle East withdrawal – it’s a massive concession to Arab nations 

Zunes ‘5

[Stephen. Prof IR @ Univ of San Francisco.  “10 Things to Know about US Policy in the Middle East” http://www.aztlan.net/tenthings.htm //MGW-JV]

The United States maintains an ongoing military presence in the Middle East, including longstanding military bases in Turkey, a strong naval presence in the eastern Mediterranean and Arabian Sea, as well as large numbers of troops on the Arabian Peninsula since the Gulf War. Most Persian Gulf Arabs and their leaders felt threatened after Iraq’s seizure of Kuwait and were grateful for the strong U.S. leadership in the 1991 war against Saddam Hussein's regime and for UN resolutions designed to curb Iraq's capability to produce weapons of mass destruction. At the same time, there is an enormous amount of cynicism regarding U.S. motives in waging that war. Gulf Arabs, and even some of their rulers, cannot shake the sense that the war was not fought for international law, self-determination and human rights, as the senior Bush administration claimed, but rather to protect U.S. access to oil and to enable the U.S. to gain a strategic toehold in the region.  The ongoing U.S. air strikes against Iraq have not garnered much support from the international community, including Iraq's neighbors, who would presumably be most threatened by an Iraqi capability of producing weapons of mass destruction. In light of Washington’s tolerance -- and even quiet support -- of Iraq’s powerful military machine in the 1980s, the United States' exaggerated claims of an imminent Iraqi military threat in 1998, after Iraq’s military infrastructure was largely destroyed in the Gulf War, simply lack credibility. Nor have such recent air strikes eliminated or reduced the country’s capability to produce weapons of mass destruction, particularly the most plausible threat of biological weapons.  Furthermore, only the United Nations Security Council has the prerogative to authorize military responses to violations of its resolutions; no single member state can do so unilaterally without explicit permission. Many Arabs object to the U.S. policy of opposing efforts by Arabs states to produce weapons of mass destruction, while tolerating Israel’s sizable nuclear arsenal and bringing U.S. nuclear weapons into Middle Eastern waters as well as rejecting calls for the creation of a nuclear-free zone in the region.  In a part of the world which has been repeatedly conquered by outside powers of the centuries, this ongoing U.S. military presence has created an increasing amount of resentment. Indeed, the stronger the U.S. military role has become in the region in recent decades, the less safe U.S. interests have become.  
(  ) Israeli fear of rejectionist states is appeased through US troop presence in the Middle East – the plan ensures Israel freaks out

Martin ‘3

[LG. Middle East Specialist at the Strategic Studies Institute. “Assessing the Impact of US-Israeli Relations on the Arab World” Summer 2003.  http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB104.pdf //MGW-JV]

Israel’s perceptions of its own national security threats are weighted heavily towards a strategic and military calculus. Israel’s experience with the Arab world since its war of independence in 1947-48 has been unremitting hostility punctuated by wars and terrorist attacks. This hostility has been interrupted by quiet on its western flank since the 1979 Camp David Accords, by the cold peace with Egypt, and since the 1994 peace treaty with Jordan, quiet on its eastern flank. Quiet without a peace treaty also has existed on Israel’s northern border with Syria―but not its northern border with Lebanon. However, espousals of intentions to eliminate the “Zionist state”by the so-called “rejectionist”states, primarily Iran and Syria (and previously Iraq), and their development of WMD, which may have a range of delivery systems from terrorists to missiles, have stimulated Israel’s existential need to continue developing WMD to enhance its deterrent capability, as well as the Arrow anti-missile system that it has jointly developed with the United States. 12 Concern over the growing military capabilities of the rejectionist states also stimulates Israel’s desire for technologically advanced conventional weaponry to offset the conventional superiority of the combined forces of its regional Arab and Iranian enemies. However, less visible and more complex nonmilitary threats to Israel’s national security go underemphasized in this strategic and military calculus. 13 Paying for a strong defense puts a substantial strain on the Israeli economy. The economy is challenged to overcome the lack of natural resources such as water, and must expend valuable financial resources for the generation of desalinated water or to purchase water from Turkey. 14 Moreover, Israel lacks its own secure sources of energy, gas and oil supplies that are critical for its developing economy. 15 For all these reasons, Israel looks to its close U.S. alliance for strategic and military assistance, as well as for economic assistance that is indispensable for its national security. 16 
Links: Middle East Withdrawal (2)

(  ) More ev – the plan shatters America’s commitment to Dual Containment – collapses relations 

Martin ‘3

[LG. Middle East Specialist at the Strategic Studies Institute. “Assessing the Impact of US-Israeli Relations on the Arab World” Summer 2003.  http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB104.pdf //MGW-JV]

Israel has also benefited indirectly from other policies of the United States in the Middle East. These have included the “dual containment”policy that the United States has maintained against Iraq and Iran, designed to retard, and in Iraq’s case eliminate, long-term development of WMD. The U.S. war with Iraq in 2003 has emasculated Iraq’s ability to threaten its neighbors, including Israel. The United States supplies substantial economic and military assistance to Egypt, principally to bolster Egypt’s incentives to maintain the peace treaty with Israel. 32 A similar policy underscores U.S. support for Jordan: U.S. economic and military assistance to Jordan encourages a closer Jordanian-Israeli relationship. Furthermore, America’s post-9/11 policy of rooting out Islamist terrorism globally gives added legitimacy, at least in the view of the Sharon administration, to his policies of violent responses to Palestinian suicide bombings within Israel and attacks in the Occupied Territories. 
Links: Afghanistan (1)

(  ) Afghanistan instability endangers Israel – short-term perception comes before substantive consequences of the plan

Segev ‘9

[Samuel. Middle East Correspondent for the Winnipeg Free Press. He has been published in the New York Times, Washington Post, and the New Yorker. “How Afghanistan, Pakistan Might Affect Israel” The Winnipeg Free Press, 11/25/9. ln//MGW-JV]

US President Barack Obama is facing the most challenging problems of his presidency: Afghanistan and Pakistan and their impact on Iran and the Arab-Israeli conflict. Addressing a closed meeting in Tel-Aviv with members of the Institute for National Security Studies, Bruce Riedel, a former CIA chief in Israel, said that the war in Afganistan in particular likely will define Obama's foreign policy. The stakes for Obama are enormous: The future of NATO, the risks of another 9/11, the danger of nuclear war in South Asia and the costs of sustaining an increasingly unpopular war. Riedel served 30 years in the CIA and was member of the national security teams of four U.S. presidents. He said that understanding U.S. stakes in South Asia is critical to understanding Obama's presidency. Riedel argued that a jihadist coup in Pakistan would be a global game changer and a direct threat to Israel. Israel would be facing a Sunni patron state of terror with a nuclear stockpile, far more dangerous than Iran. Indeed, in early December, Obama's new foreign policy review will be completed and he will have to decide on his priorities in the region. It is already clear that in Afghanistan, the Taliban and al-Qaida have the strategic momentum and they appear to have the upper hand. Some 140 out of 364 districts are dominated by the Taliban. Obama is required to decide on the army's request for an additional 40,000 soldiers in Afghanistan. It is against this background that Israel will be required to examine Obama's future moves in the Arab-Israeli conflict. Both Israel and the Arab countries are well aware of the fact that one of Obama's immediate challenges comes from France. During a friendly visit to Saudi Arabia last weekend, French President Nicolas Sarkozy sought the support of King Abdullah for a mini-peace summit in Paris before year end. Sarkozy wants Israel, Syria, Lebanon, the Palestinian Authority, Egypt, Saudi Arabia and the four members of the Quartet -- the U.S., the UN, Russia and the European Union -- to participate. The Saudi response was lukewarm. Sarkozy also sent his national security adviser, Jean David Levitt, to Damascus to follow up on the discussions that Syrian President Bashar Assad had last week in Paris. Assad remains skeptical and he still prefers Turkey as the mediator between Syria and Israel. In an effort to keep this subject firmly in his hands, Obama too is exploring the possibilities for warmer relations with Syria. Frederic Hoff, Senator George Mitchell's special assistance for Syria and Lebanon, visited Damascus last week. It was hinted that a U.S. ambassador to Syria will be appointed before the end of this year. The foreign policy review will determine whether Obama will reverse his previous policy on Syria and whether he will support renewed peace talks between Damascus and Jerusalem under U.S. auspices. The biggest challenge facing Obama, however, is how to revive the Israeli-Palestinian peace negotiations. As a gesture to Obama, Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu appears ready to announce publicly his secret pledge for a moratorium of nine months on all settlement activity in the West Bank. He is also considering the release of Palestinian prisoners, as a gesture to Abbas. Finally, Israeli President Shimon Peres on Sunday had a working luncheon with Egypt's President Hosni Mubarak in an effort to recruit his support for the resumption of Israeli-Palestinian peace negotiations. It is feared that without progress in the Israeli-Palestinian peace talks, Obama will be tempted to try to impose a solution on Jerusalem and Ramallah so that he will be free to "refresh" his policies on Iran, Afghanistan and Pakistan.  
(  ) More evidence – short-term instability in Afghanistan increases the risk to Israel 

Wiener ‘8

[Robert. Staffer for the New Jersey Jewish News. “Menendez Sees Threat to Israel in Afghanistan” 28 Aug 08. ln//MGW-JV]

One week after returning from an Aug. 6-13 fact-finding tour of Afghanistan, Sen. Robert Menendez (D-NJ) said “it is an incredibly unstable time” for the United States, for Israel, and for their allies. Menendez joined four other members of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on a weeklong trip that included visits to Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstan, and Germany. In a broad-ranging telephone interview from his office on Capitol Hill, the senator told NJ Jewish News that American forces are “in a quagmire in Iraq.” As a result, he said, the Bush administration “took our eyes off the prize. It has allowed the Taliban and al Qaida to reconstitute themselves to pre-Sept. 11 strength” and has “let the Russians know we can do nothing more than bluster at this point.” Those factors, in turn, have increased the threat to Israel, he said. “The problem is that we are bogged down in Iraq and facing the new challenges in Afghanistan. That has led other countries who do not have the same type of alliance with Israel to thwart us in our attempts to move in a direction that relates to Iran,” Menendez argued.  “All of these elements have a consequence in terms of Israel’s security challenge as we look at what Iran is doing in the world.”   

Links: Afghanistan (2)

(  ) The plan would undermine Israel’s troop presence in Afghanistan – tanks relations 

Duff ‘10

[G. Staffer for the Pakistan Daily. “War on Terror: Rats in Wolves Clothing” Pakistan Daily, 5/12/10. http://www.daily.pk/war-on-terror-rats-in-wolves-clothing-17367/ //MGW-JV]

Israel is in Afghanistan and Balochistan to do a couple of things.  They are in Pakistan’s “breakaway” province of Balochistan organizing attacks on Iran and working to separate Balochistan from Pakistan.  India and Israel would then control this region allowing access for a new gas pipeline bypassing Iran. This has been very public but never reported.  The illegal wars against Pakistan and Iran, yes Iran has suffered many terror attacks by Israel staged from this area of Pakistan, serve a number of purposes. Pakistan’s economy is destroyed, making it impossible, were Pakistan not endemically corrupt politically, for them to deal with the root causes of extremism in the tribal areas.  Helping drown Pakistan in debt is the key.  With US funding tied to Paksitan quietly taking a beating from Israel without complaint, the absurdity of the situation must be overwhelming at times. Iran is openly attacked, suffers UN sanctions for violations that Israel openly escapes sanctions for because of the US/Israel Security Council veto, and Iran’s responses are misconstrued as aggressive threats when they are much more the victim, albeit led by a total fool. Israel has been allowed to become a nuclear state, protected, financed and armed by the US though Israel’s policies are distinctly anti-American.  Their penetration of congress and the press have allowed them to engage in ethnic cleansing, illegal nuclear proliferation, massive financial crimes, narco-trafficking and espionage against the United States without consequence.  Any American politician who speaks of Israels nukes faces assassination.  Famed White House correspondent, Helen Thomas has asked many and none have ever answered. 

Links: Doctrine Shift (1)

(  ) Lebanon proves that Israel is worried about survival – perceived loss of US support will cause backlash 

Levey ‘7

[Prof Communication @ Ryerson University, a former member of the Israeli Govt under Sharon. “Israel’s Surge of Despair” www.salon.com, Feb 2007//MGW-JV]

In light of Israel's close strategic ties with the United States, and particularly with the Bush administration, it has been all but taboo in the past for Israeli officials to openly criticize U.S. policy. But some officials I spoke with also voiced rising fears -- and disapproval -- over the Bush administration's handling of Iraq and Iran. Those officials include octogenarian Rafi Eitan, currently an Israeli cabinet minister, who told me that in the wake of Israel's failed efforts to crush Hezbollah, and with the deepening crisis in Iraq, Israel is in one of the most precarious situations he has ever seen in his seven decades of military and government service. Regarding President Bush's handing of Iraq, Eitan said, "Unless the policy changes, it is hopeless."  The level of gloom inside the Israeli government is accompanied by a creeping sense of paralysis -- one that could be dangerous not just for Israel, but for U.S. interests in the region, and for the Middle East as a whole. A recent conversation with a senior member of Israel's diplomatic corps -- someone with extensive experience in Israel's foreign policy establishment -- left me stunned by the degree of negativity. I have known him personally for several years and have never seen him so down on the country's prospects. "We lost the war," he told me, regarding last summer's conflict. "We all know that," he continued, adding that the failure against Hezbollah is the "core reason" for the deepening pessimism inside the government. This contrasts sharply, of course, with the official government line. As recently as Feb. 1, speaking to an Israeli commission investigating the war effort, Prime Minister Olmert, according to his aides, insisted once again that "Israel won the war."  The senior Israeli diplomat in part blamed Olmert's politics. "Do you know why we lost? Because soldiers don't want to die for these leaders. Who wants to die for Amir Peretz?" he said, referring to the Israeli defense minister, whose qualifications for the job have been called into question. Peretz, the leader of the Labor Party, but who had no real security or defense credentials, was appointed by Olmert last year to ensure the Labor Party's involvement in Olmert's coalition government.  The senior Israeli diplomat's grievances went beyond the Defense Ministry. He lamented the wave of cronyism, corruption and sexual harassment scandals that have plagued the government in recent times. "We live in a corrupt society, where those with merit don't get anywhere," he said. "It's a very sad time for the Jewish state."  I raised this striking level of gloom with another high-ranking diplomat, who told me he was not surprised to hear of it. "There is a lot of frustration right now," he nodded, "and it's not just felt in the Foreign Ministry." He agreed that it was caused by "all the corruption in the political layers, and the perception in Israel that the war was a failure."  Yet, the roots of the seemingly ubiquitous sense of despair may stem more from the goings-on in the corridors of power in Washington than those in Jerusalem.  In December, Daniel Levy, who served as a special advisor to former Prime Minister Ehud Barak and is now a senior fellow at the New America Foundation in Washington, told me that the Bush administration's Middle East policies are "just so out of sync with what are good politics for the U.S. and Israel." Those policies, he said, "have led Israel into the most dangerous situation anyone remembers it being in." Levy also pointed out that despite the American president's avowed staunch support for Israel, "Bush has never stepped foot in Israel or the Palestinian territories."  Every year, an influential assessment of the security situation in the Middle East is published by Tel Aviv University's Jaffee Center, one of Israel's premier think tanks. This year's assessment, published in January, was not only bleak, but also openly critical of U.S. policy. "The threats to Middle East security and stability worsened in 2006," the assessment announced, because "the American failure in Iraq has hurt the standing of the U.S. in the Middle East." It went on to state essentially that American actions in the Middle East over the past few years have harmed Israeli security. It also argued that the United States should withdraw from Iraq in the near term, rather than add more troops, as Bush's surge plan is now doing. As one of its authors, Mark A. Heller, explained after the report was published, "There is no Israeli interest being served by a continued American presence in Iraq."  These sobering conclusions might provide a jolt to those in the United States -- whether American Jews or conservative evangelicals -- who have supported the Bush administration's policies in part because they were supposedly intended to help Israel.  While the U.S. and Israel clearly are united in the goal of stopping Iran from gaining nuclear weapons, some Israeli leaders have lost confidence in Bush's leadership when it comes to that crucial concern. In the aftermath of the release of the assessment, Uzi Arad, the former director of intelligence at the Mossad, added, "With American attention so much focused on Iraq, it comes at the expense of its ability to blunt the slow Iranian progression toward nuclear capability." Last week, I raised these assessments with Eitan, himself a former spymaster who led the Israeli capture of Adolf Eichmann in 1960, and who was the handler of the infamous spy Jonathan Pollard in the 1980s. "Sooner or later, a year or two, America will go out from Iraq," Eitan said. "Iran will unite with the Shiites of Iraq -- with or without force -- and then with the Shiites of Syria. Is this good for Israel? No, it is bad for Israel."  Against the backdrop of deepening turmoil in the region, the paralyzing depression within the Israeli government has clearly weakened it. This could play out badly in two different ways with regard to Iran. From a hawkish perspective, it could create a situation where, even if all diplomatic options fail and the United States does not step in, Israel might need to act militarily on its own against Iran -- but the government might be so paralyzed that it might not have the confidence or political capital to launch the incredibly risky military strikes deemed necessary. Perhaps even more dangerously, from a more dovish point of view, government leaders may choose to overcompensate for Israel's -- or their own -- perceived weakness by engaging in a potentially disastrous bombing campaign, without thoroughly weighing the huge risks involved or first exploring all the alternatives.    

Links: Doctrine Shift (2)

(  ) Israeli opacity directly linked to perception of US support – a withdrawal would trigger aggression 

Shalom ‘5

[Zaki. “Israel’s Nuclear Option Revisited” The Journal of Israeli History, Vol 24 No 2. March 05. JSTOR//MGW-JV]

Israel’s “nuclear option” is a unique phenomenon in the international community. In a historical perspective, one cannot avoid the conclusion that almost all the misgivings of those who opposed the project seem to lack validity. First, Israel has managed to create an effective and credible nuclear deterrence without being forced to reveal whatever nuclear capabilities it may have. In this light, deterrence may be seen as an image rather than a proven fact. Without doubt this is a remarkable achievement. Those who warned that nuclear deterrence would be possible only if it were revealed have been proven wrong. Second, Israel’s nuclear option was achieved through understandings with the United States. Policymakers and advisors in Israel opposed to nuclear development claimed it would precipitate a major crisis between the two countries. Here too they have been proven wrong. American–Israeli relations were gradually upgraded—in large part due to mutual understandings about Israel’s nuclear option. Today Israel and the United States maintain relations as informal allies. Third, Israel attained a nuclear option without its enemies—first and foremost Egypt—gaining a similar capability. Political scientists who predicted that Egypt would not allow Israel to retain a nuclear monopoly in the Middle East were proven wrong on this point too. And fourth, the development of Israel’s nuclear program was accompanied by an intense domestic debate, unprecedented in other countries, over the feasibility and necessity of such an option. 24 In sum, Israel’s current disclosure policy of ‘calculated opacity’ is a direct outcome of the understanding formulated with the United States. In my opinion, Israel should maintain this policy since it provides maximum security at minimum cost. Some strategists have proposed that Israel switch to a policy of open nuclear deterrence by formally admitting its nuclear option. They believe that such a move would enhance Israel’s deterrence vis-a `-vis the Arab states. I disagree with this view for the following reasons: 1. At present, and in the foreseeable future, the danger of a “classic” military confrontation in the Middle East, such as the Six Day War or Yom Kippur War, seems very remote. The main threats currently stem from low-intensity warfare and terrorism. In the struggle against these phenomena, the nuclear option is practically irrelevant. 2. It is common knowledge that Israel has the capability of “pulverizing” any Arab state—certainly its present chief adversary, the Palestinian entity—with conventional weapons. The addition of nuclear capability (if Israel has it) would add nothing to the assessment of its power. 3. Israel’s security problem derives mainly from the international and domestic objections to allowing it to use its present capabilities. What would Israeli gain from an open nuclear posture when it has to show restraint in the application of its conventional strength? 4. Israel’s nuclear policy has always been dependent on formal and informal understandings with the United States. It cannot afford to make a policy change unilaterally on so crucial an issue.
Links: Non-Proliferation/NPT (1)

(  ) Anti-proliferation efforts strengthen the NPT – this increases Israeli threat perceptions vis-à-vis Iran – ensures a strike 

Landau ‘9

[Emily.  Senior Research Assc @ the Institute for National Security Studies. “The US and the NPT – Israel on the Line?” December 2009, www.israelpolicyforum.com //MGW-JV]   

Nevertheless, it is difficult to disconnect Gottemoeller's words from the broader disarmament agenda that President Obama has embraced of late, especially with regard to the expressed need for greater balance of emphasis among the three pillars of the NPT. A central theme of the new disarmament agenda in the US - that began with the famous Wall Street Journal articles by Kissinger, Shultz, Perry, and Nunn - is that the nuclear states must necessarily be much more serious about their own disarmament commitments in order to enhance the legitimacy of their demand for a reversal of the nuclear courses in Iran and North Korea. This is essentially a call for equality among states in the nuclear realm, without regard to their different situations and contexts. Placing states on equal footing in the nuclear realm, per their NPT commitments, and downplaying the important differences among them is a theme that could have problematic implications for Israel down the road, and is in and of itself flawed. Because of their strategic value, and in light of the different goals states strive for in the nuclear realm, whether deterrence, enhanced influence or destruction, nuclear weapons cannot be disconnected from the state context within which they are embedded. Domestic factors also create differences among states, as can be seen with regard to the current "holdouts": Pakistan presents a challenge not comparable to India and Israel due to its deteriorating domestic situation. Indeed, when Obama himself talks about working toward disarmament, he is not likely to advocate a move to zero any time soon because of the perceived threats that the US still faces and might face down the road. And finally, the cases of Iran and North Korea drive home that when states have a strong incentive to proliferate, even if they have joined an international treaty that prohibits this, some will nevertheless ignore commitments and work to achieve a nuclear capability. In its quest to strengthen the NPT, an important question will be the degree to which the US ensures that its policies continue to address these significant political realities. While it is normatively attractive to support an equal standard for all states in the nuclear realm, the hard cases of nuclear proliferation today clearly defy this logic. The primary challenge of nonproliferation currently focuses on states that are striving to achieve (or have achieved) nuclear status clandestinely, while party to the NPT. If the five declared nuclear states were to disarm, and all "holdouts" were to join the NPT as non-nuclear states, there is no guarantee that determined proliferators would follow suit. These states are noteworthy for having cheated on their past commitments; moreover, they are seeking nuclear weapons not only for their security value but to wield influence over other states, if not to directly threaten their security and existence. Indeed, the primary concern in these cases is not the weapons per se, rather the threat that these states pose to other states in their region and beyond. How the Obama administration will juggle the normative pull toward equality and the reality of significant differences that exist among states is still not fully clear. In this environment of uncertainty, statements such as Gottemoeller's [universal adherence to the NPT itself - including by India, Israel, Pakistan, and North Korea - also remains a fundamental objective of the United States] could raise some concern in Israel: not in the straightforward sense of impending pressure on Israel to adhere to the NPT, but rather in terms of possible implications for efforts to confront Iran, specifically as far as contributing to the legitimization of comparisons between Iran and Israel in the nuclear realm. Because proliferation issues are strategic and political, equating Israel with Iran is highly problematic. There are many important differences that distinguish between these two states, not least the fact that Iran cheated for years on its commitment to remain non-nuclear: according to the 2007 NIE, it was actively working on a nuclear weapons program from the 1980s up until at least 2003, while party to the NPT. Moreover, not only has Iran targeted Israel as a state it would like to see eliminated (whereas Israel has never issued any such threats), but it is threatening to disrupt the entire region due to its hegemonic agenda. Israel's nuclear deterrent is a central linchpin of its defense against an existential threat that Iran is seeking to put in place with its own nuclear activity. Within the global discourse on nuclear proliferation, Iran is currently attempting to deflect attention away from itself by focusing on others, especially Israel. This is Iran's intention with regard to the NPT PrepComs and this trend will no doubt continue to the Review Conference next year. By not clearly challenging Iran's attempts - and in fact underscoring the need for greater balance in the different pillars of the NPT - the US could be perceived as leaning more toward the imperative of across-the-board equality in the nuclear realm, and implicitly strengthening Iran's claims.  

Links: Non-Proliferation/NPT (2)

(  ) The link is certain – commitment to non-proliferation DIRECTLY undermines the alliance 

Borger ‘9

[Janet. Staffer for the Guardian (UK).  “Washington Negotiator Calls on Israel to Sign NPT” The Guardian 5/9/9. 

A diplomatic row broke out today between the US and Israel after Washington's chief nuclear arms negotiator called on Israel to sign the Non Proliferation Treaty (NPT), breaking a US tradition of discretion over Israel's nuclear arsenal. Israeli officials said they were puzzled by a speech to an international conference in New York by Rose Gottemoeller, an assistant secretary of state, who said: "Universal adherence to the NPT itself - including by India, Israel, Pakistan and North Korea - also remains a fundamental objective of the United States." By including Israel on a list of countries known to have nuclear weapons. Gottemoeller broke with normal US diplomatic practice. Since 1968 when the CIA reported Israel had developed a nuclear weapon , Washington has pursued a policy of not demanding transparency from its close ally, and in return Israel agreed not to test a bomb or declare its nuclear capability - a policy of "strategic ambiguity". "As far as we are concerned, there is no change to the close dialogue we have with Washington," Yossi Levy, Israeli foreign ministry spokesman, told Reuters. Privately, Israeli officials played down the importance of the NPT as a means of controlling proliferation. Attempts to stop spread of nuclear weapons face a critical moment over the next year before the NPT comes up for review in 2010, at a time when North Korea has declared the resumption of its nuclear weapons programme, and fears over Iran's intentions threaten to trigger a Middle East arms race. Gottemoeller's speech was made at a meeting to prepare the way for next year's critical NPT review conference. Daryl Kimball, the executive director of the Arms Control Association in Washington, said that Gottemoeller had not changed the long-held US position - that all states should join the NPT. However, she spelt that position out more explicitly in relation to Israel.
(  ) More evidence – efforts to shore up non-proliferation tanks US-Israel ties 

Cobban ‘9 [Helen. Staffer for the Inter-Press Service. “Obama aide Puts Israel’s Nukes in the Diplomatic Mix” IPS, 5/8/9. 

Israel is judged to have between 100 and 200 advanced nuclear weapons either ready to deploy, or only a few minutes away from being so.   Gottemoeller’s words sparked speculation that this arsenal might re-emerge as an issue in Israel’s relations with Washington. That would end a 40-year period in which Washington colluded with Israel in maintaining the fiction that Israel’s nuclear weapons capabilities were unknown, and anyway should never be openly discussed.   Throughout those years, Washington was also vigorously combating the acquisition by any other Middle Eastern state of "weapons of mass destruction" (WMD), including chemical or biological weapons, as well as the far more lethal nuclear weapons. Many around the world accused Washington of maintaining a damaging "double standard" on nuclear weapons and all other WMD.   Israel has always fended off calls that it join the NPT. Beyond that, most Israeli leaders have gone actively on the offensive against the NPT, arguing that it has not been effective in preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons worldwide. (The NPTs many supporters strongly contest that assertion. One hundred and eighty-nine states are members of the treaty.)   When George W. Bush was U.S. president, he seemed largely persuaded by the Israelis’ view of NPT ineffectiveness. His administration downgraded the support Washington previously gave the NPT. The NPT’s approach stresses the ultimate goal of a nuclear weapons-free world, the need for negotiations among nations as a way to get there, and the universality of this effort.   In place of an active commitment to the NPT approach, Bush pursued the very different policy of "counter-proliferation." That policy stressed U.S. domination of efforts to directly counter the nuclear programmes of countries Washington disapproved of, using a variety of means, including direct military destruction of suspected installations.   Obama’s Prague speech marked a sharp shift back to the NPT approach. And Gottemoeller’s speech then showed that the Obama administration intends to apply it in the Middle East, as well as elsewhere. This will have a strong effect on the administration’s diplomacy regarding both Iran and Israeli-Arab peacemaking.  
(  ) More evidence – increased pressure jacks the alliance

Harris ‘9 [David. Staffer for Xinhua News Service. “Israel Concerned about US NPT Demand” Xinhua, 5/9/9. 

A speech at a United Nations (UN) planning committee by a senior U.S. official has caused concern in Israel that the rift between the United States and Israel could, if anything, be widening. This time the United States wants Israel to come clean about its nuclear capabilities.  Speaking at the third session of the preparatory committee for the 2010 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) Review Conference, U.S. Assistant Secretary of State Rose Gottemoeller said her government expects Israel to join the NPT.  Universal adherence to the NPT itself -- including by India, Israel, Pakistan and the Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK) -- also remains a fundamental objective of the United States, she said Tuesday during the gathering at UN headquarters in New York.  Gottemoeller's comments were taken by some in Israel as the latest sign that the Obama administration   is adopting a hard-line stance when it comes to relations with Israel.  Traditionally, the two countries have enjoyed warm ties. However, since Barack Obama  became the U.S. President and Benjamin Netanyahu became Israeli Prime Minister earlier this year, there have been indications that the relationship has taken a turn for the worse.    
A2 Link Turns – Thumper

(  ) The plan wouldn’t be popular with Israel – disregard their evidence about minor disagreements between the US and Israel – the overwhelming trend of the alliance is still tight 

Martin ‘3

[LG. Middle East Specialist at the Strategic Studies Institute. “Assessing the Impact of US-Israeli Relations on the Arab World” Summer 2003.  http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB104.pdf //MGW-JV]

The problem from Israel’s perspective is that the substantial military and economic assistance it receives from the United States also gives Washington leverage over it. Tel Aviv has become wary over developing a dependency on the United States. 29 U.S.-Israeli friction has also ensued over America’s attempt to maintain balanced relations with its Arab friends. Nevertheless, Israel continues to benefit directly from the dozen or so agreements that have established the basis for its special relationship, and particularly military cooperation with the United States since 1970. 30 Under the current Bush administration, the relationship continues to emphasize strategic cooperation, including joint weapons production, joint strategic planning, joint military exercises, intelligence sharing, and substantial military assistance. On the economic front, the United States still supplies substantial military and economic assistance to Israel and Israel continues to receive favorable trade treatment through the Free Trade Area Agreement of 1985. 31 Diplomatically, the United States generally protects Israel against condemnation in the United Nations. Domestically, the Israel lobby, the American Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC), is still active in Washington. 
***Iran Strikes***

2NC Internal Link Wall (1)

1NC Ogilvie-White – the plan makes Israel feel backed into the corner – the result is a strike against Iran. Our evidence is from an Israeli insider and gives empirical examples of PAST nations that were struck by Israel after the US lowered its security commitment 

More evidence – a weak signal from the US triggers Iran strikes 

Kenyon ‘9

[Peter. Iran Expert @ NPR. “Israel Pushes for Harder Line on Iran Nuclear Ambitions” www.npr.org, 9/28/9. //MGW-JV]

Iran announced Monday that it tested missiles with a range of 800 to 1,200 miles, putting Israeli cities and U.S. military bases in the region within striking distance. The reported tests of the Shahab-3 and Sajjil missiles came just days after the disclosure of another Iranian uranium-enrichment plant.  The developments did not come as a shock to Israel. Officials in Israel have long argued that Iran's leaders are pursuing nuclear weapons in spite of their insistence that they merely want nuclear power plants.  Israel supports new international sanctions against Iran, but military options may need to be considered, Israeli officials say.  Diplomats from the United States, Russia, China, Britain, Germany and France are scheduled to meet with Iranian officials in Geneva on Thursday to discuss a host of global issues. The talks are viewed in the West as an opportunity to confront Iran about its nuclear program.  Since the revelation last week of a new Iranian nuclear facility, Israeli officials have been pushing reluctant Western powers to take stronger action against Iran. Israel's hawkish foreign minister, Avigdor Lieberman, told Israel Radio that there is no longer any doubt that Iran is pursuing nuclear weapons.  "I spoke this weekend with experts from the East and West. No one has any doubt, according to the technical data that was published, [that] it's a military plant. The disagreement has been done away with," Lieberman said.  Iranian officials say that is not the case and have offered to let international inspectors view the facility.  But Israeli military analysts say that even if world powers punish Iran with sanctions, it will be merely another step along a road that they see ending with military action.  Efraim Inbar, director of the Begin-Sadat Center for Strategic Studies at Bar-Ilan University, says he hopes the latest revelations help shift the debate in Europe and America toward what he calls the "unfortunately dirty business" of attacking Iran's nuclear infrastructure. But Inbar recognizes that while the hawks may be ascendant in Israel, the same is not true in the West.  "In Western Europe, they have a strategic culture which views military action as something anachronistic, a thing of the past," Inbar says. "Maybe [the] Obama administration has changed somewhat its tone, but I must say that in the Middle East, Obama is still viewed as very weak — very good at words but not very good at deeds — and I don't think that another Obama speech will impress very much the Iranian elite."  Some analysts say Israel on its own doesn't have the capacity to carry out a sustained military campaign against Iran's facilities. U.S. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates said over the weekend that military action would do no more than "buy some time" before Iran acquires nuclear weapons.  In the Sunni Arab states of the Persian Gulf, a military strike is seen as a potential disaster for the region. Arab analysts say beyond the obvious threat of Iranian missiles falling around the Middle East, Tehran would likely use its proxy militias, Hezbollah and Hamas, to try and sow chaos in the region. Analysts warn that terrorist strikes could even reach Europe or the U.S.  But in Israel, there is far less angst over Iran's ability to retaliate against a military strike. Inbar, for one, can calmly weigh the loss of innocent civilian life against the value of preventing a nuclear Iran.  "Even a [Sept. 11] is something that America recuperated [from] within a few months. The attacks on London, on Madrid, were things which those two countries were able to absorb relatively easily, despite the tragedy in the loss of lives. Israel obviously has been subject to terrorism for so many years, and we have learned to live with it. So terrorism is something that should not deter the West from attacking Iranian nuclear sites," he says.  Israel is not the only state taking a hard line on the issue.  In Tehran on Monday, Iran's defense minister, Ahmad Vahidi, told state television that an Israeli attack would "expedite the Zionist regime's last breath."    

2NC Internal Link Wall (2)

(  ) More ev – Israel’s decision to strike Iran hinges on the US security commitment 

Yahpe and Lutex ‘5

[Senior Security Scholars @ the National Institute of Strategic Studies. “Reassessing the Implications of a Nuclear-Armed Iran” 2005.  http://www.ndu.edu/inss/docUploaded/McNair69.pdf 2005//MGW-JV]

As noted below, the domino theory is advanced primarily by Israeli experts. accepting that it is a dominant concern within Israel, what do the Israelis have for dealing with the problem? conceptually, is fairly long: military preemption, international negotiations and control regimes, expanding missile defenses, deterrence, and pursuit formal u.s. or even north atlantic treaty organization (nato) security guarantees. While current Israel defense forces operational limitations for multiple, long-range preemptive strikes against key facilities were noted, a military analyst warned that if Israel decides it has political will for preemption, then the requisite military capabilities be developed toward that end. Israel probably considers military preemption to be its most realistic and surest option, but most experts skeptical that Israel has the capability for such a distant series of for the more conservative Israeli pro-likud scholar, once Iran crossed the threshold, it will be too late for preemption or preventive he contends that most Israelis place little faith in outside negotiators intermediaries, especially when it comes to security issues. They are uncertain about the ability of the Iaea or the eu to negotiate with Iran or to compel compliance to treaty obligations, and they are unwilling to risk their security to international frameworks, such as the nPt. as for attacks by surrogates, such as hizballah, Israel prefers to hold state actors responsible so that Iran and syria are held accountable when hizballah attacks Israel. For most Israelis, nuclear weapons are the ultimate international deterrent. And like most Israelis, this scholar concludes that “dimona has brought us peace.” 32 If Iran were to cross the nuclear threshold by testing or with a declaratory policy, other difficult questions arise. Can Israel maintain its nuclear ambiguity if Iran is a declared nuclear power? Can a country have a credible second-strike capability without testing a nuclear warhead? the more liberal Israeli historian assumed that once Iran tests, Israel would have to test as well, and the meaning of deterrence as a strategy would change. If hizballah comes under the umbrella of an Iranian nuclear capability, how does Israel deter it from becoming more dangerous? How to create a stable deterrent balance would be the major worry. If one subscribes to the theory, as do most Israelis, that the acquisition of nuclear weapons leads a country to become more aggressive, then clearly Israelis have cause for concern. Many, however, do not believe that the main worry is “a bomb out of the blue.” rather, they fear a crisis that is not inherently nuclear in nature acquiring a nuclear dimension. What might cause Iranian decisionmakers to miscalculate during a nuclear crisis? the Israeli scholars worry that Israel cannot develop a secure deterrent relationship if it cannot communicate with Iran. For Israel, the longterm alternative of having nuclear weapons in the region possessed by a country that does not recognize its legitimacy and urges its destruction is not an option. In the end, the Israeli scholars agreed that Israel’s decision to act would depend on american commitments to Israel’s security and determination not to allow Iran to become a nuclear weapons state. from an Israeli perspective, much depends upon the timing and circumstances surrounding possible action and the stance taken by the united states.   
2NC AT//First Strike Good – 1st Line (1)

(  ) The strikes wouldn’t stop Iranian prolif – impact only goes our direction 

Usher ‘10

[Graham. Staffer @ Al-Ahram Weekly. “Playing Peace To Target Iran” AAW, 4/30/10, ln//MGW-JV]

According to Halutz, Iranian nuclear installations are spread over a large area, and they are built deep under ground, limiting the ability of the Israeli air force to reach them. At the same time, Israel would need immense logistical capabilities before it could cause any real damage to Iran's nuclear programme.  Retired Israeli Reserve General Yigal Shauli believes that Israel would only be successful in destroying Iran's nuclear installations if neighbouring Arab countries cooperated in any attack by allowing Israeli to use their airspace.  However, Shauli has said that even if Israel were able to overcome such obstacles, there would still be no guarantee that Iran would not be able to destroy many Israeli fighters. This would make the operation a failure from Israel's point of view, even if it destroyed a number of Iranian targets.  There is a consensus in Israel that the implications of attacking Iran would be very serious, since Tehran would respond in a manner that could threaten both the security of the region and that of the world as a whole.
(  ) No offense – Iranian nuclear ambitions are civilian 

Linzer ‘8

[Maria. Washington Post Staff Writer. “Past Arguments Don’t Square with US’ Iran Policy” The Washington Post. , 6/15/08. Lexis//MGW-JV]

Lacking direct evidence, Bush administration officials argue that Iran's nuclear program must be a cover for bomb-making. Vice President Cheney recently said, "They're already sitting on an awful lot of oil and gas. Nobody can figure why they need nuclear as well to generate energy." Yet Cheney, Defense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld and outgoing Deputy Secretary Paul Wolfowitz held key national security posts when the Ford administration made the opposite argument 30 years ago.  Ford's team endorsed Iranian plans to build a massive nuclear energy industry, but also worked hard to complete a multibillion-dollar deal that would have given Tehran control of large quantities of plutonium and enriched uranium -- the two pathways to a nuclear bomb. Either can be shaped into the core of a nuclear warhead, and obtaining one or the other is generally considered the most significant obstacle to would-be weapons builders.  Iran, a U.S. ally then, had deep pockets and close ties to Washington. U.S. companies, including Westinghouse and General Electric, scrambled to do business there.  "I don't think the issue of proliferation came up," Henry A. Kissinger, who was Ford's secretary of state, said in an interview for this article.  The U.S. offer, details of which appear in recently- declassified documents reviewed by The Washington Post, did not include the uranium enrichment capabilities Iran is seeking today. But the United States tried to accommodate Iranian demands for plutonium reprocessing, which produces the key ingredient of a bomb.  After balking initially, President Gerald R. Ford signed a directive in 1976 offering Tehran the chance to buy and operate a U.S.-built reprocessing facility for extracting plutonium from nuclear reactor fuel. The deal was for a complete "nuclear fuel cycle" -- reactors powered by and regenerating fissile materials on a self-sustaining basis.  That is precisely the ability the current administration is trying to prevent Iran from acquiring today. "If we were facing an Iran with a reprocessing capability today, we would be even more concerned about their ability to use plutonium in a nuclear weapon," said Corey Hinderstein, a nuclear specialist with the Institute for Science and International Security. "These facilities are well understood and can be safeguarded, but it would provide another nuclear option for Iran."  Nuclear experts believe the Ford strategy was a mistake. As Iran went from friend to foe, it became clear to subsequent administrations that Tehran should be prevented from obtaining the technologies for building weapons. But that is not the argument the Bush administration is making. Such an argument would be unpopular among parties to the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, which guarantees members access to nuclear power regardless of their political systems.  The U.S.-Iran deal was shelved when the shah was toppled in the 1979 revolution that led to the taking of American hostages and severing of diplomatic relations.  Despite the changes in Iran, now run by a clerical government, the country's public commitment to nuclear power and its insistence on the legal right to develop it have remained the same. Iranian officials reiterated the position last week at a conference on nuclear energy in Paris.  Mohammad Saeidi, a vice president of the Atomic Energy Organization of Iran, told the conference that Iran was determined to develop nuclear power since oil and natural gas supplies were limited.  U.S. involvement with Iran's nuclear program until 1979, which accompanied large-scale intelligence-sharing and conventional weapons sales, highlights the boomerang in U.S. foreign policy. Even with many key players in common, the U.S. government has taken opposite positions on questions of fact as its perception of U.S. interests has changed.  Using arguments identical to those made by the shah 30 years ago, Iran says its nuclear program is essential to meet growing energy requirements, and is not intended for bombs. Tehran revived the program in secret, its officials say, to prevent the United States from trying to stop it. Iran's account is under investigation by the International Atomic Energy Agency, which is trying to determine whether Iran also has a parallel nuclear weapons program.  Since the energy program was exposed, in 2002, the Bush administration has alternately said that Iran has a secret nuclear weapons program or wants one. Without being able to prove those claims, the White House has made its case by implication, beginning with the point that Iran has ample oil reserves for its energy needs.  Ford's team commended Iran's decision to build a massive nuclear energy industry, noting in a declassified 1975 strategy paper that Tehran needed to "prepare against the time -- about 15 years in the future -- when Iranian oil production is expected to decline sharply."  Estimates of Iran's oil reserves were smaller then than they are now, but energy experts and U.S. intelligence estimates continue to project that Iran will need an alternative energy source in the coming decades. Iran's population has more than doubled since the 1970s, and its energy demands have increased even more.  The Ford administration -- in which Cheney succeeded Rumsfeld as chief of staff and Wolfowitz was responsible for nonproliferation issues at the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency -- continued intense efforts to supply Iran with U.S. nuclear technology until President Jimmy Carter succeeded Ford in 1977.  That history is absent from major Bush administration speeches, public statements and news conferences on Iran.  In an opinion piece on Iran in The Post on March 9, Kissinger wrote that "for a major oil producer such as Iran, nuclear energy is a wasteful use of resources." White House spokesman Scott McClellan cited the article during a news briefing, saying that it reflected the administration's current thinking on Iran. 
2NC AT//First Strike Good – 1st Line (2)

(  ) Strikes fail – miss intended targets 

Takeyh ‘7 [Ray. Senior Fellow  @ CFR. “Hidden Iran: Paradox and Power” Foreign Affairs, Summer 07.Lexis//MGW-JV]

When discussing Iran, President George W. Bush commonly insists that "all options are on the table" -- a not-so-subtle reminder that Washington might use force against Tehran if all else fails. This threat overlooks the fact that the United States has no realistic military option against Iran. To protect its nuclear facilities from possible U.S. strikes, Iran has dispersed them throughout the country and placed them deep underground. Any U.S. attack would thus have to overcome both intelligence-related challenges (how to find the sites) and thorny logistical ones (how to hit them). (As the Iraq debacle has shown, U.S. intelligence is not always as reliable as it should be.) And even a successful military attack would not end the mullahs' nuclear ambitions; it would only motivate them to rebuild the destroyed facilities, and to do so with even less regard for Iran's treaty obligations

(  ) Strikes lead to Iranian retaliation, increased terrorism and insurgency in Middle Eastern countries, destroy relations with European nations, turn moderates against the US, unite Iran against America, cause a environmental disaster and destroy US hegemony

Amuzegar ‘6 [Jahangir. Finance Minister in Iran’s Pre-1979 Govt. “Nuclear Iran: Perils and Prospects” Middle East Policy Journal, Vol XIII, No 2. Summer 06, Lexis//MGW-JV]
The use of military force by Washington alone, or through a “coalition of the willing” also involves a range of dire consequences. First, it is most likely to face stiff resistance and retaliation from Iranian forces.89 Tehran has already threatened Washington with a counterpunch, saying, “The U.S. may have the power to cause harm and pain” but it is also vulnerable.90 Tehran now boasts of having recruited 40,000 volunteer suicide bombers. Iran also possesses thousands of surface-to-air missiles in range of U.S. forces in Iraq. Iranian naval and air forces could attack oil facilities and tankers in the Persian Gulf and choke off oil shipments through the Strait of Hormuz.   Iranian navy exercises during April 2006 in the area where new weapons were tested were meant to warn against a naval blockade. Tehran may use its fifth-column assets in Iraq, Lebanon and Afghanistan to destabilize those countries or engage in mischief against U.S. and Israeli targets around the world.91 The Mahdi army of Moktada Sadr, closely linked to Tehran, has loyal agents in both the Iraqi police and army and can come directly to Iran’s support.92 Lebanese Hizballah possesses thousands of missiles based in Israel’s proximity. Military strikes are also likely to alienate not only Washington’s European allies, but also even the most moderate and pro- American groups elsewhere. Syria, Saudi Arabia, Bahrain and other Middle East countries with Shiite populations will witness crises and demonstrations, stirring up feelings of resentment, anger and hatred throughout the Muslim world and reinforcing the perception of an anti-Islamic Judeo- Christian conspiracy.93 The Tehran government will receive a good deal of sympathy and support from the Non-Aligned Movement as well.94 There is also a presumption — although questioned by some analysts — in which Iranians of all political stripes will rally around the flag and unite behind the current leadership despite their opposition to the theocratic regime.95 Some analysts even argue that a military strike would be a godsend for the regime as it would create ill-will against the West, enhance the system’s authority, and prolong the regime’s survival as a vast majority of citizens genuinely support their country’s having a domestic nuclear capacity.96 The move may actually harden Iran’s resolve to pursue its nuclear programs even more diligently.97 And there will be charges of aggression in the United Nations, based on a “unilateral, preemptive, illegal and unprovoked assault.”98 Finally, an attack on the Bushehr power plant would run the risk of many civilian casualties in addition to other collateral damage, including an environmental disaster dreaded by all U.S. allies in the Persian Gulf region. A former U.S. national security adviser believes that Washington’s war with Iran would be “the end of America’s present role in the world.”99 As has been pointed out by many strategic analysts, neither non-universal stiff sanctions nor military strikes short of actual invasion and occupation would be enough to topple the regime.100 And even if the mullahs were defeated, which foreign government or international organization has the ability or manpower to carry out an extended occupation or to prevent a civil war? Iran of 2006 is vastly different from that of 1941, when it was easily occupied and administered with the help of a cooperating government. In short, the military option is regarded as irrational, lots of pain for not much gain.101 Yet it should be kept in mind that irrationality has never in history served as insurance against wrongful acts by political daredevils.
(  ) We control uniqueness; Iranian acquisition inevitable

Thomas ‘9 [Gordon. G-2 Bulletin. Lexis, 11/23/9. ln //MGW-JV]

MI6 has warned that Russia is poised to sell its own sophisticated S-300 missile defence system to Iran if the European Union and Washington push for Georgia and Ukraine to have NATO membership. The revelation came hours after EU heads had met at a Brussels conference to discuss how best to handle the ever-mounting tensions with Moscow. The Secret Intelligence Service discovered Moscow’s plans after monitoring visits to Tehran last month by a team of Russian military scientists who had helped to create the S-300 system.

First Strike Bad: Muslim Co-Op Module 

(  ) Strikes end Muslim cooperation in the War on Terror

Larrabee ‘6

[Stephen,- Corporate Chair in European Security @ RAND 3-9 “Defusing the Iranian Crisis” http://www.rand.org/commentary/030906OCR.html //MGW-JV]

Moreover, the political costs would be very high. A military strike would unleash a wave of nationalism and unite the Iranian population behind the current regime, ending any prospect of internal change in the near future and ensuring decades of enmity from the Iranian middle class and youth, who are largely opposed to the current regime. It would also provoke outrage in the Muslim world, probably making any attempt to obtain the support of moderate Muslims in the war on terror impossible.

That’s the key internal link to victory

AFP ‘5 [Agence France Presse. “Trust and Confidence of Muslims “Crucial” in Fight Against Terror” 2005. Lexis//MGW-JV]

The United States must use its "soft power" to gain the trust and confidence of Muslims worldwide if it is to "prevail over terrorism", Singapore Prime Minister Lee Hsien Loong said Friday. Opening an international security conference, Lee said one reason why many moderate Muslims are reluctant to condemn and disown religious extremists was the "wide gap that separates the US from the Muslim world". He said the large-scale US assistance to Indonesia, the world's biggest Muslim nation, in the aftermath of the December 26 tsunami disaster had not completely erased the resentment many Muslims feel toward the United States. "The sources of this Muslim anger are historical and complex, but they have been accentuated in recent years by Muslim perceptions of American unilateralism and hostility to the faith," Lee told the audience, which included US Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld. Lee cited a survey that found that in 2000 three quarters of Indonesians said they were "attracted" to the United States but that by 2003 the number had fallen to just 15 percent. Lee said US help to bring relief assistance to the tsunami victims in Indonesia had touched the hearts of many Indonesians. "But this singular event has not eliminated the antipathy that many Muslims still feel towards the US," he said. He cited demonstrations worldwide, including in Jakarta and Kuala Lumpur, following a report by the US magazine Newsweek that US interrogators at the Guantanamo Bay detention centre had flushed a copy of the Koran down the toilet. Newsweek later withdrew the report, saying they could not confirm the story with their source. "The US needs to make more use of its 'soft power' to win over international opinion, correct misperceptions and build trust and credibility, especially in the Muslim world," Lee said. "In the long term this is vital if the US is to prevail over terrorism, and to maintain its position of global leadership."

Impact’s extinction

Corsi ‘5

[Jerome. PhD in Poli Sci from Harvard, Expert in Politically-Motivated Violence. Atomic Iran, Pg 176-8//MGW-JV]

The combination of horror and outrage that will surge upon the nation will demand that the president retaliate for the incomprehensible damage done by the attack. The problem will be that the president will not immediately know how to respond or against whom. The perpetrators will have been incinerated by the explosion that destroyed New York City. Unlike 9-11, there will have been no interval during the attack when those hijacked could make phone calls to loved ones telling them before they died that the hijackers were radical Islamic extremists. There will be no such phone calls when the attack will not have been anticipated until the instant the terrorists detonate their improvised nuclear device inside the truck parked on a curb at the Empire State Building. Nor will there be any possibility of finding any clues, which either were vaporized instantly or are now lying physically inaccessible under tons of radioactive rubble. Still, the president, members of Congress, the military, and the public at large will suspect another attack by our known enemy –Islamic terrorists. The first impulse will be to launch a nuclear strike on Mecca, to destroy the whole religion of Islam. Medina could possibly be added to the target list just to make the point with crystal clarity. Yet what would we gain? The moment Mecca and Medina were wiped off the map, the Islamic world – more than 1 billion human beings in countless different nations – would feel attacked. Nothing would emerge intact after a war between the United States and Islam. The apocalypse would be upon us. [CONTINUES} Or the president might decide simply to launch a limited nuclear strike on Tehran itself. This might be the most rational option in the attempt to retaliate but still communicate restraint. The problem is that a strike on Tehran would add more nuclear devastation to the world calculation. Muslims around the world would still see the retaliation as an attack on Islam, especially when the United States had no positive proof that the destruction of New York City had been triggered by radical Islamic extremists with assistance from Iran. But for the president not to retaliate might be unacceptable to the American people. So weakened by the loss of New York, Americans would feel vulnerable in every city in the nation. "Who is going to be next?" would be the question on everyone's mind. For this there would be no effective answer. That the president might think politically at this instant seems almost petty, yet every president is by nature a politician. The political party in power at the time of the attack would be destroyed unless the president retaliated with a nuclear strike against somebody. The American people would feel a price had to be paid while the country was still capable of exacting revenge.

First Strike Bad: Economy Module

(  ) Strikes destroy the economy and cause oil shocks

Poor ‘10

[Jeff. Staffer for the Business and Media Institute.  “Dr. Doom Roubini to Synagogue Audience: Israeli Air Strike on Iran Would Lead to Another Global Recession” Business and Media Institute, 5/14/10. ln//MGW-JV]

With European economies on the brink and other emerging markets slowing down, is there any possible way things could get worse?   As if the public needed any more evidence we’re living in perilous times, Dr. Nouriel Roubini, professor of economics at New York University's Stern School of Business and co-author of “Crisis Economics: A Crash Course in the Future of Finance,” warned that there is one single event that could push the global economy down even further.    Roubini, who was the economist that predicted the current economic crisis, spoke to an audience at the Sixth & I Synagogue in Washington, D.C. on May 13. He said that, should Israel or the United States initiate an attack on Iran, as it is attempting to procure nuclear weapons, the price of oil would skyrocket.   “And you know, on the issue of if there is a strike on Iran, the point I was making in the article was, if that were to occur, oil prices would double literally overnight and we would have another global recession.”   Roubini cited other historical events that impacted a fragile global economy.   “Oil spiked sharply in ’73 after the Yom Kippur War,” Roubini explained. “It doubled in ’79 after the Iranian Revolution, it spiked again in 1990 after the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait.”   He also explained the 2006 Israeli invasion of Lebanon was a spark for the current global financial crisis, a point he had made earlier for Forbes back on April 22. He advised policy makers to keep this in mind when it comes to dealing with the rogue power.   “So if an air strike were to occur, and I’m not making a statement whether Israel and/or the United States would be right – so I’m just pointing out that if that were to occur, the financial consequences would be a spike in the price of oil and that would lead to another global recession. So when it comes to some pros and cons that should be something we keep in mind.” 
Nuclear war

Cusick ‘9

[James. Staffer @ the Sunday Herald (Scotland). “Don’t Bank on Financial Trouble Being Resolved without conflict” 3/18/9. ln//MGW-JV]

I'm not saying that America is about to declare war on China, or that Germany is going to invade France. But there are profound economic stresses in central Europe that could rapidly turn into conflict in the bankrupt Baltic states, Hungary, Ukraine. And if the Great Recession, as the IMF's Dominique Strauss-Kahn called it last week, turns into a Great Depression, with a prolonged collapse in international trade and financial flows, then we could see countries like Pakistan disintegrate into nuclear anarchy and war with neighbouring India, which will itself be experiencing widespread social unrest. Collapsing China could see civil war too; Japan will likely re-arm; Russia will seek to expand its sphere of economic interests. Need I to go on?

First Strike Bad: NATO Module 

(  ) Iran strikes end NATO, US-EU relations and EU Unity

Tisdall, ‘7  [Simon, writer for The Guardian 2-7 “Merkel goes in search of a new German miracle” lexis //MGW-

"The common glue of the cold war has gone. The fight against terrorism has not replaced it. As for Iran, of course we are worried. Nobody wants a nuclear Iran. But our American friends have made major mistakes . . . We oppose military action. During the cold war, we talked to the communists. Now we must talk to the Iranians." All Ms Merkel's efforts to make Europe an equal partner with the US could be destroyed in a moment by a US military attack on Iran, Prof Sandschneider said. EU unity would also shatter. "It would be the end of Nato. It would be the end of the US-European consensus on how to deal with security threats. It would be disastrous."

Extinction

Binnendijk and Kugler ‘3

[Hans,- Director of the Center for Technology and National Security Policy  and Richard L,- Distinguished Research Professor at CTNSP “Dual-Track Transformation for the Atlantic Alliance” http://www.ndu.edu/inss/DefHor/DH35/DH35.htm //MGW-JV]
The biggest loser would be not the United States but Europe. NATO collapse would result in a major U.S. political and military withdrawal from the continent. The United States might retain a foothold through bilateral ties with Britain and other countries, but it no longer would play a multilateral leadership role. Along with this withdrawal would come removal of the many valuable strategic roles that the United States plays behind the scene. The United States continues to provide extended nuclear deterrence coverage over virtually all of Europe, a still-vital protection in this era of nuclear powers and proliferation. As shown in the Kosovo war, U.S. conventional forces provide about three-quarters of NATO military power-projection assets for crises and wars on Europe's periphery. These nuclear and conventional contributions, moreover, enable Europe to defend itself with annual defense budgets that are $100-150 billion smaller than otherwise would be the case. In effect, the United States is helping fund the European Union, because these savings equal the EU budget. Perhaps the Europeans could fund a big defense buildup to compensate for loss of American military guarantees, but the price could be quite high, because a European buildup absent NATO would be costlier than a buildup under its auspices; NATO offers many economies of scale and opportunities to avoid redundancy through integrated planning. In addition, a European military buildup would be controversial. How would Europe erect an umbrella of nuclear deterrence? How would it prepare for crisis operations on its periphery? What would be the European reaction if Germany were compelled to build nuclear forces and a large mobile military? A European military buildup, however, seems unlikely. Is there any reason to believe that European parliaments would surmount their current anti-military attitudes to fund bigger defense budgets? Their reaction might be to slash budgets further on the premise that the collapse of NATO made defense strength less necessary and that Europe could avoid war through diplomacy. As a result, Europe might withdraw into a disengaged foreign policy. Even if bigger budgets were forthcoming, European militaries no longer would enjoy U.S. help in developing new-era doctrines, structures, and technologies. In the military transformation arena, they would be left on the outside looking in. Without U.S. contributions, they could be hard-pressed to muster the wherewithal to deploy missile defenses to shield Europe from WMD attacks. Developing serious forces for power-projection outside Europe also would be difficult, without American help in such critical areas as C4ISR, strategic lift, and logistic support. Overall, the collapse of NATO could leave Europe more vulnerable to threats across the spectrum from terrorism to WMD proliferation and less able to exert influence in the regions that produce these threats. In addition to these adverse military consequences, American political contributions to European unity, peace, and prosperity would decline precipitously. For the past fifty years, America's constant presence has assured small European countries that they will not be dominated by powerful neighbors. It also has helped guarantee that the continent will not slide back into the competitive geopolitical dynamics that produced two world wars in the 20th Century. The U.S. presence helped Germany find a welcome role in an integrating Europe and permitted leadership by the so-called "Quad" (the United States, Britain, Germany, and France) in a manner that gained the support of other NATO members. Recently, the United States has been a leading advocate of NATO enlargement and European unification. In the absence of NATO, the European Union itself might be weakened, especially if the United States decided to selectively seek allies among EU members. Nor would EU influence on world affairs be likely to increase. Indeed, the opposite could be the case. A NATO that can project power and purpose outside Europe will greatly enhance the odds of preserving world peace while advancing democratic values. The simple reality is that the United States cannot handle the global problems of the contemporary era alone, and neither can Europe. Together, however, they can succeed. This is a main reason for keeping NATO alive and healthy, and for transforming it in the ways needed to perform new missions. The challenge facing the Atlantic Alliance is to pursue these goals in an effective manner that both the United States and Europe will support.
First Strike Bad: Russia Module

Strikes cause war with Russia

Tarpley ’5 
[Webster Griffin,- activist and historian, 8/29/ http://inn.globalfreepress.com/modules/news/article.php?storyid=743) //MGW-JV]
In the case of Iran, the use of nuclear weapons by the US would have a dangerous complication: Iran is an important neighbor and trading partner of the Russian Federation, which is helping with Iran’s nuclear power reactor program. The threatened US/Israeli raid on Iran might kill Russian citizens as well. Such a US attack on Iran might prod the Russian government into drawing its own line in the sand, rather than sitting idle as the tide of US aggression swept closer and closer to Russia’s borders, as one country after another in central Asia was occupied. In other words, a US attack on Iran bids fair to be the opening of World War III, making explicit was already implicit in the invasion of Iraq. The Iran war project of the neocons is the very midsummer of madness, and it must be stopped.

Extinction

Bostrom ‘2
[Nick, PhD Philosophy – Oxford U., Existential Risks, http://www.nickbostrom.com/existential/risks.html //MGW-JV]
A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization.[4]  Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently. Such a war might however be a local terminal risk for the cities most likely to be targeted. Unfortunately, we shall see that nuclear Armageddon and comet or asteroid strikes are mere preludes to the existential risks that we will encounter in the 21st century.

First Strike Bad: S. Asia Module

Strikes cause war in South Asia

Hallinan ‘7 [Conn, foreign policy analyst for Foreign Policy in Focus 1-17 http://www.antiwar.com/orig/hallinan.php?articleid=10337 //MGW-JV]
But the long-term impact of a nuclear strike on Iran is likely to be catastrophic, and not only because it would enrage Shi'ites in Iraq. Parry suggests that local U.S.-backed dictators might find themselves facing unrest as well. If Hezbollah rocketed Israel, Tel Aviv might decide to invade Syria, igniting a full-scale regional war. It is even possible that Pakistan's Pervez Musharraf might fall, says Parry, "conceivably giving Islamic terrorists control of Pakistan's nuclear arsenal." In that event, India would almost certainly intervene, which could spark a nuclear war in South Asia. India and Pakistan came perilously close to such an exchange in 1999.

Extinction

Fai ‘1

[Ghulam Nabi, executive director of the Kashmiri American Washington Times, July 8, p. 13//MGW-JV]
The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe. The United States would enjoy no sanctuary. This apocalyptic vision is no idiosyncratic view. The director of central intelligence, the Defense Department, and world experts generally place Kashmir at the peak of their nuclear worries. Both India and Pakistan are racing like thoroughbreds to bolster their nuclear arsenals and advanced delivery vehicles. Their defense budgets are climbing despite widespread misery amongst their populations. Neither country has initialed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, or indicated an inclination to ratify an impending Fissile Material/Cut-off Convention.

First Strike Bad: Central Asia Module

(  ) Strikes set Central Asia on fire

Stanton ’6 [John,- writer for Global Research “Strike Iran, Watch Pakistan and Turkey Fall” http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=viewArticle&code=STA20060422&articleId=2319 //MGW-JV]

So, as the bombs fly over Iran, the Kurds would be likely to seize the day and fight for the recognition of a Kurdish state that deletes portions of present-day Turkey, Iran, Syria and Iraq from the map. This is no idle dream. The American based KNC openly advocates a United Free Kurdistan. One day, there will be a Kurdish state. That could be done in a non-violent fashion rather than as a consequence of a misguided military adventure against Iran. Finally, an invasion of that country would likely involve Turkish assets of some kind. As a member of NATO, Turkey houses tactical nuclear weapons and, as reported by Ramin Jahanbegloo in the Daily Star, “Participation by Turkey in a US/Israeli military operation is also a factor [concerning Iran], following an agreement reached between the Turks and Israelis.” Central Asia and the Middle East would become a bloodbath one minute after an attack on Iran.

Extinction

Blank 2k

[Expert on the post-Soviet world at the Strategic Studies Institute, 2000 Stephen J., “US Military Engagement with Transcaucasia and Central Asia,” June, http://www.milnet.com/pentagon/Russia-2000-assessment-SSI.pdf //MGW-JV]
In 1993 Moscow even threatened World War III to deter Turkish intervention on behalf of Azerbaijan. Yet the new Russo-Armenian Treaty and Azeri-Turkish treaty suggest that Russia and Turkey could be dragged into a confrontation to rescue their allies from defeat. 72 Thus many of the conditions for conventional war or protracted ethnic conflict in which third parties intervene are present in the Transcaucasus. For example, many Third World conflicts generated by local structural factors have a great potential for unintended escalation. Big powers often feel obliged to rescue their lesser proteges and proxies. One or another big power may fail to grasp the other side’s stakes since interests here are not as clear as in Europe. Hence commitments involving the use of nuclear weapons to prevent a client’s defeat are not as well established or apparent. Clarity about the nature of the threat could prevent the kind of rapid and almost uncontrolled escalation we saw in 1993 when Turkish noises about intervening on behalf of Azerbaijan led Russian leaders to threaten a nuclear war in that case. 73 Precisely because Turkey is a NATO ally, Russian nuclear threats could trigger a potential nuclear blow (not a small possibility given the erratic nature of Russia’s declared nuclear strategies). The real threat of a Russian nuclear strike against Turkey to defend Moscow’s interests and forces in the Transcaucasus makes the danger of major war there higher than almost everywhere else. 
Strikes Fail – Intel Failure – 2nd Line

(  ) No offense—strikes will fail

A. Lack of intel

Clawson ‘4

[Patrick, Deputy director for research of the Washington Institute for Near East Policy, Checking Iran's Nuclear Ambitions, Questia//MGW-JV]
Many of the conditions that were conducive to success at Osiraq, however, do not apply to the case of U.S. preventive action against Iran's nuclear program. In particular: Key elements of Iran's nuclear program are dispersed and concealed. Accordingly, it would not be possible to disable Iran's nuclear program by a single strike against a solitary facility; multiple simultaneous strikes against several sites would probably be required.  While foreign technicians and advisors have access to parts of the declared civilian nuclear program (notably the Bushehr power plant), facilities involved in any clandestine parallel program are almost certainly off-limits to foreigners.

B. Site Dispersal

Logan ‘7

[Justin. FoPo Member @ the Coalition for Realistic Foreign Policy. “War with Iran is not the Answer” CATO, 2007//MGW-JV]
Site dispersal and burial and the question of escalation dominance. Perle’s suggestion simplifies a complex situation with the assumption that we know where the relevant Iranian nuclear facilities are. Some Iran hawks explicitly point to Israel’s 1981 strike against Iraq’s Osirak nuclear reactor as a model. This analogy is strained at best. The attack against Osirak was a targeted hit at one above-ground facility located roughly 10 miles outside of Baghdad in open desert terrain. By contrast, Iran’s known and suspected (as well as its unknown and unsuspected) nuclear facilities number as many as 70, some of which are in or around civilian population centers such as Tehran. Unlike the Osirak reactor, Iran’s nuclear facilities are dispersed widely and, as Cordesman and al-Rodhan emphasize, "Many of Iran’s research, development, and production activities are almost certainly modular and can be rapidly moved to new sites, including tunnels, caves, and other underground facilities."  There are other uncertainties about Iran’s program as well. Iran has alleged, for example, that the facilities at Natanz are buried 18 meters underground, whereas retired Air Force Col. Sam Gardiner contends that they are 15 meters underground. Either way, this would raise questions about how air strikes could destroy the facility. The most effective conventional bunker-busting bomb in the U.S. arsenal, the GBU-28, can penetrate approximately six meters of rock and hardened concrete. That depth would be insufficient to destroy some Iranian targets.

***Impacts***

2nc impact calc

Military drawdown in the Middle East collapses the credibility of America’s commitment to Israeli defense – 1NC Ogilvie says Israel would freak out and bomb Iran. Disad beats the case: 

A) Bigger – an Israeli strike on Iran causes the largest war in history. Ivashov says regional powers would take sides and superpower arsenals would be used – our impact is CONTROLLING and accesses conflict in every corner of the world. The DA also obviously turns the case – nuclear volleys between Israel and Iran would destabilize the rest of the Middle East. 

B) Faster – Israel is gearing up for a strike on Iran now – they will take the first available opportunity 

BBC ‘9 [The BBC. 12/29/9. ln//MGW-JV]

A senior Palestinian official has said that in the wake of receiving intelligence information that Israel intends to strike the Iranian nuclear facilities next February, Iran asked Hamas to freeze the Palestinian dialogue, refrain from signing the national reconciliation document, and try to carry out military operations in the West Bank and Gaza Strip. Iran has also asked Hezbollah and Amal movement to heat up the situation at the Lebanese-Israeli border. The Palestinian official, who asked to remain anonymous, revealed that Sa'id Jalili, secretary of Iran's Supreme National Security Council, met with Hamas leaders and the Damascus-based Alliance of Palestinian Forces, excluding the Popular [Front for the Liberation of Palestine] and the Democratic [Front for the Liberation of Palestine]. During the meeting he advised them not to sign the reconciliation document and urged them to carry out armed operations in the Gaza Strip and West Bank. The source pointed out that Jalili also met with Hezbollah and Amal movement. He asked Hezbollah to launch some rockets from South Lebanon to distract the Israeli attention from Iran after the latter received intelligence information saying that Israel will attack the Iranian nuclear facilities next February despite the US and EU member states' opposition. The source said further that Iranian Defence Minister Ahmad Wahidi has lately visited Syria, Lebanon and Turkey for the same reason. 

C) The risk is certain – the PSYCHOLOGY of Israeli war planning ensures a strike 

Pfeffer ’10 [Ashnel. Staffer for the Assc Press in Israel. “Israel has Know-How to Hit Iran” The Assc Press 5/11/10, ln//MGW-JV]

In a rare public reference to a sensitive subject, a member of the inner cabinet said yesterday that Israel is already essentially in confrontation with Iran and possesses the necessary capabilities to attack the Islamic Republic.  Vice Prime Minister and Strategic Affairs Minister Moshe Ya'alon, a former chief of staff of the Israel Defense Forces, made the remarks at a conference on Israel's air power at the Fisher Institute for Air and Space Strategic Studies in Herzliya. The institute was established by the Israel Air Force Association  "There is no doubt, looking at the overall situation, that we are already in a military confrontation with Iran," he said. "Iran is the main motivator of those attacking us, with its funding and training of Hezbollah," Ya'alon said.  "There is no doubt that [Israel's] technological capabilities, which improved in recent years, have improved range and aerial refueling capabilities, and have brought about a massive improvement in the accuracy of ordnance and intelligence," he said. "This capability can be used for a war on terror in Gaza, for a war in the face of rockets from Lebanon, for war on the conventional Syrian army, and also for war on a peripheral state like Iran."  Israel has rarely used the term "war" in official statements on how to deal with Iran's nuclear program.  "As far as I'm concerned, offense remains the best form of defense," Ya'alon said, adding that the anti-missile system being developed by the defense establishment "can make things easier for the public, but won't keep Israelis out of shelters in their hour of need. 
(  ) Your impact defense fails – we don’t need to win escalation – a single strike will cause extinction 

Casey ‘6 [Mingus. Scoop News. “On the History of Nuclear Arms” 10 Oct  06, www.scoop.co.nz //MGW-JV]

The ecological effects of nuclear testing are massive, with the vast majority of nuclear armed states (USA, Russia, England, France, China, Israel) possessing more than enough nuclear weapons to send the world into a fatal nuclear winter, the only countries in the world with out sufficient nuclear weapons to do so at this point in time are North Korea (1-15), Pakistan (40-50) and India (40-50).  If only two hundred nuclear weapons are used (a successful first strike scenario against a first world nation), that is sufficient to release enough dust and radioactive fallout into the atmosphere to reduce the worlds temperature by five to twenty degrees centigrade. Two hundred nukes is unrealistically low, a lot more would be used. If this happens, humanity and the majority of vegetable animal and sea life will probably die out. 

Confidence 2NC (1)

(  ) We don’t need to win that Israel would strike Iran – if Israel loses CONFIDENCE in the credibility of America’s deterrent, they’ll lash out with pre-emptive strikes against Hamas and Hezbollah – this collapses the global economy and sparks war with Syria 

Kelman ‘7

[Lucas. Prof of Social Ethics @ Harvard. “Israeli-Palestinian Peace: Inching Toward and Looking Beyond Negotiations” Middle East Policy, Vol XIV, No 3. Fall 2007. EBSCO//MGW-JV]
In Israel, recent events have generated profound concerns over the country’s loss of its deterrent power — both vis-à-vis Hezbollah and its presumed backers, Syria and Iran, and vis-à-vis the Palestinians. Israeli political and military leaders are worried that Israel can be seen as — and can indeed become — vulnerable to attacks from across its borders with Lebanon in the north, with Gaza in the south, and eventually with the West Bank in the middle of the country, borders that are close to Israel’s large population centers. Loss of Israel’s deterrent power represents a nightmare scenario for its leaders. The immediate response to that evidence of vulnerability has been the use of greater military force and massive retaliation against Hezbollah and Hamas. But this strikes me as a shortsighted response to the new reality. The important lesson for Israel, in my view, is that its military superiority, which is largely geared to respond to attacks from other states, is not particularly useful in the kind of asymmetric warfare that Israel has been confronting. This problem is not unique to Israel; it is the problem faced by the United States and other powers engaged, in Iraq and elsewhere, in what General Rupert Smith in a recent book has called “war amongst the people.”1 The futility of its military superiority in its conflict with Hezbollah and Hamas was brought home to Israel in several painful ways: • Hezbollah and Hamas have demonstrated that Israeli unilateral actions cannot in themselves solve Israel’s security problem. The problem cannot be entirely contained by building walls and fences. Hezbollah and Hamas have shown that they can penetrate Israel by going under and over these barriers. • The threat to Israel from Hamas and other militant groups can become increasingly severe as they acquire ever-more sophisticated rockets that can reach further than Sderot and even Ashkelon, particularly if they manage to smuggle rockets into the West Bank, which would threaten Tel Aviv and Jerusalem. Massive retaliation only extends and prolongs the agony for Israel and increases its costs, including the population’s pervasive sense of insecurity and the country’s loss of international standing. The latter is not a cost that can be easily dismissed. Israel’s international standing is vital to the country’s survival as a legitimate actor in the global economy, the high-tech industry, and the world of science, art and education. The decline in Israel’s international standing would affect most directly the upper middle class, including entrepreneurs, computer specialists, intellectuals and academics — the very people who have the option to leave the country if life there becomes too difficult and unrewarding. Thus, even if Israel’s physical existence is not at stake in its continuing conflict with the Palestinians, its existence as the integral player in the international community that it has become and wants to remain is at stake.

Confidence 2NC (2)

Israel-Syria war causes extinction 

Joshi 2k

[Sharad. Post-Doctoral Fellow @ the Center for Non-Proliferation. “Israel’s Nuclear Policy: A Cost-Benefit Analysis” Strategic Analysis: A Monthly Journal of the IDSA, Vol XXII, No 12. 2000, EBSCO//MGW-JV]
Arab WMD Development A common argument is that the Israeli nuclear capability has led to the pursuit of WMD and ballistic missiles by some of the Arab states and Iran. This is only partially correct. The fact is that the Arab states have pursued such capabilities to counter each other also. The region’s extraordinary complexity, the numerous actors, and the sources of conflict also have to be considered. 15 The resulting divisions in the Arab world have ensured that the chances of a combined Arab attack are low. The Syrian chemical arsenal should be considered, to a certain extent, as being a direct response to Israeli nuclear power, though it has other WMD arsenals to fear, such as Iraq’s. In Syrian strategic thinking, chemical weapons are designed to offset Israel’s conventional superiority in the event of war. A major Israeli concern is—a massive Syrian surprise attack with conventional forces on the Golan Heights. Syria possesses missiles such as the Scud-C (range 500 km) and the Scud-B (range 280 km) and also chemical arsenals for them like the powerful nerve agent VX. 16 These missiles armed with chemical warheads could strike airfields and mobilisation points, incapacitating these areas. With Israel denied air superiority, Syria could retake the Golan Heights. A simultaneous Palestinian uprising in the West Bank and the Gaza strip along with other Arab states attacking would make the situation particularly grave. Such a scenario would be ripe for a nuclear Armageddon. Further, both Iraq and Iran are known to possess vast quantities of WMD. In case of Iraq, UNSCOM has already shown how elaborate the Iraqi chemical and biological weapons programme was, till the Gulf war. The deadliness of the arsenal had already been established, when Iraq used chemical weapons against its Kurdish population in the late 80s. The activities of UNSCOM in the past eight years notwithstanding, the technical knowhow is still present, and Iraq is capable of recreating its lethal arsenal. The important thing to understand here is that, till the time Israel maintains its nuclear arsenal, and the opacity surrounding it, the Arab states and Iran would claim justification for their own WMD stock. Further, Israel’s nuclear arsenal might deter an Arab chemical attack but the danger of creating a linkage between the two categories of weapons is that the nuclear threshold is lowered to scenarios that may not be ‘last resort’ situations. Danger of Irrational Use  A fear expressed regarding the proliferation of nuclear weapons is that they could fall into the hands of irrational decision-makers in the Middle East, especially in a scenario where an Arab state might acquire nuclear weapons. There is belief that in case an Arab state achieves such a status, then in a confrontational situation, theories of deterrence, MAD may not work. One side assuming the inevitability of war may decide to launch a pre-emptive strike at the other’s nuclear forces. On the other hand, an equally convincing argument would be that the high price as a consequence of mistakes in a nuclear weapons scenario, can also force parties to reconsider their course of action, and can also lead to pull backs, in spite of a loss of face. The US had withdrawn from the Bay of Pigs, likewise the Soviet Union withdrew their missiles from Cuba. 17 Risk of Actual Use The introduction of nuclear weapons in an already hostile region could increase the possibility of actual use of nuclear weapons in a tense situation. The continuous hostility of varying levels over the past five decades, might lead to the inclusion of nuclear and other WMD in existing “war-fighting” doctrines. 18 If the states in the region see WMD simply as weapons to be used in a conflict, the probability of these weapons being used increases drastically. The Arabs have tried to counter Israel’s nuclear superiority, by developing a sizeable chemical and biological weapons arsenal. The greater the number of powers in a region possessing WMD, the greater the risk of escalation. Wars in history have more often than not been limited; but the main reason for this has been constraints due to resources and technological know-how. Instances are very rare of a war being limited due to considerations of the consequences of existing capabilities. 19 The indiscriminate effect of Weapons of Mass Destruction makes it very difficult to keep a war involving such weapons, limited. Future leaders may have less respect for the nuclear taboo, and may refuse to see the nuclear bomb as only a last resort, thereby increasing the risk. On the other hand, it could also be argued that development of battlefield weapons would not have the cataclysmic effects of bombing population centers. Nuclear Deterrence Against Terrorists Many of the threats that Israel has faced have not been influenced by the fact that it is a nuclear power. Atomic weapons cannot deter guerrilla attacks and they also cannot help in civil wars like the one Israel was involved in Lebanon. It could thus be argued that in the last 25 years, though there have been no conventional wars, Israel has still been forced into various other conflicts, which have threatened its security, and its atomic arsenal has been ineffectual. The Israeli nuclear doctrine is still based on the last resort option, though there have been moves towards battlefield nuclear capability also. But in situations that are less than last resort, deterrence has not really worked, even after taking into account any battlefield strategies that Israel might have developed. Further weakening of the deterrent has taken place as Israel is in control of Arab lands. This weakening has occurred as Israel’s occupation is not just military but also national, ideological and territorial. The goal of conflict resolution is not helped by Israel’s nuclear arsenal. The Pre-Emptive Strike Option In 1981, Israel successfully bombed Iraq’s Osirak reactor. But in its goal of denying nuclear capability to anyone else in the Middle East, it can no longer attempt such pre-emptive air strikes. The most likely candidates to threaten Israel are Iran (which recently tested its Shahab-3 long range missile), Syria, and to a lesser degree, Iraq. At least the first two have undertaken measures like concealment, dispersion, hardening and installation of air defence equipment to prevent any Israeli air strikes. Since pre-emption is ruled out, therefore Israel may be forced to adopt a ‘launch on warning’ posture as it does not have the luxury of waiting to assess the damage from a first strike before responding. In turn Iran, Iraq or Syria, lacking secure second strike forces of their own would be under great pressure to launch their missiles first—another first strike posture. There could thus be a hair trigger alert scenario. The possibility of nuclear war breaking out by accident or design would be great and would place intolerable strain on Israel’s freedom of military movement and civilian morale.

Retaliation 2NC

(  ) 1NC Ivashov – Iran or its allies would obviously retaliate – Israel would go down and take the planet with them 

Morgan ‘9

[Dennis Ray. Prof Current Affairs @ Hankuk Univ in South Korea. “World on Fire: Two Scenarios of the Destruction of Human Civilization and Possible Extinction of the Human Race” Futures, Vol 41 No 10, Dec 09. ScienceDirect//MGW-JV]

In a remarkable website on nuclear war, Carol Moore asks the question ‘‘Is Nuclear War Inevitable??’’ [10]. 4 In Section 1, Moore points out what most terrorists obviously already know about the nuclear tensions between powerful countries. No doubt, they’ve ﬁgured out that the best way to escalate these tensions into nuclear war is to set off a nuclear exchange. As Moore points out, all that militant terrorists would have to do is get their hands on one small nuclear bomb and explode it on either Moscow or Israel. Because of the Russian ‘‘dead hand’’ system, ‘‘where regional nuclear commanders would be given full powers should Moscow be destroyed,’’ it is likely that any attack would be blamed on the United States’’ [10]. Israeli leaders and Zionist supporters have, likewise, stated for years that if Israel were to suffer a nuclear attack, whether from terrorists or a nation state, it would retaliate with the suicidal ‘‘Samson option’’ against all major Muslim cities in the Middle East. Furthermore, the Israeli Samson option would also include attacks on Russia and even ‘‘anti-Semitic’’ European cities [10]. In that case, of course, Russia would retaliate, and the U.S. would then retaliate against Russia. China would probably be involved as well, as thousands, if not tens of thousands, of nuclear warheads, many of them much more powerful than those used at Hiroshima and Nagasaki, would rain upon most of the major cities in the Northern Hemisphere. Afterwards, for years to come, massive radioactive clouds would drift throughout the Earth in the nuclear fallout, bringing death or else radiation disease that would be genetically transmitted to future generations in a nuclear winter that could last as long as a 100 years, taking a savage toll upon the environment and fragile ecosphere as well. And what many people fail to realize is what a precarious, hair-trigger basis the nuclear web rests on. Any accident, mistaken communication, false signal or ‘‘lone wolf’ act of sabotage or treason could, in a matter of a few minutes, unleash the use of nuclear weapons, and once a weapon is used, then the likelihood of a rapid escalation of nuclear attacks is quite high while the likelihood of a limited nuclear war is actually less probable since each country would act under the ‘‘use them or lose them’’ strategy and psychology; restraint by one power would be interpreted as a weakness by the other, which could be exploited as a window of opportunity to ‘‘win’’ the war. 
ME Democracy 2NC

(  ) US-Israel relations key to Middle East democracy 

Danin ‘6

[Robert.  Asst Secretary for Near-Eastern Affairs. “US-Israeli Relations in an Era of Change” www.state.gov, 22 Jan 06.//MGW-JV]

We know that freedom and democracy requires more than just elections. It requires a set of institutions, laws, and patterns of accepted behavior. But elections can also play a transformative role and can be a critical instrument for change. As we have seen recently in Georgia, Lebanon, Ukraine, and Liberia, elections catalyze change and can accelerate the creation of the institutions, laws, and patterns of behavior on which freedom and democracy ultimately rest. The advent of democracy and freedom alone will not put an end to terrorism for all time. But democracy does seem to weaken the appeal of the terrorist extremists. The democratic world is a more peaceful world. As theorists since Kant have noted, mature democracies tend not to go to war with one another.  So what does this mean for the U.S. and Israel? In the first instance, our task is to offer the vision of freedom, justice, and democracy as an alternative to extremism, not to impose it. We know that democracy cannot be imposed, it can only be chosen. A people must find their own freedom -- and often they must fight for it. When they do, the result will reflect their own history, culture, and national experience. Not all democracies in the Middle East will look the same -- and none will look exactly like those of the United States or Israel. Liberalization and democratization will happen in differing ways, and at a different pace, in each country.  But we can be advocates for democracy and catalysts for reform. We can help create the conditions that foster, rather than block, change. We still must continue to expand our rich relationship. As the only true democracy in the Middle East, Israel shares a special bond with the United States. That bond will only grow stronger. Moreover, together we must work to confront the many problems facing us, such as fighting terrorism, combating nuclear proliferation, and addressing pressing issues such as building a lasting peace between Israelis and Palestinians.  But we must recognize that ultimately the survival of liberty in our own lands depends on the spread of freedom across the region. We should also look positively together to a vision of a day when Israel is no longer the sole democracy in the Middle East. The United States and Israel must defend the aspirations of all people who long to be free. And with our unwavering support, we can help to make the promise of democracy a reality for the entire region.  
Turns the case – Middle East democracy solves every scenario for conflict

Tessler and Grobschmidt ‘95

[Mark and Marilyn. Prof of IR @ UW Milwaukee and Doctoral Student @ Indiana University. Democracy, War, and Peace in the Middle East. Pages 159-162//REAL TEAM] 

Nevertheless, while democracy in the Arab world would probably increase the political influence of Islamist Movements, many of which are indeed opposed to peace with the Jewish state, other factors significantly reduce the challenge the prospects for a resolution of the conflict with Israel. At least three interrelated considerations are relevant in this connection: the heterogeneity of Muslim political groups and the opinions they hold, the variable nature of popular support for movements with Islamist tendencies, and the way that Muslim groups and movements may themselves be influenced by the opportunities associated with democracy. First, there are major differences among Islamist groups. Muslim groups which area 'legalist' or 'political' differ in that they renounce violence. It is groups of the latter type, rather than those that are more extreme, which have been most effective in attracting followers and gaining influence.  \\CONTINUES//Thus, again, while the militant opposition to Israel expressed by some Muslim groups must be recognized and taken seriously, it is also important to avoid monolithic and one-dimensional characterization of political Islam. Second, in addition to taking note of the diverse opinions expressed by Muslim movements, it is necessary to recognize that the relative strength of these movements is highly variable and that the popular support they enjoy at present may decline significantly in the future. One relevant consideration has already been emphasized: it is the existence of unresolved political, economic, and social problems, rather than cultural traditions or the religious faith of ordinary Arabs that has produced most of the current support for movements with Islamist tendencies. \\CONTINUES// The implication of these assessments, as noted, is that Muslim political groups are strengthened by the absence of democracy and the lack of legitimate political opposition and, accordingly, they may lose much of their appeal should political systems become more open and governments more accountable. A related point is that democracy and political liberalization may erode support for Muslim political groups by exposing the deep political and ideological cleavages that exist among those who proclaim Islam to be the solution to the Arab world's problems. \\CONTINUES// Thus, overall, as expressed by a senior Egyptian scholar, "the early results of democratization show that when Islamic activists gain power and in fact exercise it, they will not necessarily fare much better than the liberals before them, or the socialists before them or the nationalists before them. They will make their mistakes" (Wright 1991). Third, participation in the democratic process may alter to some degree the views and leadership structure of Muslim political movements and, in particular, it may further moderate and normalize those Islamic groups that acquire a share of legitimate political power. According to one knowledgeable American observer, Islamism in Egypt, Jordan, and elsewhere has demonstrated that they can work within the system and adhere to the rules of the new political game.
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