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U.S.-Israeli relations high – concessions over Gaza have overcome that tension 

CNN 6-21-10 (Elise Labott, "U.S. hopes to rebuild peace process along with Gaza after raid", http://www.cnn.com/2010/US/06/21/us.mideast/?hpt=Sbin)

Not, frankly, because Israel was concerned about the increasingly dire humanitarian conditions in Gaza -- the Israeli government has always maintained it allowed enough humanitarian aid to go through. But because it could be good for peace. Israel began to consider how easing the harsh restrictions in Gaza could empower Palestinian President Mahmoud Abbas in his struggle with Hamas and possibly even secure the release of Corporal Gilad Shalit, the Israeli soldier captured nearly four years ago in a cross-border raid from Gaza. As Israeli officials describe it, those talks with the United States were chugging along and even gained some momentum with the resumption of "proximity talks" under the auspices of U.S. Mideast envoy George Mitchell. But, they acknowledge, the "urgency" wasn't there. Goods and supplies are beginning to flow into Gaza now that Israel's blockade has been eased. The Gaza situation was just one of numerous diplomatic headaches between the United States and Israel, which together have caused many Mideast experts and some in the Obama administration to question whether the U.S. relationship with Israel was detrimental to its interests. In April, President Barack Obama drew a link between the Israeli-Palestinian conflict and the safety of American forces on the battlefields in Iraq and Afghanistan, acknowledging the crisis ends up "costing us significantly in terms of both blood and treasure." Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu's refusal to halt Jewish housing construction in East Jerusalem also has hampered efforts at a Mideast peace deal and strained ties with Arab and Muslim allies. The Gaza incident significantly aggravated already tense relations between the U.S. and Turkey, whose help Washington needs to curb Iran's nuclear ambitions But with crisis also comes opportunity. And not surprisingly, the flotilla incident became the catalyst for a new approach. The Obama administration, along with Quartet envoy Tony Blair, seized on the "unsustainable" factor to push hard for relaxing the siege on Gaza and for greater engagement with the Palestinian Authority. During President Abbas's visit earlier this month, the White House announced $400 million in assistance for the West Bank and Gaza. The tensions between the Netanyahu and Obama administration didn't seem to be at play in the wake of the flotilla incident, with Washington taking a much more collaborative and cooperative tone in persuading Israel to begin an independent investigation of the raid with an international presence and significantly ease the blockade while providing for Israel's security. The resulting Israeli decision to ease its blockade was met with cautious optimism at the White House, which welcomed the announcement and said President Obama would welcome Netanyahu to the White House next month. But the United States also made clear Israel would now be expected to implement its new policy declarations. Similarly the Quartet in its statement called the announcement a good step forward, but stressed implementation nearly half a dozen times and continuing to call the situation in Gaza "unsustainable, unacceptable, and not in the interests of any of those concerned." Both the Obama administration and Blair wanted Israel to go even father including opening more land more crossings. The Israeli announcement signaled that could happen, but made no firm commitments.

US troop presence in Asia and the Middle East is key to US-Israeli relations. 

Gilboa and Inbar, 09 – professor of Political Science & Communication at Bar-Ilan University in Israel, Ph.D. Harvard University; and professor of Political Studies at Bar-Ilan University, M.A. and Ph.D. in Political Science @ University of Chicago (Eytan and Efraim, US-Israeli Relations in a New Era: Issues and challenges after 9/11, Begin-Sadat Center for Strategic Studies, p. 38) CC

Israel has nourished good relations in the post-Cold War era with important states such as Turkey and India. Its strategic partnerships with Ankara and New Delhi serve American interests, but are also influenced by the bilateral relations of Turkey and India with the US.31 Indeed, Israel expects Washington to continue to project power in various areas of the world. A Pax Americana in the Middle East, but also on the Korean peninsula and in Central Asia, seems to suit Israeli interests. Israel is very concerned about the possibility that the US will retreat hastily from Iraq in the near future. A misguided exit strategy will compromise US clout in the region. Similarly, repercussions of a nuclear North Korea and of the retreat of American influence from Central Asia, which might fall under Iranian, Russian or Chinese clout, are feared. Finally, the preference for American hegemony in world affairs stems from Israeli leverage in the American political system (this influence is often exaggerated). No other great power contains domestic sources of foreign policy displaying such sensitivity to Israeli concerns and interests.
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US-Israel relations key to Middle East stability 

Kramer 06 – fellow at The Washington Institute and senior fellow at the Olin Institute, Harvard (Dr. Martin, “The American Interest,” Fall 2006, http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/templateC06.php?CID=980)

My answer, to anticipate my conclusion, is this: United States support for Israel is not primarily the result of Holocaust guilt or shared democratic values; nor is it produced by the machinations of the “Israel Lobby.” American support for Israel -- indeed, the illusion of its unconditionality – underpins the pax Americana in the eastern Mediterranean. It has compelled Israel’s key Arab neighbors to reach peace with Israel and to enter the American orbit. The fact that there has not been a general Arab-Israeli war since 1973 is proof that this pax Americana, based on the United States-Israel alliance, has been a success. From a realist point of view, supporting Israel has been a low-cost way of keeping order in part of the Middle East, managed by the United States from offshore and without the commitment of any force. It is, simply, the ideal realist alliance. In contrast, the problems the United States faces in the Persian Gulf stem from the fact that it does not have an Israel equivalent there, and so it must massively deploy its own force at tremendous cost. Since no one in the Gulf is sure that the United States has the staying power to maintain such a presence over time, the Gulf keeps producing defiers of America, from Khomeini to Saddam to Bin Laden to Ahmadinejad. The United States has to counter them, not in the interests of Israel, but to keep the world’s great reserves of oil out of the grip of the West’s sworn enemies.


Extinction
Moore 9—BA in pol sci from Wayne State (Carol, Six Escalation Scenarios to Nuclear World War III, 16 February,http://pakalert.wordpress.com/2009/02/16/six-escalation-scenarios-to-nuclear-world-war-iii/, AMiles)

 

Israel is especially dangerous because its leaders and supporters have made clear for years that if Israel was every devastated by any kind of war or attack it would retaliate in indiscriminate “Samson Option” attacks against not just on Muslim cities, but against European and even Russian targets. (See “Israeli Nuclear Threats and Blackmail ” .) Russia, of course, would retaliate with thousands of nuclear bombs against the United States. Given suspected U.S. nuclear primacy plans, Russia could feel compelled to attack the United States for acts like a U.S. nuclear attack on Iran, which is just a few hundred miles from its border. On January 25, 1995 Boris Yeltsin, then President of Russia, came within three minutes of initiating a full nuclear strike on the United States because of one Norwegian scientific rocket Russians could not identify. (Details ) And U.S. leaders also could be spooked by a nuclear incident, as the 2002 movie “Sum of All Fears” illustrates. Once there is any use of nuclear weapons, it will be like giving permission for anyone to use them. Compare it to a room full of people embarrassed to cough, but once one does, everyone else feels free to do so. Any use of nuclear weapons probably will lead to a rapid escalation, “out of control spiral,” to nuclear war among most or all nuclear nations–”world nuclear war.” The U.N. cannot stop it.  U.S. imperialism and pre-emptive strikes cannot stop it.  Only a worldwide disarmament movement can stop it.

2NC Impact Comparison

Threats to Israel outweigh all other wars and existential threats to other countries

Oren, 09 – professor at the School of Foreign Service at Georgetown (Michael B., “Seven Existential Threats,” Commentary Magazine, May 2009, http://www.commentarymagazine.com/viewarticle.cfm/seven-existential-threats-15124?search=1)

Rarely in modern history have nations faced genuine existential threats. Wars are waged to change regimes, alter borders, acquire resources, and impose ideologies, but almost never to eliminate another state and its people. This was certainly the case during World War II, in which the Allies sought to achieve the unconditional surrender of Germany and Japan and to oust their odious leaders, but never to destroy the German and Japanese states or to annihilate their populations. In the infrequent cases in which modern states were threatened with their survival, the experience proved to be traumatic in the extreme. Military coups, popular uprisings, and civil strife are typical by-products of a state’s encounter with even a single existential threat. The State of Israel copes not only with one but with at least seven existential threats on a daily basis. These threats are extraordinary not only for their number but also for their diversity. In addition to external military dangers from hostile regimes and organizations, the Jewish State is endangered by domestic opposition, demographic trends, and the erosion of core values. Indeed, it is difficult if not impossible to find an example of another state in the modern epic that has faced such a multiplicity and variety of concurrent existential threats.

Internal Links – Middle East Stability 

US-Israeli relations are key to Middle East stability
AIPAC 10 The American - Israel Public Affairs committee ( April, “Close U.S.-Israel Ties Key to Forging Middle East Peace”, http://www.aipac.org/Publications/AIPACAnalysesMemos/AIPAC_Memo_-_Close_U.S.-Israel_Ties_Key_to_Forging_Middle_East_Peace.pdf)

The United States and Israel have built a deep, sturdy alliance based on common values and shared interests. American leaders have long recognized that deterring war, promoting stability and achieving peace can best be realized when the United States stands strongly with Israel. As Vice President Joseph Biden said during his recent visit to Israel, “Progress occurs in the Middle East when everyone knows there is simply no space between the United States and Israel.” Leaders of both countries must do their utmost to strengthen the special U.S.- Israel relationship despite the frequent ups and downs of peace negotiations. The United States and Israel need to work closely together to achieve peace in the Middle East. • The government of Israel shares the U.S. goal of achieving Middle East peace and has taken significant steps during the past year toward this end. • While U.S. leaders have used various approaches during the past six decades to achieve this shared goal, experience has shown that successful peacemaking requires close U.S.-Israel coordination, direct Arab- Israeli negotiations and the avoidance of efforts by outside parties to impose solutions. • Since the signing of the Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty, American leaders have understood that negotiations can only be successful when Israel feels secure that it has strong backing from America if it takes risks for peace. • American support also paved the way for Israel’s peace treaty with Jordan and enabled Israel to make far-reaching offers to the Palestinians and Syria. • U.S. support for Israel tells the Palestinians and Arab states that they cannot reach their objectives through war or terror. The only way to achieve Arab-Israeli peace and a two-state solution to the Israeli-Palestinian dispute is by negotiating directly with Israel and making the necessary compromises. 

US-Israel relations key to Middle East peace 

Kramer,  06 – fellow at The Washington Institute and senior fellow at the Olin Institute, Harvard (Dr. Martin, “The American Interest,” Fall 2006, http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/templateC06.php?CID=980)

In summation, American support for Israel -- again, the illusion of its unconditionality -- has compelled Israel’s Arab neighbors to join the pax Americana or at least acquiesce in it. I would expect realists, of all people, to appreciate the success of this policy. After all, the United States manages the pax Americana in the eastern Mediterranean from offshore, out of the line of sight. Is this not precisely where realists think the United States should stand? A true realist, I would think, would recoil from any policy shift that might threaten to undermine this structure. Among the many perplexing things in the Mearsheimer-Walt paper, certainly none is so perplexing as this. After all, if the United States were to adopt what they call a more “evenhanded” policy, Israeli insecurity would increase and Arab ambitions would be stoked. Were such a policy to overshoot its mark, it could raise the likelihood of an Arab-Israeli war that could endanger access to oil. Why would anyone tempt fate -- and endanger an absolutely vital American interest -- by embarking on such a policy?

Internal Links – Middle East Stability
Relations with Israel are key to hegemony and Mideast stability
Inbar 06 Efraim, professor of political science at Bar- Ilan University and director of the Begin-Sadat Center for Strategic Studies. “Is Israel still an asset to the United States?” (October 2006, The Jerusalem Post, http://www.biu.ac.il/Besa/efraim_inbar/oped141006.doc.)

The major challenges to US diplomacy in the post Cold War era - threats to the free flow of oil, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and Islamic terrorism - originate in the Middle East. With America's invasion of Afghanistan in 2002 and of Iraq in 2003, this region has become the focus of US efforts to neutralize radical anti-American forces. Washington thus welcomed Israel's military response to the provocations of the radical Islamist Hizbullah, an Iranian proxy and an enemy of the US. Yet, Israel's mixed military performance against Hizbullah in Lebanon has raised questions in Washington as to whether Israel still constitutes a strategic asset for the US. For four decades, the US has provided Israel with generous financial aid and with access to America's arsenal of the latest weaponry in order to strengthen the IDF and make it into a mighty military machine. Yet, the IDF failed to achieve a clear defeat of Hizbullah, an accomplishment that would have enhanced Israel's deterrence and weakened the influence of Iran and other radical factions in the region. In light of America's difficulties in Iraq, Washington was more in need than ever of such a success against the radical Islamic forces. DESPITE THE troubling questions regarding Israel's strategic behavior in the summer of 2006, Washington still understands that Israel remains its most reliable ally in the Middle East and the eastern Mediterranean. There is no other state in the Middle East where an American airplane can count with certainty on being welcomed in the near future. Even American allies such as Egypt, Jordan, Saudi Arabia and Turkey may have second thoughts about hosting an American presence and all of them have a record of denying the US military use of their facilities. Moreover, the stability of their regimes cannot be taken for granted as all of them grapple with modernization and are threatened to various degrees by Islamic radicals. Israel is one of the few countries in the world that does not see US primacy in international affairs as a troubling phenomenon. Unlike much of the rest of the world, Israel is not preoccupied with how to tame American power. In fact, Israeli foreign policy displays an unequivocal pro-American orientation. In addition, Israel's strategic culture is much closer to that of the US than to that of many of the US's European allies. In contrast to Washington and Jerusalem, European ruling elites usually have a low threat perception and question the utility of the use of force in the international arena. Indeed, it is becoming politically more and more difficult for European capitals to dispatch troops to join the US in Afghanistan and Iraq. European support for the seemingly inevitable American use of force against the nascent Iranian nuclear program is also uncertain. Unlike other American allies, Israel supports America's unilateralism, which is in fact in tune with its own defense doctrine that stresses self-reliance and is skeptical of the effectiveness of multilateral action. Following 9/11, the US approach to the use of military force has come to bear an even closer resemblance to that of Israel. In 2003, the US adopted preemptive strikes as part of its official menu of policy options. Such strikes have been part of the Israeli modus operandi since the 1950s. Israel's preemptive posture, which was once a source of tension in the bilateral ties, is now met with better understanding in the US, for which the dilemmas involved in combating terrorists particularly in urban settings with large civilian populations are no longer merely academic questions. COOPERATION with Israel on security matters confers many advantages. The American military uses Israeli training installations and has continuous access to Israeli intelligence, military experience and doctrine. Currently, officers serving in Iraq compare notes regularly with Israeli counterparts on a variety of military issues connected to low-intensity conflict operations. Israel has vast combat experience and an array of weaponry specifically tailored for such situations - both of which the US capitalizes upon. Similarly, the greater American effort to defend its homeland from terrorist threats has intensified US cooperation with Israel, a country that has coped with such threats for decades. Israel is also an important source of military technology. While the US dominates the international arms market, Israel enjoys a relative technological advantage in several niches, upon which US firms have capitalized. Israeli-developed systems are employed by the American military and the US Senate, recognizing this contribution, has just approved an appropriation of half a billion US dollars for American-Israeli weapon R&D. The case for the continued US support of Israel as an important strategic ally due to its strategic location and political stability, as well as its technological and military assets, is very strong. The current strategic relationship is based on a common strategic agenda that has survived the Cold War politics. However, this commonality of strategic interests must be continuously nurtured. Being a Western democracy in the Middle East with a strong and supportive Jewish lobby in the US is not enough to secure critical America support. Rather, Israel must take care to ensure that it is playing a positive strategic role in an American-dominated world. 

Internal Links – Middle East Stability
Strong US-Israel relations prevent US intervention in the Middle East 

Kramer 06 – fellow at The Washington Institute and senior fellow at the Olin Institute, Harvard (Dr. Martin, “The American Interest,” Fall 2006, http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/templateC06.php?CID=980)

Compare this to the situation in the Persian Gulf, where American allies are weak. There, the absence of a strong ally has bedeviled American policy and forced the United States to intervene repeatedly. The irresolute Iranian shah, once deemed a United States “pillar,” collapsed in the face of an anti-American upsurge, producing the humiliation of the embassy seizure and a hostile, entrenched, terror-sponsoring regime still bent on driving the United States out of the Gulf. Saddam Hussein, for some years America’s ally, launched a bloody eight-year war against Iran that produced waves of anti-American terror (think Lebanon), only to turn against the United States by occupying Kuwait and threatening the defenseless Saudi Arabia. Absent a strong ally in the region, the United States has had to deploy, deploy, and deploy again. In the Kuwait and Iraq wars, it has put something like a million sets of boots on the ground in the Gulf, at a cost that surely exceeds a trillion dollars. It is precisely because the Gulf does not have an Israel -- a strong, capable local ally -- that the United States cannot balance from offshore. If the United States is not perceived to be willing to send troops there -- and it will only be perceived as such if it does sometimes send them -- then big, nationalist states (formerly Iraq, today Iran) will attempt to muscle Saudi Arabia and the smaller Arab Gulf states, which have the larger reserves of oil. In the Gulf, the United States has no true allies. It has only dependencies, and their defense will continue to drain American resources until the day Americans give up their SUVs. In Israel, by contrast, the United States is allied to a militarily adept, economically vibrant state that keeps its part of the Middle East in balance. The United States has to help maintain that balance with military aid, peace plans, and diplomatic initiatives. But this is at relatively low cost, and many of the costs flow back to the United States in the form of arms sales and useful Israeli technological innovations. In the overall scheme of the pax Americana, then, American policy toward Israel and its neighbors over the past thirty years has been a tremendous success. Has the United States brought about a final lamb-lies-down-with-lion peace? No; the issues are too complex. Are the Arabs reconciled to American support for Israel? No; they are highly critical of it. But according to the realist model, a policy that upholds American interests without the dispatch of American troops is a success by definition. American support of Israel has achieved precisely that.
U.S. aid to Israel causes hostility from Arab states
Zunes, 01 (Stephen, Associate Professor of Politics and Chair of Peace and Justice Studies Program at San Francisco University, Jan 26, "U.S. Aid to Israel: Interpreting the 'Strategic Relationhip", http://www.wrmea.com/us_aid_to_israel/index.htm)

 "An increasing number of Israelis are pointing out" that these funds are not in Israel's best interest. Quoting Peled, Zunes said, "this aid pushes Israel 'toward a posture of callous intransigence' in terms of the peace process." Moreover, for every dollar the U.S. sends in arms aid, Israel must spend two to three dollars to train people to use the weaponry, to buy parts, and in other ways make use of the aid. Even "main-stream Israeli economists are saying [it] is very harmful to the country's future." The Israeli paper Yediot Aharonot described Israel as "'the godfather's messenger' since [Israel] undertake[s] the 'dirty work' of a godfather who 'always tries to appear to be the owner of some large, respectable business."' Israeli satirist B. Michael refers to U.S. aid this way: "'My master gives me food to eat and I bite those whom he tells me to bite. It's called strategic cooperation." 'To challenge this strategic relationship, one cannot focus solely on the Israeli lobby but must also examine these "broader forces as well." "Until we tackle this issue head-on," it will be "very difficult to win" in other areas relating to Palestine. "The results" of the short-term thinking behind U.S. policy "are tragic," not just for the "immediate victims" but "eventually [for] Israel itself" and "American interests in the region." The U.S. is sending enormous amounts of aid to the Middle East, and yet "we are less secure than ever"-both in terms of U.S. interests abroad and for individual Americans. Zunes referred to a "growing and increasing hostility [of] the average Arab toward the United States." In the long term, said Zunes, "peace and stability and cooperation with the vast Arab world is far more important for U.S. interests than this alliance with Israel." This is not only an issue for those who are working for Palestinian rights, but it also "jeopardizes the entire agenda of those of us concerned about human rights, concerned about arms control, concerned about international law." Zunes sees significant potential in "building a broad-based movement around it." 

Iran Nuclearization Module
Israel relies on US military presence to prevent a nuclearized Iran
Gilboa and Inbar, 09 – professor of Political Science & Communication at Bar-Ilan University in Israel, Ph.D. Harvard University; and professor of Political Studies at Bar-Ilan University, M.A. and Ph.D. in Political Science @ University of Chicago (Eytan and Efraim, US-Israeli Relations in a New Era: Issues and challenges after 9/11, Begin-Sadat Center for Strategic Studies, p. 40)
While Iran constitutes a major challenge for the US and international order, Israel generally views a nuclear Iran as a grave security threat. The current radical Islamist regime in Teheran unambiguously calls for the destruction of the Jewish state with little rebuke from the international community. Though Israel is pleased with the belated international realization that the Ayatollahs are dangerous if they acquire a nuclear bomb, it is skeptical about the chances of diplomatic and economic efforts to constrain Teheran’s nuclear dreams. Moreover, it doubts the possibility of erecting a stable nuclear deterrence in the Middle East. Further concern stems from the realization that its anti-ballistic missile capability (around the Arrow-2) with an interception rate of over 90 percent may not be able to spare Israel from a nuclear strike. Jerusalem, like most other capitals in the Middle East, looks to American determination to prevent the strategic nightmare of living next to a nuclear-armed mullah’s regime in Teheran. The tacit regional consensus is that only military force can prevent a nuclear Iran. The change of mood in the US, as result of an updated NIE at the end of 2007, is clearly divergent of the much stronger sense of urgency in Jerusalem. If Israel will find itself under growing threat necessitating unilateral measures against Iranian nuclear installations, it can probably count on American indulgence and relief.

Iran proliferation causes Israeli preemptive strike – causes World War III

Borland, 3-21-10 (Ben, Sunday Express, "Middle East crisis to spark World War III by end of 2010", Lexis)

BRITAIN could be embroiled in a Third World War by Christmas, according to a shock assessment from the man likely to take charge of the armed forces in May. Shadow Defence Secretary Dr Liam Fox said he is frustrated that the "frightening" situation in the Middle East is being ignored by most Britons, who are "obsessed with trivia and celebrity". Speaking at a private meeting in Scotland on Wednesday, Dr Fox warned that the growing tension between Israel and Iran is leading the world into a "dangerous time". Despite the threat of tough sanctions, Tehran is believed to be close to developing a nuclear bomb, and there is speculation the Israelis may launch a pre-emptive strike to prevent this from happening. Speaking to members of Glasgow's Jewish community at Giffnock and Newlands Synagogue, Dr Fox warned: "Israel are desperate for a diplomatic solution. They do not want to have to resort to direct action, but I believe their patience will run out by the end of the year. "During the Cold War, I could put my hand on my heart and say that I did not believe the Soviet Union would launch a nuclear strike against our cities. "I'm not sure I could do the same with some of the countries in the Middle East if they were to become nuclear states." The Shadow Defence Secretary predicted a Middle East nuclear arms race if Iran gets the bomb, with Saudi Arabia, Turkey and Egypt all rushing to follow suit. And he said that an Israeli strike against Iran would be a possible trigger for another global conflict with Britain inevitably at the heart of any military aftermath. He also warned that oil sanctions would be the only way of forcing Iran into line, although it would take a lot of "diplomatic skill" to keep Russia and China on side. Before leaving the synagogue, Dr Fox attempted to lighten the mood by saying: "I'm sorry if this is depressing, but I am trying to be as honest as I can. As a registered GP I can prescribe Prozac after the meeting." Speaking exclusively to the Sunday Express yesterday, Dr Fox, who grew up in East Kilbride, stood by his comments. He said: "In Tehran they would regard any attack by Israel not as a unilateral action, but as being presanctioned by the UK and the US. "It is hugely in our interest to not let that happen and to ensure that we do everything humanly possible to stop it." Asked whether we are now closer to the outbreak of World War Three than at any time since the end of the Cold War, he replied: "North Korea should be a lesson to us that if we don't take very strong action to stop proliferation then we will end up in increased danger." He also said a Conservative government could give "new impetus" to finding a diplomatic solution to the stand-off with Iran. But he warned that too many people are still unaware of the gathering storm in the Middle East, saying: "I'm afraid that I think in our culture we have become so obsessed with trivia and celebrity that we are squeezing out some of the bigger debates about the more frightening issues." At last week's meeting, in the key marginal seat of East Renfrewshire, Dr Fox also attacked Labour's deputy leader, Harriet Harman, for making misleading statements about the war in Afghanistan. He said: "[Ms Harman] said we are there to improve human rights, but that is not the case. "We are there to stop Afghanistan being used as a base from which terrorists can attack the West, as we have seen in the past. "And we are there to prevent the collapse of Pakistan. Can you imagine India, the US and China standing by if Pakistan - a nuclear state - were to fall into the hands of the Taliban? "That is why we are in Afghanistan - human rights are very important, but they are not the reason." Author and political commentator Timothy Lynch, a senior lecturer in US foreign policy at the University of London, yesterday said he believes that Dr Fox is being "optimistic" about the threat of war with Iran. He said: "An attack is far more likely than not, whether it is from the Israelis or from the US. "President Obama has staked his national security credentials on solving the Iranian problem, and he has never taken an attack off the table. "An invasion of Iran, with all their military might, is a terrible prospect, but the prospect of Iran with a nuclear bomb is worse. "The complacency of the West on this issue is difficult to exaggerate. People do not remember history - they believe the Nazis were the exceptions, but we have always faced these ideological enemies, and the only way to stop them has been through huge amounts of bloodshed." 

Iran Nuclearization Extensions

Relations key to deter Iran

Broder, 09 (Jonathan, CQ Weekley Staff, "Negotiating Their 'Comfort Zone'", May 18, CQ Weekly)

Making an Agreement Stick Obama, meanwhile, faces a set of political calculations that almost form a photographic negative of Netanyahu’s predicament: Without a framework to negotiate a two-state solution, he won’t be able to assemble a broad Arab alliance for his diplomatic dealings with Iran. Even though Arab leaders also are worried about Tehran’s nuclear ambitions, potentially explosive public sympathy for the Palestinians prevents these leaders from teaming with Israel and the United States against Iran without significant progress toward a two-state solution. In what could be a hint of Obama’s intentions, Rose Gottemoeller, assistant secretary of State for non-proliferation, earlier this month mentioned Israel by name as one of the nuclear-armed countries the United States would like to see join the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. But analysts are divided on whether the move threatens a 40-year-old U.S. agreement to remain silent about Israel’s nuclear arsenal. Whatever strategic leverage they may provide, such remarks underscore the regional approach that Obama and former Sen. George J. Mitchell, his top Middle East envoy, plan to adopt in dealing with the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. According to Robert Malley, a Middle East adviser to Clinton, Obama hopes to draw in the Arab states by embracing the 2002 Saudi peace plan as a framework for negotiations. The plan calls for full normalization of relations by the 22 members of the Arab League in return for Israel’s withdrawal from the occupied territories and creation of a Palestinian state. Last week, Jordan’s Abdullah II indicated he is trying to sweeten the pot by persuading all 57 members of the Organization of the Islamic Conference to recognize Israel as well. Even with such inducements, Obama’s greatest challenge will be turning any declarations that come out of his meeting with Netanyahu and Arab leaders into a serious negotiating plan for a two-state solution — and then implementing its agreements with Israel, the Palestinians and regional powers. “Making the transition from the comfort zone to the decision zone will, by definition, be unnerving and disruptive,” said Levy. “But in reality, there is no comfort in continuing a process whose design guarantees that the conflict will be prolonged and the two-state solution will never be reached.”

Failure to cooperate over Iranian nuclearization is the one thing that could destroy relations.

Marcus 09 – defence correspondent and U.S. affairs analyst 

(July, Jonathan, The 2009 Israeli Election: A Bump in the Road to Peace?, The Washington Quarterly, http://www.twq.com/09july/docs/09jul_Marcus.pdf)
One thing remains clear: Israel needs the United States on its side as far as Iran is concerned. Netanyahu may be willing to do everything possible on other fronts to keep this single goal in sight. As a result, a more difficult relationship with Washington is almost inevitable, but a train wreck in relations is avoidable. It is still unclear how central a role the Obama administration wishes to assume, how much political capital it is willing to invest in a problem that has defeated all previous administrations, and more importantly, how much political pressure it is willing to put on Netanyahu’s government. Netanyahu’s visit to Washington in May has given some initial hints as to where things are going. 

Even perception of shaky relations hurts attempts to deter Iran

AJC, 4-29-10 ("AJC Panel Underscores Importance of Strong U.S.-Israel Relationship", American Jewish Committee, http://www.ajc.org/site/apps/nlnet/content2.aspx?c=ijITI2PHKoG&b=2818295&ct=8225453&notoc=1)

April 29, 2010 – Washington, D.C. – A strong U.S.-Israel relationship was emphasized, in a panel discussion at AJC’s 2010 Annual Meeting, as critical to successfully neutralizing the Iranian nuclear threat and securing a just and lasting peace in the Middle East. “The U.S. and Israel are aligned tremendously well on Iran, and are very close in agreement,” remarked Ambassador Wendy Sherman, Vice Chair of Albright Stonebridge Group and former Counselor and chief troubleshooter for the State Department and Special Advisor to President Clinton. “The administration’s policy is to prevent Iran from having nuclear weapons.” Noting the recent tensions between the Obama administration and the current Israeli government, Jackson Diehl, Washington Post Deputy Editorial Page Editor, warned of the pitfalls of strained U.S.-Israel ties. “Even the perception of a breach of the U.S.-Israel relationship damages attempts to confront Iran,” said Diehl. Robert Lieber, Professor of Government at Georgetown University, encouraged continued U.S. leadership in the Middle East peace process. “A two-state solution will not work unless we have the U.S. administration lead this process. Obama and Netanyahu have gotten off to a bad start but they can get on the same page and practical steps can be taken to move forward.” In concluding remarks, Jason Isaacson, AJC Director of Government and International Affairs, stressed the importance of the historic, unbreakable U.S.-Israel bond. “This unique alliance is the cornerstone of peace and vital to a stable Middle East,” Isaacson said. 
Iran Nuclearization Extensions
The US and Israel cooperate over Iranian containment
Telhami, 08 –Shibley, Nonresident Senior Fellow (1/14, Foreign Policy, Saban Center for Middle East Policy, It's Not About Iran, Brookings Institute, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2008/0114_middle_east_telhami.aspx)

Israel and the Bush administration place great emphasis on confronting Iran's nuclear potential and are prepared to engage in a peace process partly to build an anti-Iran coalition. Arabs see it differently. They use the Iran issue to lure Israel and the United States into serious Palestinian-Israeli peacemaking, having concluded that the perceived Iranian threats sell better in Washington and Tel Aviv than the pursuit of peace itself. Many Arab governments are of course concerned about Iran and its role in Iraq, but not for the same reasons as Israel and the United States. Israel sees Iran's nuclear potential as a direct threat to its security, and its support for Hezbollah and Hamas as a military challenge.

US needs deterrent credibility to prevent Iranian prolif, which is key to US-Israeli relations.

Riedel and Samore, 08 – *Bruce, Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Saban Center for Middle East Policy, AND **Gary Samore, Vice President and Director of Studies (Council on Foreign Relations, Managing Nuclear Proliferation in the Middle East, December, http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2008/12_nuclear_proliferation_riedel.aspx)

If this new diplomatic effort fails to stop Iran from achieving completion of a nuclear breakout capability (that is, the ability to produce significant amounts of weapons-grade uranium), the United States will face a difficult choice: It could accept Iran as a nuclearcapable state with a breakout option and try to build firebreaks to prevent Iran from actually producing such material (and building nuclear weapons). If that fails, the United States could attempt to contain and deter a nuclear-armed Iran, while seeking to discourage others in the region from developing nuclear weapons. Or the United States could decide to attack Iran’s nuclear facilities in an attempt to damage and set back Iran’s breakout capability. But that choice has uncertain prospects for success and very high likelihood of wider conflict and instability. Complicating this dilemma is Israel, which faces a perceived existential threat and could decide to take matters into its own hands even before the United States has decided that the course of diplomacy has been exhausted. Neither an American nor an Israeli military option is likely to produce sufficient gain to be worth the potential costs, but, paradoxically, without a credible military threat, Iran is much less likely to make nuclear concessions that meet U.S. requirements. Therefore, the Obama administration will want Iran to believe that it is prepared to use force if Iran rejects a diplomatic solution.
Iran Nuclearization Impact Extensions
Israeli preemptive attack draws in allies and causes nuclear war

Beres and Ben, 7 (Louis Rene, Professor of political science at Purdue University, and Isaac major general with the Israeli military, professor of security studies at Tel Aviv University and Chairman of the Israel Space Agency, The Washington Times, June 11, "Deterring Iran; Israel seeks to head off nuclear strike", Lexis)

The "doomsday clock" continues its advance to "midnight." Existential atomic danger is most immediate to Israel. Iran poses the greatest problem. Israel knows that the Iranian president's exterminatory threat is real. In law, this threat signifies the intent to commit genocide. Israel also recognizes that the pre-emptive destruction of Iran's growing nuclear infrastructures would involve serious operational and international difficulties. For interception, Israel has deployed elements of the tested Arrow system of ballistic missile defense, but even the Arrow would have "leakage." A single incoming nuclear missile that manages to penetrate Arrow could promptly kill 25,000-50,000 civilians, and even more if we include long-term fatalities. Iran could also share its nuclear assets with terror groups that would use cars and ships rather than missiles as delivery vehicles. These enemies might seek nuclear targets in New York or Chicago as well as Israel. Iran now augments its declared intent with a corresponding capacity. Left to violate binding treaty rules with impunity, Tehran might be undeterred by threats of Israeli and/or American retaliation. Such a failure of nuclear deterrence could be the result of a presumed lack of threat credibility or even of willful Iranian indifference. Iran could even become the suicide bomber in macrocosm, a nuclear-armed state willing to "die" as a "martyr." Iran's illegal nuclearization has already started a perilous domino effect in the region. Both Saudi Arabia and Egypt have announced possible plans to develop nuclear capability "for peaceful purposes." Strategic stability in a proliferating Middle East could never resemble earlier U.S.-Soviet deterrence dynamics. Even the key assumption of rationality might be unwarranted. A nuclear Iran could therefore lead to a nuclear war in the Middle East. Israel will need to choose wisely between "assured destruction" and "nuclear war-fighting." These are alternative strategies in which one side primarily targets its strategic weapons on the other side's populations and infrastructures or on that enemy state's weapons systems and supporting military assets. Israel could also opt for a "mixed" strategy, but any targeting policy that might encourage nuclear war- fighting would be more costly than gainful. Israel should opt for nuclear deterrence based upon assured destruction. A counterforce targeting doctrine would be less persuasive as a nuclear deterrent, especially to leaders who might sacrifice their armies as "martyrs." And if Israel were to opt for nuclear deterrence based upon counterforce capabilities, its pertinent enemies could feel especially threatened. This could heighten the prospect of nuclear aggression against Israel and of subsequent nuclear war. Israel's decisions on strategic targeting will depend, in part, on: (1) enemy inclinations to strike first; and (2) enemy inclinations to strike all at once. Should Israel assume that an enemy state in the process of "going nuclear" is apt to strike first and to strike with all of its nuclear weapons right away, Israeli counterforce-targeted warheads - used in retaliation - would hit only empty launchers. In such circumstances, Israel's only application of counterforce doctrine would be to strike first itself - an option that Israel clearly and completely rejects. For intrawar deterrence, a counter-value strategy would prove more appropriate to prompt war termination.
Iran nuclearization causes widespread proliferation and nuclear terrorism 
Clawson 8 – deputy director for research at The Washington Institute and director of the Iran Security Initiative, former senior research professor at the National Defense University and former senior economist at the IMF and the World Bank (Dr. Patrick, “Don’t Make Iran an Israeli Issue,” 9/11/08, http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/templateC06.php?CID=1180) 

The singular focus on the threat that Iran represents to Israel, however, obscures the other profound dangers posed by Tehran's nuclear program. A nuclear-armed Iran would be a menace, not only to Israel, but also to its Arab neighbors and to American and Western interests in the region. Already, Iran funds, arms and trains violent radicals fighting moderate Arab governments in Iraq, Lebanon and the Palestinian territories. The Islamic Republic has a long history of sponsoring terrorist attacks in Kuwait, Saudi Arabia and Bahrain -- a country that hardliners claim is an Iranian province. On all of these fronts, a nuclear Iran could well be more assertive and more willing to risk confrontation. For instance, much of the world's oil passes the Strait of Hormuz, right by islands disputed between Iran and the United Arab Emirates. A nuclear Iran might feel emboldened to actively control the oil tanker traffic through the strait. Faced with a more acute threat from a nuclear Iran, the Middle East could experience a nuclear cascade. Experts who have studied this issue warn that, at the very least, Saudi Arabia, Egypt and Turkey will think long and hard about whether to develop a nuclear weapons option. And if any one of them goes that route, the pressure will build for others to do the same, if for no other reason than to maintain the balance of power. The prospect of nuclear weapons in the hands of the Mubarak regime or the House of Saud is not a comforting thought, made even worse by the possibility that Islamists hostile to the West could overthrow these not entirely stable governments. There is also the danger that Tehran could share its nuclear knowledge, or even its nuclear weapons. Iran's leaders loudly proclaim their willingness to share their nuclear expertise, while being vague about what exactly they have in mind. Indeed, Tehran's South American ally, Hugo Chavez of Venezuela, has said he wants to acquire nuclear expertise from Iran, which says it will cooperate with him. Moreover, the possibility that Iran would provide terrorist groups with nuclear weapons cannot be ruled out. After all, Iran's leaders have provided impressive military technologies to other terrorists: Think of the hundreds of long-range rockets in Hezbollah's hands or the sophisticated improvised explosive devices used by Iraqi insurgents to kill so many American soldiers. The chances of Tehran behaving similarly with nuclear armaments may seem slim, but given the radical character of the Iranian regime and the seriousness of the stakes, it is nevertheless a frightening scenario. 
Iran Nuclearization Impact Extensions
A nuclearized Iran would destabilize the entire Middle East

Gilboa and Inbar, 9 – professor of Political Science & Communication at Bar-Ilan University in Israel, Ph.D. Harvard University; and professor of Political Studies at Bar-Ilan University, M.A. and Ph.D. in Political Science @ University of Chicago (Eytan and Efraim, US-Israeli Relations in a New Era: Issues and challenges after 9/11, Begin-Sadat Center for Strategic Studies, p. 39)

The rising Islamic Republic of Iran has embodied all three above-mentioned threats. It is an oil exporter, strategically located alongside the oil-rich Caspian Basin and Persian Gulf area and controlling its entrance – the Hormuz Straits. These two adjacent regions form the ‘energy ellipse,’ which holds over 70 percent of the world’s proven oil and over 40 percent of natural gas reserves.34 Iran also trains, equips and funds Islamic terrorist organizations around the world. Above all, Iran has violated its international commitments and has embarked on a nuclear program with the aim of acquiring the capability to build nuclear bombs. A nuclear Iran would also enhance Iranian hegemony in the strategic energy sector, and would strengthen Iran’s position in world affairs. Such a development would also make Iran’s containment even more difficult and would embolden Islamic radicals everywhere.35
Iran is the most dangerous state in the world today—extreme ideology, terrorism, and nuclear weapons prove

Gilboa and Inbar, 9 – professor of Political Science & Communication at Bar-Ilan University in Israel, Ph.D. Harvard University; and professor of Political Studies at Bar-Ilan University, M.A. and Ph.D. in Political Science @ University of Chicago (Eytan and Efraim, US-Israeli Relations in a New Era: Issues and challenges after 9/11, Begin-Sadat Center for Strategic Studies, p. 63-4)

Both Israel and the US view Iran as the greatest threat to their national security. Iran combines extreme ideology which calls for the elimination of Israel and for Islamic revolutions across the Middle East, the sponsoring of terrorism and the building of nuclear weapons and missiles to deliver them. The combination of extreme ideology and weapons of mass destruction makes Iran the most dangerous state in the world today. Islamic fundamentalist leaders of Iran, from Ayatollah Ruhollah Musawi Khomeini to the incumbent President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, have called for the elimination of Israel. In several recent statements and conferences, Ahmadinejad denied the Holocaust, blamed the West for the creation of Israel, suggested to uproot all Jews and send them to Europe, and criticized moderate Arab leaders who negotiated peace agreements with Israel.24 Iran has sponsored violence against Israel through Islamic terrorist organizations including the Lebanese Hizballah and the Palestinian Hamas and Islamic Jihad.

In his 2002 State of the Union address, Bush defined Iran together with Saddam Hussein’s Iraq and North Korea as the ‘Axis of Evil.’ Several US official reports named Iran as the most important sponsor of international terrorism and the greatest challenge to the US.25 Both the EU and the US believe that Iran plans to build nuclear weapons, not just nuclear infrastructure, for energy and peaceful purposes as it claimed. They also believe that a nuclear Iran would be a major threat to world peace and stability. The US and the EU have attempted to stop the Iranian nuclear program through a combination of negotiations, incentives, threats and UN approved economic and financial sanctions. So far, this effort has failed.
A nuclearized Iran destabilizes the entire Middle East

Gilboa and Inbar, 9 – professor of Political Science & Communication at Bar-Ilan University in Israel, Ph.D. Harvard University; and professor of Political Studies at Bar-Ilan University, M.A. and Ph.D. in Political Science @ University of Chicago (Eytan and Efraim, US-Israeli Relations in a New Era: Issues and challenges after 9/11, Begin-Sadat Center for Strategic Studies, p. 154) 

Yet it is important to remember that the core US interest in the region is not the settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict, but rather regional stability based on a pro-American balance of power. In 2008 the main threats to this stemmed from failure in Iraq, radical groups such as Hizballah, Hamas and most of all, the Iranian nuclear program. Aside from the direct threat posed by a nuclear Iran to the US and its allies, a nuclear Iran will no doubt feel able to act in the region with greater impunity regarding sponsorship of terrorism, thereby presenting a more forceful political threat. A nuclear Iran will also trigger the wider nuclearization of the Middle East. Given the instability of some of these regimes and the radical nature of their internal opponents, there is no guarantee that mutual deterrence will hold in a nuclear Middle East. Preventing the spread, and ultimately the use, of nuclear weapons in the Middle East should be of greater concern to the US than the latest diplomatic machinations between Israel and the Palestinians.
Peace Process Module
Relations key to Middle East peace process – they trade off and increase Israeli relations with China, Russia, and India

Mead, 7 (Walter Russell, senior fellow for U.S. foreign policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, Nov/Dec, "Jerusalem Syndrome: Decoding the Israel Lobby", http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/63029/walter-russell-mead/jerusalem-syndrome?page=show)

Mearsheimer and Walt also significantly underestimate the importance of the U.S.-Israeli alliance to the United States. If Israel determined that U.S. foreign policy was shifting in a hostile direction, it would have the option of diversifying its great-power base of support. Given Israel's overwhelming military position in the Middle East, and its ability to provide a new partner with advanced U.S. weapons and intelligence information, China, Russia, and India might find an alliance with Israel well worth the cost in popularity points across the Arab world. Israel has changed partners before: it won the 1948-49 war with weapons from the Soviet bloc, partnered with France and the United Kingdom in 1956, and considered France (the source of Israel's nuclear technology) its most important ally in 1967. This potential shift is of major concern to the United States. One of the key U.S. objectives in the Middle East since World War II has been to prevent any other outside power from gaining a strategic foothold there. Alliances between other great powers and Israel -- the dominant military power in the world's most vital and crisis-ridden region -- could create major problems for U.S. foreign policy and significantly reduce the United States' ability to advance the Middle East peace process. Accordingly, maintaining the United States' relationship with Israel while managing its costs is the real challenge for U.S. policy in the Middle East. 

The perception of a strong US commitment to the peace process undermines the causes of global terrorism

Star Tribune (Minneapolis, MN) 12/2/07

How things can change in a year. A White House that for six years had shown little interest in the Israeli-Palestinian peace process found its diplomatic feet after seven. Suddenly it wanted to help broker a deal to establish a Palestinian state and solve other Arab-Israeli issues -- and do so before the end of President Bush's term in office. Things can indeed change in a single year, but it's unlikely they will change that much. 
Which is not to fault the administration for making the effort. The hands-off approach hasn't worked. The long conflict between Israel and the Palestinians poisons Arab relations with both Israel and the United States. It contributes to the anger and hopelessness that spawn the very kind of radicalism Americans are fighting around the globe. As the Iraq Study Group recognized, U.S. indifference to the conflict was working against America's interests in the Middle East. Even the appearance of trying to help may help.

Terrorism risks extinction
Yonah Alexander 3, professor and director of the Inter-University for Terrorism Studies, 8/28/03 (Washington Times)

Last week's brutal suicide bombings in Baghdad and Jerusalem have once again illustrated dramatically that the international community failed, thus far at least, to understand the magnitude and implications of the terrorist threats to the very survival of civilization itself. Even the United States and Israel have for decades tended to regard terrorism as a mere tactical nuisance or irritant rather than a critical strategic challenge to their national security concerns. It is not surprising, therefore, that on September 11, 2001, Americans were stunned by the unprecedented tragedy of 19 al Qaeda terrorists striking a devastating blow at the center of the nation's commercial and military powers. Likewise, Israel and its citizens, despite the collapse of the Oslo Agreements of 1993 and numerous acts of terrorism triggered by the second intifada that began almost three years ago, are still "shocked" by each suicide attack at a time of intensive diplomatic efforts to revive the moribund peace process through the now revoked cease-fire arrangements [hudna].   Why are the United States and Israel, as well as scores of other countries affected by the universal nightmare of modern terrorism surprised by new terrorist "surprises"? There are many reasons, including misunderstanding of the manifold specific factors that contribute to terrorism's expansion, such as lack of a universal definition of terrorism, the religionization of politics, double standards of morality, weak punishment of terrorists, and the exploitation of the media by terrorist propaganda and psychological warfare. Unlike their historical counterparts, contemporary terrorists have introduced a new scale of violence in terms of conventional and unconventional threats and impact. The internationalization and brutalization of current and future terrorism make it clear we have entered an Age of Super Terrorism [e.g. biological, chemical, radiological, nuclear and cyber] with its serious implications concerning national, regional and global security concerns.
Peace Process Extensions

Relations are zero sum and trade off with U.S.-Palestine relations

Ibish, 06 (Hussein, Senior Fellow, American Task Force on Palestine, CQ Reseacher, October, "Is U.S. support for Israel the main obstacle to peace in the Middle East")

U.S. support for Israel is like “friends who let friends drive drunk.” They are both central players in a dangerous and potentially destructive scenario. U.S. support for Israel per se is not problematic, but the American approach for at least the past decade has been fundamentally flawed in at least two crucial ways that have undoubtedly helped prolong the conflict. First, American support for Israel is, in effect, unconditional. Our aid and diplomatic support are not contingent on Israel's cooperation with stated American policy goals, including the creation of a Palestinian state. This is most dramatically illustrated by Israel's ongoing settlement activity, every element of which complicates — and in the long run may preclude — an end to the conflict based on two states living side-by-side in peace. By making our support for Israel effectively independent of their actions that undermine U.S. policies, we hand our Israeli friends the political equivalent of a bottle of bourbon and the keys to the Corvette, with hearty wishes to have a good time. Making support for Israel conditional on their cooperation in the quest for peace would be a boon not just to Americans but to Israelis as well. It is plainly an indispensable requirement for realizing the only viable solution to the conflict. Second, American support for Israel, especially in Congress, is often framed as exclusive of support for — or acknowledgement of the legitimate rights of — Palestinians and other Arabs. Too many American leaders have accepted the false notion of a zero-sum relationship between Israel and the Palestinians and speak and act as if anything good for one is by definition bad for the other. If the United States is going to be a force for resolving the conflict in the interests of all parties rather than prolonging it by unconditionally supporting one side over the other, it is imperative that American leaders recognize that we can — and must — be friends to both Israel and the Palestinians simultaneously. This is possible not least because the future of both peoples depends on an end to the conflict based on the creation of a Palestinian state in the occupied territories living alongside Israel in peace. 

US-Israel relations key to Arab-Israeli peace

Miller 09 – Public Policy Scholar at the Woodrow Wilson Center, on the U.S. Advisory Council of Israel Policy Forum, advisor to six Secretaries of State (Aaron David, The Much Too Promised Land: America’s Elusive Search for Arab-Israeli Peace, p. 375) 

When I speak publicly about Arab-Israeli diplomacy, I always ask my audience why, despite our current diminished credibility, America’s phone is still ringing with pleas from the Arabs, the UN, and the Europeans to be more involved in Arab-Israeli diplomacy. Nobody in the audience ever seems to know or at least volunteer the answer, but it’s obvious to me. The fact is that we are indispensable to a resolution of the issue precisely because of our close ties to Israel. Everyone and his mother has good relations with the Arabs. America is the only power that has both sides covered. That’s why over the past forty years we’ve been involved in every successful Arab-Israeli negotiation, with the exception of the 1993 Oslo Declaration of Principles, and unfortunately in many of the failures as well. It is our capacity to gain Israel’s confidence and trust, which allows us to cajole and pressure, that makes us a compelling and attractive mediator. 

U.S. Middle East peace process is key to ending anti-Americanism and deterring a nuclear Iran

Friedman, 3-27-10 (Thomas L., NY Times Columnist an dpulitzer Prize winning author, "Hobby or Necessity?", The New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/03/28/opinion/28friedman.html)

Now, in the same time period, America went from having only a small symbolic number of soldiers in the Middle East to running two wars there — in Iraq and Afghanistan — as well as a global struggle against violent Muslim extremists. With U.S. soldiers literally walking the Arab street — and, therefore, more in need than ever of Muslim good will to protect themselves and defeat Muslim extremists — Israeli-Palestinian peace has gone from being a post-cold-war hobby of U.S. diplomats to being a necessity. Both Vice President Joe Biden and Gen. David Petraeus have been quoted recently as saying that the festering Israeli-Palestinian conflict foments anti-U.S. sentiments, because of the perception that America usually sides with Israel, and these sentiments are exploited by Al Qaeda, Hamas, Hezbollah and Iran to generate anti-Americanism that complicates life for our soldiers in the region. I wouldn’t exaggerate this, but I would not dismiss it either. The issue that should make peacemaking a necessity rather than a hobby for both the U.S. and Israel is confronting a nuclear Iran. Unfortunately, Israel sees the question of preventing Iran from going nuclear as overriding and separate from the Palestinian issue, while the U.S. sees them as integrated. At a time when the U.S. is trying to galvanize a global coalition to confront Iran, at a time when Iran uses the ongoing Palestinian-Israeli conflict to embarrass pro-U.S. Arabs and extend its influence across the Muslim world, peace would be a strategic asset for America and Israel. 
China Arms Sales Module
US—Israel relations solve arm sales to China

Jacobs 10 Andrew, writer for The New York Times (June 8, “Israel Makes Case to China for Iran Sanctions”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/09/world/middleeast/09israel.html) 

The imbalance would be less pronounced if not for the two-decade-old American-led embargo on arms sales to China that has stymied Israel’s most lucrative export. In private, Israeli officials express frustration over the ban but they acknowledge that their relationship with Washington trumps the desire to do more business with China.  Oddly enough, the close ties between Israel and the United States have become something of an Achilles' heel for the Jewish state. During the 1990s, when Beijing was diplomatically isolated after the violent crackdown on demonstrators in Tiananmen Square, the Chinese sought closer relations with Israel because they thought it might bring them closer to the United States. “This was an illusory period during which China thought the Jewish and Israeli lobbies could open doors for them in Washington,” said Yoram Evron, a research fellow at the Institute for National Security Studies.  Israel’s outsized allure also stemmed from China’s regard for the country’s military prowess and a deeply held affection for Karl Marx and Albert Einstein, cornerstones of a Chinese fascination with Jews.  How much they value the relationship with the United States was underscored in 2000, when under American pressure Israel canceled a $1 billion arms deal, years in the making, to sell China an advanced airborne tracking system. Even though Israel later agreed to pay a $350 million penalty, the diplomatic damage was immense — and then compounded in 2005, when Washington blocked another Israeli arms deal with Beijing involving drone aircraft.  

Israeli arm sales to China cause a US—China war over Taiwan

Kumaraswamy 06 associate professor at the school of International Studies at Jawaharlal Nehru University in New Delhi, “At What Cost Israel-China Ties?”,  (Middle East Quarterly, Spring 2006, http://www.meforum.org/article/926 )

The threat this military buildup portends is anything but minor. By improving its missile forces, China could target opponents--including the United States and neighboring Asian countries--more accurately and threaten them with nuclear and conventional warheads. Smaller long-range cruise missiles could be launched from ground, air, and surface ship or submarine platforms. Top-of-the-line combat aircraft with modern missiles, controlled by airborne warning and control (AWACS) aircraft and extended by aerial tankers, would allow the PLA Air Force (PLAAF) to conduct long-range air superiority and interdiction missions. Only the U.S. Navy would be capable of countering China's future supersonic anti-ship missiles. Such capabilities could pose a serious threat to peace in Asia. Both the economic well-being of Asia and the 4 million U.S. jobs sustained by trade with Asian countries depend on maintaining the freedom of the seas. With more powerful military forces, China could seek to enforce its claims in the South China Sea or to force Taiwan into submission; and it should be remembered that the 1979 Taiwan Relations Act requires a U.S. military response to military threats against Taiwan. Since the interests of Russia, Israel, and the nations of Europe are not threatened directly by a more powerful PLA, these countries need focus only on the short-term benefits of selling military technology to China to support their domestic arms industries. It is time for the Clinton Administration to engage America's friends and allies and convince them not to sell advanced military technology or weapons to China.

China Arms Sales Module
Extinction

Cheong, 2000 – East Asia Correspondent

(Ching Cheong, The Straits Times, “No one gains in war over Taiwan,” 6-25-2000, Lexis-Nexis Universe)

A cross-strait conflict, even at the lowest end of the intensity scale, will suffice to truncate, if not to reverse, the steep GNP growth trends of the past few years. Other than the quantifiable losses from disrupted trade flows, there is also the longer-term damage to consider. For example, it took Taiwan almost three decades to establish itself as the third largest producer of information technology (IT) products in the world. It is now the island's single largest foreign exchange earner. The Sept 21 earthquake last year demonstrated the risk involved in Taiwan's dependence on the IT industry. A few days of power blackouts disrupted chip-manufacturing operations on the island, which in turn sent prices of these components soaring worldwide. Not surprisingly, a scramble followed for alternative sources of supply. A blockade lasting three months will devastate the industry in Taiwan. Similarly, it has taken China more than two decades to establish itself as the second largest recipient of private direct investment. In recent years, such investment has amounted to more than 20 per cent of China's total capital formation. A capital outflow will follow if there is trouble across the strait. Other than China and Taiwan, Japan's economy is likely to be hurt too if the blockade disrupts its "life-line" -the sea lane through which flows its supplies of oil and other commodities. Though no physical loss will be incurred, the blockade will force up prices across the board as Japan is so dependent on this sea lane. The Asean region stands to gain in the short run. Those with strong IT industries, like Singapore and Malaysia, will carve a big slice from what was previously Taiwan's share. Similarly, as investment flees China, the Asean countries might be able to intercept this flow and benefit thereby. Politically, the blockade is likely to provoke Sino-phobia in the region. Japan's rightwing forces will seize this golden opportunity to demand a revision of the post-war Constitution prohibiting its rearmament. Asean countries having territorial disputes with Beijing in the South China Sea will beef up their defence budgets. Ethnic Chinese population in these countries may have to contend with increased suspicion or worse as Sino-phobia rises. The US stands to gain. So long as its stays on the sidelines, it does not lose the Chinese market. At the same time its defence industry gains as countries in the region start stocking up on arms in anticipation of trouble. DESTROYING THE TAIWAN MILITARY THE medium intensity scenario postulates a situation in which Beijing wages a war against Taiwan. The objective here is to obliterate its military capability which is seen as underpinning its independence movement. The outcome: Taiwan is brought to its knees but only after widespread death and destruction have been inflicted on the island and the coastal provinces of China. In this scenario, the US while feeling obliged to support Taiwan militarily is not party to a full-scale war with China. Washington's primary concern would be to keep it to a "limited war" to prevent hostilities from spinning out of control. Limited though it may be, the war will set back the economies of China and Taiwan by at least two to three decades. All the short-term gains enjoyed by the Asean countries in the low-intensity scenario will be nullified as the conflict intensifies. In this medium-intensity scenario, no one gains. Politically, all countries are forced to take sides. This decision is particularly hard to make in those countries having a sizeable ethnic-Chinese population. THE DOOMSDAY SCENARIO THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -horror of horrors -raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armaggedon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.
China Arms Sales Extensions

US Israel relations are key to prevent them from selling arms to China.

Migdalovitz 09, Carol, Specialist in Middle Eastern Affairs ("Israel: Background and Relations with the United States" Congressional Testimony on Apr. 2, 2009, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/mideast/RL33476.pdf)

The United States and Israel have regularly discussed Israel’s sale of sensitive security equipment and technology to various countries, especially China. Israel reportedly is China’s second major arms supplier, after Russia. U.S. administrations believe that such sales are potentially harmful to the security of U.S. forces in Asia. In 2000, the United States persuaded Israel to cancel the sale of the Phalcon, an advanced, airborne early-warning system, to China. In 2003, Israel’s agreement to upgrade Harpy Killer unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) that it sold to China in 1999 angered the Pentagon. China tested the weapon over the Taiwan Strait in 2004. In reaction, the Department of Defense suspended the joint strategic dialogue, technological cooperation with the Israel Air Force on the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) aircraft as well as several other programs, held up shipments of some military equipment, and refused to communicate with the Israeli Defense Ministry Director General, whom Pentagon officials believed had misled them about the Harpy deal. On August 17, 2005, the U.S. DOD and the Israeli Ministry of Defense issued a joint press statement reporting that they had signed an understanding “designed to remedy problems of the past that seriously affected the technology security relationship and to restore confidence in the technology security area. In the coming months additional steps will be taken to restore confidence fully.”77 According to the Israeli newspaper Haaretz, Israel will continue to voluntarily adhere to the Wassenaar Arrangement on Export Controls for Conventional Arms and Dual-Use Goods and Technologies, without actually being a party to it. On November 4, in Washington, Israeli Defense Minister Shaul Mofaz announced that Israel would again participate in the F-35 JSF project and that the crisis in relations was over.

Relations solve arm sales to China

Kumaraswamy 05 associate professor at the school of International Studies at Jawaharlal Nehru Univeristy in New Delhi, ''Return of the Red Card: Israel-China-U.S Triangle'', Power and Interest news Report  (May 23rd, http://www.threemonkeysonline.com/als/_china_israel_arms_deal_washington.html)

After months of hiatus, U.S.-Israel tension over China has returned. This time the dispute is over Israel's desire to upgrade the Harpy assault drone that it had sold to China in the mid-1990s. The drones are capable of destroying radar stations and anti-aircraft batteries; the U.S. fears that they could upset the delicate strategic balance between China and Taiwan as well as upset its interests in the Asia-Pacific region. What was initially described as "repairing" later turned out to be "upgrading," thereby igniting a new controversy in bilateral relations. Citing a breach of trust and incomplete disclosure, the U.S. reacted strongly against Israel's work on the drone. As the controversy continued, Chinese State Councilor Tang Jiaxuan visited Israel in December and invited Prime Minister Ariel Sharon to visit Beijing. This was the highest visit from China in nearly five years. There were even suggestions that contrary to American fears and misgivings, the deal would not only consolidate Sino-Israeli ties but also further American intelligence capabilities vis-à-vis China. Israel, however, eventually bowed to American dictates. After weeks of wrangling, pressure tactics and behind the scene negotiations, the issue was resolved. While China was keen to upgrade the Harpy assault drone, the U.S. demanded Israel "confiscate" it. Israel settled for a compromise and, according to a senior Chinese official, returned the drone without upgrading. This, however, was not the first occasion when U.S.-Israel relations floated into rough waters over China. Since the end of the Cold War and the disappearance of the Soviet Union, bilateral relations between the United States and Israel have been marked and marred by periodic controversies over Israel's military relations with China. 

Terrorism Module
U.S.-Israeli relationship key to the war on terror and military presence in the Middle East

Martin, 3 (Dr. Lenore, Professor and Chair of the Department of Political Science and Coordinator of the Lobal Studies Program at Emmanuel College, Associate of the Weatherhead Center for International Affairs at Harvard, "ASSESSING THE IMPACT OF U.S.-ISRAELI RELATIONS ON THE ARAB WORLD", http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB104.pdf)

U.S. Interest in Israel’s National Security. Notwithstanding this special relationship, however problematic, why in a Realpolitik world does the United States continue to declare that Israel’s national security is a U.S. national interest in the Middle East? In the Cold War, the answer was easier: Israel was a pro-Western ally in the containment of Communism that sought to expand into the Middle East through Soviet alignments with Arab nationalists in Egypt, Syria, and Iraq.19 Since the Cold War, strategic cooperation with Israel has provided the United States with shared intelligence on Arab terrorism, forward staging of military supplies, shared technological development of weapons systems, and a like-minded ally upon which the United States may depend.20

The impact is extinction

Sid-Ahmed, 4 (Mohamed, Managing Editor for Al-Ahali, “Extinction!” August 26-September 1, Issue no. 705, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm)

A nuclear attack by terrorists will be much more critical than Hiroshima and Nagazaki, even if -- and this is far from certain -- the weapons used are less harmful than those used then, Japan, at the time, with no knowledge of nuclear technology, had no choice but to capitulate. Today, the technology is a secret for nobody. So far, except for the two bombs dropped on Japan, nuclear weapons have been used only to threaten. Now we are at a stage where they can be detonated. This completely changes the rules of the game. We have reached a point where anticipatory measures can determine the course of events. Allegations of a terrorist connection can be used to justify anticipatory measures, including the invasion of a sovereign state like Iraq. As it turned out, these allegations, as well as the allegation that Saddam was harbouring WMD, proved to be unfounded. What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.
And, retaliation causes nuclear war

Corsi, 5 – PhD in political science from Harvard. (Jerome, excerpt from Atomic Iran, http://911review.org/Wget/worldnetdaily.com/NYC_hit_by_terrorist_nuke.html)

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. Then, too, we would face an immediate threat from our long-term enemy, the former Soviet Union. Many in the Kremlin would see this as an opportunity to grasp the victory that had been snatched from them by Ronald Reagan when the Berlin Wall came down. A missile strike by the Russians on a score of American cities could possibly be pre-emptive. Would the U.S. strategic defense system be so in shock that immediate retaliation would not be possible? Hardliners in Moscow might argue that there was never a better opportunity to destroy America. In China, our newer Communist enemies might not care if we could retaliate. With a population already over 1.3 billion people and with their population not concentrated in a few major cities, the Chinese might calculate to initiate a nuclear blow on the United States. What if the United States retaliated with a nuclear counterattack upon China? The Chinese might be able to absorb the blow and recover. The North Koreans might calculate even more recklessly. Why not launch upon America the few missiles they have that could reach our soil? More confusion and chaos might only advance their position. If Russia, China, and the United States could be drawn into attacking one another, North Korea might emerge stronger just because it was overlooked while the great nations focus on attacking one another. 
Hegemony Module
Strong ties to Israel are key to US hegemony
Belman 10 (Ted, writer for Israpundit.com “Israel is a net asset to the U.S.” (April 24, http://www.globalpolitician.com/26372-israel-united-states-foreign-policy)

As we know, the US hired private military contractors to assist in the fighting in Iraq. They formed an organization, Private Military Contractors and it published this major report, “Israel Assists US Forces: Shares lessons learned fighting terrorists. Fallujah Success capitalized on IDF Know How”. Dr Steve Carol, the author of Middle East Rules of Thumb: Understanding the Complexities of the Middle East, compiled an extensive list of the many benefits flowing to the US from the relationship and he included this reference, “General George Keegan, former head of U.S. Air Force Intelligence has publicly declared that “Israel is worth five CIA’s.” He further stated that between 1974 and 1990, Israel received $18.3 billion in U.S. military grants. During the same period Israel provided the U.S. with $50-80 billion in intelligence, research and development savings, and Soviet weapons systems captured and transferred to the U.S. “ The case for Israel’s strategic value is so overwhelming, one wonders what is motivating Obama and his minions. He is spending an enormous amount of political capital on this and for what? The Arabs aren’t spending any political capital or anything else for that matter. This week Gen Jones acknowledged “I can also say from long experience that our security relationship with Israel is important for America. Our military benefits from Israeli innovations in technology, from shared intelligence, from exercises that help our readiness and joint training that enhances our capabilities and from lessons learned in Israel’s own battles against terrorism and asymmetric threats.”

Nuclear war

Khalilzad 95 - US Ambassador to Iraq, Special Assistant to the President and Senior Director for Islamic Outreach and Southwest Asia Initiatives, Director of the Strategy, Doctrine and Force Structure program for RAND's Project Air Force, (Zalmay, Spring, “Losing the Moment” Washington Quarterly, lexis)

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.

Leadership Extensions

Strong US-Israel relations are key to US hegemony and checking Iran. 

Maher 10 – MA Candidate at American University School of International Service writing his masters’ thesis on the Israel-Palestine conflict (Stephen, “US hegemony, not “the lobby,” behind complicity with Israel,” The Electronic Intifada, 4/2/10, http://electronicintifada.net/v2/article11232.shtml) 

It is no coincidence that the US-Israel relationship crystallized after Israel destroyed the independent nationalist regime of Gamal Abdel Nasser in a preemptive attack in 1967, permanently ending the role of Egypt as a center of opposition to US imperialism. Since before World War II, Saudi Arabia had happily served as an "Arab facade," veiling the hand of the true ruling power on the Arabian peninsula, to borrow British colonial terminology. With Nasser's Arab nationalist rhetoric "turning the whole region against the House of Saud," the threat he posed to US power was serious. In response, the State Department concluded that the "logical corollary" to US opposition to Arab nationalism was "support for Israel" as the only reliable pro-US force in the region. Israel's destruction and humiliation of Nasser's regime was thus a major boon for the US, and proved to Washington the value of a strong alliance with a powerful Israel. This unique regional importance is one reason for the tremendous level of aid Israel receives, including more advanced weaponry than that provided to other US clients. Providing Israel with the ability to use overwhelming force against any adversary to the established order has been a pivotal aspect of US regional strategy. Importantly, Israel is also a reliable ally -- there is little chance that the Israeli government will be overthrown, and the weapons end up in the hands of anti-Western Islamic fundamentalists or independent nationalists as happened in Iran in 1979.Today, with the increased independence of Europe, and the hungry economies of India and China growing at breakneck speed along with their demand for dwindling energy resources, control over what is left is more crucial than ever. In the September 2009 issue of the Asia-Africa Review, China's former Special Envoy to the Middle East Sun Bigan wrote that "the US has always sought to control the faucet of global oil supplies," and suggested that since Washington would doubtless work to ensure that Iraqi oil remained under its control, China should look elsewhere in the region for an independent energy source. "Iran has bountiful energy resources," Bigan wrote, "and its oil gas reserves are the second biggest in the world, and all are basically under its own control" (emphasis added). It is partially as a result of this independence that Israel's strategic importance to the US has increased significantly in recent times, particularly since the Shah's cruel, US-supported dictatorship in Iran was overthrown in 1979. With the Shah gone, Israel alone had to terrorize the region into complying with US orders, and ensure that Saudi Arabia's vast oil resources remain under US control. The increased importance of Israel to US policy was illustrated clearly as its regional strategy shifted to "dual containment" during the Clinton years, with Israel countering both Iraq and Iran. With Iran developing technology that could eventually allow it to produce what are referred to in the February 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review as "anti-access weapons," or weapons of mass destruction that prevent the US from being able to freely use force in any region of the world, this is a crucial moment in Washington's struggle to seize control of Iran. This confrontation, stemming from the desire of the US to control its oil and destroy a base of independent nationalism, makes US support for Israel strategically crucial.

Leadership Extensions
US-Israel relations hurt Israeli security and US leadership in the Middle East

Gardner 09 – Chief Leader Writer and Associate Editor at the Financial Times, recipient of 2003 David Watt prize for political journalism for his writing on the Arab world (David, Last Chance: The Middle East in the Balance, p. 171)

As I have already remarked, the vigour and pluralism of the debate inside Israel about its future and its security stands in accusatory contrast to the totemic and cowering uniformity of mainstream US political debate. Israeli leaders desperately trying to scrape a majority in the Knesset can enjoy the rare balm of wrap-around unanimity on their visits to the US Congress. It is not just that the USA is not offering its Israeli ally the candid views of a loyal friend. The idea that the current status quo in the Middle East can be maintained is delusional – and dangerous to Israel’s long-term security. The current state of violent stalemate is not only devastatingly destructive but, just as important, not on long-term offer. Israel, moreover, would be short-sighted to rely on the fawning support of American politicians. The USA’s need to look to its own national interest, and to claw back its credibility with more than 50 Arab and Islamic countries and the world’s 1.2 billion Muslims, will at some point cause it to review the behaviour of its closest Middle East ally and, in particular, to question how the Israeli tail manages to keep wagging the American dog. M.J. Rosenberg, writing in his weekly column for the Washington-based Israel Policy Forum, which he directs, sums up the default position of most US politicians with caustic accuracy: Think about it. There is no political downside to simply going with the crowd on the Middle East. A politician knows that all they have to do is say that they are for Israel, and against the Palestinians, and they will be deemed a ‘staunch supporter’ of Israel and the campaign money will flow their way. In short, supporting the status quo is the path of least resistance. It is the default position for every politician, easy and risk-free. But it is also the one that only adds to Israel’s security problems – and America’s declining strategic position in the Middle East. Unfortunately, many in the pro-Israel community seem not to understand this. They believe that the status quo – and specifically the last eight years – have been good for Israel when, in fact, they have been disastrous.  
US-Israel relations key to US credibility in the Middle East

Berman, cited by Lascar, 9 – Representative Berman D-CA, chairman of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs  (Rep. Howard Berman, cited by reporter Julie Lascar, “Myths, Illusions, and Peace: Finding a New Direction for America in the Middle East,” 6/23/09, http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/templateC05.php?CID=3077)

The volume closes with a cautionary note about the importance of the U.S.-Israeli relationship, warning that the United States should never "dissociate" itself from Israel, even if the two nations disagree from time to time. In Berman's view, even the recent disagreement over settlements and natural growth should not be allowed to mask the reality that there is far more convergence than divergence in U.S.-Israeli regional views and policies. This is all the more true since Prime Minister Binyamin Netanyahu recently endorsed the concept of the two-state solution. A major breach with Israel, the authors say, would damage U.S. credibility throughout the region, calling into question the reliability of America's commitments. Going further, the Ross and Makovsky assert provocatively that most Arab governments prefer a strong Israel that is able to confront mutual enemies such as Iran, Syria, Hizballah, and Hamas. Indeed, the international community glimpsed this during Israel's 2006 war with Hizballah and its 2008 military action against Hamas in the Gaza Strip. 

Uniqueness
Recent agreements over Gaza have eased US-Israeli tensions 

AFP 6-21-10 ("US praises Israel's fleshed-out plans to ease Gaza blockade", http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/n.php?n=us-praises-israels-fleshed-out-plans-to-ease-gaza-blockade-2010-06-21)

WASHINGTON — The United States firmly backs Israel's plans to ease its Gaza blockade and believes they will greatly improve living conditions in the Palestinian enclave, a White House statement said. The strong support came as Israel fleshed out its plans to say they would allow all strictly "civilian" goods into Gaza while preventing a specific list of weapons and dual-use items from entering the Hamas-run territory. "We believe that the implementation of the policy announced by the government of Israel today should improve life for the people of Gaza, and we will continue to support that effort going forward," White House spokesman Robert Gibbs said in a statement. "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," Gibbs said.

Current differences between US and Israel are temporary—common geopolitical interests make bilateral relations strong

BBC, 10 (4/2, “Arab pundits say US-Israeli ties ‘strategic’”, BBC Monitoring Middle East, Lexis)

Arab pundits have said the US-Israeli relation will remain strategic regardless of any "temporary" differences. Three Arab guests were speaking to Iranian Al-Alam TV programme "Where is the truth" on 1 April. The programme discussed the future of the US-Israeli relation in light of the current differences between the US administration and Israel over the latter's settlement policy. Lebanese writer Al-Fadl Shalaq said: "I consider the current differences between the USA and Israel as differences within one home, as we can not divide between the two countries. They are one." "Israel represents the USA's conscience," Shalaq said. "The USA provides Israel with money and weapons and covers it in the UN Security Council. In return, Israel protects the US interests in the region," he added. Shalaq said Israel "controls" the US Congress. "Thus, it is Israel that draws the US policy," he said. Fixed, strategic ties For his part, the assistant secretary-general of the Arab lawyers union, Abd-al-Azim al-Maghrabi said any talk about differences in the US-Israeli relations "is nothing but exaggeration and baseless claims". "The US-Israeli relation is fixed and strategic," he stressed. "Israel's security is the same as the USA's," he said. "We should not talk about any real difference in the US-Israeli relation, since the US administration approves the Israeli policy on major issues, such as the recognition of Israel as a Jewish state, and rendering Jerusalem as capital of Israel," Al-Maghrabi said. Recalling the US military aid to Israel, Al-Maghrabi said: "Israel is a US arsenal in the region." "It is even a part of the US administration," he added. "Any threat to Israel's security will definitely affect the US interests in the region and the whole world as well," he said. Temporary difference Speaking from London via the satellite, Iraqi political analyst Ja'far Hadi Hasan admitted to the current differences between the USA and Israel. However, he said these differences "will never shake the bilateral relation". "The US-Israeli relation is strategic," he said. "They have common interests in the region," he added. "If we want to define the current difference, we have to say that it is a difference between US President Barack Obama and some leaders within the Israeli government," Hasan said. "It is not an institutional difference," he added. 

US-Israel relations high now

The Jerusalem Post, 4/30 (2010, The charm offensive, Lexis) 

Robert Wexler, a former congressman from Florida who is president of the Center for Middle East Peace, said on matters of security, intelligence and military cooperation, the Obama administration has been an "excellent" ally of Israel. The US pulled out of a military exercise with Turkey last fall after Turkey uninvited Israel from participating. The US and Israel later performed a joint military exercise in Israel that was the largest ever between the countries. "That's real, that is noticed in Teheran," Wexler said. The warmth shown to the Israeli administration in the past week is a reminder of the American commitment, he said, one that American Jews will surely appreciate. "The president's objective has remained constant," Wexler said. "To ensure Israeli security and to end, once and for all, the Israeli-Arab conflict. That hasn't changed. I think that's part of the tactical approach toward creating an environment of trust, which is essential to help end the conflict." 

Uniqueness
US-Israel relations are on the mend—recent tensions were minor.

The Jerusalem Post, 3/8 (2010, Oren: 'I was flagrantly misquoted' on crisis comments, Lexis)

WASHINGTON - Michael Oren, Israel's ambassador to the United States, is flatly denying reports that he had labeled the current US-Israel row the greatest crisis between the two countries in 35 years. "I was flagrantly misquoted about remarks I made in a confidential briefing this past Saturday," Oren said in a statement issued Tuesday afternoon, after the report first surfaced in the Hebrew media Monday morning. "Recent events do not - I repeat - do not represent the lowest point in the relations between Israel and the United States," continued Oren, a historian by background and author of books on US and Israeli history. "Though we differ on certain issues, our discussions are being conducted in an atmosphere of cooperation as befitting long-standing relations between allies," he said. "I am confident that we will overcome these differences shortly." The US leveled some of its harshest criticism at Israel in the past week after the Interior Ministry approved 1,600 new housing units in east Jerusalem during US Vice President Joe Biden's trip to Israel. Biden condemned the move, and US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton later called it "insulting" to the US and questioned Israel's commitment to its relationship with America. The embassy initially declined to discuss Oren's comments, which were attributed to Oren during a conference call he held with consuls-general, citing confidentially for internal diplomatic conversations. But the comments quickly circulated, and were even cited by an American reporter at a press conference with Clinton Tuesday hours before Oren's denial was sent out. Clinton, too, dismissed the assertion that relations were at a decades-long nadir. "I don't buy that," she said. "I've been around; not that long, but a long time. We have an absolute commitment to Israel's security. We have a close, unshakable bond between the United States and Israel and between the American Israeli people. "We share common values and a commitment to a democratic future for the world and we are both committed to a two-state solution." But, she added, "that doesn't mean that we're [always] going to agree. We don't agree with any of our international partners on everything." 

Recent minor tensions are irrelevant—the relationship is back on track
AFP 6-21-10 (Andrew Gully, "US signals better relations with Israel", http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5iE9y1ers8-Q-DG-0vjXhZopykFIA)

WASHINGTON — 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.
Uniqueness
U.S. military relations with Israel are their biggest concerns

Mitnick and Bryant, 3-22-10 (Joshua, CS Monitor Correspondent and Staff Writer, March 22, "Briefing: Strains in US 'special relationship' with Israel", Christian Science Monitor, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Middle-East/2010/0322/Briefing-Strains-in-US-special-relationship-with-Israel)

The most tangible benefits are guns and money. Annual US aid averages around $3 billion, most of which goes to weapons such as US fighter jets and components for Israeli tanks. The US also provides an annual subsidy for Israel’s defense industry, a benefit given to no other country. All this helps preserve Israel’s military advantage in the region. “If the US were to limit the delivery of weapons, it would have a severe effect on the Israeli military capability,” says Gerald Steinberg, political science professor at Bar Ilan University in Ramat Gan, Israel. In addition, the US funds joint development of defense systems such as the Arrow II Missile interceptor. While Israel’s military is formidable in its own right, US support adds an extra deterrent to would-be attackers such as Iran. 
AT: N/U Gaza

The dispute over Gaza will be overcome

Flintoff, 6-1-10 (Corey, "Gaza Raid Complicates U.S.-Israel Ties", Southern California Public Radio, http://www.scpr.org/news/2010/06/01/gaza-raid-complicates-us-israel-ties/)

Israel's commando raid on a ship bound for Gaza delayed a meeting that was supposed to repair frayed relations between the U.S. and Israel. Still, analysts say the relationship hasn't been derailed and they predict that Israeli-Palestinian talks will eventually resume. The raid of a Turkish ship by Israeli commandos leaves big questions about the complex relations among the United States, Israel, the Palestinians and Turkey. Experts differ over how severely these relationships may have been damaged, but they say that the crisis is unlikely to forestall Israeli-Palestinian talks for long. The action on Sunday, which left nine pro-Palestinian activists dead and dozens injured, including Israeli commandos, prompted condemnations from Turkey and many Arab countries, along with a United Nations call for an impartial investigation. Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu canceled a planned meeting this week with President Obama and sped home from Canada to deal with the crisis. The meeting with Obama was intended to repair relations between the two countries that were damaged by a rift in March over Israeli settlement building. "It's probably a good thing the president didn't have to appear with the prime minister," says Daniel Levy, a research fellow at the New America Foundation. Levy says that would have underlined "deep structural tensions and problems" between the two administrations. U.S. Supports Israel In The U.N. But Levy says he doesn't think the incident will derail efforts to repair relations for long. He points out that the Obama administration supported Israel by working hard to keep the United Nations Security Council from issuing a resolution condemning Israel, and instead kept it to a call for an investigation.

Links – Military Presence

U.S. military presence in the Middle East is key to US-Israeli relations

Gilboa and Inbar, 09 – professor of Political Science & Communication at Bar-Ilan University in Israel, Ph.D. Harvard University; and professor of Political Studies at Bar-Ilan University, M.A. and Ph.D. in Political Science @ University of Chicago (Eytan and Efraim, US-Israeli Relations in a New Era: Issues and challenges after 9/11, Begin-Sadat Center for Strategic Studies, p. 36-7) 

With the advent of the twenty-first century, Israel is one of the few countries in the world that does not see US primacy in international affairs as a troubling phenomenon. In contrast to much of the rest of the world, Israel is not preoccupied with taming American power.22 Jerusalem actually counts on the US to fend off unbalanced European policies toward the Middle East peace process. It looks to Washington for compensation for the risks it takes in its attempts to reach a peaceful modus vivendi with its neighbors. Israel even showed willingness in a post-Cold War era to station American forces on its border (particularly on the Golan) as tripwire force. Israelis fear that the US may submit to isolationist impulses and give up its active posture in the Middle East and in other parts of the world. The difficulties that the US has faced in stabilizing the situation in Iraq reinforce such apprehensions. The relationship with Washington – one that is fully engaged in world affairs – has been and will continue to be a main pillar of Israel’s national security orientation in the foreseeable future. Israel’s American orientation in its foreign policy is buttressed by its cultural and economic trends. Few societies in the world tend to consume American products of all kinds such as television programs, films, cars, and cuisine – so avidly. American sports are watched regularly in Israel. American English has penetrated Hebrew discourse with little opposition. American politics are followed intensely with great interest and admiration, and American universities are preferred by Israelis seeking to attain higher degrees. In 2007, the US was the number one destination for Israeli tourists. Generally, Israelis of all kinds are extremely well disposed toward the US and its global policies, making Israel one of the most pro-American states in the world. Israel was the only country in a Pew global attitudes survey of 21 countries (May 2003), aside from the US, in which a majority said that US policies lead to more stability in the region. Also in the economic sphere, the US has become gradually more important for Israel. After the mid-1990s, America became the largest market for Israeli military exports. Similarly, since 2001, America has replaced the European Union as the number one civilian export market, capturing more than one-third of total Israeli exports. Much of the increased trade volume is related to Israeli exports of hi-tech products. All of the above make democratic and pro-American Israel the most stable and reliable ally in the region for the US. There is no other state in the Middle East that an American airplane can count with certainty on being welcome in the near future. Even American allies such as Egypt, Jordan, Saudi Arabia and Turkey may have second thoughts about hosting an American presence and all of them have a record of denying the US military use of their facilities. The divergent perspectives of the US and Turkey toward northern Iraq are just one example of the strains between the two NATO allies. Even current Iraq, which is so dependent upon American goodwill, rejects permanent US bases. The stability of Middle Eastern regimes cannot be taken for granted as all of them grapple with the modernization and are all threatened to various degrees by Islamic radicals. The pro-American orientation of most Middle East states can be changed by a single bullet shot by an assassin. Amman, Baghdad, Cairo, Riyadh and even Ankara might fall under the rule of radical elements hostile to Washington, leaving Israel as the only true staunch and permanent ally.

American pullout from the Middle East hurts US-Israeli relations

Gilboa and Inbar, 9 – professor of Political Science & Communication at Bar-Ilan University in Israel, Ph.D. Harvard University; and professor of Political Studies at Bar-Ilan University, M.A. and Ph.D. in Political Science @ University of Chicago (Eytan and Efraim, US-Israeli Relations in a New Era: Issues and challenges after 9/11, Begin-Sadat Center for Strategic Studies, p. 46-7) CC

Nevertheless, the abandonment of the ‘War on Terror’ paradigm in its foreign policy by a new America administration, or a new redefinition of how the American interests are best served in the Middle East can lead to greater tensions between Washington and Jerusalem. Similarly, an entrenchment of the misguided image of Israel as the oppressor of the Palestinians could erode the widespread sympathy for Israel. The Israeli need for continuous American support is great, and Israel is probably capable, as in the past, to show enough diplomatic flexibility and ingenuity to prevent a crisis that potentially could lead to an international divorce. Moreover, Jerusalem can withstand pressures to change policies that it strongly believes compromise its national security, at least for a limited amount of time.

Links – Military Presence
Israel values US military presence to deter Iran

Opall-Rome, 10 – staff writer (Barbara, 2/22/10, “Israel Wants U.S. To Intensify Heat on Iran,” DefenseNews, CC)

TEL AVIV - In parallel to the U.S.-led drive for harsh international sanctions against Tehran, Israel is pressing Washington to put more pressure on Iran by enhancing its military presence in the Arabian Gulf, Israeli defense and political sources here say. The Israeli request for increased U.S. military muscle-flexing will be discussed this week in a Pentagon meeting between U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates and Israeli Defense Minister Ehud Barak, sources said. It is the latest step in a bilateral "security assurances" process aimed at allaying Israeli concerns about Iran's nuclear program. Tehran claims its nuclear program is peaceful, a claim rejected by the international community that accuses Iran of secretly developing nuclear weapons. Earlier this month, Iran test-fired a ballistic missile that surprised analysts with its sophistication. Israeli sources said Jerusalem's request for a beefed-up U.S. military presence was endorsed in principle by Adm. Michael Mullen, chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), during a visit here early last week. "As long as the Iranians don't see massive power around them, they will be convinced no one is serious enough," a senior Israeli security official said. "They [Iran] need to see that the United States and the Western countries mean business, and that means sanctions and force projection must be done in parallel." Kurt Hoyer, the U.S. Embassy spokesman here, declined comment and referred queries to Washington. Asked whether DoD planned to increase presence or operations in the Arabian Gulf, a military official at the Pentagon said "we are very comfortable with the force posture we have throughout the region vis-à-vis the threat posed by Iran." In a Feb. 15 news briefing prior to his two-day meetings here, Mullen said he couldn't go into detail about specific security assurances and enhancements already in place or the additional measures likely to come. "But we've worked hard over the past couple of years to support enhanced capabilities in certain areas, not only here in Israel, but also in the region," he said. He acknowledged ongoing efforts to deploy missile defenses in several Gulf countries but declined to provide additional details of likely future improvements. Mullen said the security measures are defensive in nature, and are evaluated as per request of Israel and others concerned about the evolving Iranian threat. When asked if such measures are aimed at preventing Israel from a pre-emptive attack on Iran, Mullen replied, "We would never try to infringe on this country's or any country's sovereign right to self-defense." The JCS chairman said he agreed with the views of his Israeli counterpart, Lt. Gen. Gabi Ashkenazi, that Iran has become "an incredibly destabilizing country in this region." According to Mullen's assessment, the window within which Iran can acquire nuclear weapons is "one to three years." Therefore, while the focus remains on intensifying pressure through sanctions, "we've not taken any options off the table and don't expect to," Mullen said.

Links – Iraq
Speeding up Iraqi withdrawal would kill relations
Rosner 07 Shmuel, columnist for the Jerusalem Post, (“Top Democrat: Our policy on Iraq won't imperil Israel, leave chaos”)  August 8, 2007 http://www.haaretz.com/news/top-democrat-our-policy-on-iraq-won-t-imperil-israel-leave-chaos-1.227046  

Hoyer was responding to statements by Prime Minister Ehud Olmert some months ago, in which he expressed opposition American withdrawal from Iraq. Olmert warned against a hasty withdrawal that may undermine the balance of power in the Middle East and endanger the moderate regimes in the region. "Those who are concerned for Israel's security, for the security of the Gulf States and for the stability of the entire Middle East should recognize the need for American success in Iraq and responsible exit," Olmert said in remarks to the American Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC) in March 2007. Hoyer now says he doesn't think that "the current policy" in Iraq is "sustainable," but considers Israel's position on the matter of a withdrawal to be of "great importance." He predicts that this subject will come up during next week's trip to Israel. 

Pulling out of Iraq before achieving stability would endanger the alliance with Israel 

Gilboa and Inbar, 09 – professor of Political Science & Communication at Bar-Ilan University in Israel, Ph.D. Harvard University; and professor of Political Studies at Bar-Ilan University, M.A. and Ph.D. in Political Science @ University of Chicago (Eytan and Efraim, US-Israeli Relations in a New Era: Issues and challenges after 9/11, Begin-Sadat Center for Strategic Studies, p. 134-5)

Perhaps the worst potential consequence of the Iraq War for Israel, however, concerns the United States itself. The great danger here lies in how the war will affect US power and US foreign policy. Failure in Iraq will have wide repercussions for future American foreign policy. Globally, and in the Middle East region in particular, the United States will undoubtedly suffer a serious loss of prestige, and potentially, erosion in its ability to deter adversaries. Since the United States is Israel’s chief ally, any decline in American power is negative for Israel. Equally negative for Israeli would be a decline in American willingness to use military force. The war in Iraq could well become another Vietnam for the United States. Indeed, in the minds of many Americans, it already has. Just as the bitter and chastening experience of failure in Vietnam generated a popular reluctance to send American troops to fight overseas, so too failure in Iraq could turn American public opinion against future military action and in favor of a more isolationist foreign policy, especially with regards to the Middle East. Israel almost certainly stands to lose from any American desire to disengage from the Middle East and all its problems.
US Israel cooperation over the war in Iraq is key to relations
Ettinger 10 Yoram, Executive Director of "Second Thought," ( “Admiral Mullen's Visit: The Mutually Beneficial US-Israel Relations” February 22, 2010 www.ynetnews.com/articles/0,7340,L-3851844,00.html)

The February 2010 visit to Israel by Admiral Mullen, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs-of-Staff, sheds light on the larger context of US-Israel relations, which transcends the Arab-Israeli conflict, leverages Israel's unique capabilities, and benefits both the US and Israel. The visit reaffirms that US policy toward Israel is based, primarily, on regional and global strategic interests and not on domestic politics. US- Israel relations do not resemble a one-way-street (the US gives and Israel receives), but a mutually-beneficial two-way-street. Admiral Mullen's visit to Israel centered on a series of aggravated mutual threats and on the implication of the expected US withdrawal from Iraq related to those threats: Iran's nuclearization, global Islamic terrorism, domestic and regional war in Iraq, escalation of the ballistic threat, Iran's subversion of the Gulf and the Middle East, Al-Qaeda's entrenchment in Yemen which controls key sea lanes for oil tankers, the war on the Saudi-Yemen border, the intensification of Iranian-Syrian cooperation, the enhanced Middle Eastern profile of Russia and China, the Islamization of Turkey, etc. The evacuation of US forces from Iraq could trigger a political/military volcano, with boiling lava sweeping Saudi Arabia, the Gulf and Jordan, further deteriorating the region, highlighting Israel's contribution to the national security of its most critical ally, the USA. For example, in 2010, US special operations forces in Iraq and Afghanistan leverage Israeli battle tactics and 61 year counter-terrorism experience. US Marines benefit from the Israeli-developed "Pioneer" unmanned aerial vehicle, which provides intelligence otherwise unobtainable, preempting terrorists, thus saving many lives. A US special operations colonel told me - in the office of Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid - that his battalion benefited in Iraq from Israel's unique contribution in the areas of training, urban warfare, improvised explosive devices (IEDs), car bombs, booby-traps, suicide bombers, roadblocks and checkpoints, interrogation of terrorists and anti-tank missiles. According to Brig. General Michael Vane, Deputy Chief of Staff at the US Army Training and Doctrine Command, the Israeli experience played a role in defeating terrorists in Iraq's "Sunni Triangle." According to Senator Daniel Inouye, Chairman of the Appropriations Committee and its Subcommittee on Defense and a veteran of the Intelligence Committee, contends that "Israel's contribution to US military intelligence is greater than all NATO countries combined." 
Links – Iraq 
Israel wants slow and responsible withdrawal from Iraq—it is key to relations. 
Katz 07, Yaakov, writer for the Jerusalem Post,( “US defense secretary due here tomorrow, hoping to calm Israeli fears over Iran,” 04/16/2007) 

US Defense Secretary Robert Gates will attempt to allay Israeli fears during his short trip to Israel on Wednesday regarding the looming Iranian nuclear threat as well as the consequences of an American withdrawal from Iraq. Gates will land at Ben-Gurion International Airport Wednesday afternoon as the first US defense chief to visit Israel in close to eight years, since William Cohen - defense secretary under president Bill Clinton - visited the country in November 2000. Gates, who will be arriving in Israel together with his delegation from Egypt, will be transported to the Defense Ministry in Tel Aviv, where he will meet with Defense Minister Amir Peretz. The two met last month in Washington, DC and will hold a joint press conference following their meeting. On Thursday, he will meet with Prime Minister Ehud Olmert and Foreign Minister Tzipi Livni. Defense officials attributed a great deal of importance to Gates's visit, which they said signified that the Pentagon had resolved a crisis that erupted with the Israeli Defense Ministry in 2004 after Israel Aircraft Industries repaired a number of Chinese drones. Due to the crisis, Israel was removed from a program for the development of the Joint Strike Fighter, also known as the F-35. "Peretz's visit last month and Gates's visit this week indicate that the crisis is over and things are back to the way they used to be," a senior defense official said. Gates will also try to gain Israeli support for the sale of advanced US military platforms to Saudi Arabia. The New York Times reported last week that the deal had been put on hold due to Israeli opposition and the issue is set to come up in talks with Peretz, according to American and Israeli officials. The Bush administration is determined to push forward with the sale, which is part of an effort to balance the powers in the region in the face of Iran's race to obtain nuclear weapons. Gates's visit to Israel is part of a tour of the Middle East. He will be coming to Israel after already visiting Jordan. Senior American military officials said Monday that Gates planned to urge the US's Middle Eastern allies to bolster the fledgling Iraqi government and offset the Iranian influence there. Israeli defense officials said Peretz would discuss the recent developments on the Palestinian front with Gates and the two would talk about the Iranian nuclear threat and ways to stop the Islamic Republic from obtaining nuclear weapons. Gates, a former CIA director, will also explain American policy concerning Iraq and attempt to relieve Israeli concerns regarding the possibility that US troops will withdraw and leave the country at conflict, a move that Israel believes could lead to regional war. Last month, Olmert spoke out strongly against a rapid American exit from Iraq, saying "Those who are concerned for Israel's security, for the security of the Gulf States and for the stability of the entire Middle East should recognize the need for American success in Iraq and a responsible exit." Gates's visit to the region comes as violence spiked in Iraq in recent days, causing some to doubt the progress of the ongoing US military buildup there. Three of the five brigades ordered into the country by President George W. Bush to help quell the violence in Baghdad have arrived in Iraq. Gates will also be looking for regional leaders to maintain their position that Iran's alleged pursuit of nuclear weapons is unacceptable, as is Iran's continued support for Hizbullah, the official said. "Jordan has been a strong ally of the United States and I look forward to discussing with the king about how we can contribute to his efforts and how the Jordanians can contribute to ours," Gates told reporters on the plane en route to Amman. "Not just in Iraq, but Lebanon and the Israel-Palestinian peace process." 
 

Israel is very vocal on the issue – speeding up the current deadline for Iraqi withdrawal would uniquely hurt relations.

Guttman 07, writer for the Jewish Daily Forward and former Washington Correspondent for the Jerusalem Post, “Dems Warn Olmert About Playing Politics,” April 20, 2007 http://www.forward.com/articles/10560/ 

A month before her trip, Olmert spoke at the annual policy conference of the American Israel Public Affairs Committee and warned against a hasty withdrawal of American forces from Iraq. Olmert’s direct call on pro-Israel activists to support Bush’s Iraq policy came only hours after Vice President Dick Cheney warned the same forum of the dangers that setting a deadline for withdrawal would pose to Israel. The backdrop for both speeches was the beginning of Democratic efforts in Congress to set a timetable for pulling American forces out of Iraq. Olmert also praised Bush’s policy in Iraq after the two leaders had a White House meeting last November, days after the midterm elections in which the Democrats won control of Congress. A Democratic staffer speculated that Olmert’s criticism of Pelosi came after “he got a call from the White House.” Lantos, in an interview with the Jewish Telegraphic Agency, also suggested that the White House was behind drawing Olmert’s attention to the activities of Pelosi’s delegation in Damascus. Israeli sources, however, told the Forward that while Israel does not wish to enter the American political fray, it has genuine strategic concerns relating to a possible rushed withdrawal of American forces from Iraq and sees a need to express these concerns in a variety of forums. 

Links – Iraq
Israel sees US presence in Iraq as critical to stopping terrorism, proliferation, and war. 

Susser, 04 diplomatic correspondent for the Jerusalem Report, 2K4 (Leslie, “Israel Worried About U.S. Iraq Withdrawl”, http://www.jewishjournal.com/world/article/israel_worried_about_us_iraq_withdrawl_20040416/)

As Shiite and Sunni resistance to the American presence in Iraq intensifies, Israel's defense establishment is worried that a U.S. withdrawal under fire could have devastating consequences for the battles against weapons of mass destruction and global terrorism. And Israel could be one of the big losers: Israeli officials believe a loss of American deterrence would encourage Iran to continue its nuclear weapons program, and its support for terrorism could lead to a hardening of Syrian and Palestinian attitudes against accommodation with Israel and could spark more Palestinian and other terrorism directed against Israeli targets. Without American deterrence and a pro-Western Iraq, the officials say, Israel might have to rethink its attitude on key issues like the concessions it can afford to make to the Palestinians, its readiness for a land war on its eastern front and the size of its defense budget.  But there is an opposing, minority view in Israeli academic and intelligence circles: The quicker the Americans leave, this view holds, the quicker the Iraqis will have to get their act together. And once they do, they will not necessarily pose a threat to Israel or the West.  Israeli Defense Minister Shaul Mofaz summoned a meeting in early April of Israeli intelligence services and other branches to discuss the implications for Israel of the unrest in Iraq. Some of the analyses were bleak.  When the United States launched a war on Saddam Hussein's regime in March 2003, Israeli military planners hoped for several significant gains.  Saddam's defeat and the destruction of the Iraqi war machine would remove the threat of hundreds of Iraqi and Syrian tanks rumbling across the desert to threaten Israel's eastern border, officials believed. They also hoped for a domino effect that would lead Syria and the Palestinians to seek accommodation with Israel, countries like Iran and Libya to rethink their nuclear weapons programs and terrorist organizations like Hezbollah, Hamas and Islamic Jihad to exercise restraint.  In the first year after the war, some of that seemed to be happening. Now some Israeli intelligence analysts fear a reversal of these processes, with all the attendant dangers for Israel.  In the meeting with Mofaz, there was a general consensus that if American deterrence in the region is weakened, Iran, Syria, Hezbollah, Hamas and Islamic Jihad all will be encouraged to mount or incite even more terrorism against Israel.  Some officers expressed fear of possible Iranian intervention in southern Iraq on the side of the Shiites, if the situation degenerates into war between the Sunni and Shiite populations after a hasty American withdrawal. That could lead to a radical Shiite regime in Iraq, similar to the one in Iran.  If such a radical Iraq were to emerge, some officers suggested, Israel might have to reconsider the huge cuts in the size of its tank forces that it planned after the destruction of Saddam's army last year. That could impact the key defense budget, which was slashed last year and again this year as part of a general government austerity program.  A loss of American prestige in the region, some officials said, also could impact countries with pro-American regimes like Egypt and Jordan, and might mean that American guarantees to Israel in the context of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict would carry less weight.  In general, American attempts to stabilize the Middle East would suffer a huge setback, with potentially harsh consequences for Israel and the West. The two main goals of the U.S.-led war -- curbing the proliferation of nuclear weapons in rogue countries such as Iran and striking a blow against global terrorists such as Al Qaeda -- could be reversed.

Link – Missile Defense

Israel supports US missile defense programs 

Perry, et. al. 9  - former US Secretary of Defense (William J. Perry, America’s Strategic Posture: The Final Report of the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States,” http://www.cdi.org/pdfs/AmericaStrategicPosture09.pdf)

Ballistic missile defense capabilities can play a useful role in support of the basic objectives of deterrence, broadly defined, and damage limitation against limited threats, as set out in the previous chapter. These capabilities may contribute to deterrence by raising doubts in a potential aggressor’s mind about the prospects of success in attempts to coerce or attack others. They may contribute to assurance of allies, by increasing their protection and also reducing the risks that the United States would face in protecting them against a regional aggressor. Defenses against short- and medium-range ballistic missiles are seen by some U.S. allies as increasingly important to their security. Israel and Japan have demonstrated the value they ascribe to missile defense by joining in cooperative programs with the United States. The Commission strongly supports continued missile defense cooperation with allies. It lowers costs for all and strengthens the potential for collective defense.

AT: Relations Too Resilient

Similar military interests trump all other considerations, ensuring close US-Israeli relations—empirically proven
Gold, 10 – 11th Permanent Representative of Israel to the United Nations, advisor to Israeli governments on US-Israel relations (Dore, 4/8/10, “A Crisis in US-Israel Relations: Have We Been Here Before?,” Jerusalem Center for Public Affairs)

 

The present tensions in U.S.-Israel relations appeared to erupt in response to an Israeli building project in the Jewish neighborhood of Ramat Shlomo in Jerusalem, where 1,600 new apartments were approved by a local zoning board. Ramat Shlomo is one of several Jerusalem neighborhoods that were established in Jerusalem in territories that were captured by Israel as a result of the 1967 Six-Day War, when Israel formally extended Israeli law to these parts of its newly united capital. Formally the U.S. did not recognize the annexation by Israel of the eastern parts of Jerusalem in July 1967. And while past administrations did not support Israeli construction of new neighborhoods, they did not let this issue disrupt the overall U.S.-Israel relationship. Much of the present discord in the relationship is partly attributable to the fact that the background of how Israel entered the eastern parts of Jerusalem has been forgotten. It is important to remember that Israel entered the eastern parts of Jerusalem and the West Bank in what it saw as a war of self-defense. Factually, Israel only entered these areas after it was attacked, and after it requested that the Jordanians not join the Egyptian war effort. That didn't happen. There were Jordanian artillery attacks throughout Jerusalem and all of Israel. There was movement of Jordanian ground forces into areas that were previously no-man's land, and Israel responded and captured the eastern parts of Jerusalem. The Soviet Union, which was an adversary of the State of Israel back in 1967, tried to have Israel branded as the aggressor in that war. The Soviets first went to the Security Council and failed. Then they went to the General Assembly, which is not exactly Israel's home territory, and also failed. The new situation produced a particular dilemma for U.S. policy about how to treat the issue of Jerusalem. On the one hand, Israel had now moved into territories which were previously not in its possession. But on the other hand, there were fundamental problems with the status quo ante. Jerusalem had originally been slated to be internationalized for ten years as a corpus separatum under Resolution 181, that the UN failed to implement, and the city was invaded in 1948 by an Arab war coalition that included the Arab Legion. The UN secretary general in 1948 called that invasion a war of aggression. And as a result of that war, the Jews were ethnically cleansed from the areas that came under Jordanian control, and were denied access to Jewish holy sites. To call for a restoration of the status quo ante would mean that the U.S. backed the return of an illegal situation that was imposed in 1948, which also denied religious freedom. Ultimately, the international community decided not to restore the status quo ante that existed prior to the war, and sought some other kind of outcome, which was reflected in the resolutions and decisions taken with respect to Jerusalem. Following the war, UN Security Council Resolution 242 was adopted in November 1967, and did not call for Israel to return to the pre-1967 lines. It called for a withdrawal from territories but not from all the territories, which is what the Soviet Union was insisting upon. Resolution 242 did not mention Jerusalem. The U.S. ambassador to the United Nations at the time, Arthur Goldberg, wrote to the New York Times in 1980 that the Johnson administration kept Jerusalem out of 242 intentionally. Shifting U.S. Policies on Jerusalem U.S. policy on Jerusalem went through different shifts. Back in 1948, the U.S. was originally committed to the failed internationalization proposals in UN General Assembly Resolution 181. This original position was quickly replaced in the 1950s by acceptance of the 1949 armistice agreements. When President Richard Nixon came to the White House in 1969, there was a definite hardening of the U.S. position on the issue of Jerusalem. For the first time, the U.S. ambassador to the UN, Charles Yost, described Jerusalem as "occupied territory," terminology that had not been used by Ambassador Arthur Goldberg, who served under President Johnson. Under Nixon, the United States did not veto or even abstain from resolutions that disagreed with Israeli policy on Jerusalem in 1969, 1970, and 1971. In successive administrations, we see that the U.S. did not want the issue of Jerusalem addressed by the UN Security Council, and we see a movement of U.S. policy much closer to the Israeli position. No U.S. administration formally recognized Israel's annexation of Jerusalem in July 1967. Nonetheless, in the past we saw the U.S. and Israel coming to a modus vivendi with respect to Israeli policy in Jerusalem, when Israel built various neighborhoods in the eastern parts of the city. For example, Gilo, in southern Jerusalem, with nearly 30,000 residents, was founded in 1971 at the time of the Nixon administration. Though Israel had differences with the U.S., those differences did not lead to a crisis in relations between the two countries. In 1973 the Neve Yaakov neighborhood was reestablished. It was originally established in 1924, but was overrun by the Arab Legion in 1948. The Ramat Eshkol neighborhood was established in 1969 at the very beginning of the Nixon administration. The Ramot neighborhood, established in 1974, has over 40,000 people living there today. A neighborhood called Har Homa in southeastern Jerusalem, next to Gilo, was established in 1997 during the Clinton administration. Israel had just completed negotiations with the Palestinian Authority under Yasser Arafat over the Hebron agreement. At that time, the Israeli government informed the Clinton administration that after completing the deal on Hebron, it would be taking some initiatives in Jerusalem that were necessary because of the considerable shortage of housing in both the Jewish sector and even to some extent in the Arab sector. The Clinton administration was informed when Israel decided to approve the Har Homa project, which the Israeli government saw as compensation for the big initiative it took in signing the Hebron agreement. Now the Clinton administration did not say it welcomed this initiative, but it basically accepted that Israel was going to go ahead and build Har Homa. On two occasions in 1997, the Arab bloc, together with some other countries, initiated a draft resolution in the UN Security Council that would have condemned Israel for constructing Har Homa. And on those two occasions the U.S. ambassador to the UN, Bill Richardson, vetoed those resolutions under instructions from the Clinton administration. So even though we didn't always agree on the details of the legal status of the territory, we were able to cooperate, we were able to work together, and again a modus vivendi was worked out. Ramat Shlomo, the current Jerusalem neighborhood being discussed, was originally begun in 1995 during the period when President Bill Clinton and Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin were in office. So again, in the past, the U.S. did not actively oppose Israeli efforts to construct housing for both the Jewish sector and the Arab sector in the eastern parts of Jerusalem. The policies of the Obama administration definitely represent a shift in U.S. policy towards Israel and Jerusalem because of the efforts to have Israel freeze all construction in the eastern parts of the city. The original Oslo Agreements in 1993 do not require a freeze of any kind on construction in Jerusalem. Furthermore, under the Oslo Agreements, Jerusalem was treated as having a completely different status than the West Bank and the city was kept under Israeli control, while seen as an issue for permanent status negotiations in the future. Israel kept building for its residents, just as Palestinian Arabs built for their needs in the areas under their control and elsewhere. The relationship between the United States and Israel is not confined to their governments. It involves the people of the United States, who overwhelmingly support the State of Israel, and it also involves the U.S. Congress which reflects the will of the people. While U.S. administrations have not formally recognized Israel's unification of Jerusalem, back in 1995 the U.S. Congress adopted the Jerusalem Embassy Act by a massive bipartisan majority. It called for the movement of the U.S. embassy from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem. Equally important, it also acknowledged that Jerusalem must remain united under Israeli sovereignty. Does Construction in Jerusalem Affect the U.S. Military Posture? Israel is not within the area of responsibility of CENTCOM, the U.S. Central Command. U.S. military planners kept Israel, Syria, Lebanon, and Turkey within the responsibility of EUCOM, the U.S. European command, while in 1983, Jordan, Egypt, and the Gulf States were put under the responsibility of CENTCOM. The statement by CENTCOM commander General David Petraeus to the U.S. Senate Armed Services Committee on March 10, 2010, says the whole issue of the Arab-Israeli conflict fits into a category called "Cross-Cutting Challenges to Security and Stability." It doesn't fit into the more severe category of "Significant Threats." General Petraeus' written statement says that the enduring hostilities between Israel and some of its neighbors present distinct challenges to the U.S. ability to advance its interests. But he did not specifically make this point in his oral remarks, and in neither his oral or written remarks did he suggest that Israel had become a strategic burden because its policies threatened U.S. soldiers, as some have tried to suggest. All of this ignores the posture statements and other testimony given by EUCOM commanders, which actually give Israel a lot of praise. Israel appears as an asset. General Bantz Craddock was the EUCOM commander in 2007 and spoke extensively about Israel in his appearance that year before the House Armed Services Committee. He specifically described Israel as the closest ally of the United States in the Middle East. Moreover, the U.S. ambassador to Israel at the time, Richard Jones, spoke about Israeli research and development on countermeasures against IEDs, those highly lethal roadside bombs used by insurgents that had become the single largest cause of U.S. casualties. Jones disclosed that Israel was helping the United States Army in Iraq in this area. In short, Israeli efforts were saving American lives, and not putting them at risk, as some irresponsible pundits contended.  Will the Relationship Recover? Is it possible for the U.S.-Israel relationship to recover from the recent tensions? If history is any guide, we have had such problems at different times in the past and we have recovered each time. At the very beginning of the Reagan administration, in 1981, Prime Minister Menachem Begin decided that it was necessary for the future of Israel to destroy Saddam Hussein's Osirak nuclear reactor in Baghdad. Israel took upon itself to do that and U.S.-Israel relations went into a period of extreme tension. Yet by 1983, the United States and Israel reached the first of a series of strategic cooperation agreements that brought their military relationship to unprecedented heights. So there was a crisis for about two years, which basically ended as the U.S. and Israel pulled together because they had paramount strategic interests and reasons to cooperate. Ultimately, the strategic challenges that both countries faced and saw in a similar light trumped the differences that existed in the background of the destruction of the Iraqi reactor. The period of 1989 to 1990 was another one of unusual tension in the U.S.-Israel relationship, when President Bushand his Secretary of State, James Baker, got into direct conflict with Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Shamir over the question of settlement construction. We remember Secretary Baker saying to Israel: "When you're serious about peace, here's the White House phone number." Then in 1990 Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait and the Middle East changed entirely, and in the First Gulf War the military cooperation between the U.S. and Israel reached new heights. Strategic circumstances led both countries to realize their mutual interests and overcome their differences.The United States and Israel have been tied by mutual strategic interests for many years, and those interests will eventually trump the differences that we're seeing today. The major strategic interest that both countries share is the threat of Iran. The Iranian nuclear program is advancing steadily towards a point where it will cross the nuclear threshold in a military sense. Therefore, the restoration of U.S.-Israel cooperation and understanding is probably a greater imperative today than it ever was in the past. It is extremely important for both countries to bury their differences because the only ones who are smiling during this entire episode are the leadership in Iran, who are continuing to move toward a military nuclear program.
AT: US-Israel Relations Bad

US-Israel relations don’t cause resentment of the US- it’s caused by Arab culture 
Gilboa and Inbar, 9 – professor of Political Science & Communication at Bar-Ilan University in Israel, Ph.D. Harvard University; and professor of Political Studies at Bar-Ilan University, M.A. and Ph.D. in Political Science @ University of Chicago (Eytan and Efraim, US-Israeli Relations in a New Era: Issues and challenges after 9/11, Begin-Sadat Center for Strategic Studies, p. 34) 

The strategic partnership between the US and Israel has been subject to criticism over the years. Critics blame the strong ties between the US and Israel for the resentment of America in the Arab and Muslim world.15 The proposition that the US would be better off not lending its support to Israel betrays an ignorance of the Middle East, particularly of the dominance of a real politic prism to international affairs on part of the regional leaders and of the real causes of anti-Americanism in the region and elsewhere. Negative attitudes toward the US and the West are deeply rooted in Arab and Muslim culture and are only marginally related to American support for Israel.16 While the struggle against Israel is not irrelevant to Al Qaeda and other jihadist organizations, it was not their highest priority.17 Indeed, the importance of the Palestinian issue for the Arab ruling elites has been greatly exaggerated.

Relations are key to deterring attacks on Israel
Gelb, 3-18-10 (Leslie H., President Emeritus and Board Senior Fellow, Council on Foreign Relations, "U.S.-Israel: Unsettled Relationship", http://www.cfr.org/publication/21671/usisrael.html)

Israelis think that announcing construction of new housing units in East Jerusalem during Vice President Biden's visit last week--and upping the ante by announcing additional construction Tuesday--will compel President Obama to back down from scheduled "proximity" talks. They are very wrong. Israel's move was stupid, dangerous, and self-defeating. Worst of all, it seriously damaged American power in the Middle East. The working assumption is that if any nation can bring about peace between Israel and the Palestinians, it is the United States. Israel's move seriously undermined that perception. The disposition of Arab leaders to go along with future talks has been seriously eroded. This slap in America's face also made it look like Washington can be pushed around. Vicious rumors are already afoot that Israel sees Obama as weak. But Israelis who are rejoicing in their insult would do well to imagine Tehran's reaction and to realize that they have weakened America's position in dealing with Iran's evolving nuclear capability. Some Israeli leaders may, crazily, believe that their political position in the United States is so solid that they need not worry about losing American support. But they should not be so sanguine. Americans, like others, are living in perilous times. Economic woes at home will lead to less patience with rebukes from abroad. So why on earth did the Israelis do this? They had to know that Obama would react sharply to Israel's rebuke and that the blowup would imperil resumption of "proximity" talks with the Palestinians. But failure of those talks is precisely what Israeli right-wingers seek. To them, these talks lead only to Israeli concessions on the West Bank and ultimately East Jerusalem itself. Both sides have to move quickly to head off further escalation. At a minimum, Netanyahu has to suspend implementation of the offending announcement indefinitely. On a deeper level, Israel has to understand a basic reality: It is American power that gives the Jewish state a realistic hope of survival without constant war. 

N/U: US-Israel Relations Low

The DA impact is non-unique- Israel has already gutted US leadership

Gelb 10 – President Emeritus and Board Senior Fellow, Council on Foreign Relations (Leslie H., From “US-Israel: Unsettled Relationship,” 3/18/10, http://www.cfr.org/publication/21671/usisrael.html)
Israelis think that announcing construction of new housing units in East Jerusalem during Vice President Biden's visit last week--and upping the ante by announcing additional construction Tuesday--will compel President Obama to back down from scheduled "proximity" talks. They are very wrong. Israel's move was stupid, dangerous, and self-defeating. Worst of all, it seriously damaged American power in the Middle East. The working assumption is that if any nation can bring about peace between Israel and the Palestinians, it is the United States. Israel's move seriously undermined that perception. The disposition of Arab leaders to go along with future talks has been seriously eroded. This slap in America's face also made it look like Washington can be pushed around. Vicious rumors are already afoot that Israel sees Obama as weak. But Israelis who are rejoicing in their insult would do well to imagine Tehran's reaction and to realize that they have weakened America's position in dealing with Iran's evolving nuclear capability.

US-Israel relations low under Obama- personal politics and ideology 

Abrams 09 – Senior Fellow for Middle Eastern Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations and former deputy National Security Adviser (Elliott, “Why Israel is Nervous,” 08/01/09, The Wall Street Journal, http://www.cfr.org/publication/19944/why_israel_is_nervous.html) 

The tension in U.S.-Israel relations was manifest this past week as an extraordinary troupe of Obama administration officials visited Jerusalem. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, National Security Advisor James Jones, special Middle East envoy George Mitchell and new White House adviser Dennis Ross all showed up in Israel's capital in an effort to...well, to do something. It was not quite clear what. Since President Obama came to office on Jan. 20 and then Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu on March 31, the main motif in relations between the two governments has been friction. While nearly 80% of American Jews voted for Mr. Obama, that friction has been visible enough to propel him to meet with American Jewish leaders recently to reassure them about his policies. But last month, despite those reassurances, both the Conference of Presidents of Major American Jewish Organizations and the Anti-Defamation League issued statements critical of the president's handling of Israel. Given the warm relations during the Bush years and candidate Obama's repeated statements of commitment to the very best relations with Israel, why have we fallen into this rut? U.S.-Israel relations are often depicted as an extended honeymoon, but that's a false image. Harry Truman, who was a Bible-believing Christian Zionist, defied the secretary of state he so admired, George C. Marshall, and won a place in Israel's history by recognizing the new state 11 minutes after it declared its independence in 1948. Relations weren't particularly warm under Eisenhower-who, after all, demanded that Israel, along with Britain and France, leave Suez in 1956. The real alliance began in 1967, after Israel's smashing victory in the Six Day War, and it was American arms and Nixon's warnings to the Soviet Union to stay out that allowed Israel to survive and prevail in the 1973 war. Israelis are no fans of President Carter and, as his more recent writings have revealed, his own view of Israel is very hostile. During the George H.W. Bush and Clinton years, there were moments of close cooperation, but also of great friction-as when Bush suspended loan guarantees to Israel, or when the Clinton administration butted heads with Mr. Netanyahu time after time during peace negotiations. Even during the George W. Bush years, when Israel's struggle against the terrorist "intifada" and the U.S. "global war on terror" led to unprecedented closeness and cooperation, there was occasional friction over American pressure for what Israelis viewed as endless concessions to the Palestinians to enable the signing of a peace agreement before the president's term ended. This "special relationship" has been marked by intense and frequent contact and often by extremely close (and often secret) collaboration, but not by the absence of discord. Yet no other administration, even among those experiencing considerable dissonance with Israel, started off with as many difficulties as Obama's. There are two explanations for this problem, and the simpler one is personal politics. Mr. Netanyahu no doubt remembers very well the last Democratic administration's glee at his downfall in 1999, something Dennis Ross admits clearly in his book "The Missing Peace." The prime minister must wonder if the current bilateral friction is an effort to persuade Israelis that he is not the right man for the job, or at least to persuade them that his policies must be rejected. When Israeli liberals plead for Obama to "talk to Israel," they are hoping that Obama will help them revive the Israeli Left, recently vanquished in national elections. It is hard to avoid the conclusion that Mr. Obama and his team wish former Foreign Minister Tzipi Livni had won the top job and view Mr. Netanyahu and his Likud Party with some suspicion. The result, of course, is to make personal relations among policy makers more difficult, and to make trust and confidence between the two governments harder as well. But the Obama administration has managed to win the mistrust of most Israelis, not just conservative politicians. Despite his great popularity in many parts of the world, in Israel Obama is now seen as no ally. A June poll found that just 6% of Israelis called him "pro-Israel," when 88% had seen President George W. Bush that way. So the troubles between the U.S. and Israel are not fundamentally found in the personal relations among policy makers. The deeper problem-and the more complex explanation of bilateral tensions-is that the Obama administration, while claiming to separate itself from the "ideologues" of the Bush administration in favor of a more balanced and realistic Middle East policy, is in fact following a highly ideological policy path. Its ability to cope with, indeed even to see clearly, the realities of life in Israel and the West Bank and the challenge of Iran to the region is compromised by the prism through which it analyzes events. The administration view begins with a critique of Bush foreign policy-as much too reliant on military pressure and isolated in the world. The antidote is a policy of outreach and engagement, especially with places like Syria, Venezuela, North Korea and Iran. Engagement with the Muslim world is a special goal, which leads not only to the president's speech in Cairo on June 4 but also to a distancing from Israel so as to appear more "even-handed" to Arab states. Seen from Jerusalem, all this looks like a flashing red light: trouble ahead.
N/U: US-Israel Relations Low
US-Israel relations low- we are split over settlements.  

Senor 10 – Adjunct Senior Fellow for Middle Eastern Studies, Council on Foreign Relations (Daniel, From “US-Israel: Unsettled Relationship,” 3/18/10, http://www.cfr.org/publication/21671/usisrael.html)
The unauthorized announcement by an Israeli minister to build new housing units in the Jerusalem area was a diplomatic bumble. But the Obama administration's decision to "condemn" this mistake was a much larger blunder. The problem is not this particular flap, which will pass, but the underlying misunderstanding that our government's outburst reflects. Vice President Biden himself said in Israel that the peace process is best served when there is no "daylight" between the United States and Israel. He was right, but he broke his own rule. The word "condemn"--which has only been used by the United States against Iran, North Korea, and egregious human rights violations--created precisely such daylight. The result was predictable: The Arab League immediately announced that it was reconsidering its support for Israeli-Palestinian proximity talks. It should be no surprise that when the United States distances itself from Israel it does not win influence with the Arab world. What happens is the opposite: The Arab world follows suit and backs away from the peace process and Israel. The damage, however, does not end with the peace process. The whole flap is a distraction from the most urgent task, which is to stop Iran from going nuclear. The greatest danger--and opportunity--for peace hangs upon the confrontation between Iran and the West. America's laser focus should be on standing with the Iranian people against their regime. If President Barack Obama wants to advance Mideast peace--not to mention human rights and an array of other American interests--he should not be picking another counterproductive fight with Israel, and--in so doing--distracting from the real and urgent Iranian threat. 

U.S.-Israeli relations low—Obama pressuring Israel about nuclear issues that are at the heart of the alliance
Eldad, 6-12-10 (MK Arieh, Professor and Writer for Israel National News, "Reassessing US-Israel Relations", http://www.israelnationalnews.com/Articles/Article.aspx/9545)

Rumor has it that Obama will not veto the coming UN resolution on an inquiry commission over the flotilla incident. The US has been letting Israel down. The term “Reassessment” entered the diplomatic discourse between Israel and the United States in 1975. U.S. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger sought to pressure the then prime minister Yitzak Rabin into an “interim agreement” with Egypt, by which Israeli forces would withdraw from the Yom Kippur War ceasefire lines to the Mitla and Gidi passes in Sinai. Kissinger froze U.S. arms shipments and hinted that more drastic measures would follow. Rabin was unfazed and took his case to the Senate. President Gerald Ford and Kissinger relented.  Even at the height of that crisis, the United States did not dare to endanger the heart of its strategic understanding with Israel: Israel’s ambiguous nuclear policy. President Lyndon Johnson and Prime Minister Golda Meir set the policy in 1969 that has been followed by all the presidents and prime ministers since. This policy has often been articulated in written agreements between them but occasionally simply by mutual understanding. “Israel will not be the first to introduce nuclear weapons to the Middle East,” said prime ministers Levi Eshkol and Shimon Peres, Golda Meir and Yitzhak Rabin, and all who followed. U.S. presidents have come and gone; sometimes they had questions, sometimes they asked for clarifications, but ultimately they all accepted the formula and agreed to abide by it. Until Obama. After his election, Obama promised Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu to maintain the ambiguity Israel’s ambiguous nuclear policy. Two weeks ago he betrayed Israel. On May 28, the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) Review Conference, which meets once every five years, called unanimously - with America’s support - for Israel to sign the non-proliferation treaty and open its nuclear installations to external supervision. Israel is not a signatory to the treaty; Iran is a signatory, yet Iran is rushing towards production of nuclear weapons. Syria and Libya are signatories, but their signatures have not prevented them from building uranium enrichment plants for military purposes. North Korea built a bomb and tests nuclear weapons, mocking the entire world supposedly opposed to it.  Pakistani scientists led by the “father of the Pakistan’s nuclear bomb” Abed Qadeer Khan sold nuclear secrets and technology necessary for the building of nuclear weapons to Iran, Syria, Libya, and possibly North Korea. In the face of this burgeoning industry, the United States gave in to an Egyptian initiative and agreed to single out Israel as the country the world should be worried about. Israel alone was mentioned in the NPT Review Committee’s report. Apparently only its installations need to be examined. The time has come for a reassessment of U.S.– Israeli relations.

N/U: US-Israel Relations Low
Relations low – the two nations are on different strategic paths

The Globe and Mail 6-12-10 (Jeffrey Simpson, "Cracks in the bedrock of U.S.-Israel relations?", http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/opinions/cracks-in-the-bedrock-of-us-israel-relations/article1539644/)

Israel lives in a tough and sometimes threatening neighbourhood. It has no friends among neighbours, and not many around the world. Israel’s unconditional supporter has been the United States. But even there, negative feelings toward Israel are growing. Relations between the Obama administration and the Israeli government are strained. The relationship remains a bedrock of each country’s foreign policy. It has weathered bad patches before, and no U.S. government can fail to feel the political heat from Jewish and Israeli advocacy groups in the United States. The failure of Israelis and the Palestinian Authority even to talk to each other, let alone negotiate toward a peaceful settlement of their long dispute, is putting the strategic interests of the United States and those of Israel on different paths. The results these days are heightened strains, even considerable tension.
US-Israel relations down now because of disagreements over Iran. 

Roth 09 –  Associate Director of National Security Studies at Johns Hopkins University 

(Ariel Ilan, November 24, The Root of All Fears; Why Is Israel So Afraid of Iranian Nukes?, Foreign Affairs, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/65692/ariel-ilan-roth/the-root-of-all-fears)

The special relationship between Israel and the United States is about to enter perhaps its rockiest patch ever. Israel is growing exasperated with the Obama administration’s effort to use diplomacy to roll back Iran’s growing uranium-enrichment program. Israelis know better than anyone else that the trick to developing a nuclear weapon as a small power is to drag out the process of diplomacy and inspections long enough to produce sufficient quantities of fissionable material. Israel should know: in the 1960s, it deliberately misled U.S. inspectors and repeatedly delayed site visits, providing the time to construct its Dimona reactor and reprocess enough plutonium to build a bomb. North Korea has followed a similar path, with similar results. And now, Israel suspects, Iran is doing the same, only with highly enriched uranium instead of plutonium. 

U-S Israel relations down now—we are split over dealing with Iran. 

Levite 10 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International. Peace 

(April, Ariel E., Global Zero: An Israeli Vision of Realistic Idealism, The Washington Quarterly, http://www.twq.com/10april/docs/10apr_Levite.pdf)

Much of the Israeli security outlook in recent decades is inspired by U.S. thinking on issues of global importance and extensively assessed in the context of U.S.-Israeli relations. Israeli elites, therefore, would have been naturally inclined to take the current U.S. administration’s sincere advocacy in favor global disarmament seriously. That this is not the case attests to the existence of some serious doubts in their mind regarding the credibility and viability of the U.S. approach. How come the same U.S. administration that is actively promoting nuclear disarmament simultaneously appears to drag its feet on taking tougher measures toward Iran, whose nuclear program continues to expand and grow ever closer to the nuclear threshold, and North Korea that continues to grow its nuclear weapons program and also acts as a proliferator? That the administration further holds back on pursuing more effective measures for refusing to allow the IAEA to conduct more intrusive inspections to check on serious suspicions of noncompliance further diminishes the credibility of the U.S. stance on pursuing Global Zero in Israeli eyes. 

N/U: US-Israel Relations Low
US-Israel relations are down—split over settlements is causing a crisis. 

National Post, 3/16 (2010, U.S.-Israel rift 'historic'; Netanyahu defies call to halt construction, Lexis)

Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu yesterday said building in east Jerusalem would continue -- a move likely to increase tensions with the United States as relations between the two countries plummet to their lowest in decades. Defying Washington, Mr. Netanyahu told members of his Likud party, "Construction will continue in Jerusalem as this has been the case over the past 42 years." The United States has condemned Israel's plan to build 1,600 new homes for Jews in Ramat Shlomo, a religious community within the Israeli designated borders of Jerusalem, whose future status is at the heart of the Middle East conflict. With relations at "a crisis of historic proportions," according to Israeli ambassador Michael Oren, the United States has issued Israel with three key demands. - Cancel the construction: Secretary of State Hillary Clinton has demanded a reversal of the decision to build in Ramat Shlomo. - A peace talks pledge: U.S. officials say Ms. Clinton demanded Mr. Netanyahu issue a formal pledge that peace talks would focus on core issues, such as the future of Jerusalem, the borders of a Palestinian state and the fate of Palestinian refugees. - A confidence-building gesture: In a telephone call to Mr. Netanyahu, Ms. Clinton suggested this could take the form of prisoner releases, an easing of the blockade of Gaza and the transfer of greater territory in the West Bank to Palestinian control. Yesterday, State Department spokesman Philip Crowley said Ms. Clinton had asked Mr. Netanyahu for a formal response to U.S. demands. "We wait for the response," Mr. Crowley said. But Mr. Netanyahu's comments appeared to be a signal to Washington that he believed he had political backing at home to withstand U.S. pressure. Appearing to reject Ms. Clinton's main demand, Mr. Netanyahu told parliament, "The building of those Jewish neighbourhoods in no way hurt the Arabs of east Jerusalem and did not come at their expense." Israel's ambassador to Washington said bilateral relations had hit a 35-year low. "Israel's relations with the U.S. are facing the most severe crisis since 1975 ... a crisis of historic proportions," the Yediot Aharonot newspaper quoted Mr. Oren as telling consuls in the United States. 

Relations lowest in 35 years – there are deep splits over the Palestinians

MacAskill, 3-15-10 (Ewen, Writer at the Guardian, "US-Israel relations: White House 'will not shy away' from pushing for talks", http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/mar/15/israel-us-rift-settlements-jerusalem)

President Barack Obama and the Israeli prime minister, Binyamin Netanyahu, are on a collision course today in a row described by a senior Israeli diplomat as the worst crisis between the two countries for more than three decades. An Obama administration source told the Guardian that the White House and US state department are intent on pushing Israel into substantive peace talks with the Palestinians and will not shy away this time as they did when the last effort ended in embarrassing failure in September. "No one gets anywhere by accusing each other. We are hoping to lay the foundations for negotiations," the source said. In order to get negotiations under way, the US is demanding that Netanyahu cancel or freeze plans to build 1,600 planned Jewish homes in Palestinian East Jerusalem. But Netanyahu, speaking at a meeting of his own Likud party, showed no signs of backing down. "The building in Jerusalem, and in all other places, will continue in the same way as has been customary over the last 42 years," he said. The Israeli ambassador to the US, Michael Oren, in a weekend telephone call to other Israeli diplomats, expressed alarm about the extent of the confrontation. The Israeli newspaper Yedioth Ahronoth quoted the normally cool Oren, an academic-turned diplomat, as saying: "Israel's ties with the United States are in their worst crisis since 1975 … a crisis of historic proportions." Oren was called to the state department last week in a rare rebuke for a diplomat from a country the US normally regards as one of its strongest allies. The crisis began last week when the US vice-president, Joe Biden, travelled to Israel in the hope of securing a start to the long-stalled Israeli-Palestinian peace talks. But his hopes were dashed when Israel announced the new construction in East Jerusalem. The Palestinian cabinet reiterated today that it will not enter into talks while such construction is planned. The White House has steadily built up the heat on Israel over the last few days, with the US secretary of state, Hillary Clinton, berating Netanyahu in a 45-minute call on Friday and David Axelrod, the chief White House adviser, describing Israeli behaviour as an insult yesterday. 
The US wants Israel not only to backtrack on the East Jerusalem building plans but to enter into talks with the Palestinians on substantive issues and not just talks about talks, as Israel wants. Washington also wants Israel to make gestures towards the Palestinians, such as releasing Palestinian prisoners and withdrawing more Israeli forces from Palestinian territory. The US special envoy to Israel and the Palestinian territories, the former senator George Mitchell, is to visit Israel this week in the hope of hearing that Israel will bow to at least some of the US demands.

N/U: US-Israel Relations Low
US-Israel relations are in crisis.

Indyk, 4/19 –  Martin Indyk is vice president and director of Foreign Policy at Brookings. He previously served as U.S. ambassador to Israel, assistant secretary of state for near eastern affairs, and special assistant to the President and senior director for near east and south asia at the National Security Council (Martin S., 2010, When Your Best Friend Gets Angry, http://www.brookings.edu/experts/indykm.aspx)

How do you know when there’s a real crisis in U.S.-Israel relations? It’s when the president of the United States convenes a nuclear security summit to curb Iran’s nuclear ambitions, and the Israeli prime minister declines the invitation. Benjamin Netanyahu, the Israeli prime minister, has made Iran’s nuclear threat to Israel’s existence the central organizing principle of his second term. Yet at the nuclear summit in Washington last week, President Obama was the one to do the heavy lifting, persuading China to join in a new round of U.N. sanctions against Iran. Netanyahu explained that his presence at the summit would have prompted some leaders to focus attention on Israel’s nuclear program. But one suspects the real reason for his conspicuous absence was that he does not have an answer to President Obama’s demand that he freeze new building announcements in East Jerusalem for a few months to give peace negotiations with the Palestinians a chance to take off. That an issue of as much strategic import to Israel and the United States as Iran could be subordinated to the demands of Netanyahu’s right-wing government underscores the growing divide between the Obama administration and the Netanyahu government. The president views curbing Iran’s nuclear program and resolving the Israeli-Palestinian conflict as two sides of the same coin. In order to isolate and pressure Iran, he believes he needs to unite Israelis and Arabs with the rest of the world in a grand international anti-Iranian coalition. The common threat is there — Arab leaders are at least as concerned as Netanyahu about Iran. But the inability to make progress on the Palestinian issue enables Iran’s leaders to play to the Arab street, claiming they are the real supporters of the Palestinian cause through sponsorship of violence and terrorism and threats to destroy Israel. The tension also gives Iran the opportunity to use Hamas and Hezbollah proxies to provoke conflict with Israel, with Mahmoud Ahmadinejad seen as the hero. Netanyahu rejects these linkages. He argues that resolving the Palestinian problem won’t change Iran’s intentions or placate the Arabs; that it is Israel’s use of force that deters Hamas and Hezbollah; and that the split with the United States over building in East Jerusalem only encourages Tehran to believe that Obama will restrain Israel from striking Iran’s nuclear facilities. Whoever is right, there is no denying the reality of a fundamental disagreement, one that has poisoned relations between the American and Israeli leaders. At the heart of this disagreement lies a dramatic change in the way Washington perceives its own stake in the game. It actually began three years ago when Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice declared in a speech in Jerusalem that U.S. “strategic interests” were at stake in resolving the Israeli-Palestinian conflict — a judgment reiterated by Obama last week when he said resolving the Arab-Israeli conflict is a “vital national security interest” for the United States. In other words, this is no longer just about helping a special ally resolve a debilitating problem. With 200,000 American troops committed to two wars in the greater Middle East and the U.S. president leading a major international effort to block Iran’s nuclear program, resolving the Israeli-Palestinian conflict has become a U.S. strategic imperative. Ironically, as the U.S. position has evolved in this direction, Israeli attitudes have evolved in another. To many Israelis, especially those in Netanyahu’s right-wing coalition, peace with a divided Palestinian polity seems neither realistic nor particularly desirable. 
Israel sees Obama as the most anti-Israel President in history.

Glick 4/3 – American-Israeli journalist and is the deputy managing editor of The Jerusalem Post

(Caroline, 2010, Israel Can Exploit the Crisis With U.S., Real Clear World, http://www.realclearworld.com/articles/2010/04/03/israel_can_exploit_the_crisis_with_us_98900.html)

There is an element of irony in the crisis of relations between the Obama administration and Israel. On the one hand, although President Barack Obama and his advisers deny there is anything wrong with US-Israel relations today, it is easy to understand why no one believes them. On the other hand, on most issues, there is substantive continuity between Obama's Middle East policies and those his immediate predecessor, George W. Bush, adopted during his second term in office. Yet, whereas Israelis viewed Bush as Israel's greatest friend in the White House, they view Obama as the most anti-Israel US president ever. This contradiction requires us to consider two issues. First, why are relations with the US now steeped in crisis? And second, taking a page out of Obama's White House chief of staff Rahm Emmanuel's playbook, how can Israel make sure not to let this crisis go to waste? The reason relations are so bad, of course, is that Obama has opted to attack Israel and its supporters. In the space of the past 10 days alone, Israel has been subject to three malicious blows courtesy of Obama and his advisers. First, during his visit to the White House last Tuesday, Obama treated Prime Minister Binyamin Netanyahu like a two-bit potentate. Rather than respectfully disagree with the elected leader of a key US ally, Obama walked out in the middle of their meeting to dine with his family and left the unfed Netanyahu to meditate on his grave offense of not agreeing to give up Israel's capital city as a precondition for indirect, US-orchestrated negotiations with an unelected, unpopular Palestinian leadership that supports terrorism and denies Israel's right to exist. 

N/U: US-Israel Relations Low
U.S.-Israeli relations are at an all-time low
BBC News 3-15-10 ("Ties between Israel and US 'worst in 35 years", http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/middle_east/8567706.stm)

Israel's ambassador to the US has said relations between the two are at their lowest for 35 years, Israeli media say. Last week, Israeli officials angered visiting US Vice-President Joe Biden by announcing the building of 1,600 new homes in occupied East Jerusalem. The US said it was waiting for a formal Israeli response to its concerns. Palestinian leaders say indirect talks with Israel are now "doubtful". Israel's PM said Jewish settlements did "not hurt" Arabs in East Jerusalem. Addressing Israel's parliament, the Knesset, Benjamin Netanyahu said he wanted peace negotiations, and hoped the Palestinians would not present "new preconditions" for talks.  It is widely seen as a political impossibility for any Israeli prime minister publicly to announce a suspension of building in East Jerusalem   "No government in the past 40 years has limited construction in neighbourhoods of Jerusalem," he said. "Building these Jewish neighbourhoods in Jerusalem does not hurt the Arabs of East Jerusalem or come at their expense." US state department spokesman Philip Crowley said Secretary of State Hillary Clinton had asked Mr Netanyahu for a "formal" response to concerns she had raised with him. But he stressed continuing US support for the country, saying: "Israel is a strategic ally of the US and will continue to be so." Meanwhile, EU foreign policy head Baroness Ashton, who is on a Middle East tour, said Israel's decision had put the prospect of indirect talks with the Palestinians in jeopardy. 'Difficult period' Previously the Israeli government had played down the strain in relations with the US. But Israel's ambassador to the US, Michael Oren, told a conference call with Israeli consuls general in the US that "the crisis was very serious and we are facing a very difficult period in relations", the Israeli media reported on Monday. Israel's ambassador to Washington, Michael Oren, is a noted historian, but his critics - and indeed, his bosses back home - may think he rather exaggerated when he reportedly described this as the worst crisis in US-Israeli relations for 35 years. But the fact remains that having been snubbed by the Netanyahu government twice in six months, the White House has decided that enough is enough.
Relations at 35 year low 

Soltis, 3-16-10 (Andy, New York Post, "Israel: US reltions in crisis", http://www.nypost.com/p/news/international/israel_us_relations_in_crisis_tgimITYp0QhMNulVVoiacM)

Israel's ambassador to Washington warned that American-Israeli relations have plunged to a 35-year low. The remarks from Michael Oren followed days of tension over last week's surprise announcement of Israeli plans to build 1,600 more homes for Jews in East Jerusalem, where Palestinians hope to establish their national capital. The move caught visiting Vice President Joe Biden completely off guard. "Israel's ties with the United States are in their worst crisis since 1975 . . . a crisis of historic proportions," Oren told Foreign Ministry officials in an emergency briefing, Israeli media reported. Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu apologized for the timing of the housing decision, which badly embarrassed Biden as he tried to kick-start Israeli-Palestinian peace talks after a 14-month break. But yesterday, after Oren's remarks were published, Netanyahu defiantly rejected US demands to cancel the decision. "For the past 40 years, no Israeli government ever limited construction in the neighborhoods of Jerusalem," he said in a speech at the Knesset, Israel's parliament. "The building of those Jewish neighborhoods did not hurt in any way the Arabs of East Jerusalem and did not come at their expense," he said. Netanyahu's hard line puts him on a collision course with the Obama administration, which had pleaded for at least a temporary halt in new settlements in order to get the Palestinians to the bargaining table. Earlier, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton used language rarely heard in the Israeli-US dialogue when she said the behavior of Netanyahu's government was "insulting." White House senior adviser David Axelrod called the Israeli decision an "affront." The flap stirred GOP criticism of the Obama administration, with House Republican whip Eric Cantor charging it adopted a "double standard" in ripping Netanyahu's home-building program while not denouncing Palestinian "provocations." Obama's Mideast envoy, George Mitchell, is expected to begin shuttling this week between the West Bank and Jerusalem in the first peace talks since December 2008. But Palestinian President Mahmoud Abbas, who reluctantly dropped his demands for a settlement freeze, is now threatening to boycott Mitchell's meeting. That would leave the administration's Mideast policy in shambles. 
US-Israel Relations Resilient
US-Israel relations are resilient- recent problems will be quickly overcome  

Pipes, 10 – director of the Middle East Forum, editor of Middle East Quarterly and Distinguished Visiting Fellow at the Hoover Institution (Daniel, “The Solace of Poor U.S.-Israel Relations,” 4/13/10,  http://www.danielpipes.org/8244/poor-us-israel-relations)

Things are not always as simple as they seem; the current crisis in U.S.-Israel relations has a silver lining. Four observations, all derived from historical patterns, prompt this conclusion: First, the "peace process" is in actuality a "war process." Diplomatic negotiations through the 1990s led to a parade of Israeli retreats that had the perverse effect of turning the middling-bad situation of 1993 into the awful one of 2000. Painful Israeli concessions, we now know, stimulate not reciprocal Palestinian goodwill but rather irredentism, ambition, fury, and violence. Second, Israeli concessions to the Arabs are effectively forever while relations with Washington fluctuate. Once the Israelis left south Lebanon and Gaza, they did so for good, as would be the case with the Golan Heights or eastern Jerusalem. Undoing these steps would be prohibitively costly. In contrast, U.S.-Israel tensions depend on personalities and circumstances, so they go up and down and the stakes are relatively lower. Each president or prime minister can refute his predecessor's views and tone. Problems can be repaired quickly. More broadly, the U.S.-Israel bond has strengths that go far beyond politicians and issues of the moment. Nothing on earth resembles this bilateral, "the most special" of special relationships and "the family relationship of international politics." Like any family tie, it has high points (Israel ranks second, behind only the United States, in number of companies listed on NASDAQ) and low ones (the Jonathan Pollard espionage affair continues to rankle a quarter century after it broke). The tie has a unique intensity when it comes to strategic cooperation, economic connections, intellectual ties, shared values, United Nations voting records, religious commonalities, and even mutual interference in each other's internal affairs. From Israel's perspective, then, political relations with the Arabs are freighted but those with Washington have a lightness and flexibility.

Relations are resilient- Turkey and Israel depend on each other for defense and intelligence

Larrabee 09 – Distinguished Chair in European Security at the RAND Corporation (Dr. F. Stephen, “Troubled Partnership: U.S.-Turkish Relations in an Era of Global Geopolitical Change,” http://rqpi.org/pubs/monographs/2009/RAND_MG899.pdf)

The shift in Turkish policy toward Israel has largely been one of tone and style rather than substance. Although Erdoğan has been critical of Israeli policy, beneath the surface, Turkish-Israeli cooperation in the defense and intelligence areas has quietly continued. A $165-million agreement on airborne imagery intelligence was signed on the eve of the Gaza bombardment. The Israeli Air Force continues to conduct training missions at Turkey’s training base in Konya. Turkey also participated with Israel and the United States in the annual joint exercise Reliant Mermaid in August 2009.14 In private, however, there is growing concern among Israeli officials about Turkey’s increasing involvement in the Palestinian issue, and especially Turkey’s support for Hamas. Israeli officials still want strong relations with Turkey, but the growing anti-Israel tone of Erdoğan’s rhetoric is deeply worrisome to many Israeli officials and is beginning to have a corrosive impact on the overall relationship, eroding trust and confidence in Ankara’s long-term objectives in the Middle East.15 Because of its close ties to Hamas, Turkey is no longer regarded by Israeli leaders as an honest broker and a potential mediator in the Arab- Israeli dispute. The Netanyahu government has also spurned Turkey’s offer to resume its role in facilitating talks between Israel and Syria.16 Although the Turkish-Israeli relationship has lost some of its early luster, it still retains importance for both sides. For Turkey, Israel is a valuable source of sophisticated military equipment and intelligence, while, for Israel, Turkey provides valuable training sites for the Israeli Air Force that would be difficult to replace. Thus, neither side is likely to allow relations to deteriorate too badly.

US-Israel relations are resilient in spite of perceptions that Obama is weak on Iran.

Harris, 09 – former Canadian Security Intelligence Service planner and terrorism consultant (6/10, David, U.S.-Israel relations remain on firm footing despite policy differences, China View, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/2009-06/10/content_11521972.htm)

JERUSALEM, June 10 (Xinhua) -- If one reads the latest international headlines, one could be forgiven for thinking that the relationship between the United States and Israel is at a crisis point. The long-time allies appear to be farther apart than ever. U.S. President Barack Obama chose to visit Saudi Arabia and Egypt last week, skipping over Israel. His first venture eastwards since becoming president included a trip to Turkey in April. In both Istanbul and Cairo, he addressed the Muslim world, trying to bridge the gap between the U.S. and the Islamic world. Israelis and Jews all over the world have been expressing their concerns that Obama is taking American policy away from the traditional warm relationship with Israel and heading with open arms towards Israel's sworn enemies, including Iran. That is the media spin, at least. Yet in private conversations, officials in Washington and Jerusalem are quick to say the truth could be nothing further from this. Sure, they say, there are policy differences, particularly on the thorny subject of Israeli settlement activities in the West Bank, but on the whole, the two countries see eye-to-eye on most issues, and in long term the pair are very much in sync.

US-Israel Relations Resilient 
US-Israel relations are resilient as long as we maintain strategic cooperation. 

The Jerusalem Post, 4/14 (2010, The solace of poor US-Israel relations, Lexis)

 MORE BROADLY, the US-Israel bond has strengths that go far beyond the politicians and issues of the moment. Nothing on earth resembles this bilateral, "most special" of special relationships and "the family relationship of international politics." Like any family tie, it has high points (Israel ranks second, behind only the US, in number of companies listed on NASDAQ) and low ones (the Jonathan Pollard affair continues to rankle a quarter century after it broke). The tie has a unique intensity when it comes to strategic cooperation, economic connections, intellectual ties, shared values, UN voting records, religious commonalities and even interference in each other's internal affairs. 
Relations resilient

Gilboa and Inbar, 9 – professor of Political Science & Communication at Bar-Ilan University in Israel, Ph.D. Harvard University; and professor of Political Studies at Bar-Ilan University, M.A. and Ph.D. in Political Science @ University of Chicago (Eytan and Efraim, US-Israeli Relations in a New Era: Issues and challenges after 9/11, Begin-Sadat Center for Strategic Studies, p. 27) CC

In sum, even though some of the strategies did produce differences of opinion between the US and Israel and might produce future disagreements, especially regarding the Israeli-Palestinian track, the alliance between them has endured and remained strong. Currently the defensive realist anti-Iranian strategy is shared by both countries, though differences might emerge regarding the tactics to be used in carrying out the shared strategic goal of preventing the materialization of the Iranian nuclear option.

No Spillover

Plan won’t affect US-Israel relations- the US will always maintain strong defense ties with Israel

Jones, 10 – Obama’s national security advisor, former special envoy for Middle East regional security, Supreme Allied Commander Europe and commander of USEUCOM  (Gen. (Ret.) James L. USMC, Michael Stein Address on U.S. Middle East Policy at The Washington Institute’s 2010 Soref Symposium, 4/21/10, http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/templateC07.php?CID=525)

And since there has been a lot of distortion and misrepresentation of our policy recently, let me take this opportunity to address our relationship with our ally Israel. Like any two nations, we will have of disagreements, but we will always resolve them as allies. And we will never forget that since the first minutes of Israeli independence, the United States has had a special relationship with Israel. And that will not change. Why? Because this is not a commitment of Democrats or Republicans; it is a national commitment based on shared values, deep and interwoven connections, and mutual interests. As President Obama declared in Cairo, "America's strong bonds with Israel are well known. This bond is unbreakable." They are the bonds of history -- two nations that earned our independence through the sacrifice of patriots. They are the bonds of two people, bound together by shared values of freedom and individual opportunity. They are the bonds of two democracies, where power resides in the people. They are the bonds of pioneers in science, technology and so many fields where we cooperate every day. They are the bonds of friendship, including the ties of so many families and friends. This week marked the 62nd anniversary of Israeli independence -- a nation and a people who have survived in the face of overwhelming odds. But even now, six decades since its founding, Israel continues to reside in a hostile neighborhood with adversaries who cling to the false hope that denying Israel's legitimacy will ultimately make it disappear. But those adversaries are wrong. As the President said in Cairo, for the entire world to hear, the State of Israel "will not go away." As he said at the United Nations, nations "do the Palestinians no favors when they choose vitriolic attacks against Israel over constructive willingness to recognize Israel's legitimacy and its right to exist in peace and security." So America's commitment to Israel will endure. And everyone must know that there is no space -- no space -- between the United States and Israel when it comes to Israel's security. Our commitment to Israel's security is unshakable. It is as strong as ever. This President and this Administration understands very well the environment -- regionally and internationally -- in which Israel and the United States must operate. We understand very well that for peace and stability in the Middle East, Israel must be secure. The United States will never waiver in defense of Israel's security. That is why we provide billions of dollars annually in security assistance to Israel, why we have reinvigorated our consultations to ensure Israel's Qualitative Military Edge, and why we undertake joint military exercises, such as the Juniper Cobra ballistic missile defense exercise that involved more than 1,000 United States servicemen and women. We view these efforts as essential elements of our regional security approach, because many of the same forces that threaten Israel also threaten the United States. I can also say from long experience that our security relationship with Israel is important for America. Our military benefits from Israeli innovations in technology, from shared intelligence, from exercises that help our readiness and joint training that enhances our capabilities and from lessons learned in Israel's own battles against terrorism and asymmetric threats. Over the years, and like so many Americans -- like so many of you here tonight -- I've spent a great deal of time with my Israeli partners, including my friends in the IDF. These partnerships are deep and abiding. They are personal relationships and friendships based on mutual trust and respect. Every day, across the whole range of our bilateral relationship, we are working together for our shared security and prosperity. And our partnership will only be strengthened in the months and years to come.

US-Israeli military relations don’t spill over to the entire relationship

Bard and Pipes, 97 (Mitchell G. and Daniel, Middle East Quarterly, June, "How Special is the U.S.-Israeli Relationship?", http://www.danielpipes.org/282/how-special-is-the-us-israel-relationship)

While each of these is special in its own way, the most special relationship of all is undoubtedly the one with Israel, as politicians1 and analysts2 both recognize. By "special relationship" they mean that relations between the two countries have over the last half century blossomed not just into a thick forest of diplomatic and military links, but also into a unique range of economic, academic, religious and personal bonds. From a comparative perspective, the United States and Israel may well be the most extraordinary tie in international politics.
No Spillover
Israel has no choice—they rely on the relationship too much to see it ruptured

Kampeas, 6-1-10 (Ron, JTA, "Obama and Netanyahu: a few unfortunate incidents, or a clash of worldviews?", http://www.jewishjournal.com/flotilla_crisis/article/obama_and_netanyahu_a_few_unfortunate_incidents_or_a_clash_of_worldviews_20/)

There were signs of that reassurance in successful U.S. efforts to keep a U.N. Security Council resolution from blaming Israel for the violence aboard a Turkish-flagged ship attempting to break an Israeli blockade and deliver assistance to the Gaza Strip. Nine people among those aboard the ship died in the melee, and six Israeli soldiers were injured. The resolution blamed “acts” for leading to the violence, leaving ambiguous whether such acts referred to Israel’s raid or to the violent resistance it encountered. “The incident—to the extent that the details are known—has shown that U.S.-Israel relations have proven resilient in the face of the first major international incident since the two parties worked to mend relations following the Jerusalem building-permit crisis in March,” said an analysis published by the Washington Institute for Near East Policy, a pro-Israel think tank. It was referring to the March announcement of building starts in Jerusalem during a visit by Vice President Biden that triggered weeks of U.S.-Israel tensions. There may yet be room for disagreements between the Obama and Netanyahu governments arising from the flotilla incident: The Obama administration has demanded of Israel a “full and credible” investigation. In a conference call Tuesday with the Conference of Presidents of Major American Jewish Organizations, Yuli Edelstein, Israel’s information minister, scoffed at the idea, saying that Israel had done nothing wrong. Ultimately, Beinart suggested, Israel might have no choice except to defer to U.S. foreign policy aims. Its handling of the flotilla incident was typical, he said, of how Netanyahu had alienated the very powers that might offset the need for Israel’s dependence on the United States. “Strategically it makes more sense for Israel to have a broader set of strong relationships, but this government is particularly bad at cultivating these relations,” he said. “The relationship with Turkey has been frittered away.”

Link Turn – Troops Hurt Relations

US troops in Iraq and Afghanistan strain US-Israel Relations
Haselkorn 4/9 – strategic analyst, author of "The Continuing Storm: Iraq, Poisonous Weapons and Deterrence"
(Avigdor, 2010, Relations of mutual liability, Haaretz.com, http://www.haaretz.com/print-edition/opinion/relations-of-mutual-liability-1.733)

The deployment of military forces abroad by a foreign power is often intended to defend its local allies and deter its enemies. But in the Middle East, especially since the second Gulf War, a curious strategic paradox is unfolding. Accordingly, the more extensive the U.S. military involvement is in the region, the more Israel's maneuvering space and freedom of action are constrained. At the same time, the impact of the robust American presence vis-a-vis Israel's regional enemies has been negligible. Not only is Washington more determined than ever to prevent an Israeli preemptive attack on Iran's nuclear facilities, but lately even the approval of plans by the Jerusalem municipality for new housing in East Jerusalem has reportedly brought grumbles from the U.S. Central Command. The latter supposedly sees any tension between Israel and the Palestinians as inimical to the well-being of its troops in Iraq and Afghanistan. At the same time, the deterrent effect on radicals like Syria, Iran and their allies of the introduction of over 200,000 U.S. soldiers, backed by the most advanced air and naval assets, into Iraq and Afghanistan, is yet to be felt. By all indications, the American troop buildup failed to deter Iran's (and before that, Syria's) nuclear program. Additionally, the re-arming by Tehran and Damascus of another implacable Israeli and U.S. foe - Hezbollah - with ever more lethal, accurate and long-range weapons, has proceeded unhindered since 2006. Iran has also taken action against U.S. forces themselves. For example, Gen. David Petraeus, then the top U.S. military commander in Iraq, said in October 2007: "They [the Iranians] are responsible for providing the weapons, the training, the funding and in some cases the direction for operations that have indeed killed U.S. soldiers." The same month, the U.S. Treasury Department announced economic sanctions against the Al-Quds Force, the elite unit of Iran's Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC), for being the "Iranian regime's primary instrument for providing lethal support to the Taliban ... to support anti-U.S. and anti-coalition activity in Afghanistan." In freezing the assets of nine IRGC-affiliated entities and five IRGC-affiliated individuals, among them the commander of the Al-Quds Force, the treasury accused Iran of providing the Taliban with a wide range and substantial quantity of weaponry and ammunition. Rather than deterring radicals, the continued deployment of U.S. troops in Iraq and Afghanistan has been used as leverage against America. By threatening to target their regional bases, Iran is in effect keeping these contingents hostage and acting to dissuade any military undertaking against its nuclear facilities. For instance, Mohammad Ali Jafari, the IRGC commander, said in a June 2008 interview: "We believe that the Americans are more vulnerable than the Israelis, and the presence of their forces in the region, not far from Iran, is part of this vulnerability." The bottom line is that Middle Eastern radicals have been able to turn the tables on America, and indirectly, Israel as well. Instead of Iran and Syria feeling hemmed in by the expanded presence of U.S. forces on their borders, it is Jerusalem that is increasingly fearful of a multi-pronged attack. Rather than keeping regional radicals in check, the U.S. deployment has become a handicap for Israel. The setback for Israel is due to U.S. efforts to pacify Iraq and Afghanistan by co-opting local adversaries, coupled by the Obama administration's principal shift toward an "extended hand" policy vis-a-vis its regional enemies. In turn, any Israeli military initiative is viewed in Washington as "unhelpful," if not downright dangerous, as it may cause an Arab/Muslim backlash against America and endanger U.S. regional assets. Last September, Zbigniew Brzezinski, president Jimmy Carter's national security adviser in the 1970s, even went so far as recommending that U.S. pilots shoot down Israeli aircraft if they crossed into Iraq's airspace to attack Iran's nuclear facilities and refused to turn back. As a result of this approach, the U.S.-Israeli relationship today is one of mutual liability. Israel is increasingly perceived as a strategic liability in Washington, because its actions threaten to derail the courting of Arab/Muslim radicals deemed central to America's global "war" on terror. At the same time, the United States is a growing burden on Israel, given the Obama administration's efforts to deny it the strategic initiative that is vital for preserving its national security. In hindsight, the first Gulf War model, which saw the withdrawal of U.S. troops from Iraq as soon as the guns fell silent - even though Saddam Hussein remained in power, a move that was roundly criticized in Israel - was more in tandem with long-range Israeli security interests than the model of the second conflict. Ironically, Jerusalem and the Obama administration now share a desire to see the U.S. troops return home: The sooner America's soldiers leave Iraq, the quicker the two countries' security interests will become more compatible and bilateral relations will be more harmonious. Those in Israel who advocate formal ties with NATO should remember that even a geographically remote ground presence of an allied military in the region inhibited Israel's freedom of action, eroded its deterrent posture and strained its ties with its foremost friend. 

US-Israel Relations Bad

US military presence in Middle East hurts Israeli security

Haselkorn, 10 – author of The Continuing Storm: Iraq, Poisonous Weapons and Deterrence, Yale University Press (Avigdor, 4/9/10, “Relations of mutual liability,” Haaretz News) 

The deployment of military forces abroad by a foreign power is often intended to defend its local allies and deter its enemies. But in the Middle East, especially since the second Gulf War, a curious strategic paradox is unfolding. Accordingly, the more extensive the U.S. military involvement is in the region, the more Israel's maneuvering space and freedom of action are constrained. At the same time, the impact of the robust American presence vis-a-vis Israel's regional enemies has been negligible. Not only is Washington more determined than ever to prevent an Israeli preemptive attack on Iran's nuclear facilities, but lately even the approval of plans by the Jerusalem municipality for new housing in East Jerusalem has reportedly brought grumbles from the U.S. Central Command. The latter supposedly sees any tension between Israel and the Palestinians as inimical to the well-being of its troops in Iraq and Afghanistan. At the same time, the deterrent effect on radicals like Syria, Iran and their allies of the introduction of over 200,000 U.S. soldiers, backed by the most advanced air and naval assets, into Iraq and Afghanistan, is yet to be felt. By all indications, the American troop buildup failed to deter Iran's (and before that, Syria's) nuclear program. Additionally, the re-arming by Tehran and Damascus of another implacable Israeli and U.S. foe - Hezbollah - with ever more lethal, accurate and long-range weapons, has proceeded unhindered since 2006. Iran has also taken action against U.S. forces themselves. For example, Gen. David Petraeus, then the top U.S. military commander in Iraq, said in October 2007: "They [the Iranians] are responsible for providing the weapons, the training, the funding and in some cases the direction for operations that have indeed killed U.S. soldiers." The same month, the U.S. Treasury Department announced economic sanctions against the Al-Quds Force, the elite unit of Iran's Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC), for being the "Iranian regime's primary instrument for providing lethal support to the Taliban ... to support anti-U.S. and anti-coalition activity in Afghanistan." In freezing the assets of nine IRGC-affiliated entities and five IRGC-affiliated individuals, among them the commander of the Al-Quds Force, the treasury accused Iran of providing the Taliban with a wide range and substantial quantity of weaponry and ammunition. Rather than deterring radicals, the continued deployment of U.S. troops in Iraq and Afghanistan has been used as leverage against America. By threatening to target their regional bases, Iran is in effect keeping these contingents hostage and acting to dissuade any military undertaking against its nuclear facilities. For instance, Mohammad Ali Jafari, the IRGC commander, said in a June 2008 interview: "We believe that the Americans are more vulnerable than the Israelis, and the presence of their forces in the region, not far from Iran, is part of this vulnerability." The bottom line is that Middle Eastern radicals have been able to turn the tables on America, and indirectly, Israel as well. Instead of Iran and Syria feeling hemmed in by the expanded presence of U.S. forces on their borders, it is Jerusalem that is increasingly fearful of a multi-pronged attack. Rather than keeping regional radicals in check, the U.S. deployment has become a handicap for Israel. The setback for Israel is due to U.S. efforts to pacify Iraq and Afghanistan by co-opting local adversaries, coupled by the Obama administration's principal shift toward an "extended hand" policy vis-a-vis its regional enemies. In turn, any Israeli military initiative is viewed in Washington as "unhelpful," if not downright dangerous, as it may cause an Arab/Muslim backlash against America and endanger U.S. regional assets. Last September, Zbigniew Brzezinski, president Jimmy Carter's national security adviser in the 1970s, even went so far as recommending that U.S. pilots shoot down Israeli aircraft if they crossed into Iraq's airspace to attack Iran's nuclear facilities and refused to turn back. As a result of this approach, the U.S.-Israeli relationship today is one of mutual liability. Israel is increasingly perceived as a strategic liability in Washington, because its actions threaten to derail the courting of Arab/Muslim radicals deemed central to America's global "war" on terror. At the same time, the United States is a growing burden on Israel, given the Obama administration's efforts to deny it the strategic initiative that is vital for preserving its national security. In hindsight, the first Gulf War model, which saw the withdrawal of U.S. troops from Iraq as soon as the guns fell silent - even though Saddam Hussein remained in power, a move that was roundly criticized in Israel - was more in tandem with long-range Israeli security interests than the model of the second conflict. Ironically, Jerusalem and the Obama administration now share a desire to see the U.S. troops return home: The sooner America's soldiers leave Iraq, the quicker the two countries' security interests will become more compatible and bilateral relations will be more harmonious. Those in Israel who advocate formal ties with NATO should remember that even a geographically remote ground presence of an allied military in the region inhibited Israel's freedom of action, eroded its deterrent posture and strained its ties with its foremost friend.

US-Israel Relations Bad – Terrorism
US-Israel relations fuels terrorism- hurts US War on Terror and attracts recruits

Mearsheimer and Walt 6 – *professor in the Department of Political Science at UChicago and **professor at the Kennedy School, Harvard (John J. Mearsheimer and Stephen M. Walt, “The Israel Lobby and U.S. Foreign Policy,” Middle East Policy, Vol. 13, Issue 3) 

This new rationale seems persuasive, but Israel is, in fact, a liability in the war on terror and the broader effort to deal with rogue states. To begin with, "terrorism" is a tactic employed by a wide array of political groups; it is not a single unified adversary. The terrorist organizations that threaten Israel (e.g., Hamas or Hezbollah) do not threaten the United States, except when it intervenes against them (as in Lebanon in 1982). Moreover, Palestinian terrorism is not random violence directed against Israel or "the West"; it is largely a response to Israel's prolonged campaign to colonize the West Bank and Gaza Strip. More important, saying that Israel and the United States are united by a shared terrorist threat has the causal relationship backwards. Rather, the United States has a terrorism problem in good part because it is so closely allied with Israel, not the other way around. U.S. support for Israel is hardly the only source of anti-American terrorism, but it is an important one, and it makes winning the war on terror more difficult.15 There is no question, for example, that many al-Qaeda leaders, including Osama bin Laden, are motivated in part by Israel's presence in Jerusalem and the plight of the Palestinians. According to the U.S. 9/11 Commission, Bin Laden explicitly sought to punish the United States for its policies in the Middle East, including its support for Israel. He even tried to time the attacks to highlight this issue.16 Equally important, unconditional U.S. support for Israel makes it easier for extremists like Bin Laden to rally popular support and to attract recruits. Public opinion polls confirm that Arab populations are deeply hostile to American support for Israel, and the U.S. State Department's Advisory Group on Public Diplomacy for the Arab and Muslim World found that "citizens in these countries are genuinely distressed at the plight of the Palestinians and at the role they perceive the United States to be playing."17 

Relations are the root cause of terrorist resentment and decreasing American influence in the Middle East

Gaouette, 5 (Nicole, CQ Press, "Middle East Peace: IS Palestinian statehood finally a real possiblity", Jan 21, Vol 15, Issue 3, CQ Researcher)

Yet some analysts have begun calling for a reassessment of U.S. policy toward Israel. In several recent books — such as Imperial Hubris by Michael Sheuer, a former senior U.S. intelligence official, and America: Right or Wrong by British scholar Anatol Lieven, the authors and other critics argue that the administration's seemingly unconditional support for Israel harms U.S. interests in the Middle East and makes it impossible for the United States to act as an honest broker between Israelis and Palestinians. “There has been a historical shift in the first four years of this administration away from a position that has existed in one way or another in U.S. government since Truman: to tread a fine line [that allows the United States] to simultaneously have a very special relationship with the Israeli state, combined with an acceptance of a need to play that honest broker role,” says The Carter Center's Hodes. For Israel, U.S. friendship has produced unparalleled U.S. financial aid — some $80 billion since 1974 — and rock-solid U.S. support in the U.N. In fact, say some analysts, Israel could not take the risks needed for peace, such as leaving West Bank areas it considers militarily important, without strong U.S. backing. However, America's loyalty to Israel has produced bitter anti-American resentment in the Arab world. Since the latest Israeli-Palestinian conflict reignited in September 2000 and the 2003 U.S. invasion of Iraq, Arab views of the United States have soured. When Western and Arab leaders met in Morocco in December 2004 to discuss regional political change, the conference ran aground when the Arab attendees began protesting “the Western bias toward Israel.” “Our favorable ratings as a country — which were in the mid-teen or 20s range in 2002 — have sunk to single digits,” says Zogby of the Arab American Institute. “Israel is certainly a factor in this. We ask, 'What should the U.S. do?' Invariably, it comes up: 'Be fair to the Palestinians.' ” Convicted terrorist Ramzi Yousef, claiming responsibility for the 1993 World Trade Center bombing, demanded that the United States halt all aid and ties to Israel. “The terrorism that Israel practices (which is supported by America) must be faced with a similar one,” he wrote. Since 1998 terrorist leader Osama bin Laden repeatedly has decried the U.S.-Israeli alliance, and, indeed, justifies the Sept. 11, 2001, al Qaeda attack on the United States in part as punishment for America's support for Israel. Lieven, a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, says the Israeli-Palestinian conflict “is certainly not the only motive, but is a very, very important contemporary motive for Arab anger at the United States and sympathy for al Qaeda.” Zbigniew Brzezinski, national security adviser during the Carter administration, believes the Arab-Israeli conflict could severely disrupt America's ties with Europe, and that a solution is “essential” to solving other U.S. security challenges. “To the extent that the Arabs perceive America as sponsoring Israeli repression of the Palestinians, America's ability to pacify anti-American passions in the region is constrained,” he wrote. Palestinians themselves see bias in Bush's April 14, 2004, letter to Sharon backing Israel's claim to parts of the West Bank. A month later, 53 former U.S. diplomats charged that Bush had sacrificed U.S. credibility in the Arab world by tilting toward Israel. “By closing the door to negotiations with Palestinians and the possibility of a Palestinian state, you have proved that the U.S. is not an even-handed peace partner,” said the letter writers, who included former ambassadors to India, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Qatar and Egypt.
US-Israel Relations Bad – Terrorism 
The impact is extinction

Sid-Ahmed, 4 (Mohamed, Managing Editor for Al-Ahali, “Extinction!” August 26-September 1, Issue no. 705, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm)

A nuclear attack by terrorists will be much more critical than Hiroshima and Nagazaki, even if -- and this is far from certain -- the weapons used are less harmful than those used then, Japan, at the time, with no knowledge of nuclear technology, had no choice but to capitulate. Today, the technology is a secret for nobody.

So far, except for the two bombs dropped on Japan, nuclear weapons have been used only to threaten. Now we are at a stage where they can be detonated. This completely changes the rules of the game. We have reached a point where anticipatory measures can determine the course of events. Allegations of a terrorist connection can be used to justify anticipatory measures, including the invasion of a sovereign state like Iraq. As it turned out, these allegations, as well as the allegation that Saddam was harbouring WMD, proved to be unfounded.

What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive.
But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.

And, retaliation causes nuclear war

Corsi, 5 – PhD in political science from Harvard. (Jerome, excerpt from Atomic Iran, http://911review.org/Wget/worldnetdaily.com/NYC_hit_by_terrorist_nuke.html)

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. Then, too, we would face an immediate threat from our long-term enemy, the former Soviet Union. Many in the Kremlin would see this as an opportunity to grasp the victory that had been snatched from them by Ronald Reagan when the Berlin Wall came down. A missile strike by the Russians on a score of American cities could possibly be pre-emptive. Would the U.S. strategic defense system be so in shock that immediate retaliation would not be possible? Hardliners in Moscow might argue that there was never a better opportunity to destroy America. In China, our newer Communist enemies might not care if we could retaliate. With a population already over 1.3 billion people and with their population not concentrated in a few major cities, the Chinese might calculate to initiate a nuclear blow on the United States. What if the United States retaliated with a nuclear counterattack upon China? The Chinese might be able to absorb the blow and recover. The North Koreans might calculate even more recklessly. Why not launch upon America the few missiles they have that could reach our soil? More confusion and chaos might only advance their position. If Russia, China, and the United States could be drawn into attacking one another, North Korea might emerge stronger just because it was overlooked while the great nations focus on attacking one another. 

AT: Iran Nuclearization
Iran nuclearization is inevitable and can’t be stopped

Stephens, 10 – foreign affairs columnist and deputy editorial editor at The Wall Street Journal (Bret, “Iran Cannot Be Contained,” July/August 2010, Commentary Magazine, http://www.commentarymagazine.com/viewarticle.cfm/iran-cannot-be-contained-15462)

Quietly within the foreign-policy machinery of the Obama administration—and quite openly in foreign-policy circles outside it—the idea is taking root that a nuclear Iran is probably inevitable and that the United States and its allies must begin to shift their attention from forestalling the outcome to preparing for its aftermath. According to this line of argument, the failure of the administration’s engagement efforts in 2009, followed by the likely failure of any effective sanctions efforts this year, allows for no other option but the long-term containment and deterrence of Iran, along the lines of the West’s policy toward the Soviet Union throughout the Cold War. As for the possibility of a U.S. or an Israeli military strike against Iran’s nuclear facilities, this is said to be no option at all: at best, say the advocates of containment, such strikes would merely delay the regime’s nuclear programs while giving it an alibi to consolidate its power at home and cause mayhem abroad. 

The impact is exaggerated- Iran nuclearization doesn’t cause terrorism or prolif 

Mearsheimer and Walt 6 – *professor in the Department of Political Science at UChicago and **professor at the Kennedy School, Harvard (John J. Mearsheimer and Stephen M. Walt, “The Israel Lobby and U.S. Foreign Policy,” Middle East Policy, Vol. 13, Issue 3) 

As for so-called rogue states in the Middle East, they are not a dire threat to vital U.S. interests, apart from the U.S. commitment to Israel itself. Although the United States does have important disagreements with these regimes, Washington would not be nearly as worried about Iran, Baathist Iraq or Syria were it not so closely tied to Israel. Even if these states acquire nuclear weapons — which is obviously not desirable — it would not be a strategic disaster for the United States. President Bush admitted as much, saying earlier this year that "the threat from Iran is, of course, their stated objective to destroy our strong ally Israel."18 Yet this danger is probably overstated in light of Israel's and America's own nuclear deterrents. Neither country could be blackmailed by a nuclear-armed rogue state, because the blackmailer could not carry out the threat without receiving overwhelming retaliation. The danger of a "nuclear handoff" to terrorists is equally remote. A rogue state could not be sure the transfer would be undetected or that it would not be blamed and punished afterwards. Furthermore, the U.S. relationship with Israel makes it harder to deal effectively with these states. Israel's nuclear arsenal is one reason why some of its neighbors want nuclear weapons, and threatening these states with regime change merely increases that desire. Yet Israel is not much of an asset when the United States contemplates using force against these regimes, since it cannot participate in the fight. 34 In short, treating Israel as America's most important ally in the campaign against terrorism and assorted Middle East dictatorships both exaggerates Israel's ability to help on these issues and ignores the ways that Israel's policies make U.S. efforts more difficult. 

AT: Peace Process

No impact to U.S. peace process – it hasn’t been followed for a decade

Ben-Meir, 3-30-10 (Alon, Professor of international relations at the Center for Global Affairs at NYU, "Time to change the status quo", The Jerusalem Post, http://www.jpost.com/Opinion/Op-EdContributors/Article.aspx?id=172108)

Through all these ups and downs – and the criticisms that have ensued – one thing remains clear: The dynamics of the US-Israeli-Palestinian axis have shifted and a new momentum has been generated as a result. It is now incumbent upon all sides to take this momentum and translate it into concrete actions on the ground. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton should be commended for her presentation to AIPAC, outlining a US position which is willing to prod and pressure Israel when needed, while still allaying Israel’s ultimate concern: national security. Clinton was right to proclaim that “staying on this course means continuing a conflict that carries tragic human costs. Both sides must confront the reality that the status quo of the last decade has not produced long-term security or served their interests. Nor has it served the interests of the United States.” 
History proves U.S. isn’t key to Middle East peace

Bard, 10 (Mitchell G., Director of the nonprofit American-Israeli Cooperative Enterprise, foreign policy analyst, "U.S. Middle East Policy", Jewish Virtual Library, http://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/myths/mf21.html#dd)

In a last ditch effort to save his presidential legacy, Clinton put forward a peace plan to establish a Palestinian state. Again, it was Prime Minister Ehud Barak’s willingness to offer dramatic concessions that raised the prospects for an agreement rather than the President’s initiative. Even after Clinton was prepared to give the Palestinians a state in virtually all the West Bank and Gaza, and to make east Jerusalem their capital, the Palestinians rejected the deal. President George W. Bush also offered a plan, but it was undercut by Yasser Arafat, who obstructed the required reforms of the Palestinian Authority, and refused to dismantle the terrorist infrastructure and stop the violence. Bush’s plan morphed into the road map, which has failed for the same reason. The peace process only began to move again when Prime Minister Ariel Sharon made his disengagement proposal, a unilateral approach the State Department has long opposed. The death of Arafat and the planned elections in the Palestinian Authority present new opportunities to advance the peace process. Israel is moving toward a possible coalition government that may allow for historic compromises with a visionary Palestinian leader. In addition, Egypt has been suddenly helping to build support in the Arab world for a settlement. History has shown that Middle East peace is not made in America. Only the parties can decide to end the conflict, and the terms that will be acceptable. No American plan has ever succeeded, and it is unlikely any will ever bring peace. The end to the Arab-Israeli conflict will not be achieved through American initiatives or intense involvement; it will be possible only when Arab leaders have the courage to follow the examples of Sadat and Hussein and resolve to live in peace with Israel. 

AT: Maher

Maher is wrong- Israel is irrelevant to US power projection 

Freeman 10 – former Assistant Secretary of Defense and former US Ambassador to Saudi Arabia (Chas , “Feeman: Israel is useless to US power projection,” 4/30/10, http://mondoweiss.net/2010/04/freeman-israel-is-useless-to-us-power-projection.html)

Maher's account is far from novel on any score but he is describing Japan's, the UK's, or Qatar's role in US strategy, not Israel's. A few facts to ponder when considering his assertion that Israel is a huge and essential asset for US global and regional strategy: -- the US has no bases or troop presence in Israel and stores only minimal military supplies in the country (and these under terms that allow these supplies to be used essentially at will by the IDF). -- Israeli bases are not available for US use.-- none of Israel's neighbors will facilitate overflight for military aircraft transiting Israeli territory, let alone taking off from there. Israel is useless for purposes of strategic logistics or power projection. -- Israel is worse than irrelevant to the defense of Middle Eastern energy supplies; the US relationship with Israel has jeopardized these supplies (as in 1973), not contributed to securing them. -- US relations with Israel do not bolster US prestige in Middle Eastern oil-producing countries or assist the US to "dominate" them, they complicate and weaken US influence; they have at times resulted in the suspension of US relations with such countries. -- Israel does not have the diplomatic prestige or capacity to marshal support for US interests or policies globally or in its own region and does not do so; on the contrary, it requires constant American defense against political condemnation and sanctions by the international community. -- Israel does not fund aid programs in third countries to complement and support US foreign or military policy as other allies and strategic partners do. Japan provides multiple bases and pays "host nation support" for the US presence (though that presence as well as the fact that Japan is paying for a good deal of it are growing political issues in Japan). The air base in Qatar from which the US directs air operations throughout the region (including in both Iraq and Afghanistan) was built and is maintained at host nation expense. So too the ground force and naval facilities we use elsewhere in the Gulf. The US is paid for the weapons and military services it provides to its European and Asian allies as well as its Arab strategic partners. Washington has never had to exercise a veto or pay a similar political price to protect any of them from condemnation or sanctions by the international community. Japan and various Arab countries, as well as European nations, have often paid for US foreign assistance and military programs in third countries or designed their own programs specifically to supplement US activities. Washington has made Israel our largest recipient of foreign aid, encouraged private transfers to it through unique tax breaks, transferred huge quantities of weapons and munitions to it gratis, directly and indirectly subsidized the Israeli defense industry, allocated military R&D to Israeli rather than US institutions, offered Israeli armaments manufacturers the same status as US manufacturers for purposes of US defense procurement, etc.. Almost all US vetoes at the United Nations and decisions to boycott international conferences and meetings have been on behalf of Israel. Israel treats its ability to command support from Washington as a major tool of diplomatic influence in third countries; it does not exercise its very limited influence abroad in support of US as opposed to its own objectives. As others have said with greater indirection than I have here, one must look elsewhere than Israel's strategic utility to the United States for the explanation of its privileged status in US foreign policy, iniquitous as Maher considers that policy to be.

US-Israel Relations Trade Off with US-Arab Relations
US-Israeli relations trade off with US-Arab relations 

Martin, 03 (Dr. Lenore G., "Assessing the Impact of U.S.-Israeli Relations on the Arab World", July, Strategic Studies Institute, United States Army War College, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/summary.cfm?q=104)

Pro-Western Arab regimes fear the backlash from their populations who are angered by the harsh Israeli occupation of the West Bank and Gaza and the failure of the United States to compel Israel to create a viable Palestinian state. Does the U.S. special relationship with Israel therefore jeopardize American interests in maintaining good relations with the moderate Arab states that are critical to secure the availability of reasonably priced oil from the Gulf? Or can Washington discount popular anger in Arab states that depend heavily upon American military assistance for their security against potentially hostile regimes and weapons of mass destruction (WMD) in the Middle East? This monograph explores the interplay of the national interests of the United States, Israel, and the Arab world. It analyzes the challenges to current American policies in the Middle East created by the interrelationships of radical Arab regimes, Israel, and the moderate Arab states. Prior American administrations have been more balanced in their relations with Israel and the Arab world. Even though during the Cold War Israel was an important strategic asset in the containment of Communist influence in the region, Washington regulated its arms sales to Israel, restrained Israeli military superiority during the wars with its Arab neighbors, and attempted to mediate the Israeli-Palestinian conflict to balance U.S. relations with moderate Arab regimes. The current Bush administration, with its focus on combating radical Islamic terrorism and stabilizing Iraq, has tilted the balance towards Israel. This has serious consequences for America’s relations with Egypt, Jordan, and the states of the Gulf Cooperation Council. Although these moderate Arab states all depend on the United States for their security from external threats, they all confront internal challenges to the legitimacy of their regimes. Saudi Arabia in particular faces intense criticism from radical Islamists who resent America?s support of Israel and have demanded the complete expulsion of infidel forces, as well as facing the calls for more political participation from sectors in the Saudi elite. Moreover, Washington has downplayed the Saudi peace plan in favor of a peace process described by the ?road map to peace.?
