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There are a number of ways in which the affirmative team can respond to this disadvantage.  There are many different strategic routes in the “affirmative answers” section; be sure to look these over and decide what sorts of answers you’ll want to make. 

Good Luck

2ac Israel (1)

(  ) US Security Commitment is irrelevant – poor Israeli decision-making ensures enemies will rise-up regardless 

Wieseltier 6-3

[Leon.  Literary of the New Republic, PhD from Harvard. “Operation ‘Make the World Hate Us’” The New Republic, 6/3/10//MGW-JV]

Israel does not need enemies: it has itself. Or more precisely: it has its government. The Netanyahu-Barak government has somehow found a way to lose the moral high ground, the all-important war for symbols and meanings, to Hamas. That is quite an accomplishment. Operation Make the World Hate Us, it might have been called. I leave it to others to make the operational criticisms of the Israeli action, and will say only that even my amateurish understanding of the tactical challenge posed by the interdiction of the boats suffices to suggest that there were other ways to do this. I also will not pretend to a perfect grasp of what happened on board the Mavi Marmara. I have pondered the videos that both sides have released, and concluded that the Israeli soldiers sliding down that rope had no intention of attacking the people on board and that the people on board had no way of being confident of this. I cannot expect Palestinians and their supporters to believe the best about the Israeli army. (This is what Israeli hardliners call “the restoration of deterrence.”) I do not doubt that some of the activists on the ship welcomed a confrontation with Israel, but the Israelis should not have obliged them. In any event, what took place on that deck looks to me like a tragic misunderstanding. Yet there was no reason to think that anything else would have transpired. The important point is that the killing of civilians on the Mavi Marmara—I understand that they were “armed” with metal bars and a knife, but still they were civilians, and soldiers are trained to respond unlethally to the recklessness of a mob—cannot be extenuated by reference to “asymmetrical warfare” and Israel’s right to defend itself. This was not warfare, at least of the physical sort. Israel was not under attack. A headline in The Washington Post yesterday reported that “Israel says Free Gaza Movement poses threat to Jewish state.” Such a claim is absurd. It is true that the movement has grown in recent years, and is now troublesome to Israel’s policy in Gaza; and it is also true that the Turkish charity that sponsored the “Freedom Flotilla” has ties to Islamicist groups. But this is hardly what Israel likes to call, in the Iranian context, and there quite plausibly, an “existential threat.” The extension of the definition of a security threat to include hostile activities that have little or no bearing upon security is an ominous development. 

(  ) No link uniqueness – Israel lacks confidence in security now 

Wieseltier 6-3

[Leon.  Literary of the New Republic, PhD from Harvard. “Operation ‘Make the World Hate Us’” The New Republic, 6/3/10//MGW-JV]

It is also the inevitable consequence of Benjamin Netanyahu’s cunning pronouncement last year that Israel is now endangered by “the Iran threat, the missile threat, and the threat I call the Goldstone threat.” The equivalence was morally misleading, and therefore dangerous. Ideological warfare is not military warfare. I have studied the entirety of the Goldstone Report, and whereas I do not doubt (and wrote in this magazine in the days before Goldstone) that Operation Cast Lead caused the unjustifiable death of non-combatants, I also do not doubt that the Goldstone Report, which was nastily indifferent to Israel’s security predicament and to the ethical challenges of Israeli self-defense, was an instrument in a broad campaign of delegitimation against Israel—and yet the threat of delegitimation is not like the threat of destruction. It is different in kind. A commando operation is not an appropriate response to an idea. “This was no Love Boat,” Netanyahu said yesterday. “It was a hate boat.” He is right, but so what? The threat of delegitimation is not a military problem and it does not have a military solution. And the attempt to give it a military solution has now had the awful consequence of making the threat still greater. The assault on the Mavi Marmara was a stupid gift to the delegitimators. You do not have to be a general to grasp these distinctions. In fact, judging by Israel’s recent history, it might help not to be one. But the militarization of the Israeli government’s understanding of Israel’s situation—this has been the most sterile period for diplomacy in all of Israel’s history—is not all that led to the debacle at sea. Rules of military engagement that allow soldiers to fire on political activists (I leave aside the question of their humanitarianism for a moment) may signify something still deeper and even more troubling. It is hard not to conclude from this Israeli action, and also from other Israeli actions in recent years, that the Israeli leadership simply does not care any longer about what anybody thinks. It does not seem to care about what even the United States—its only real friend, even in the choppy era of Obama—thinks. This is not defiance, it is despair. The Israeli leadership seems to have given up any expectation of fairness and sympathy from the world. It is behaving as if it believes, in the manner of the most perilous Jewish pessimism, that the whole world hates the Jews, and that is all there is to it. This is the very opposite of the measured and empirical attitude, the search for strategic opportunity, the enlistment of imagination in the service of ideals and interests, that is required for statecraft.
2ac Israel (2)

(  ) The alliance is disingenuous – spies prove Israel doesn’t trust the US 

Mearsheimer and Walt ‘6

[John – Prof IR @ U of Chicago and Stephen – Prof IR @ Harvard. The Israel Lobby and US Foreign Policy 2006, PG 6-7//MGW-JV]

A  final  reason  to  question  Israel’s  strategic  value  is  that  it  does  not  act  like  a  loyal  ally.   Israeli  officials  frequently  ignore  U.S.  requests  and  renege  on  promises  made  to  top  U.S.  leaders  (including  past  pledges  to  halt  settlement  construction  and  to  refrain  from  “targeted  assassinations”  of  Palestinian  leaders).20   Moreover,  Israel  has  provided  sensitive  U.S.  military  technology  to  potential  U.S.  rivals  like  China,  in  what  the  U.S.  State  Department  Inspector‐General  called  “a  systematic  and  growing  pattern  of  unauthorized  transfers.”21   According  to  the  U.S.  General  Accounting  Office,  Israel  also  “conducts  the  most  aggressive  espionage  operations  against  the  U.S.  of  any  ally.”22   In  addition  to  the  case  of  Jonathan  Pollard,  who  gave  Israel  large  quantities  of  classified  material  in  the  early  1980s  (which  Israel  reportedly  passed  onto  the  Soviet  Union  to  gain  more  exit  visas  for  Soviet  Jews),  a  new  controversy  erupted  in  2004  when  it  was  revealed  that  a  key  Pentagon  official  (Larry  Franklin)  had  passed  classified  information  to  an  Israeli  diplomat,  allegedly  aided  by  two  AIPAC  officials.23   Israel  is  hardly  the  only country  that  spies  on  the  United  States,  but  its  willingness  to  spy  on  its  principal  patron  casts  further  doubt  on  its  strategic  value.  

(  ) Turn//Leadership – America’s alliance with Israel tubes hegemony

Hedges ‘7

[Chris Humanities Fellow @ Anschutz. “A Declaration of Independence from Israel” www.truthdig.com, 2007//MGW-JV]

The alliance between Israel and the United States has culminated after 50 years in direct U.S. military involvement in the Middle East.  This involvement, which is not furthering American interests, is unleashing a geopolitical nightmare.  American soldiers and Marines are dying in droves in a useless war.  The impotence of the United States in the face of Israeli pressure is complete.  The White House and the Congress have become, for perhaps the first time, a direct extension of Israeli interests.  There is no longer any debate within the United States.  This is evidenced by the obsequious nods to Israel by all the current presidential candidates with the exception of Dennis Kucinich.  The political cost for those who challenge Israel is too high.  This means there will be no peaceful resolution of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict.  It means the incidents of Islamic terrorism against the U.S. and Israel will grow.  It means that American power and prestige are on a steep, irreversible decline.  And I fear it also means the ultimate end of the Jewish experiment in the Middle East.

Nuclear war 

Khalizhad 95

[Zal. Rand Guy. “Losing the Moment” WQ, Spring 95. Lexis//MGW-JV]
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

2ac Israel (3)

(  ) Case turns the DA – backing off security commitment to Israel diffuses the Middle East 

Hedges ‘7

[Chris. Foreign Correspondent for the New York Times, Fellow @ Anschutz. “US Must Make a Declaration of Independence from Israel” The Arab American News, Vol 23 No 117. Proquest//MGW-JV]

The alliance between Israel and the United States has culminated after 50 years in direct U.S. military involvement in the Middle East. This involvement, which is not furthering American interests, is unleashing a geopolitical nightmare. American soldiers and Marines are dying in droves in a useless war. The impotence of the United States in the face of Israeli pressure is complete. The White House and the Congress have become, for perhaps the first time, a direct extension of Israeli interests. There is no longer any debate within the United States. This is evidenced by the obsequious nods to Israel by all the current presidential candidates with the exception of Dennis Kucinich. The political cost for those who challenge Israel is too high. This means there will be no peaceful resolution of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict. It means the incidents of Islamic terrorism against the U.S. and Israel will grow. It means that American power and prestige are on a steep, irreversible decline. And I fear it also means the ultimate end of the Jewish experiment in the Middle East.

(  ) Iran strikes don’t cause extinction – no nukes and the strikes would be targeted 

AP ‘6

[The Assc Press. “What a War with Iran would Look Like” The AP, 9/17/6.ln//MGW-JV]

So what would it look like? Interviews with dozens of experts and government officials in Washington, Tehran and elsewhere in the Middle East paint a sobering picture: Military action against Iran's nuclear facilities would have a decent chance of succeeding, but at a staggering cost. And therein lies the excruciating calculus facing the U.S. and its allies: Is the cost of confronting Iran greater than the dangers of living with a nuclear Iran? And can anything short of war persuade Tehran's fundamentalist regime to give up its dangerous game? No one is talking about a ground invasion of Iran. Too many U.S. troops are tied down elsewhere to make it possible, and besides, it isn't necessary. If the U.S. goal is simply to stunt Iran's nuclear program, it can be done better and more safely by air. An attack limited to Iran's nuclear facilities would nonetheless require a massive campaign. Experts say that Iran has between 18 and 30 nuclear-related facilities. The sites are dispersed around the country -- some in the open, some cloaked in the guise of conventional factories, some buried deep underground. A U.S. strike would have a lasting impression on Iran's rulers. U.S. officials believe that a campaign of several days could set back Iran's nuclear program by two to three years. Hit hard enough, some believe, Iranians might develop second thoughts about their government's designs as a regional nuclear power. Some U.S. foes of Iran's regime believe that the crisis of legitimacy that the ruling clerics would face in the wake of a U.S. attack could trigger their downfall, though others are convinced it would unite the population with the government in anti-American rage.
The alternative is nuclear war – no strike on Iran now guarantees a future strike BY Iran

Clawson and Einstadt ‘7

[Pat – Dir of Research and Michael – Director of Security Studies @ the Washington Institute for Near East Studies.  “Deterring the Ayatollahs” Policy Focus #72, June 2007. INFORMAWORLD//MGW-JV]

For reasons related to the nature of the regime in Tehran, the regional security environment, and the challenges of coalition formation and maintenance, deterring a nuclear Iran is likely to prove particularly challenging and much more difficult than deterrence was during the Cold War. Regime factionalism raises potential command-and-control problems, while the likelihood that Iran’s nuclear weapons would be controlled by some of the most radical elements in the regime raises the possibility that Iran might lack restraint in brandishing its nuclear arsenal, and that some of these weapons might find their way into the hands of terrorists. Moreover, because Tehran has shown a distinct preference for indirection and dissimulation in its foreign policy, the possibility of covert, deniable delivery is particularly acute with the Islamic Republic. For this reason, the development of a credible postevent attribution capability is a vital necessity for the United States and its allies, and it is absolutely critical that decisionmakers in Tehran and elsewhere understand that the United States has such capabilities. The regional security environment in the Middle East hardly offers promising conditions for stable deterrence. The United States and Israel are still reeling from the impact of wars in Iraq and Lebanon, respectively, that have undermined their deterrent image and emboldened adversaries and enemies such as Syria and Iran. Such circumstances could increase the likelihood of a miscalculation that could spark a crisis between an increasingly assertive Iran and the United States or Israel, with the attendant possibility of escalation, an exchange of nuclear threats, or worse. 

AT//Israel DA – Oil Access 2AC

(  ) Turn//Oil – US-Israeli relations choke oil access and increase prices

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 fundamental problem of the close U.S.-Israeli alliance for the moderate Arab states is that, at times of conflict between Israel and an Arab country (or in this instance, during the Intifada involving a proto-Palestinian state), it is very difficult for moderate Arab states to sustain their alignment with the United States which they need for their own external national security, and at the same time maintain their domestic political legitimacy in the face of popular hostility to Israel and the United States It therefore makes no sense for any U.S. administration to tilt so much towards Israel that it risks compromising the U.S. national interest in securing access to reasonably priced Gulf oil by furthering that hostility and increasing the chances that radical Islamists may come to power in one or more GCC states.

Supply disruptions wreck the economy 

Diamond ‘5

[Robert. President of Securing America’s Energy Future. “Committee on House International Relations” CQ Congressional Testimony, July 27, 05. ln//MGW-JV]

It is useful to review some of the key findings from Oil ShockWave. We did not seek to reach unanimous conclusions among the participants, however, a majority of participants would most likely embrace most of the findings and recommendations. First, there is really no such thing as "foreign oil." Oil is a fungible global commodity. A change in supply or demand anywhere will affect prices everywhere. Second, we discovered that taking such a small amount of oil off the market could have significant impact on crude oil prices and gasoline. Oil markets are currently precariously balanced. Small supply/demand imbalances can have dramatic effects. We essentially took only 3.5 million barrels off a roughly 84 million barrel global daily market. This means that a supply shortfall of approximately 4% could cause prices to rise to $161 per barrel of oil or to $5.74 per gallon of gasoline. This would create tremendous national security and economic problems for the country. Third, the prices of crude oil rose quickly. It would not necessarily take much to go from $60 to $123 or even $161. Fourth, once oil supply disruptions occur, little can be done in the short term to protect the US economy from its impacts. There are few good short-term solutions. Fifth, there are a number of supply-side and demand-side policy options available that would significantly improve US oil security. Benefits from these measures will take a decade or more to mature, and thus should be enacted as soon as possible. This is the reason we must act now to end this national and economic security vulnerability.

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?

Strikes Good 1AR (1)

2AC Associated Press evidence – an Israeli strike on Iran wouldn’t result in extinction – Israel would NOT use nuclear weapons and the strikes would SUCCEED in crippling Iran’s nuclear infrastructure.  Our Clawson and Einstadt evidence says the alternative to ending Iranian nuclear development is extinction because Iran will inevitably first-strike America or a US ally

None of your defensive arguments apply – all “strikes fail” arguments assume that targeting will be difficult – targeting will be EASY because there are only two sites that matter

Brown ‘6

[Drew. Staffer for the New York Times, Specializes in Iranian Affairs. “No Easy Military Option to Stop Iran” www.ninronline.com, 1/26/6. //MGW-JV

Many analysts say that in that case, an attack on Iran's nuclear facilities would be relatively easy to carry out. With U.S. troops in Iraq and Afghanistan, and with war planes and ships scattered throughout the Persian Gulf, U.S. forces essentially have Iran hemmed in on three sides. U.S. cruise missiles and stealth aircraft with precision-guided bombs likely would overwhelm Iran's air defenses. The key questions, however, are whether such an attack would be very effective and how Iran and the rest of the world would respond. Some experts say an attack would delay, not destroy, the Iranian program and would only reinforce Iran's efforts to develop nuclear weapons. Iran, taking lessons from the Israeli air attack that destroyed Iraq's nuclear facility at Osirak in 1981, has dispersed its atomic research and development facilities in dozens, if not hundreds, of locations above and below ground. Regardless of the total number of Iran's nuclear facilities, Isfahan and Natanz are the most important because they constitute the "two weak links" in Iran's program, Cliff Kupchan, an Iran expert and former State Department official in the Clinton administration said. Isfahan, a facility that converts uranium ore into uranium hexafluoride gas, could be bombed easily, said Kupchan, now at the New York-based Eurasia Group, a political risk advisory and consulting firm. The other, Natanz, is a research facility where experts are trying to master the technique of converting uranium hexafluoride gas into enriched uranium. Low levels of enriched uranium are used for civilian nuclear plants, and more highly enriched fuel is used in nuclear weapons.

Strikes Good 1AR (2)

More evidence – Iranian acquisition sets the Middle East on fire – must strike now 

Kurtz ‘6

[Stan. Senior Fellow @ Ethics and Public Policy Centre. “Our Fallout Shelter Future” The National Review, 28 Aug 2006. Lexis//MGW-JV] 

Proliferation optimists, on the other hand, see reasons for hope in the record of nuclear peace during the Cold War. While granting the risks, proliferation optimists point out that the very horror of the nuclear option tends, in practice, to keep the peace. Without choosing between hawkish proliferation pessimists and dovish proliferation optimists, Rosen simply asks how we ought to act in a post-proliferation world. Rosen assumes (rightly I believe) that proliferation is unlikely to stop with Iran. Once Iran gets the bomb, Turkey and Saudi Arabia are likely to develop their own nuclear weapons, for self-protection, and so as not to allow Iran to take de facto cultural-political control of the Muslim world. (I think you’ve got to at least add Egypt to this list.) With three, four, or more nuclear states in the Muslim Middle East, what becomes of deterrence?  A key to deterrence during the Cold War was our ability to know who had hit whom. With a small number of geographically separated nuclear states, and with the big opponents training satellites and specialized advance-guard radar emplacements on each other, it was relatively easy to know where a missile had come from. But what if a nuclear missile is launched at the United States from somewhere in a fully nuclearized Middle East, in the middle of a war in which, say, Saudi Arabia and Iran are already lobbing conventional missiles at one another? Would we know who had attacked us? Could we actually drop a retaliatory nuclear bomb on someone without being absolutely certain? And as Rosen asks, What if the nuclear blow was delivered against us by an airplane or a cruise missile? It might be almost impossible to trace the attack back to its source with certainty, especially in the midst of an ongoing conventional conflict.  We’re familiar with the horror scenario of a Muslim state passing a nuclear bomb to terrorists for use against an American city. But imagine the same scenario in a multi-polar Muslim nuclear world. With several Muslim countries in possession of the bomb, it would be extremely difficult to trace the state source of a nuclear terror strike. In fact, this very difficulty would encourage states (or ill-controlled elements within nuclear states — like Pakistan’s intelligence services or Iran’s Revolutionary Guards) to pass nukes to terrorists. The tougher it is to trace the source of a weapon, the easier it is to give the weapon away. In short, nuclear proliferation to multiple Muslim states greatly increases the chances of a nuclear terror strike.  Right now, the Indians and Pakistanis “enjoy” an apparently stable nuclear stand-off. Both countries have established basic deterrence, channels of communication, and have also eschewed a potentially destabilizing nuclear arms race. Attacks by Kashmiri militants in 2001 may have pushed India and Pakistan close to the nuclear brink. Yet since then, precisely because of the danger, the two countries seem to have established a clear, deterrence-based understanding. The 2001 crisis gives fuel to proliferation pessimists, while the current stability encourages proliferation optimists. Rosen points out, however, that a multi-polar nuclear Middle East is unlikely to follow the South Asian model.  Deep mutual suspicion between an expansionist, apocalyptic, Shiite Iran, secular Turkey, and the Sunni Saudis and Egyptians (not to mention Israel) is likely to fuel a dangerous multi-pronged nuclear arms race. Larger arsenals mean more chance of a weapon being slipped to terrorists. The collapse of the world’s non-proliferation regime also raises the chances that nuclearization will spread to Asian powers like Taiwan and Japan.  And of course, possession of nuclear weapons is likely to embolden Iran, especially in the transitional period before the Saudis develop weapons of their own. Like Saddam, Iran may be tempted to take control of Kuwait’s oil wealth, on the assumption that the United States will not dare risk a nuclear confrontation by escalating the conflict. If the proliferation optimists are right, then once the Saudis get nukes, Iran would be far less likely to make a move on nearby Kuwait. On the other hand, to the extent that we do see conventional war in a nuclearized Middle East, the losers will be sorely tempted to cancel out their defeat with a nuclear strike. There may have been nuclear peace during the Cold War, but there were also many “hot” proxy wars. If conventional wars break out in a nuclearized Middle East, it may be very difficult to stop them from escalating into nuclear confrontations.

Strikes good – A2 Retaliation***

Iran can’t retaliate – they don’t military capacity, organizational ability, or the balls to cause significant damage.

Martin van Creveld, professor of military history at Hebrew University in Jerusalem, Tribune Media ServicesPublished: October 24, 2007. http://www.iht.com/articles/2007/10/24/opinion/edcrevald.php

Should the U.S. strike at Iran - we are talking about a strike by cruise missiles and manned aircraft, not about an invasion for which Washington does not have the troops - then Iran will have no way to hit back. Like Saddam Hussein's Iraq in 1991, Iran's most important response may well be to attack Israel, which probably explains why Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad and his generals keep making threats in that direction. Even so, they have few options. Iran's ground and naval forces are irrelevant to the mission at hand. Iran may indeed have some Shihab III missiles with the necessary range, but their number is limited and their reliability uncertain. Should the missiles carry conventional warheads, then, militarily speaking, the effect will probably be close to zero. Should they carry unconventional ones, then Iran, to quote former Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Shamir speaking not long before the first Gulf War, will open itself to "awesome and terrible" retaliation. Iran's air force is in an even sorrier state. Already in 1988, at the end of the Iran-Iraq War, Tehran's fleet of old American-built aircraft was barely operational. Since then, the only imports may have been some Russian-built fighters. Few people have actually seen these aircraft. Even if Iran has them, they cannot reach Israel without air-to-air refueling, making them vulnerable to being shot down. Iran must be unhappy with the Russian aircraft, or else it would hardly have embarked on building its own. This Iranian aircraft is known as the Saeqeh, or Thunderbolt. Recently shown on parade, it is a version of the American F-5 Tiger. Designed in the 1950s and upgraded in the 1960s, the F-5 was rejected by the U.S. Air Force. Instead it was sold to countries such as Iran and Jordan and several Latin American ones that did not have what it took to operate more sophisticated craft. The Saeqehs do not stand a chance against modern jets. They are only available in very small numbers, and, like the Russian fighters, they can reach Israel - if at all - only with air-to-air refueling. Another option open to Tehran is to stir up trouble in the Gulf. Presumably that is what the Revolutionary Guards' missile commander, General Mahmoud Chaharbaghi, had in mind when he said he could launch "11,000 rockets. . . within a minute." This is nonsense. Short-range and inaccurate Katyushas apart, no country has nearly that many rockets. Nor is it easy to see what would be gained by launching all of them simultaneously. Even if doing so were feasible, all it would achieve is to leave the country defenseless. Trouble in the Gulf will cause the price of oil to skyrocket, but it will not save Iran from being heavily bombed. Moreover, the missile threat is something the U.S. armed forces and its allies in the Gulf should be able to handle. Why else keep 40,000 troops (not counting those in Iraq) and two or three carrier task forces with over 25,000 personnel in the region? Iran's final option is to launch terrorist attacks against the West. However, their strategic impact will be close to zero; after all, 9/11, the largest such attack of all time, did not reduce the capability of the U.S. armed forces one bit. A coordinated terrorist campaign, unlike individual pinpricks, is easier to talk about than to organize, since too many things can go wrong. Back in 1991, people feared that Saddam Hussein was about to launch such a campaign. In the end, not one attack took place.

No Relations 1AR (1)

1NC Mearsheimer and Walt – Israel spies on the US more than any other ally – proves that the DIRECTION of relations doesn’t matter because the alliance isn’t genuine 

AND 

More evidence – recent Obama statements prove the alliance is dead

Leibler 5-25

[Isi.  “The US-Israel Crisis is far from Over” The Assc Press, 5/25/10. ln//MGW-JV]

We are currently being subjected to a chorus of proclamations by government spokesmen, American Jewish leaders and Obama administration representatives reassuring us that Israeli-US relations are back on track. Ironically, these frenetic denials that any problem exists merely highlight the severity of the crisis.  Having recently gained direct insight into the American political scene and met a wide cross-section of American Jewish leaders and opinion makers, it is frustrating to observe how in response to a few friendly strokes and reassuring words, we still grasp straws to avoid facing unpleasant realities and accept at face value meaningless incantations that all is well.  The truth is that there is no tangible evidence that the US has diverted from its policy of “engaging” or appeasing Islam by distancing itself from us.  It is however reassuring that contrary to the predictions of President Barack Obama’s Jewish advisers, American Jewish protest at grassroots levels has emerged, deploring the bias and hostility displayed toward the Netanyahu government.  This contrasted with Jewish leaders most of whom privately expressed dismay with Obama breaching his pre-election commitments relating to Israel but refused to publicly reprimand their president. It was somewhat bizarre to hear traditionally highly vocal American Jewish leaders rationalizing their inaction on the grounds that protests would have been counterproductive and that it was preferable to operate quietly behind the scenes.  In fact, aside from Abe Foxman of the ADL, a curtain of silence initially enveloped the shocked Jewish establishment. Only weeks later did a number of high-profile Democratic supporters like Alan Dershowitz and former New York mayor Ed Koch publicly express their protest. Subsequently World Jewish Congress president Ronald Lauder, Elie Wiesel and, most recently on Jerusalem Day, the Conference of Presidents of Major American Jewish Organizations also gave vent to their feelings in full-page newspaper advertisements.  It was only then that the administration grasped the extent of the backlash against Obama’s Middle East policies and realized that the Democratic Party was in danger of losing the support of committed Jewish voters and donors.  The concerns of the administration were further heightened when opinion polls showed that the broad American public opposed Obama’s Middle East policies and strongly supported Israel – even displaying overwhelming support for Prime Minister Binyamin Netanyahu. This was reaffirmed in petitions signed by the vast majority of members from both Houses of Congress calling on Secretary of State Hillary Clinton to end the public disputations against Israel.  This led to frantic efforts by the administration to reassure the public that Obama had not betrayed Israel. 

No Relations 1AR (2)

(  ) More evidence – rhetoric of high relations is wrong – policies still proves that US-Israel ties are low 

Leibler 5-25

[Isi.  “The US-Israel Crisis is far from Over” The Assc Press, 5/25/10. ln//MGW-JV]

PROCLAMATIONS OF support for Israel by the administration are of course welcome. But regrettably there is no evidence of any change in USpolicy . Pressure continues to be exerted on Israel to make further unilateral concessions with no commensurate effort to modify Palestinian intransigency. The administration seems to have given up on preventing Iran from becoming a nuclear power and instead appears to be implicitly endorsing efforts to neutralize Israel’s ambiguous nuclear deterrent.  Furthermore, the State Department has begun ominously threatening to hold “to account” any parties indulging in acts “of provocation” leading to a breakdown in the proximity talks. Yet the incitement, repeated aggressive initiatives and breaches of existing commitments by Palestinian Authority leaders, including the recent effort to block Israel’s entry into the OECD, continue to be ignored.  The situation is aggravated when government circles which hitherto denied an imprimatur for J Street suddenly conceded that the organization is becoming “mainstream.”  It is surely not “mainstream” for a Jewish organization to lobby the US government to pressure Israel to make unilateral concessions. In fact only a few days ago, J Street posted messages to its members reiterating the damaging demagogic statement that the Arab-Israeli conflict was endangering US troops and called on congressmen to sign a petition calling onObama to continue pressuring Israel.   It is thus surely time for Israeli leaders, including the prime minister, to spell out the truth. One cannot expect the American public or even American Jews to be critical of the policies of their government while Israeli leaders express unqualified praise for an administration which fails to act evenhandedly.  The harsh reality is that despite all the babble about peace, there is currently no light at the end of the tunnel and these wretched proximity talks in lieu of direct negotiations make prospects for a genuine settlement more remote than ever.  Alas, even if PA President Mahmoud Abbas had the power or inclination to genuinely reach a settlement, no Israeli government could accommodate the more intransigent demands being promoted on the basis of undertakings allegedly received from the Americans.  Unless the Palestinians once again shoot themselves in the foot, the almost inevitable outcome is that the talks will collapse and Israel will be blamed and depicted as the obstacle to peace.  Obama has already suggested that if the talks collapse, he would convene an international conference with the Quartet. In the climate of the Goldstone Report and intensified efforts to demonize and delegitimize the Jewish state, the US and the Europeans would seek to impose a solution and unilaterally create a Palestinian state. Moreover, the US has already hinted that if Israel fails to extend the settlement freeze after September, it should no longer take for granted that the US would continue exercising its veto to neutralize hostile resolutions at the UN Security Council.  

A2 Israeli first-strike Iran (1)

Israel will not attack Iran – would require American consent, risking retaliation.

Christopher Layne (grandson of realism and deterrence theory, Associate Professor in the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University) 4/10/2006 "Iran: The Logic of Deterrence" THE AMERICAN CONSERVATIVE http://www.amconmag.com/2006/2006_04_10/cover.html

The administration has flirted with the idea of farming-out to Israel the task of attacking Iran’s nuclear installations. But this—to recall what one Soviet official said about Nikita Khruschev’s decision to deploy missiles in Cuba—truly would be “harebrained scheming.” To reach targets in Iran, Israeli planes would have to overfly Iraq, which would require not only American consent but active co-ordination between the Israeli air force and the U.S. military. Absolutely no one would be fooled into thinking the U.S. was an innocent bystander. The whole world—and most important, the whole Islamic world—would know that Washington’s hand was the directing force behind an Israeli strike on Iran, which means that the U.S. would be the main target of an Islamic backlash.

Political and military deterrence prevents Israeli first-strike.

Ehsaneh I. Sadr (graduate student in the department of government and politics at the University of Maryland, College Park) SUMMER 2005 “THE IMPACT OF IRAN’S NUCLEARIZATION ON ISRAEL” MIDDLE EAST POLICY, VOL. XII, NO. 2

The military and political ramifications of an attack on Iran cannot, however, be so easily remedied by clever planning or arms acquisitions. The worst-case scenario, which cannot be entirely dismissed, is that Iran already has a deliverable nuclear weapon that might survive and be used in retaliation for an Israeli attack. A more likely result is that the Israeli attack, far from permanently eliminating Iran’s nuclear program, will delay it by only a few years while simultaneously stimulating (and justifying) Iranian efforts to acquire such weapons as quickly as possible. Conventional responses are also likely. Iran’s medium-range Shahab-3 missiles are likely to be launched at Israel’s Dimona nuclear reactor or at an easier target like Tel Aviv. Shorter-range Scuds might be fired by the Iranian-supported Hezbollah from its bases in south Lebanon. Even more troubling is the possibility of attacks against military or civilian targets by sleeper cells of Israeli Arabs that would be activated by Israeli actions against Iran. An indication that such attacks are well within the realm of the possible is the recent arrest of Israeli Mohammad Ghanem for alleged espionage on behalf of Iran.34 The United States, widely perceived as the source of Israel’s power and protection, is also likely to bear the brunt of retaliatory action. U.S. vulnerabilities in Iraq would surely be exploited by an Iranian Republican Guard Corps (IRGC) that is intimately familiar with the players and how they might be motivated or manipulated to cause trouble for the United States or its allied Iraqi government. Were the Islamic Republic to seriously commit its resources to the funding and training of anti-Western jihadist groups like al-Qaeda, Americans might even be confronted with further attacks on the homeland. The political consequences of Israeli action are sure to include increased anti- Americanism and anti-Zionism, not only among Arabs but also Europeans and much of the developing world. Increased instability in the Middle East will strengthen the hand of extremists, making a political solution to the Palestinian issue much more difficult and likely precluding any possibility of Arab-Israeli peace. Given the difficulty of military action against Iran, the very small likelihood of its nuclear capabilities being damaged in any meaningful and non-recoverable way, and the exceedingly high military and political costs associated with such an attack, it is important and necessary that Israel consider whether the costs of allowing Iran to go nuclear might not be more tolerable.

The United States won’t green-light Israeli preemption.

World Tribune 1/5/2007 “Security official: U.S. no longer trusts Israel to strike Iran nukes” SPECIAL TO WORLD TRIBUNE.COM http://www.worldtribune.com/worldtribune/07/front2454104.08125.html

The former Israeli official said he doubted whether the White House, out of fear that the operation would fail, would approve Israeli air strikes against Iranian nuclear facilities. "There is a harsh disappointment of us in the United States," Eiland said. "We didn't supply the goods. It embarrassed our friends in the United States, our friends in Congress. It has long-range repercussions."
A2 Israeli first-strike Iran (2)

Israel is far more likely to strike conventional Iran – perceived Iranian nuclear development is enough to politically shackle Israeli military aggression.

Devin T. Hagerty (lecturer in International Politics in the Department of Government and Public Administration at the University of Sydney, Australia) 1998 “The Consequences of Nuclear Proliferation; Lessons from South Asia” p 34-5
PREVENTIVE WAR SCENARIOS. The most likely scenario- involving nuclear weapons in asymmetrical situations is one in which an estab​lished nuclear power launches a preventive strike against the nuclear facilities of an aspiring nuclear state. Table 1 depicts four possible preventive war scenarios. Two pairs of variables are germane to this problem. First, the preventive strike could be conventional or nuclear. Second, the target nation could be in Waltz's first (nonnuclear) or sec​ond (possibly nuclear) stage of weapon development. In the northwest corner of this matrix is the possibility of a conven​tional preventive attack against a target country that is in the earliest stages of the proliferation process. This is at once the most plausible and least worrisome possibility. History offers two examples of this type of attack: Israel's Osirak strike and the allied coalition's 1991 air war against Iraq.59 Neither threatened to escalate to a nuclear exchange, because both were nonnuclear strikes against a nonnuclear country. It is unlikely that either attack would have been ordered had Iraq been judged capable of nuclear retaliation. One may support or oppose conventional preventive strikes for reasons of personal poli​tics or national interest, but the fact remains that the strategic consequences of the strikes against Iraq were limited. The northeast quadrant of Table 1 houses the possibility of a pre​ventive nuclear strike against a nonnuclear state. Restraint in the use of nuclear weapons against nonnuclear nations is a firmly embedded element of the post-1945 nuclear taboo. Despite numerous wars between nuclear and nonnuclear states, nuclear weapons have never been used by the country enjoying the advantage. Nuclear preven​tive strikes against nonnuclear states are extremely unlikely, both because it is unnecessary to use nuclear weapons in such an attack and because of the international outcry that would engulf the attack​ing state. Imagine if Israel were to destroy Iran's nascent nuclear research and development facilities with nuclear weapons. The dev​astation and loss of life would be immense, and Israel would overnight become an international pariah. No political objective could be worth the isolation that would result. If Israel felt threatened by Iran's nuclear progress, it would likely resort to sabotage or anoth​er Osirak-style conventional raid.

Israel will not use nuclear weapons on Iran – it has had decades to do so – why wait until nuclear retaliation is possible?

Sean P. Smeland Spring, 2004 "Countering Iranian Nukes: A European Strategy" The Nonproliferation Review http://www.gcsp.ch/e/publications/Security_Challenges/WMD/Academic_Papers/Smeland.pdf

From Israel, Iran has only to fear a quick strike by missile or aircraft (presumably through Turkish airspace, though the Islamic Justice and Development [AK] Party which presently holds power would be unlikely to allow this). Such a strike could be preemptive, as Ray Takeyh has suggested; however, such a contingency would be a response to Iran’s proliferation efforts, not a security threat that calls for proliferation. The only genuine preexistent threat posed by Israel is one of retaliation, either for a direct attack or, more likely, for support of anti-Israeli terrorism. However, the notion that Israel would respond to terrorism (or even a direct attack) with a nuclear strike is undercut by the fact that Israel has, in all likelihood, had nuclear weapons since the mid-1960s, but has never—through two full-scale wars and thousands of terrorist attacks—seriously considered nuclear retaliation. 23 Any such retaliation would be by conventional arms, would fall well short of endangering the existence of Iran, and would not be deterred by an Iranian nuclear arsenal. Iranian nuclear weapons clearly have no purpose with respect to any genuine threat posed by Israel (though they could be marketed to the Iranian public as anti-Israel weapons). 

Iranian proliferation will cause a deterrent balance in the Middle East with Israel.

Hugh White (visiting fellow at the Lowy Institute, professor of strategic studies at ANU) 7/7/2005 "The concern is no longer if, but when" http://www.smh.com.au/news/opinion/the-concern-is-no-longer-if-but-when/2005/07/06/1120329505126.html
Nuclear proliferation in Iran and North Korea poses four kinds of risk. The first risk is that either government would choose to use their weapons deliberately. To guard against this we have no alternative but to rely on old-fashioned deterrence. The men who rule in Tehran and Pyongyang will need to be brought to understand they cannot use their nuclear weapons without risking nuclear retaliation. Deterrence is not foolproof, because there is always a chance of miscalculation. But the long dangerous decades of the Cold War showed that it can work. There is no reason why Israel and Iran, for example, should not establish the kind of more or less stable nuclear deterrent balance that characterised the Cold War. Fortunately that is what seems to be happening between India and Pakistan. We need to look for ways to strengthen deterrence in these situations.

A2 Israeli first-strike Iran (3)

U.S. announcement not to invade Iran is a tacit message of Israeli pacifism.

The Bulletin 6/7/2007 "Has the U.S. decided against attacking Iran?" http://www.thebulletin.us/site/news.cfm?newsid=18441417&BRD=2737&PAG=461&dept_id=576361&rfi=6

The Middle East Newsline reports from U.S. administration sources that President George Bush has decided that, barring a "catastrophic development," the United States would not attack Iran. The sources said the administration has been relaying the decision to U.S. allies in the Middle East. "The United States has decided that Iran's cooperation was needed for a withdrawal from Iraq," an administration source said. "There won't be a situation where there will be cooperation and then war with Iran." The sources said the administration plans to discuss its decision with Israel during their annual strategic dialogue, which took place yesterday in Washington. The Israeli delegation would be headed by Transportation Minister Shaul Mofaz, a former defense minister and military chief of staff. Mofaz was scheduled to meet Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice and other senior administration officials. The administration decision marked a rejection of more than two years of Israeli appeals for a U.S. military option against Iran. The sources said Bush was swayed by his intention to withdraw U.S. troops from Iraq as well as an intelligence assessment that an airstrike would not destroy all or most of Iran's nuclear weapons facilities. "The hidden message [to Israel] was that if we don't do it [strike Iran], you definitely don't do it," the source said.

Israel’s military leaders are far less aggressive than their evidence assumes.

Jordan Seng (University of Chicago) June, 1998 “Strategy for Pandora’s Children: Stable Nuclear Proliferation Among Minor States” online
We have already seen how both Israel and Iraq have made use of concealment strategies which, as my theoretical discussions have made clear, are time insensitive strategies. So, the heavy reliance on concealment strategies is one positive sign in terms of command and control stability. But it is only one positive sign among several. The historical evidence also shows that control systems in the Middle East are not compromised by militaries’ organizational biases, and it supports the view that minor proliferators are not prone to hair-triggered launch procedures. There are no indications of pernicious militarism in Israel’s nuclear control systems, but rather quite the opposite. As in India, nuclear weapon have been expressly kept our of the Israeli military’s warfighting strategies, and nuclear decisionmaking has been solidly insulated from military officers. Further, what we know of Israeli command systems indicates that there is a sensible structure of checks and balances.
Israeli warfighting doctrine excludes nuclear use.

Jordan Seng (University of Chicago) June, 1998 “Strategy for Pandora’s Children: Stable Nuclear Proliferation Among Minor States” online
Yair Evron has worried that the pattern of frequent warfare in the Middle East may lead proliferators to integrate nuclear weapons into war-fighting doctrines, and thereby increase the chances of nuclear escalation even in relatively minor conflicts: “the military establishments (in the Middle East), because of their inbuilt bureaucratic conservatism, and because of the centrality of the war-fighting mission for the armed forces, may consider nuclear weapons as instruments for warfare rather than as deterrents. - But, as Evron himself has discussed in print,’33 Israel’s nuclear policymaking has shown a firm tendency to exclude nuclear weapons from war-fighting strategies. The foundations for Israeli nuclear doctrine were laid at a famous 1962 Cabinet meeting, which we have already mentioned above. Ar the meeting, Ben-Gurion, though sold on the general value of a nuclear option, listened to guidance on nuclear strategy. The prevailing view was that championed by Yigal Allon and Israel Gall, who were themselves closely allied with the Israeli military establishment. As with the military establishments in the U.S. and India, Allon’s camp argued against the military efficacy of nuclear weapons and for the exclusion of nuclear bombs from military doctrine in general. Among the arguments against nuclear integration into war-fighting strategies were those stipulating that it would weaken the military’s self-image, destroy morale and corrupt military resource allocation. It was also recognized that nuclear weapons were poor instruments for taking and protecting territory.’ The upshot of the meeting was that nuclear weapons would in no way be integrated into standard military operations. Recent scholarship indicates that this condition has held to the present and shows no signs of changing.’35 Even Evron plainly agrees that nuclear weapons are “not incorporated into Israeli military doctrine.”  

Mutual deterrence is more likely than attacks.

Jason D. Söderblom (an Analyst for the Terrorism Intelligence Centre, and is the Director of the

World-ICE Group) 10/1/2004 “NUCLEAR DETERRENCE STRATEGY: IRAN AND THIRD TIER NUCLEAR DETERRENCE”http://world-ice.com/Articles/Iran%20Deterrence.pdf
Ultimately Israel's options to counter an Iranian threat are limited, and vice versa. A pre-emptive strike against Iran's missile or nuclear assets is problematic because the targets are hidden and well protected, as some of them are in deep underground installations. Thus, the remaining Israeli option (if Iran were a nuclear power) would be mutual deterrence which, given that Iran lacks expansionist desires, makes mutual deterrence Iran’s ultimate goal in any event. Therefore, by nuclear deterrence theories’ logic, Iran will not strike at Israel (and/or the United States) unless provoked by a direct attack on their homeland. 

A2 Israeli first-strike Iran (4)

Israel will not first-strike – political and military ramifications.

Ehsaneh I. Sadr (graduate student in the department of government and politics at the University of Maryland, College Park) SUMMER 2005 “THE IMPACT OF IRAN’S NUCLEARIZATION ON ISRAEL” MIDDLE EAST POLICY, VOL. XII, NO. 2

Despite Israel’s strategically understandable claims regarding its ability to preempt Iranian nuclearization through unilateral military action, many experts foresee complications that make a singlestrike success extremely difficult if not impossible.5 Furthermore, even if Iran’s nuclear capabilities were eliminated or significantly impaired in such an attack, the military and political ramifications for Israel and its allies are likely to be much more costly than they were in 1981.6 Thus, it is necessary to consider whether the costs and opportunities associated with the emergence of a nuclear Iran might not be more tolerable than those associated with military action. 

Israeli air-strikes will not eliminate Iranian nuclear capabilities.

Ehsaneh I. Sadr (graduate student in the department of government and politics at the University of Maryland, College Park) SUMMER 2005 “THE IMPACT OF IRAN’S NUCLEARIZATION ON ISRAEL” MIDDLE EAST POLICY, VOL. XII, NO. 2

The elimination of Iran’s nuclear program through a unilateral Israeli military strike will be much more difficult than the 1981 action against Iraq.29 Having learned from that precedent, Tehran has gone to great lengths to safeguard its nuclear program by dispersing important elements throughout the country, deep underground and in areas well protected by its airdefense systems.30 Iran is also a more distant target that will be difficult to reach without the (unlikely) cooperation of countries such as Jordan, Iraq or Turkey in allowing overflight of or refueling within their territories. Iran’s political isolation from the Western world has meant that there are fewer diplomats, business people, and spies inside the country to provide accurate intelligence as to the location and character of its nuclear capabilities. Finally, unlike its Arab neighbors, Iran continues to house significant Jewish communities in Tehran and Shiraz that the Israeli leadership would not wish to harm. These problems were recently underscored by Brigadier General (reserves) Shlomo Brum, a senior researcher at the Jaffee Center for Strategic Studies: Iran is far away, and to reach it you have to pass over Jordan, Saudi Arabia, Iraq or other Persian Gulf states. You can get entangled along the way. It is hard for me to imagine that the Americans would coordinate or cooperate with us, because if that was ever published it would greatly harm their position, which is already at a low point in the Middle East.31 

A2 Iran will attack Israel

Iranian threats to destroy Israel are ideological bluster.

Ted Galen Carpenter 2007 “Toward a Grand Bargain with Iran” MIDDLE EAST QUARTERLY 

http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/mediterranean_quarterly/v018/18.1carpenter.html

Such a comment is certainly reprehensible, but does it negate the long-standing realities of deterrence? Israel has between 150 and 300 nuclear weapons of its own. Even if Iran can go forward with its nuclear program, it will not be able to build more than a dozen or so weapons over the next decade—even assuming that the most alarmist predictions of the current state of the program prove valid. Moreover, Israel is moving to expand its submarine fleet to have at least one nuclear-armed submarine on station at all times, giving the country a secure second-strike capability.15 Once that process is complete, Tehran could not hope to launch a "decapitation" sneak attack based on the (already remote) possibility that Israel would be unable to retaliate. As in the case of contemplating an attack on the United States, it would be most unwise for Iran to contemplate attacking Israel. The same realities of deterrence apply, albeit on a smaller scale. In all likelihood, Iranian rhetoric about wiping Israel off the map is merely ideological blather. Israel has more than a sufficient capability to deter an Iranian nuclear attack. 

Iran will not attack Israel – fear of retaliation is too strong.

Barry R. Posen 2006 “A Nuclear-Armed Iran: A Difficult but Not Impossible Policy Problem” CENTURY FOUNDATION http://www.tcf.org/publications/internationalaffairs/posen_nuclear-armed.pdf

A few fission weapons would horribly damage the state of Israel, and a few fusion weapons would surely destroy it. But neither kind of attack could reliably shield Iran from a devastating response. Israel has had years to work on developing and shielding its nuclear deterrent. It is generally attributed with as many as 200 fission warheads, deliverable by several different methods, including Intermediate Range Ballistic Missile.12 Were Iran to proceed with a weapons program, Israel would surely improve its own capabilities. Though Iran’s population is large, and much of it is dispersed, about a quarter of Iranians (over fifteen million people) live in eight cities conservatively within range of Israel’s Jericho II missile.13 Much of Iran’s economic capacity is also concentrated in these cities.14 Nuclear attacks on these cities, plus some oil industry targets, would destroy Iran as a functioning society and prevent its recovery. There is little in the behavior of the leaders of revolutionary Iran that suggests they would see this as a good trade. 

Iran won’t attack Israel with nuclear weapons – would be vulnerable to U.S. retaliation.

Barry R. Posen 2006 “A Nuclear-Armed Iran: A Difficult but Not Impossible Policy Problem” CENTURY FOUNDATION http://www.tcf.org/publications/internationalaffairs/posen_nuclear-armed.pdf

On the other hand, it is virtually impossible for Iran to achieve a first-strike capability versus the United States. Any risks that Iran took in its basing mode and alert posture to get ready for a first strike against Israel could easily make it more vulnerable to a first strike from the United States. Spending its nuclear forces on Israel would leave Iran politically and militarily vulnerable to a huge U.S. retaliation. By striking first, it would have legitimated a U.S. nuclear attack, while simultaneously weakening its own deterrent with the weapons it had expended. The United States is the greater threat to Iran because it is much more powerful than Israel, and has actual strategic objectives in the Gulf. It is strategically reasonable for Iran to focus its deterrent energies on the United States, which it can only influence with a secure retaliatory force, capable of threatening U.S. forces and interests in the region. 
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