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T - Decrease

A. A reduction must be a quantifiable decrease of at least 25% from the President’s Funding baseline. 
DOD 5/12/2003, Department of Defense, Department of Defense Instruction SUBJECT: Operation of the Defense Acquisition System, N UMBER 5000.2 cp

E9.4.3.                                    Additional Funding Considerations.  The DoD Components shall not terminate or substantially reduce participation in international cooperative ACAT ID programs under signed international agreements without USD(AT&L) approval; or in international cooperative ACAT IAM programs without ASD(C3I) approval.  A DoD Component may not terminate or substantially reduce U.S. participation in an international cooperative program until after providing notification to the USD(AT&L) or the ASD(C3I).  As a result of that notification, the USD(AT&L) or the ASD(C3I) may require the DoD Component to continue to provide some or all of the funding for that program in order to minimize the impact on the international cooperative program.  Substantial reduction is defined as a funding or quantity decrease of 25 percent or more in the total funding or quantities in the latest President's Budget for that portion of the international cooperative program funded by the DoD Component seeking the termination or reduced participation.

B. Obama has already budgeted for a withdrawal by August 31

Raed Jarrar, senior fellow on the Middle East at Peace Action, Erik Leaver, research fellow at the Institute for Policy Studies, 3/3/10, “Sliding Backwards on Iraq”, Middle East at Peace Action & Institute

for Policy Studies, http://www.counterpunch.org/jarrar03032010.html)

Obama has consistently said he would comply with the August 31 deadline to remove combat forces from Iraq. He repeated this dozens of times on the campaign trail, stated it clearly at Camp Lejeune last year, and also repeated this policy in his Cairo speech. Vice President Biden affirmed this policy numerous times, saying in February, "You're going to see 90,000 American troops come marching home by the end of the summer." And just last week, the White House reaffirmed its intention to call an end to operation Iraqi Freedom by August 31. Congress confirmed the president's policy by including clear language recognizing and supporting the deadlines for the withdrawal of combat forces in both the FY10 defense appropriations and defense authorization bills. Last month 28 members of Congress, including the chairman of the House Foreign Affairs Committee, sent a letter to Obama commending him on his plan to withdraw combat forces by August 31, regardless of the situation on the ground.

C. The plan only guarantees that the status quo will continue – it does not produce a reduction from the funding baseline.

D. This is best for debate – 

1. Ground. No unique disads or links – even if there are reason’s the plans bad, they’re already occurring because the plan is already occurring so we can’t garner offense. 

2. Education. Kills policymaking education – the point is to learn how to craft new policy changes to fix status quo problems, rather than just researching why existing governmental policies are good. 

3. Mixes Burdens.  The plan text dosen't add a decrease from a baseline –it's unfair to make us beat their inherency to prove they're not topical. 

Kurdish PIC
CP Text: The United States federal government should withdraw all its troops following the United States – Iraq Status Of Forces Agreement but leave troops in Kirkuk until the conflict has been resolved. 

U.S. withdrawal leads to an Arab-Kurdish power struggle over territory

(James F Dobbins, July 16, 2009, diplomat and former United States Ambassador to the European Union (1991-93) and Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs (2001). He is a member of the American Academy of Diplomacy Copyright Middle East Policy Council Fall 2009, U.S. WITHDRAWAL FROM IRAQ: WHAT ARE THE REGIONAL IMPLICATIONS? )

Finally, there are the special groups that were originally part of al-Sadr 's Jaish alMahdi, but have achieved a certain degree of autonomy and were supported by - and, some people speculated, directed by - Iran, and were among the most destructive of the forces back in 2006, 2007. They were largely defeated and have drawn back, and the Iranians are providing less support and encouragement for these groups. There is the danger that the government dominated by the Shia will not adequately integrate the Sunni minority politically and also to some degree militarily - that is, accept the Sons of Iraq, put them into a certain proportion of military-security positions and ensure the others have some form of livelihood. And there is the danger that the Shia groups could potentially begin fighting among themselves. But probably the greatest danger is the danger inherent in the Arab-Kurdish disputes over disputed territories along the border between the Kurdish region and the Arab majority provinces. Kirkuk and other disputed areas are still flashpoints. So, if you are looking at where civil war in Iraq might resume, that could be the most dangerous and the most difficult to manage. In terms of external actors, all of Iraq's neighbors are going to interfere in one way or another. They would be foolish not to. After all, they are the ones who are going to get the refugees, the commercial disruption, the terrorism, endemic disease and the criminality that flows from having a failed state on their doorsteps. So they are going to interfere.

Leaving troops is key

(James F Dobbins, July 16, 2009, diplomat and former United States Ambassador to the European Union (1991-93) and Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs (2001). He is a member of the American Academy of Diplomacy Copyright Middle East Policy Council Fall 2009, U.S. WITHDRAWAL FROM IRAQ: WHAT ARE THE REGIONAL IMPLICATIONS? )
In terms of strategies to reduce the risk, there are a number, most of which I think the administration cognizant of and is following. First, it is important that American combat forces leave the most volatile areas last, and the most volatile area between the Kurdish and Arab parts of the country in the disputed territories in that region. The United States is currently playing an important role in maintaining dialogue between the Kurdish Peshmerga and the Iraqi security forces, containing disputes that could rise to the level of conflict if there were no mediator with embedded personnel capable of speaking to both sides. They are playing an important role in keeping that area quiet, so leaving last from those kinds of regions is one way to reduce the risk. Second, following the withdrawal of combat forces, which is scheduled to be completed by next August, make sure that there are enough American forces in the country to continue to train and partner with Iraqi security forces, and to provide adequate force protection for the American troops that remain. 

Kurdish PIC

Turns case - Kurdish war causes civil war 

(Patrick Cockburn, Middle East correspondent since 1979 for the Financial Times and, presently, The Independent. Among the most experienced commentators on Iraq, he has written four books on the country's recent history. He won the Orwell Prize for Journalism in 2009. 8/10/09 “Kurdish faultline threatens to spark new war” http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/middle-east/kurdish-faultline-threatens-to-spark-new-war-1769954.html)
It is called the "trigger line", a 300-mile long swathe of disputed territory in northern Iraq where Arab and Kurdish soldiers confront each other, and which risks turning into a battlefield. As the world has focused on the US troop withdrawal from Iraq, and the intensifying war in Afghanistan, Arabs and Kurds in Iraq have been getting closer to an all out war over control of the oil-rich lands stretching from the borders of Syria in the west to Iran in the east. The risk of armed conflict is acute because the zone in dispute is a mosaic of well-armed communities backed by regular forces. Kurdish and Arab soldiers here watch each other's movements with deepest suspicion in case the other side might attempt to establish new facts on the ground. It is to avert a new armed conflict breaking out between the powerful military forces on both sides that Iraq's Prime Minister, Nouri al-Maliki, travelled to Kurdistan for crisis talks last week with Kurdish leaders, Iraq's (Kurdish) President, Jalal Talabani, and the President of the autonomous Kurdistan Regional Government (KRG), Massoud Barzani. Mr Maliki and Mr Barzani had not met for a year during which their exchanges have been barbed and aggressive. The 26th Brigade of the 7th Division of the Iraqi army, an Arab unit, recently tried to move from Diyala province northeast of Baghdad through Makhmur, where there is a Kurdish majority, to reach the mainly Sunni Arab city of Mosul. Fearful this might be a Baghdad government land-grab for Makhmour, Kurdish civilians blocked the road. Khasro Goran, a senior member of the ruling Kurdistan Democratic Party (KDP), says the army advance would have been resisted if it had gone on. "Our forces had taken up positions on higher ground and if the Iraqi army brigade had come on, they were under orders to open fire." Ominously for the future unity of Iraq, the Kurdish unit preparing to shoot was itself part of the Iraqi army. American mediation and Arab-Kurdish negotiations in Baghdad ultimately prevented a clash and the 26th Brigade withdrew without fighting. But according to Mohammed Ihsan, the KRG's Minister for Extra Regional Affairs, who has responsibility for the disputed territories, any outbreak of hostilities could be the start of a major conflict: "If fighting does start at one point I am sure it will quickly spread along the whole line from Sinjar [near Syria] to Khanaqin [near Iran]." President Barack Obama's administration is alarmed by the prospect of Iraq splitting apart just as the US pulls its troops out. But Washington can also see the danger of becoming more deeply enmeshed in the Arab-Kurdish conflict, which kept northern Iraq ablaze for much of the last century. US withdrawal also frightens the Kurds, the one Iraqi community that supported the US-led invasion. They can see the political and military balance is swinging against them just as they are faced by Mr Maliki's rejuvenated Iraqi government commanding the increasingly confident 600,000-strong Iraqi security forces. A report by the International Crisis Group concluded recently that "without the glue that US troops have provided, Iraq's political actors are otherwise likely to fight all along the trigger line following a withdrawal, emboldened by a sense that they can prevail, if necessary, with outside help." Arab leaders, both Shia and Sunni, claim that the Kurds have overplayed their hand since 2003. As Saddam Hussein's regime was disintegrating, Kurdish forces swept into the cities of Mosul and Kirkuk, seizing territories where there was or had been a Kurdish majority before Saddam Hussein's ethnic cleansing. The sole sign of one of the 3,500 Kurdish villages destroyed by Saddam is often a pathetic pile of stones in a field where people once lived before they were killed or forced to flee, their herds of cows and flocks of sheep slaughtered, and concrete poured down the village well. Kurdish vociferousness over the danger of renewed war with the Arabs stems partly from wanting to panic the US into staying involved in the dispute. Yet the danger of war is quite real as the Kurds genuinely fear being evicted from the disputed territories and driven back into the KRG, behind the Green Line established after the Kurdish uprising of 1991.The Kurds nervously watch Iraqi troops reoccupy positions once held by Saddam Hussein's army. Last year, the Iraqi army sent north its 12th Division, a 9,500-strong force that is at least 75 per cent Shia Arab, into the Kirkuk oil province. "These troops are trying to encircle Kirkuk just as Saddam used to do," says Safeen Dizayee, the spokesman for the KDP. "They are trying to push out our forces, both peshmerga [Kurdish fighters] and Kurdish units in the regular Iraqi army." Anti-Kurdish feeling is running high in the rest of Iraq, as is fear of Iraqi Arab revanchism in Kurdistan. Ethnic and sectarian hatred is strongest in the disputed territories where different communities live side-by-side. Nineveh province is like an Iraqi Lebanon in its diversity with its complicated mix of Kurds, Kurdish speaking Yazidis, Shabak, Sunni Arabs, Shia and Sunni Turkomans as well as Chaldean and Assyrian Christians. Asked about the prospect of an Arab-Kurdish civil war, people from Mosul say that for them it started six years ago. Some 2,000 Kurds from the city have been killed and another 100,000 have fled. Until January this year, the minority Kurds ruled the local council because the Sunni Arabs boycotted the election of 2005. But in the latest election, the anti-Kurdish al-Hadba party won and their leader, Atheel al-Najafi, is the new provincial governor, though this does not mean he can enter Kurdish areas. When he tried, on 8 May, to enter Bashiqa, a Yazidi-Chaldean town on the main road from Mosul to Arbil, at the head of a convoy of 40 police cars Kurdish peshmerga said they would shot to kill if he tried to go on. Moderation is not in fashion along the "trigger line". One Iraqi army battalion commander has been dismissed and investigated for cowardice over a confrontation with Kurdish security in January. It took place at Altun-Kupri, a Kurdish-Turkoman town which occupies an important position on the road between Arbil and Kirkuk. An Iraqi army patrol had suddenly appeared in town and local Kurds and Kurdish police immediately took to the streets to protest. Violence was only averted because the battalion commander, now sacked for his moderation, ignored orders from his high command to open fire. In the disputed areas, people say they will fight for dilapidated villages and infertile stretches of semi-desert which hardly seem worth dying for. But the land here is more valuable than it looks. One of the reasons for sensitivity about the exact position of the border separating Arabs from Kurds is that the disputed territories lie on top of Iraq's northern oil and gas fields centred on Kirkuk. The forays by the Iraqi army towards Makhmur and Altun Kupri had extra significance for the Kurds because both towns are so close to these oilfields. Kurds and Arabs in Iraq have the strength to thwart each other. The KRG has awarded contracts for oil development to foreign companies which have found oil, but the oil can only be exported using Baghdad government oil pipelines. "Otherwise, they will have to carry it away in buckets," says the Iraqi Oil Minister, Hussein al-Shahristani. The Kurds counter that at least one vital Iraqi oil pumping station is on their territory. War between Arabs and Kurds in Iraq would doom the country as an independent state. Such a conflict is not winnable by either side and each would seek foreign allies. For all their brutality, Saddam Hussein and his predecessors failed to crush the Kurds over 40 years. Differences over Kirkuk, the disputed territories and control of oil run too deep to resolve quickly, but after his long-delayed meeting with Kurdish leaders, Mr Maliki needs at least to stop a further escalation of the Arab-Kurdish conflict. 

Security K

A. The 1ac is grounded in an orientalist discourse of middle eastern security defined according to U.S. imperial interests.   

Pinar Bilgin, @ Bilkent Univ, ‘4 [International Relations 18.1, “Whose ‘Middle East’? Geopolitical Inventions and Practices of Security,” p. 28]
What I call the ‘Middle East’ perspective is usually associated with the United  States and its regional allies. It derives from a ‘western’ conception of security  which could be summed up as the unhindered flow of oil at reasonable prices, the  cessation of the Arab–Israeli conflict, the prevention of the emergence of any  regional hegemon while holding Islamism in check, and the maintenance of  ‘friendly’ regimes that are sensitive to these concerns. This was (and still is) a top-  down conception of security that privileged the security of states and military  stability.  It is top-down because threats to security have been defined largely from the  perspective of external powers rather than regional states or peoples. In the eyes of  British and US defence planners, Communist infiltration and Soviet intervention  constituted the greatest threat to security in the ‘Middle East’ during the Cold War.  The way to enhance regional security, they argued, was for regional states to enter  into alliances with the West. Two security umbrella schemes, the ill-born Middle  East Defence Organisation (1951) and the Baghdad Pact (1955), were designed  for this purpose. Although there were regional states such as Iraq (until the 1958  coup), Iran (until the 1978–9 revolution) and Turkey that shared this perception of  security to a certain extent, many Arab policy-makers begged to differ.22  Traces of this top-down thinking were prevalent in the US approach to security  in the ‘Middle East’ during the 1990s. In following a policy of dual containment,23  US policy-makers presented Iran and Iraq as the main threats to regional security  largely due to their military capabilities and the revisionist character of their  regimes that are not subservient to US interests. However, these top-down  perspectives, while revealing certain aspects of regional insecurity, at the same  time hinder others. For example the lives of women in Kuwait and Saudi Arabia  are made insecure not only by the threat caused by their Gulf neighbours’ military  capabilities, but also because of the conservative character of their own regimes  that restrict women’s rights under the cloak of religious tradition.24 For it is  women who suffer disproportionately as a result of militarism and the channelling  of valuable resources into defence budgets instead of education and health. Their  concerns rarely make it into security analyses.  This top-down approach to regional security in the ‘Middle East’ was com-  pounded by a conception of security that was directed outwards – that is threats to  security were assumed to stem from outside the state whereas inside is viewed as a  realm of peace. Although it could be argued – following R.B.J. Walker – that what  makes it possible for ‘inside’ to remain peaceful is the presentation of ‘outside’ as  a realm of danger,25the practices of Middle Eastern states indicate that this does  not always work as prescribed in theory. For many regional policy-makers justify  certain domestic security measures by way of presenting the international arena as  anarchical and stressing the need to strengthen the state to cope with external  threats. While doing this, however, they at the same time cause insecurity for  some individuals and social groups at home – the very peoples whose security  they purport to maintain. The practices of regional actors that do not match up to  the theoretical prescriptions include the Baath regime in Iraq that infringed their  own citizens’ rights often for the purposes of state security. Those who dare to  challenge their states’ security practices may be marginalized at best, and accused  of treachery and imprisoned at worst.

Security K

B. Representing the “Middle East” as a problem region entrenches Orientalist racial hierarchies.

Pinar Bilgin, Associate Professor of International Relations, March 04, International Relations 18 (1), “Whose ‘Middle East’? Geopolitical Interventions and Practices of Security,” http://ire.sagepub.com/content/18/1/25.full.pdf+html
The ‘Middle East’1 has long been viewed as a region that ‘best fits the realist view of international politics’.2 Although there has begun to emerge, in the aftermath of the 11 September attacks against New York and Washington, DC, some awareness of the need to adopt a fresh approach to security in the Middle East,3 it remains a commonplace to argue that, whereas critical approaches to security4 may have some relevance within the Western European context, in other parts of the world – such as the ‘Middle East’ – traditional approaches retain their validity.5 The Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, the stalling in the Arab–Israeli peacemaking amid escalating violence between Israelis and Palestinians, the US-led war on Iraq and the seeming lack of enthusiasm for addressing the problem of regional insecurity, especially when viewed against the backdrop of increasing regionalization of security relations in other parts of the world,6 do indeed suggest that the ‘Middle East’ is a place where traditional conceptions and practices of security are still having a field day. Contesting such approaches that present the ‘Middle East’ as an exception, this article will submit that critical approaches are indeed relevant in the ‘Middle East’, while accepting that some of the items of the old security agenda also retain their pertinence (as in Western Europe). Instead of taking the seemingly little evidence of enthusiasm for addressing the problem of regional insecurity in the ‘Middle East’ for granted, a critical place for such approaches to begin is a recognition of the presence of a multitude of contending perspectives on regional security each one of which derives from different conceptions of security that have their roots in alternative worldviews.7 When rethinking regional security from a Critical Security Studies perspective, both the concepts ‘region’ and ‘security’ need to be opened up to reveal the mutually constitutive relationship between (inventing) regions and (conceptions and practices of) security. Regions as geopolitical inventions The burgeoning literature on regions and regionalism has emphasized the ‘invented’ character of regions as opposed to some earlier conceptions that viewed regions as ‘eternal’,8 the point being that there is nothing ‘natural’ or ‘neutral’ about geographical assumptions and language. Throughout history, the driving purpose behind the identification and naming of geographic sites has almost always been military strategic interests. Indeed as Kären Wigen and Martin Lewis note, ‘some of the most basic and taken-for-granted “regions” of the world [such as Southeast Asia and Latin America] were first framed by military thinkers’.9 In other words, the origins of regions have had their roots in the security conceptions and practices of their inventors. In the case of the ‘Middle East’ the invention of the region is usually ascribed to Captain Alfred Thayer Mahan, US naval officer and author of key works on naval strategy.10 In an article published in The National Review in 1902 Mahan suggested that Britain should take up the responsibility of maintaining security in the (Persian) Gulf and its coasts – the ‘Middle East’ – so that the route to India would be secured and Russia kept in check.11 The term ‘Middle East’ took-off from then onwards but as time progressed, the area so designated shifted westwards. In the interwar period the discovery of considerable quantities of oil in the Arabian peninsula and the increasing pace of Jewish migration into Palestine linked these chunks of territory to Mahan’s ‘Middle East’. During the Second World War British policy-makers began to use the term with reference to all Asian and North African lands to the west of India. No definite boundaries were set to the region during this period. In line with changes in British wartime policies, ‘Iran was added in 1942; Eritrea was dropped in September 1941 and welcomed back again five months later’.12 Towards the end of the Second World War the United States got involved in the ‘Middle East’, adopting the British wartime definition. These switches from one definition to another took place so swiftly that it prompted a well-known historian of the region, Roderic Davison, to ask in the pages of the Foreign Affairs: ‘Where is the Middle East?’.13 The argument so far should not be taken to mean that it was solely the military strategic interests of western powers that have been the driving force behind the invention and reproduction of such representations. Throughout history all societies have produced their own representations of the world. The term ‘Maghreb’ (‘the West’ in Arabic) has its origins in the geopolitics of an earlier epoch, that of the first waves of Arab invaders who came to North Africa in the 7th and 8th centuries. However, not all societies have been able to impose their maps on to others. This is where relative endowment of material resources comes into play in deciding whose discourse emerges as the dominant one. To put it another way, the reason why the lands to the southwest of Asia and north of Africa have been lumped together in the mind’s eye and labelled as the ‘Middle East’ has its roots not merely in the military strategic interests of Great Britain of the late 19th century, but also in Britain’s material and representational prowess. It is not only the relative endowment of the material resources of rival powers but also the changes in communications and transportation technologies that have an impact on the way geographical categories are invented and adjusted. As the military strategic interests and capabilities of the major geopolitical actors of the time changed, the ‘Middle East’ shifted in tandem with these changes. The point here is that technological and economic, as well as political changes, alter the way one ‘sees’ the world, thereby helping shape one’s practices. For example, after the end of the Cold War and the dissolution of the Soviet Union, some proposed a new region, that of the ‘Greater Middle East’.14 This new region includes the former Soviet republics of Central Asia which is in itself indicative of the security conceptions and practices of its inventors that include securing the route to Central Asian oil resources (in which there is now much interest) while holding Islamism in check (which has become a persistent anxiety in the United States and Western Europe in the aftermath of 11 September 2001).
Security K

C. Rejecting their demand for immediate yes/no policy response is the only way to raise critical ethical questions about the discourse and practice of ir in the middle east.  
 Shampa BISWAS Politics @ Whitman ‘7 “Empire and Global Public Intellectuals: Reading Edward Said as an International Relations Theorist” Millennium 36 (1) p. 117-125
The recent resuscitation of the project of Empire should give International Relations scholars particular pause.1 For a discipline long premised on a triumphant Westphalian sovereignty, there should be something remarkable about the ease with which the case for brute force, regime change and empire-building is being formulated in widespread commentary spanning the political spectrum. Writing after the 1991 Gulf War, Edward Said notes the US hesitance to use the word ‘empire’ despite its long imperial history.2 This hesitance too is increasingly under attack as even self-designated liberal commentators such as Michael Ignatieff urge the US to overcome its unease with the ‘e-word’ and selfconsciously don the mantle of imperial power, contravening the limits of sovereign authority and remaking the world in its universalist image of ‘democracy’ and ‘freedom’.3 Rashid Khalidi has argued that the US invasion and occupation of Iraq does indeed mark a new stage in American world hegemony, replacing the indirect and proxy forms of Cold War domination with a regime much more reminiscent of European colonial empires in the Middle East.4 The ease with which a defence of empire has been mounted and a colonial project so unabashedly resurrected makes this a particularly opportune, if not necessary, moment, as scholars of ‘the global’, to take stock of our disciplinary complicities with power, to account for colonialist imaginaries that are lodged at the heart of a discipline ostensibly interested in power but perhaps far too deluded by the formal equality of state sovereignty and overly concerned with security and order. Perhaps more than any other scholar, Edward Said’s groundbreaking work in Orientalism has argued and demonstrated the long and deep complicity of academic scholarship with colonial domination.5 In addition to spawning whole new areas of scholarship such as postcolonial studies, Said’s writings have had considerable influence in his own discipline of comparative literature but also in such varied disciplines as anthropology, geography and history, all of which have taken serious and sustained stock of their own participation in imperial projects and in fact regrouped around that consciousness in a way that has simply not happened with International Relations.6 It has been 30 years since Stanley Hoffman accused IR of being an ‘American social science’ and noted its too close connections to US foreign policy elites and US preoccupations of the Cold War to be able to make any universal claims,7 yet there seems to be a curious amnesia and lack of curiosity about the political history of the discipline, and in particular its own complicities in the production of empire.8 Through what discourses the imperial gets reproduced, resurrected and re-energised is a question that should be very much at the heart of a discipline whose task it is to examine the contours of global power. Thinking this failure of IR through some of Edward Said’s critical scholarly work from his long distinguished career as an intellectual and activist, this article is an attempt to politicise and hence render questionable the disciplinary traps that have, ironically, circumscribed the ability of scholars whose very business it is to think about global politics to actually think globally and politically. What Edward Said has to offer IR scholars, I believe, is a certain kind of global sensibility, a critical but sympathetic and felt awareness of an inhabited and cohabited world. Furthermore, it is a profoundly political sensibility whose globalism is predicated on a cognisance of the imperial and a firm non-imperial ethic in its formulation. I make this argument by travelling through a couple of Said’s thematic foci in his enormous corpus of writing. Using a lot of Said’s reflections on the role of public intellectuals, I argue in this article that IR scholars need to develop what I call a ‘global intellectual posture’. In the 1993 Reith Lectures delivered on BBC channels, Said outlines three positions for public intellectuals to assume – as an outsider/exile/marginal, as an ‘amateur’, and as a disturber of the status quo speaking ‘truth to power’ and self-consciously siding with those who are underrepresented and disadvantaged.9 Beginning with a discussion of Said’s critique of ‘professionalism’ and the ‘cult of expertise’ as it applies to International Relations, I first argue the importance, for scholars of global politics, of taking politics seriously. Second, I turn to Said’s comments on the posture of exile and his critique of identity politics, particularly in its nationalist formulations, to ask what it means for students of global politics to take the global seriously. Finally, I attend to some of Said’s comments on humanism and contrapuntality to examine what IR scholars can learn from Said about feeling and thinking globally concretely, thoroughly and carefully. IR Professionals in an Age of Empire: From ‘International Experts’ to ‘Global Public Intellectuals’ One of the profound effects of the war on terror initiated by the Bush administration has been a significant constriction of a democratic public sphere, which has included the active and aggressive curtailment of intellectual and political dissent and a sharp delineation of national boundaries along with concentration of state power. The academy in this context has become a particularly embattled site with some highly disturbing onslaughts on academic freedom. At the most obvious level, this has involved fairly well-calibrated neoconservative attacks on US higher education that have invoked the mantra of ‘liberal bias’ and demanded legislative regulation and reform10, an onslaught supported by a well-funded network of conservative think tanks, centres, institutes and ‘concerned citizen groups’ within and outside the higher education establishment11 and with considerable reach among sitting legislators, jurists and policy-makers as well as the media. But what has in part made possible the encroachment of such nationalist and statist agendas has been a larger history of the corporatisation of the university and the accompanying ‘professionalisation’ that goes with it. Expressing concern with ‘academic acquiescence in the decline of public discourse in the United States’, Herbert Reid has examined the ways in which the university is beginning to operate as another transnational corporation12, and critiqued the consolidation of a ‘culture of professionalism’ where academic bureaucrats engage in bureaucratic role-playing, minor academic turf battles mask the larger managerial power play on campuses and the increasing influence of a relatively autonomous administrative elite and the rise of insular ‘expert cultures’ have led to academics relinquishing their claims to public space and authority.13 While it is no surprise that the US academy should find itself too at that uneasy confluence of neoliberal globalising dynamics and exclusivist nationalist agendas that is the predicament of many contemporary institutions around the world, there is much reason for concern and an urgent need to rethink the role and place of intellectual labour in the democratic process. This is especially true for scholars of the global writing in this age of globalisation and empire. Edward Said has written extensively on the place of the academy as one of the few and increasingly precarious spaces for democratic deliberation and argued the necessity for public intellectuals immured from the seductions of power.14 Defending the US academy as one of the last remaining utopian spaces, ‘the one public space available to real alternative intellectual practices: no other institution like it on such a scale exists anywhere else in the world today’15, and lauding the remarkable critical theoretical and historical work of many academic intellectuals in a lot of his work, Said also complains that ‘the American University, with its munificence, utopian sanctuary, and remarkable diversity, has defanged (intellectuals)’16. The most serious threat to the ‘intellectual vocation’, he argues, is ‘professionalism’ and mounts a pointed attack on the proliferation of ‘specializations’ and the ‘cult of expertise’ with their focus on ‘relatively narrow areas of knowledge’, ‘technical formalism’, ‘impersonal theories and methodologies’, and most worrisome of all, their ability and willingness to be seduced by power.17 Said mentions in this context the funding of academic programmes and research which came out of the exigencies of the Cold War18, an area in which there was considerable traffic of political scientists (largely trained as IR and comparative politics scholars) with institutions of policy-making. Looking at various influential US academics as ‘organic intellectuals’ involved in a dialectical relationship with foreign policy-makers and examining the institutional relationships at and among numerous think tanks and universities that create convergent perspectives and interests, Christopher Clement has studied US intervention in the Third World both during and after the Cold War made possible and justified through various forms of ‘intellectual articulation’.19 This is not simply a matter of scholars working for the state, but indeed a larger question of intellectual orientation. It is not uncommon for IR scholars to feel the need to formulate their scholarly conclusions in terms of its relevance for global politics, where ‘relevance’ is measured entirely in terms of policy wisdom. Edward Said’s searing indictment of US intellectuals – policy-experts and Middle East experts - in the context of the first Gulf War20 is certainly even more resonant in the contemporary context preceding and following the 2003 invasion of Iraq. The space for a critical appraisal of the motivations and conduct of this war has been considerably diminished by the expertise-framed national debate wherein certain kinds of ethical questions irreducible to formulaic ‘for or against’ and ‘costs and benefits’ analysis can simply not be raised. In effect, what Said argues for, and IR scholars need to pay particular heed to, is an understanding of ‘intellectual relevance’ that is larger and more worthwhile, that is about the posing of critical, historical, ethical and perhaps unanswerable questions rather than the offering of recipes and solutions, that is about politics (rather than techno-expertise) in the most fundamental and important senses of the vocation.21

Redeployment DA

COIN drawdown is inevitable, reinforcing troops now creates worse conditions

Friedman 10 (THOMAS L. FRIEDMAN, American journalist, columnist and multi Pulitzer Prize winning author. He is an op-ed contributor to The New York Times, whose column appears twice weekly. He has written extensively on foreign affairs including global trade, the Middle East and environmental issues. He has won the Pulitzer Prize three times, twice for International Reporting (1983, 1988) and once for Commentary (2002), June 22, 2010, “What’s Second Prize?”, https://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/23/opinion/23friedman.html | JC)

It is not about the way. It is about the will. I have said this before, and I will say it again: The Middle East only puts a smile on your face when it starts with them. The Camp David peace treaty started with Israelis and Egyptians meeting in secret — without us. The Oslo peace process started with Israelis and Palestinians meeting in secret — without us. The Sunni tribal awakening in Iraq against pro-Al Qaeda forces started with them — without us. When it starts with them, when they assume ownership, our military and diplomatic support can be a huge multiplier, as we’ve seen in Iraq and at Camp David. Ownership is everything in business, war and diplomacy. People will fight with sticks and stones and no training at all for a government they feel ownership of. When they — Israelis, Palestinians, Afghans, Iraqis — assume ownership over a policy choice, everything is possible, particularly the most important thing of all: that what gets built becomes self-sustaining without us. But when we want it more than they do, nothing is self-sustaining, and they milk us for all we’re worth. I simply don’t see an Afghan “awakening” in areas under Taliban control. And without that, at scale, nothing we build will be self-sustaining. That leads to the second question: If our strategy is to use U.S. forces to clear the Taliban and help the Afghans put in place a decent government so they can hold what is cleared, how can that be done when President Hamid Karzai, our principal ally, openly stole the election and we looked the other way? Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and others in the administration told us not to worry: Karzai would have won anyway; he’s the best we’ve got; she knew how to deal with him and he would come around. Well, I hope that happens. But my gut tells me that when you don’t call things by their real name, you get in trouble. Karzai stole the election, and we said: No problem, we’re going to build good governance on the back of the Kabul mafia. Which brings up the third simple question, the one that made me most opposed to this surge: What do we win if we win? At least in Iraq, if we eventually produce a decent democratizing government, we will, at enormous cost, have changed the politics in a great Arab capital in the heart of the Arab Muslim world. That can have wide resonance. Change Afghanistan at enormous cost and you’ve changed Afghanistan — period. Afghanistan does not resonate. Moreover, Al Qaeda is in Pakistan today — or, worse, in the soul of thousands of Muslim youth from Bridgeport, Conn., to London, connected by “The Virtual Afghanistan”: the Internet. If Al Qaeda cells returned to Afghanistan, they could be dealt with by drones, or special forces aligned with local tribes. It would not be perfect, but perfect is not on the menu in Afghanistan. My bottom line: The president can bring Ulysses S. Grant back from the dead to run the Afghan war. But when you can’t answer the simplest questions, it is a sign that you’re somewhere you don’t want to be and your only real choices are lose early, lose late, lose big or lose small. 
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Redeployment from Iraq would directly increase COIN missions

Henry 9 – Senior White House correspondent (Ed, October 19, “Behind the scenes in Obama's war council debate”, http://edition.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/10/19/afghan.iraq.surge/ |JC), 

There's an air of mystery hanging over President Obama's war council, which meets in secrecy yet again this week to discuss a new strategy for Afghanistan in the highly secure White House Situation Room. Troops prepare to board helicopters at Forward Operating Base Dwyer, Afghanistan. Troops prepare to board helicopters at Forward Operating Base Dwyer, Afghanistan. But senior officials closely involved in the decision-making process reveal that the president and his team are grappling with one particularly urgent question: Will Gen. Stanley McChrystal's push for 40,000 more U.S. troops really secure Afghanistan? McChrystal, who has been joining the president's war council by secure videophone, framed this debate weeks ago by writing in his now-famous memo that failing to send that many troops could result in the mission failing. But some of Obama's other top advisers are privately expressing heavy skepticism that sending 40,000 troops will result in a successful Iraq-style surge. "Afghanistan is not Iraq," one senior administration official said. "To say that we can take what we did in Iraq and Xerox it and send it to Afghanistan is obtuse." A second administration official confirmed this viewpoint has real currency inside Obama's war council. "With 40,000 more troops, you cannot do an Iraq-style surge," this official said. "It's totally different than Iraq. The strategy is not easily transferable -- there are unique challenges in Afghanistan." These officials stressed that the president still has not made up his mind about troop levels, which will be a primary topic of discussion at this week's sixth meeting, and they said it is still possible that Obama will follow McChrystal's advice. But the senior officials seem intent on puncturing the notion that McChrystal's proposal would be a panacea if fully implemented. "The expectations need to be more realistic," the second senior administration official said. "We have to be realistic about what's possible." These advisers to the president believe the public perception has become too focused on the idea that sending 40,000 more troops to the battlefield will result in a full counterinsurgency effort, known as "COIN" within the military, a doctrine made famous by Gen. David Petraeus. Earlier this month, on CNN's "State of the Union with John King," Sen. John McCain, R-Arizona, suggested this: "The strategy that was developed by Gen. Petraeus in particular, but also with Gen. McChrystal as his strong right arm, did succeed there [in Iraq]," McCain said. "Should we risk going against the advice and counsel of our best and strongest advisers, those we've given the responsibility? But McChrystal's plan aims only to implement a COIN program in problem areas, not across the country. Senior officials said that in order to fully force a COIN strategy of 20 to 25 troops per 1,000 residents in Afghanistan, there would have to be 600,000 U.S., NATO and Afghan troops and police -- which is basically impossible. It would require either a major infusion of U.S. troops that is just not available right now because of a taxed military, or a massive training of new Afghan soldiers that is too ambitious to reach in a short time. Petraeus' field manual suggests that for a counterinsurgency effort to work in a population center, there needs to be a force density ratio of 20 to 25 troops or security personnel for 1,000 residents. At the height of the Iraq surge, according to the senior officials, there were approximately 29 troops for each 1,000 residents. Right now in Afghanistan, there are about 260,000 U.S., NATO and Afghan troops on the ground, or only about 11 troops per 1,000 residents. If Obama accepted McChrystal's request and sent 40,000 U.S. troops in the coming weeks, that would bring the force density rate up to only 12.5 troops for every 1,000 residents. "The notion of a fully resourced COIN strategy is not in the offing," one senior administration official said of the current deliberations. "We're unable to pick up exactly what we did in Iraq. It cannot be moved to Afghanistan." James Danly, managing director at the Institute for the Study of War, acknowledged that sending 40,000 U.S. troops to Afghanistan would not fully cover the type of counterinsurgency effort envisioned by Petraeus on paper. Danly was a U.S. Army officer in Iraq from 2006 to 2008, which was the height of Petraeus' counterinsurgency effort. "You are right that there will be a shortfall," Danly said after being read the numbers that administration officials are using to weigh the strategy shift. But he added that "marginal increases" in troops "can have a dramatic effect" on security if the troops are used properly. "If we were to take our soldiers and apply them wisely, we will be much closer to parity," Danly said, suggesting that a leaner force can work if it is focused on urban centers instead of the most remote areas of Afghanistan. "There are enough forces to do COIN properly." Senior administration officials are skeptical that it will work. They add that even if 40,000 troops could secure Afghanistan in the short term, they're deeply concerned that such gains would not hold in a nation that -- unlike Iraq -- does not have a relatively stable central government. "So who do you hand it off to?" said one senior administration official. "It's like handing it to sand. There is no 'there' there.
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COIN missions undermine counterterror effectiveness – reduces our leverage

Michael J. Boyle – Lecturer in International Relations and a Research Fellow at the Centre for the Study of Terrorism and Political Violence at the University of St Andrews – 2010
(International Affairs, “Do counterterrorism and counterinsurgency go together?” http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/123318677/PDFSTART ty)

Finally, a counterinsurgency mission can have offsetting effects on counterterrorism goals if it sends a signal of commitment that inadvertently reduces the leverage the foreign backer has over its partner government. Just as the US learned to its peril with South Vietnam, each decision to send additional troops and resources reveals how much the US needs to win, thereby reducing its leverage over its local partner.87 This is problematic because counterterrorism cooperation depends on leverage, especially when the foreign backer asks the local government to undertake or authorize costly operations to capture or kill suspected terrorists. There is certainly evidence that this dynamic is in play in respect of Pakistan, which has received $15 billion in aid from the US, much of it earmarked for counterterrorism support, only to find that the funds are diverted into weapons to be used against India.88 Pakistan has refused to end its tacit support for the Afghan Taleban, who operate freely in Quetta, and there are unconfirmed reports that the Taleban still receive funds from its intelligence service.89 Similarly, President Obama’s declaration of Afghanistan as a ‘necessary war’ and his decision to send 30,000 additional US troops appear to have made the Karzai regime less willing to accede to American demands over corruption reform and improved governance. Rory Stewart has pointed out that ‘the more we give, the less influence we have over the Afghan government, which believes we need it more than it needs us. What incentive do Afghan leaders have to reform if their country is allowed to produce 92 percent of the world’s heroin and still receive $20 billion of international aid?’90 It remains to be seen whether this lack of compliance will spill over into responses to counterterrorism demands, but it is worth asking whether this renewed commitment to COIN strategies in the AfPak region will leave the US punching beneath its weight with both governments. The US is so heavily invested in stopping the spread of violence in the region—to the point that it will tolerate both Afghanistan and Pakistan exploiting their crises for profit—that it may find it lacks the leverage needed to achieve its essential counterterrorism goals.

A large COIN presence increases al-Qaeda’s power – backlash against US means more recruitment and support for Taliban

Steven Simon – Adjunct Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations and Jonathan Stevenson -  Professor of Strategic Studies at the US Naval War College – October 2009
(“Afghanistan: How Much is Enough?” Survival, Volume 51, Issue 5 October 2009 , pages 47 – 67 ty)

To be sure, the re-Talibanisation of Afghanistan would be undesirable in a number of ways. It would, for example, render Afghanistan more cooptable by al-Qaeda. It would also consign some Afghans, particularly women, to oppression and human-rights violations at the hands of the Taliban. But US failure to execute an ambitious counter-insurgency and state-building policy runs a prohibitive risk of playing into al-Qaeda's hands. Among the most cherished aspects of al-Qaeda's strategy is the 'management of savagery', which constitutes the title of an important jihadist manual - subtitled 'the most important stage through which the umma will pass' - propagated under the pseudonym 'Abu Bakr al-Naji' via the Internet beginning in 2004. In essence, the strategy calls for a war of attrition in which Muslims bleed and gradually enervate the United States and its allies by repeatedly drawing them into military conflict.27 Such designs raise the question of whether the United States, having intervened full-bloodedly in Afghanistan, will likewise occupy and attempt to reshape every underdeveloped country in which jihadists establish a presence. This sort of project would surely be impracticable. Yet given al-Qaeda's transnational cast and noted adaptability, jihadists under its influence will almost inevitably rise to political prominence elsewhere. In this light, it is unclear where US-led intervention might end, and how Washington could carry the burden of the Afghanistan precedent.  Finally, within the operational environment of Afghanistan and Pakistan themselves, the alternative to a minimalist approach is likely to be not the controlled and purposeful escalation envisaged by the current policy but rather a pernicious spiral with an indeterminate outcome. If the United States continues to respond to the threat of al-Qaeda by deepening intervention in Afghanistan and Pakistan, al-Qaeda and the Taliban will rejoin with heightened terrorist and insurgent operations that bring further instability. Indeed, that appears to be happening. In August 2009, as US ground commanders requested more troops, Admiral Michael Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, on CNN described the situation in Afghanistan as 'serious and deteriorating' and the Taliban as having 'gotten better, more sophisticated, in their tactics'.28  The United States' next logical move would be to intensify pressure, raising civilian casualties, increasing political pressure on the Kabul and Islamabad regimes, and ultimately weakening them, which would only help al-Qaeda and the Taliban. In fact, some evidence of this dynamic has already materialised, as the Pakistani government has faced difficulties in dealing with hundreds of thousands of Pakistanis displaced by the military campaign, undertaken at Washington's behest, in the Swat Valley. Certainly worries about Islamabad's ability to handle the Taliban on its own are justi fied. Some Taliban members are no doubt keen on regime change in favour of jihadists, as noted by Bruce Riedel, who headed up the Obama administration's 60-day policy review.29 But Pakistan's military capabilities should not be given short shrift. The Pakistani army, however preoccupied by India, is seasoned and capable, and able to respond decisively to the Taliban should its activities reach a critical level of destabilisation. Inter-Services Intelligence, devious though it may be, would be loath to allow the transfer of nuclear weapons to the Taliban. Moving forward    Al-Qaeda's attrition strategy has a political as well as an operational dynamic: if the United States and its allies are continually goaded into drawing Muslim blood, more Muslims will be antagonised and therefore become ripe for recruitment. American strategist Jeffrey Record, a professor at the US Air War College, has argued that barbarism in waging war makes it difficult, if not impossible, for a democracy like the United States to keep its democratic credentials intact, and thus is hardwired to fail. Citing the French experience in Algeria and both the French and the American campaigns in Vietnam, Record notes that 'the stronger side's vulnerability to defeat in protracted conflicts against irregular foes is arguably heightened if it is a democracy'. This is because citizens of democracies tend to find military escalation - encompassing higher casualties, rising brutality and the near-inevitable erosion of democratic practices - increasingly intolerable and often reach their limit before victory can be secured.30  It follows that the most difficult challenge to sustaining a maximalist US policy, leaving aside substantive questions of strategy, is that of keeping the American people on board. The US government can sustain a deployment of some 75,000 troops, the funding it requires, and the public's tolerance for steady casualties for only a finite - and dwindling - period. If the US deployment in Iraq were reduced by two-thirds over the next year, the US presence in Iraq and Afghanistan would still be about 125,000. To support that number, US military practices would require a force twice as large to be perpetually either preparing to deploy or recovering from deployment. That would mean one half of US ground forces would be indefinitely committed to Iraq and Afghanistan, while Afghanistan becomes the largest recipient of US foreign aid.  An effort on that scale would garner majority US domestic support only if the public sees likely victory 
and Congress, the White House and the Beltway punditry line up decisively behind the policy. The emerging trends are pointing in the contrary direction. As monthly and annual US casualties in Afghanistan reached historical peaks in August 
2009, and the Afghan national election loomed, a poll conducted by ABC News and the Washington Post indicated that most Americans did not support an extended US military commitment in Afghanistan.31 Congressional Democrats are balking at anticipated requests for more troops.32 And even conservative columnists, like the influential George F. Will, have turned against a maximalist Afghanistan policy.33 Overall, increasingly strong perceptions of the Karzai government as inept and corrupt are making prospects that the United States could enlist it as an effective counter-insurgency partner and lend it the legitimacy required to rebuild the country seem more and more baseless.  The upshot is that only if the United States establishes a well-calibrated limited policy now will it have the political flexibility to sustain it over the longer-term and thereby to effectively contain the jihadist threat in Central Asia. If, on the other hand, the Obama administration promises more than it can deliver in Afghanistan, a reprise of Vietnam may occur: once failure becomes clear, domestic support will evaporate, the administration will be compelled to withdraw precipitously, and the United States will lose considerable traction in the region. These factors suggest that the United States should limit its Afghanistan/Pakistan policy to counter-terrorism and disown country-wide counterinsurgency and state-building in Afghanistan. At the same time, Washington must remain highly sensitive to the dynamic whereby decreased military activity in Afghanistan combined with robust operations in Pakistan could induce al-Qaeda to return to Afghanistan and render it a main threat once again. In that light, any abrupt wholesale American military withdrawal from Afghanistan would be too risky. Instead, the United States should seek to facilitate a glide-path to a substantial drawdown - and with it fewer casualties and lower expenditures in Afghanistan - over the next few years. 

Keeping al-Qaeda out of Afghanistan is key – prevents any planned attacks – assumes all your terrorism alt causes and defense

Jim Arkedis – director of the National Security Project at the Progressive Policy Institute. Former counterterrorism analyst with the Naval Criminal Investigative Service – October 23, 2009
(Foreign Policy “Why Al Qaeda Wants a Safe Haven”  http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/10/23/got_safe_haven?page=0,2 ty)

As deliberations about the Obama administration's strategic direction in Afghanistan unfold, the White House is weighing whether al Qaeda, in fact, needs an Afghan safe haven -- an expanse of land under the protection of the Taliban -- to reconstitute its capability to attack the United States. Many noted scholars doubt it. In a recent Washington Post op-ed, Council on Foreign Relations President Richard Haass bluntly stated, "Al Qaeda does not require Afghan real estate to constitute a regional or global threat." He's wrong. Although the group has been significantly weakened since late 2001, the only chance al Qaeda has of rebuilding its capability to conduct a large-scale terrorist operation against the United States is under the Taliban's umbrella of protection.

  Objections like Haass's are rooted in the following arguments: that terrorists don't need physical space because they can plot online; that the London and Madrid bombings prove deadly attacks can be planned in restrictive, Western, urban locations under the noses of local security services; and that denying terrorists one safe haven will simply compel them to move to another lawless region.  I spent five years as a counterterrorism analyst for the Pentagon and rigorously studied plots from Madrid to London to 9/11. The above arguments may have merit in a piecemeal or abstract sense, but fall apart in the specific case of what we all dread: a large-scale, al Qaeda operation aimed at the United States.  It is certainly true, for example, that terrorist groups can accomplish much online. Individuals can maintain contact with groups via chat rooms, money can be transferred over the Web (if done with extreme caution), and plotters can download items like instruction manuals for bomb-making, photographs of potential targets, and even blueprints for particular buildings.  But all the e-mail accounts, chat rooms, and social media available will never account for the human touch. There is simply no substitute for the trust and confidence built by physically meeting, jointly conceiving, and then training together for a large-scale, complex operation on the other side of the world. As the 9/11 plot developed, mastermind Khalid Sheik Mohammed (KSM) put the future operatives through a series of training courses along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border. Courses included physical fitness, firearms, close combat, Western culture, and English language. The 9/11 Commission report notes the extreme physical and mental demands KSM put on the participants -- even if the operation didn't require extensive firearms usage, KSM would have wanted the operatives to be proficient under intense pressure, should the need arise.  Juxtapose that with an online learning environment. While you can no doubt learn some amazing things from online courses, it is far preferable to have a dedicated professor physically present to supervise students and monitor their progress. Or think of it another way: You wouldn't want the U.S. Marine Corps to send recruits into battle without training under a drill instructor, would you? KSM was somewhere between a professor and sergeant.  Second, critics argue that the Madrid bombings of 2004 (which killed 191) as well those in London a year later (which killed 56) were largely -- though not entirely -- conceived, prepared, and executed within their respective countries, thus obviating the need for a safe haven.  True enough. However, unlike 9/11 (which killed nearly 3,000), those plots' successes were possible due to their simple concept and small scale. In both cities, the playbook was essentially the same: Four to eight individuals had to find a safe house, download bomb-making instructions, purchase explosive agents, assemble the devices, and deliver charges to the attack points. Without trivializing the tragic loss of life in the European attacks, building those explosive devices was akin to conducting a difficult high-school chemistry experiment.  On that scale, 9/11 was like constructing a nuclear warhead. In every sense, it was a grander vision, involving 20 highly skilled operatives infiltrating the U.S. homeland, who conducted a series of hijackings and targeted four national landmarks with enough know-how, preparation, and contingency plans to be success. In one instance, KSM taught the 9/11 operatives to shoot a rifle from the back of a moving motorcycle, just in case. You can't do that in someone's bedroom -- you need space, time, and the ability to work without worrying that the cops are listening in.  In other words, as a plot grows in number of operatives, scale of target, distance from base, and logistical complexity, so does the need for space to reduce the chances of being discovered and disrupted.  The final argument is that denying al Qaeda a safe haven is an exercise in futility: Drive Osama bin Laden from Afghanistan and he'd relocate to some place like Sudan, southern Algeria, Somalia, or other swaths of ungoverned territory. However, this logic makes two faulty assumptions: that al Qaeda is mobile, and that the group's international affiliates would automatically roll out the red carpet for the jihadi refugees. Neither is true. Bin Laden and his senior and mid level cadre are well-known to intelligence services the world over. Any attempt to travel, let alone cross an international border (save Afghanistan-Pakistan) would fall somewhere between "utterly unthinkable" and "highly risky." Moving would further require massive reorientation of al Qaeda's financial operations and smuggling networks.  Nor would bin Laden's senior leaders be automatically welcomed abroad in areas their regional partners control. Though al Qaeda has established "franchise affiliates" in places like North Africa and Southeast Asia, relationships between al Qaeda's leadership and its regional nodes are extraordinarily complex. Groups like the North African affiliate "al Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb" (AQIM) are happy to co-opt the al Qaeda "brand" for recruiting and financial reasons, but they don't necessarily share the al Qaeda senior leadership's ideological goals. AQIM is much more focused on attacking the Algerian government or foreign entities within the country, having not displayed much capability or desire for grandiose international operations. And last, recruits come to North Africa more often through independent networks in Europe, not camps along the Durand Line.  Think of the relationship like the one you have your in-laws: You might share a name, but you probably don't want them coming to visit for three full weeks.  Regional leaders aren't terribly loyal to senior leadership, either. Take Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, the deceased leader of the group's Iraq affiliate. He was summoned to bin Laden's side numerous times in an attempt to exert control as the Iraqi commander's tactics grew more grotesque and questionable. Zarqawi declined, not wanting to risk travel or accept instruction from bin Laden.  In the end, a safe haven along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border is as good as it gets for al Qaeda's chances to launch a large-scale attack against the United States. Certainly, smaller, less complex attacks could be planned without "Afghan real estate," but any such plot's death toll and long-term effect on American society will be far more limited.  Unfortunately, that's a risk President Barack Obama has to accept -- no amount of intelligence or counterterrorism operations can provide 100 percent security. But to avoid the Big One, the U.S. president's best bet is to deny al Qaeda the only physical space it can access.

Nuke Terrorism would cause nuclear winter and apocalypse

Boston Globe 7/25/2010
(Brian MacQuarrie – Globe Staff. “Clear and Present Nuclear Threats” http://www.boston.com/ae/movies/articles/2010/07/25/countdown_to_zero_examines_two_dangers_nuclear_threats_and_public_complacency/?page=2)

Americans have plenty on their plates: two stubborn wars, a catastrophic oil spill, a recession-racked economy, and recurring warnings about a calamity-in-the-making called global warming. Given all that energy-eating angst, who has time to worry about nuclear weapons?  According to “Countdown to Zero,’’ a chilling new documentary film that opens Friday at the Kendall Square Cinema, the answer should be everyone.  “The likelihood of a single nuclear bomb exploding in a single city somewhere, maybe even Boston, has increased,’’ said Graham Allison, director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University. Allison is one of several talking heads featured in the documentary.  The technology is spreading, terrorists have an appetite for the arms, and the security of nuclear bombs, particularly in Pakistan and the countries of the former Soviet Union, is a constant worry for US and allied defense officials.  But to people worried more about mortgage payments than nuclear holocaust, the danger can seem as dated as fallout shelters and “Dr. Strangelove.’’ Because of that sense of complacency, an area network of clergy, academics, and scientists is spreading the word that this issue must not be overlooked.  “Nuclear weapons were so much the story line of the Cold War,’’ said Allison, who served as assistant defense secretary under President Clinton and a special defense adviser under President Reagan. “If you’re only following the headlines — ‘The Cold War’s Over’ — it must have gone away.’’  Instead, Allison said, an apocalyptic danger is clear and present.  “The objective of Al Qaeda is to ‘kill 4 million Americans, including 2 million children,’ ’’ Allison says during the 90-minute film. “You’re not going to get to kill 4 million people by hijacking airplanes and crashing them into buildings.’’  The quickest way to reach that goal is through the cataclysm of a nuclear explosion, which Valerie Plame Wilson, the former CIA officer whose identity was leaked by aides under President George W. Bush, said Al Qaeda is eager to accomplish.  “Al Qaeda is determined to acquire nuclear weapons and to use them if they get them,’’ Wilson says in the film. “In the early ’90s, they tried to buy highly enriched uranium in the Sudan. They got scammed. Just prior to the 9/11 attacks, we do know that Osama bin Laden and his lieutenant, Zawahiri, sat down with two Pakistani nuclear scientists and discussed nuclear weapons.’’  “Countdown to Zero’’ was produced by Lawrence Bender, who brought the issue of global warming to a mass audience through “An Inconvenient Truth,’’ the Academy Award-winning documentary. In Allison’s view, nuclear proliferation is a much more immediate danger.  In addition to showing the history of the atomic bomb, the film includes interviews of world figures such as Mikhail Gorbachev, Tony Blair, and Pervez Musharraf; nuclear scientists; and intelligence officials such as former CIA operative Rolf Mowatt-Larssen, a current fellow at the Belfer Center. Countdown to Zero’’ includes the troubling and well-known development of Iran’s nuclear program, but its writer and director, Lucy Walker, also chronicles little-publicized thefts of enriched uranium that show this fear has been more reality than rumor. As Mowatt-Larssen says in the film: “There are three ways to acquire a nuclear weapon: You can steal a bomb. You can buy a bomb. And you can build a bomb.’’ Walker shows that all three options are very much in play.  According to Dr. Ira Helfand of Northampton, former president of Physicians for Social Responsibility, even a relatively small nuclear exchange between, for example, India and Pakistan would have serious global repercussions. Temperatures across the planet would drop about 1.3 degrees centigrade, Helfand said, and lead to mass starvation.  In a large-scale nuclear war, temperatures would drop 8 to 10 degrees centigrade, agriculture would be devastated, and “the likelihood is that the entire human race would starve to death,’’ Helfand said during a panel discussion after a recent screening at the Coolidge Corner Theatre in Brookline.  “Countdown to Zero,’’ developed by Participant Media in conjunction with the World Security Institute and Magnolia Pictures, has been shown at the Cannes and Sundance film festivals. However, the sparse turnout at the Brookline screening underscored the difficulties that the documentary faces in attracting a large, paying audience.  “We have kind of an issue fatigue that all of us understandably experience,’’ said the Rev. Jim Antal, president of the Massachusetts Conference of the United Church of Christ, who also spoke after the screening. To help counter that fatigue, Antal plans to send an alert to all of the 400 churches and clergy in his jurisdiction.  “This problem has not gone away,’’ Antal said.  The issue of complacency or unawareness might be even more acute among younger people who have no recollection of the Cold War and its hair-trigger threat of nuclear annihilation.  Ryan Scott McDonnell, executive director of the Boston Faith & Justice Network, said the group will be encouraging its 5,000 young men and women to watch the film.  “This is a first step to convince people that this is an issue that you at least need to learn about even before you care about it,’’ McDonnell said. “But that’s just the starting point.’’  Despite the seemingly increasing nuclear threat posed by terrorists and rogue organizations, some activists see more opportunities for large-scale disarmament. The United States and Russia already have dramatically reduced their nuclear arsenals, and Presidents Obama and Dmitry Medvedev have pledged to eliminate even more weapons.  The Nobel Peace Prize committee made Obama its 2009 recipient partly because of his support for universal nuclear disarmament. And that effort, by the leader of one of the world’s two nuclear giants, is an important reason for hope, Antal said.  “This is an unprecedented opportunity for humanity to put the genie back in the bottle,’’ Antal said. “To have a person of Obama’s values in his position, and his relations with the Russians, I just think this is something that can give the world hope.’’  Time, however, might be running short.  Allison said that while the threat of all-out nuclear war has declined, the rise of terrorism continues to make the intersection of motive and materials a wildly unpredictable one.  Indeed, Allison said in a phone interview, the findings of a congressionally appointed committee on weapons of mass destruction and terrorism underscored the dangers. Allison, who was a member of that committee, recounted its conclusions from 2008.  “We said that, unless there’s some significant change from the current trend lines, we believed it was more likely than not that there would be a successful nuclear or biological attack somewhere in the world before the end of 2013,’’ Allison said.
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SOFA agreement leaves behind US diplomats

(Miami Herald 7/22/10 “State Department plans to field its own force in Iraq” http://www.miamiherald.com/2010/07/22/1741838/state-department-plans-to-field.html) 
In little more than a year, State Department contractors in Iraq could be driving armored vehicles, flying aircraft, operating surveillance systems, even retrieving casualties if there are violent incidents and disposing of unexploded ordnance.

Under the terms of a 2008 status-of-forces agreement, all U.S. troops must be out of Iraq by the end of 2011, but they'll leave behind a sizable American civilian presence, including the U.S. Embassy in Baghdad, the largest in the world, and five consulate-like "Enduring Presence Posts" in the Iraqi hinterlands. Iraq remains a battle zone, and the American diplomats and other civilian government employees will need security. The U.S. military will be gone. Iraq's army and police, despite billions of dollars and years of American training, aren't yet capable of doing the job. The State Department, better known for negotiating treaties and delivering diplomatic notes, will have to fend for itself in what remains an active danger zone. Gen. Raymond T. Odierno, the top U.S. commander in Iraq, flew to Washington this week for a conference with the State Department on how to transition Iraq from soldiers to diplomats.He and Ambassador Christopher Hill "have built a joint plan to do this transition," Odierno said. "So we are now going to go through this (plan) and brief them on it and tell what they have to do to support this transition."Odierno said that one of the chief responsibilities of the remaining U.S. troops in Iraq is to help facilitate that transfer. The arrangement is "one more step in the blurring of the lines between military activities and State Department or diplomatic activities," said Richard Fontaine of the Center for a New American Security, a Washington research center. "This is no longer (just) the foreign service officer standing in the canape line, and the military out in the field."

That doubles the number of PMCs in Iraq

(Miami Herald 7/22/10 “State Department plans to field its own force in Iraq” http://www.miamiherald.com/2010/07/22/1741838/state-department-plans-to-field.html) 
With public attention riveted on the war in Afghanistan, the coming transition of the U.S. mission in Iraq has gotten relatively little notice by the news media. American troops are pulling out of the country at an accelerating rate to meet President Barack Obama's interim ceiling of 50,000 noncombat troops remaining in Iraq by the end of next month.

The stakes, however, could be enormous. The Obama administration has promised Iraqis that the United States won't abandon their country when American troops leave. If it can't keep that promise, U.S. influence in the unstable region could dissipate, despite a seven-year war that's cost more than $700 billion and the lives of at least 4,400 U.S. troops.

Already, however, the State Department's requests to the Pentagon for Black Hawk helicopters; 50 mine-resistant ambush-protected vehicles; fuel trucks; high-tech surveillance systems; and other military gear has encountered flak on Capitol Hill.

Contractors are to operate most of the equipment, and past controversies that involved Pentagon and State Department contractors, including the company formerly known as Blackwater, have left some lawmakers leery. "The fact that we're transitioning from one poorly managed contracting effort to another part of the federal government that has not excelled at this function either is not particularly comforting," said Sen. Claire McCaskill, D-Mo. "It's one thing" for contractors to be "peeling potatoes" and driving trucks, McCaskill told McClatchy Newspapers. "It's another thing for them to be deploying MRAPs and Black Hawk helicopters." "I know there's a lot of bad choices here," the senator said, adding that she'd choose using the U.S. military to protect diplomats in Iraq. "That's a resource issue." A report July 12 by the bipartisan, legislative Commission on Wartime Contracting said that the number of State Department security contractors would more than double, from 2,700 to between 6,000 and 7,000, under current plans. "Particularly troubling," the report said, "is the fact that the State Department has not persuaded congressional appropriators of the need for significant new resources to perform its mission in Iraq."

PMCs are subject to many human rights abuses within the military, not just harming the citizens but also abrupting the success of its missions

Melina Milazzo 7-20-10 (Pennoyer Fellow, Law and Security Program, “Oversight, Accountability Needed for Contractors in War Zones” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/human-rights-first/oversight-accountability_b_652508.html
Similarly, the State Department testified during a June hearing before the Commission on Wartime Contracting that by the time U.S. military forces exit Iraq it will need to more than double the number of private security contractors in Iraq - from about 2,700 to approximately 7,000.
With this increased reliance on contractors have come increased incidents of serious criminal violations. Contractors have been implicated in a range of abuses across theaters and in multiple capacities. They have been accused of participating in torture and of imposing wanton violence on local civilian populations. Yet, only a handful of U.S. contractors have been prosecuted for criminal misconduct. The most notorious incident--the killing of 17 Iraqi civilians in Nisoor Square in 2008 by Blackwater employees--symbolizes the "culture of impunity" that Human Rights First reported on in 2008.
There are, however, clear steps to end contractor abuse and impunity - one of which is to ensure meaningful accountability for serious abuses committed by U.S. contractors abroad are in place. This is not only imperative to the United States' reputation as a nation committed to the rule of law, but also to the success of its military missions.

Israel is scared of U.S. withdrawal – leads to global terrorism and nuclear WMD 
 (Leslie Susser, Staff Writer, Israel Worried About U.S. Iraq Withdrawl, April 15 2004) 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. 

Israel DA 1NC
U.S. will sell high tech weapons to Israel to off-set budget deficit 

Petras, Professor of Sociology at Binghamton, 5/14/07 (http://www.dissidentvoice.org/2007/05/the-pro-israel-lobby-and-us-middle-east-policy/)
With the US trade deficit exceeding $500 billion dollars, one of its few competitive export sectors is its arms industry, which is number one in world arms sales, followed by Israel. The Bush Administration’s planned arms sale to Saudi Arabia and other Persian Gulf allies has been blocked by Israeli action through its Zionist Lobby (NY Times, April 5, 2007). The Administration officials twice scheduled and canceled briefings for members of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee because of AIPAC’s influence over the Committee and the likelihood that the arms deal would be rejected. As a result the Administration is hoping that Israel will call off its Lobby attack dogs in exchange for a 20% increase in US military aid and grants to Israel — upping the total of military aid from $2.4 billion dollars to $3 billion annually. Secretary of Defense Gates, who was unable to shake the Lobby’s influence over Congress, had to fly to Israel to plead with Israel to allow the sales to go through in exchange for receiving advanced US military technology. US grants to Israel of advanced military research, design and technology has increased Israel’s competitive position in the world’s military high-tech market and increased its share at the expense of the US, as seen in its recent $1.5 billion dollar military sales to India. In brief, the Israel Lobby runs circles around the US military-industrial complex in terms of influencing the US Congress, blocking lucrative deals and advancing Israel’s sales in the world market. 
Israel wants bunk busters in light of new Hezbollah fears
 (UPI 6/9/10 “Israel asks U.S. for more precision bombs” http://www.upi.com/Top_News/Special/2010/06/09/Israel-asks-US-for-more-precision-bombs/UPI-58021276096834/)
Amid growing fears of a new Middle Eastern war, Israel's defense ministry has asked Washington for more JDAM precision-guided bombs for its air force, the Haaretz daily reports.
The ministry has also asked the Pentagon to expand the U.S. arsenal pre-positioned in the Jewish state in December 2009 so that Israeli forces can access the weapons in an emergency, the liberal newspaper reported Tuesday. Israel first used the Joint Direct Attack Munitions in combat against Hezbollah forces in its 34-day war in July-August 2006. They were used again in Operation Cast Lead, the 22-day invasion of the Gaza Strip launched Dec. 27, 2008, against fighters of the Hamas fundamentalist Palestinian group. JDAM systems provide precision guidance for "dumb bombs," making them immensely more accurate. There was nothing to indicate that the request pointed to any imminent operations by the Israeli air force against the Jewish state's main foes, Iran and its Lebanese proxy Hezbollah.
New military tech will cause Israel to go to war with Iran

Institute for Research Middle Eastern Policy 05

(5/1/2005“Arming an Israeli Attack on Iran: Why the US should cancel "Bunker Buster" Bombs for Israel” http://www.irmep.org/GBU.htm)
There are many factors motivating Israel to strike Iran immediately upon receipt of GBU-28's. Its current status as a nation under pressure to conform with the quartet's road-map for to peace is causing an internal situation close to civil war and leave Israel's Likud leadership looking for a way to solidify its hold on occupied territories. The US presence in Iraq will at some point wind down, leading to troop withdrawal and a diminished possibility of drawing the US into a costly "regime change" exercise in Iran. The Israeli option of disrupting the road map for peace while drawing the US into a conflict with Iran by conventional means is more likely with bunker busters. Israel has many motivations to immediately use the GBU-28. Tactically, it is not in the US interest to enable any catalyst of a three way conventional war with Iran. Strategically, the US will have to deal with Israeli nuclear weapons if it hopes to encourage regional players to enter the NPT and disavow nuclear weapons. 

Iran War ends in extinction 

Jorge Hirsch, a professor of physics at the University of California San Diego. He is one of the originators of the physicists' petition on nuclear weapons policies started at the UCSD, 1/3/2006, America's nuclear ticking bomb, http://www.signonsandiego.com/uniontrib/20060103/news_mz1e3hirsch.html
If only conventional bombs are used in an unprovoked U.S. or Israeli aerial attack against Iran's facilities, Iran is likely to retaliate with missiles against coalition forces in Iraq and against Israel, as well as possibly a ground invasion of southern Iraq, that the 150,000 U.S. troops in Iraq would not be able to withstand. Iranian missiles could potentially contain chemical warheads, and it certainly would be impossible to rule out such possibility. Iran has signed and ratified the Chemical Weapons Convention (in 1993 and 1997 respectively), however it is still likely to have supplies, as determined by the U.S. State Department in August 2005.  Early use by the United States of low-yield nuclear bombs with better bunker-busting ability than conventional bombs targeting Iranian nuclear, chemical and missile installations would be consistent with the new U.S. nuclear weapons doctrine and could be argued to be necessary to protect the lives of 150,000 U.S. soldiers in Iraq and of Israeli citizens. It would also send a clear message to Iran that any response would be answered by a far more devastating nuclear attack, thus potentially saving both American and Iranian lives.  However, the nuclear threshold is a line of no return. Once the United States uses a nuclear weapon against a nonnuclear adversary, the 182 countries that are signatories of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation treaty will rightly feel at risk, and many of them will rush to develop their own nuclear deterrent while they can. A new world with many more nuclear countries, and a high risk of any regional conflict exploding into all-out nuclear war, will be the consequence.  The scientific community (which created nuclear weapons) is alarmed over the new U.S. nuclear weapons policies. A petition to reverse these policies launched by physicists at the University of California San Diego has gathered over 1,500 physicists' signatures including eight Nobel laureates and many prominent members of the U.S. scientific establishment (http://physics.ucsd.edu/petition/). Scientists object strongly to the concept of WMD, that lumps together nuclear weapons with other "weapons of mass destruction" and blurs the sharp line that separates immensely more destructive nuclear weapons from all other weapons.  An escalating nuclear war could lead to the destruction of civilization. There is no fundamental difference between small nuclear bombs and large ones, nor between nuclear bombs targeting underground installations versus those targeting cities or armies.
Case – Overstretch

1. No solvency – their Pape ev talks about economic hegemony, which is never mentioned by Kagan who advocates forward deployment

2.  Kagan is non unique – Russia already invaded Georgia and the US didn’t get involved and create a nuclear war. 

3. Double bind – either they don’t advocate forward deployment and don’t get an impact to heg, or they increase forward deployment and don’t solve their aff. 

4. Hegemony causes war – imperial aspirations produce geopolitical backlash
Christopher Layne, Associate Professor in the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University and Research Fellow with the Center on Peace and Liberty at The Independent Institute, 03 – 

(The American Conservative "The Cost of Empire" October 3rd, http://www.amconmag.com/article/2003/oct/06/00007/)

Perhaps the proponents of America’s imperial ambitions are right and the U.S. will not suffer the same fate as previous hegemonic powers. Don’t bet on it. The very fact of America’s overwhelming power is bound to produce a geopolitical backlash—which is why it’s only a short step from the celebration of imperial glory to the recessional of imperial power. Indeed, on its present course, the United States seems fated to succumb to the “hegemon’s temptation.” Hegemons have lots of power and because there is no countervailing force to stop them, they are tempted to use it repeatedly, and thereby overreach themselves. Over time, this hegemonic muscle-flexing has a price. The cumulative costs of fighting —or preparing to fight—guerilla wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, asymmetric conflicts against terrorists (in the Philippines, possibly in a failed Pakistan, and elsewhere), regional powers (Iran, North Korea), and rising great powers like China could erode America’s relative power—especially if the U.S. suffers setbacks in future conflicts, for example in a war with China over Taiwan.

5. Offshore balancing prevents unnecessary wars, blowback, and instability 
(John J. Mearsheimer, December 31, 2008 “Pull Those Boots Off The Ground,” http://www.newsweek.com/2008/12/30/pull-those-boots-off-the-ground.html,”  [image: image1.png]


) SM\

So what would it look like? As an offshore balancer, the United States would keep its military forces—especially its ground and air forces—outside the Middle East, not smack in the center of it. Hence the term "offshore." As for "balancing," that would mean relying on regional powers like Iran, Iraq and Saudi Arabia to check each other. Washington would remain diplomatically engaged, and when necessary would assist the weaker side in a conflict. It would also use its air and naval power to signal a continued U.S. commitment to the region and would retain the capacity to respond quickly to unexpected threats, like Iraq's invasion of Kuwait in 1990. But—and this is the key point—the United States would put boots on the ground in the Middle East only if the local balance of power seriously broke down and one country threatened to dominate the others. Short of that, America would keep its soldiers and pilots "over the horizon"—namely at sea, in bases outside the region or back home in the United States.This approach might strike some as cynical after Bush's lofty rhetoric. It would do little to foster democracy or promote human rights. But Bush couldn't deliver on those promises anyway, and it is ultimately up to individual countries, not Washington, to determine their political systems. It is hardly cynical to base U.S. strategy on a realistic appraisal of American interests and a clear-eyed sense of what U.S. power cannot accomplish. Offshore balancing, moreover, is nothing new: the United States pursued such a strategy in the Middle East very successfully during much of the cold war. It never tried to garrison the region or transform it along democratic lines. Instead, Washington sought to maintain a regional balance of power by backing various local allies and by developing the capacity—in the form of the Rapid Deployment Force (RDF), which brought together five Army and Marine divisions, seven tactical fighter wings and three aircraft-carrier battle groups—to deter or intervene directly if the Soviet Union, Iraq or Iran threatened to upend the balance. The United States helped Iraq contain revolutionary Iran in the 1980s, but when Iraq's conquest of Kuwait in 1990 threatened to tilt things in Baghdad's favor, the United States assembled a multinational coalition centered on the RDF and smashed Saddam Hussein's military machine. Offshore balancing has three particular virtues that would be especially appealing today. First, it would significantly reduce (though not eliminate) the chances that the United States would get involved in another bloody and costly war like Iraq. America doesn't need to control the Middle East with its own forces; it merely needs to ensure that no other country does. Toward that end, offshore balancing would reject the use of military force to reshape the politics of the region and would rely instead on local allies to contain their dangerous neighbors. As an offshore balancer, the United States would husband its own resources and intervene only as a last resort. And when it did, it would finish quickly and then move back offshore.The relative inexpensiveness of this approach is particularly attractive in the current climate. The U.S. financial bailout has been hugely expensive, and it's not clear when the economy will recover. In this environment, America simply cannot afford to be fighting endless wars across the Middle East, or anywhere else. Remember that Washington has already spent $600 billion on the Iraq War, and the tally is likely to hit more than $1 trillion before that conflict is over. Imagine the added economic consequences of a war with Iran. Offshore balancing would not be free—the United States would still have to maintain a sizable expeditionary force and the capacity to move it quickly—but would be a lot cheaper than the alternative.Second, offshore balancing would ameliorate America's terrorism problem. One of the key lessons of the past century is that nationalism and other forms of local identity remain intensely powerful, and foreign occupiers generate fierce local resentment. That resentment often manifests itself in terrorism or even large-scale insurgencies directed at the United States. When the Reagan administration put U.S. troops in Beirut following Israel's invasion of Lebanon in 1982, local terrorists responded by suicide-bombing the U.S. Embassy in April 1983 and the U.S. Marine barracks in October, killing more than 300. Keeping U.S. military forces out of sight until they are needed would minimize the anger created by having them permanently stationed on Arab soil.

Third, offshore balancing would reduce fears in Iran and Syria that the United States aims to attack them and remove their regimes—a key reason these states are currently seeking weapons of mass destruction. Persuading Tehran to abandon its nuclear program will require Washington to address Iran's legitimate security concerns and to refrain from issuing overt threats. Removing U.S. troops from the neighborhood would be a good start. The United States can't afford to completely disengage from the Middle East, but offshore balancing would make U.S. involvement there less threatening. Instead of lumping potential foes together and encouraging them to join forces against America, this strategy would encourage contending regional powers to compete for the United States' favor, thereby facilitating a strategy of divide-and-conquer. A final, compelling reason to adopt this approach to the Middle East is that nothing else has worked. In the early 1990s, the Clinton administration pursued a "dual containment" strategy: instead of using Iraq and Iran to check each other, the United States began trying to contain both. This policy guaranteed only that each country came to view the United States as a bitter enemy. It also required the United States to deploy large numbers of troops in Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. The policy fueled local resentment, helped persuade Osama bin Laden to declare war on America and led to the bombing of the Khobar Towers in 1996, the attack on the USS Cole in 2000 and, eventually, 9/11.
Shortly after 9/11, the Bush administration jettisoned dual containment in favor of regional transformation. When Baghdad fell, it briefly seemed that Bush just might succeed. But the occupation soon faltered, and America's position in the region went from bad to worse.The new president's only hope for extricating America from the resultant mess is to return to the one Middle East strategy that's worked well in the past. In practical terms, an offshore-balancing strategy would mean ending the Iraq War as quickly as possible while working to minimize the bloodshed there and throughout the region. Instead of threatening Iran with preventive war—an approach that's only fueled Tehran's desire for nuclear weapons and increased the popularity of President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad—the new administration should try to cut a deal by offering Iran security guarantees in return for significant and veri-fiable limits on its nuclear-enrichment program. The United States should also take its sights off the Assad regime in Syria and push both it and Israel to reach a peace agreement.This strategy wouldn't eliminate all the problems the United States faces in the Middle East. But it would reduce the likelihood of future disasters like Iraq, significantly reduce America's terrorism problem and maximize Washington's prospects of thwarting nuclear proliferation. It would also be considerably less expensive in both human and financial terms. There are no foolproof strategies in international politics, but offshore balancing is probably as close as we can get.
6. U.S. Hegemony is unsustainable 4 reasons-
1. Debt and increased money supply will collapse dollar heg and defense spending

2. the debt to GDP ratio is unsustainable crippling the U.S. budget

3. Our allies will abandon us

4. There will be increased political pressure for cutting defense spending to boost entitlements

Christopher Layne (Professor in Intelligence and National Security, at Texas A&M) Summer 2009 “ The Waning of U.S. Hegemony—Myth or Reality? A Review Essay” International security Volume 34 No 1 Muse

The warning signs with respect to U.S. decline are a looming fiscal crisis and doubts about the future of the dollar as the reserve currency, both of which are linked to the fear that after recovery, the United States will face a serious inflationary threat.77 Optimists contend that once the United States recovers, [End Page 167] fears of a fiscal crisis will fade: the country faced a larger debt to GDP ratio after World War II, and yet embarked on a sustained era of growth. The postwar era, however, was a golden age of U.S. industrial and financial dominance, trade surpluses, and sustained high growth rates. The United States of 2009 is far different from the United States of 1945, however, which is why many economists believe that even in the best case, it will emerge from the current crisis with serious macroeconomic handicaps.78 Chief among these handicaps are the increase in the money supply (caused by the massive amount of dollars the Federal Reserve and Treasury have pumped into circulation to rescue the economy), and the $1 trillion plus budget deficits that the Brookings Institution and the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) project the United States will incur for at least a decade.79 When the projected deficits are bundled with the persistent U.S. current account deficit, the entitlements overhang, and the cost of two ongoing wars, there is reason to worry about the United States’ long-term fiscal stability.80 The CBO states, “Even if the recovery occurs as projected and the stimulus bill is allowed to expire, the country will face the highest debt/GDP ratio in 50 years and an increasingly urgent and unsustainable fiscal problem.”81 If the Congressional Budget Office is right, it spells trouble ahead for the dollar. As Jonathan Kirshner noted on the eve of the meltdown, the dollar’s vulnerability “presents potentially significant and underappreciated restraints upon contemporary American political and military predominance.”82 The dollar’s loss of reserve currency status would undermine U.S. dominance, and recent events have magnified concerns that predated the financial and economic crisis.83 First, the other big players in the international economy now are either [End Page 168] military rivals (China) or ambiguous “allies” (Europe) that have their own ambitions and no longer require U.S. protection from the Soviet threat. Second, the dollar faces an uncertain future because of concerns that its value will diminish over time. Because of these two factors, as Eric Helleiner notes, if the dollar experiences dramatic depreciation in the future, there is a “risk of defections generating a herd-like momentum” away from it.84 To defend the dollar, in coming years the United States will be under increasing pressure to prevent runaway inflation through some combination of budget cuts, tax increases, and interest-rate hikes.85 Given that the last two options could choke off renewed growth, there is likely to be strong pressure to slash the federal budget. For several reasons, it will be almost impossible to make meaningful cuts in federal spending without deep reductions in defense expenditures. First, discretionary nondefense spending accounts for only about 20 percent of annual federal outlays.86 Second, there are obvious “guns or butter” choices. As Kirshner points out, with U.S. defense spending at such high absolute levels, domestic political pressure to make steep cuts in defense spending is likely to increase greatly.87 If this analysis is correct, the United States may be compelled to retract its overseas military commitments.88 
7. Overstretch is no longer possible – the US has nukes, we will always have the ability to flatten any area of the world in seconds. 

Case – Stability

1. Kurds support Maliki now 

Asia Times Times, 12/22/09 “Maliki Makes his Move on the Kirkuk Issue” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/KL22Ak03.html, IA 
Maliki cuddled up to the Kurds in 2007, after losing some of his principal Sunni and Shi'ite allies, promising to uphold Article 140, to remain on the good side of Iraqi Kurds. He also indirectly sponsored the transfer of Arabs from within Kirkuk (there are 12,000 Arab families in the city) to other parts of Iraq ahead of the proposed referendum, claiming that they had been brought there illegally by Saddam Hussein to outnumber Kurds in the city.
2. Kurds strongly support US presence – would blame Maliki for withdrawal
Sam Dagher,  New York Times staff writer, 7-14-10, “Prospects Abound Among the Kurds”

http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/15/world/middleeast/15erbil.html?_r=1&src=me&pagewanted=print

ERBIL, Iraq — Shortly after leaving his job last year as the United States ambassador to the United Nations, Zalmay Khalilzad started negotiations with Iraqi Kurdish leaders to become a paid adviser.  His stint as adviser to the semiautonomous Kurdistan region’s board of investment lasted about seven months. In May Mr. Khalilzad, who also served as ambassador to Iraq, became a board member of RAK Petroleum, an oil and gas investment company based in the Persian Gulf Arab emirate of Ras al-Khaimah.  RAK is a significant shareholder in Norway’s DNO, a major oil producer in the Kurdish region that has been mired in controversy for its involvement in a deal that granted an interest in its oil field to the former American diplomat Peter W. Galbraith for help in negotiating the contract with the Kurds. Last month DNO nominated Mr. Khalilzad to its board.  As America winds down its war effort in Iraq, Mr. Khalilzad is among a growing list of former American diplomats and military officials now chasing business opportunities in the oil-rich Kurdish region or acting as advisers to its government. Some visit regularly, while others call the region and its booming capital, Erbil, home. Kurds treat them like dignitaries.  The Kurdish region may be the only place in Iraq where Americans are still embraced as liberators. The authorities boast that no Americans have ever been attacked in a place that has enjoyed relative security.  Critics say these former officials are cashing in on a costly and contentious war they played a role in. The way they see it, though, they have every right to fulfill the American dream after having left their government posts. At any rate, business and politics are inseparable in a region dominated by two governing parties and families, who have been accused of autocratic rule and corruption. Many of the former American officials turned businessmen have also become staunch advocates of the Kurdish cause, including the right of statehood, which clashes with America’s stated policy of preserving Iraq’s unity and being at equal distance from all groups.  The Kurds in turn have leveraged their American connections, which in some cases go back decades, into an impressive lobbying and public relations machine in Washington.  The Kurdish region ranks among the top 10 buyers of lobbying services in the United States, according to the Foreign Lobbyist Influence Tracker, a joint project of ProPublica and the Sunlight Foundation. “They love these consultants here,” said Denise Natali, an American academic and author based in the region’s other main city of Sulaimaniya. “It brings them attention, recognition and credibility.”  Ms. Natali herself has advised corporations like America’s Hunt Oil, which was among dozens of foreign oil companies awarded concessions in the Kurdish region in defiance of the central government in Baghdad.  Mr. Khalilzad’s firm, Khalilzad Associates, describes itself as serving “clients at the nexus of commerce and public policies,” and is advising businesses seeking opportunities in Afghanistan and Iraq.  He said he ended his advisory contract with the Kurdish government after his company started advising “multinational corporations” investing in the Kurdish region and Iraq.  “We felt it created a possible conflict of interest to represent both sides,” he said.  He said he was trying to find a way to pay rent on an apartment in Erbil provided to him free by the Kurdish authorities as part of his contract. The region’s Oil Ministry owns the apartment.  Mr. Khalilzad made several high-profile appearances last year while on contract for the Kurds. They included an election rally for the region’s powerful president. Massoud Barzani.  Mr. Khalilzad, along with most of the region’s top leaders, sits on the board of regents of the American University of Iraq in Sulaimaniya.  John Agresto, who served as a senior adviser for higher education under America’s post-invasion Coalition Provisional Authority, helped found the university with the strong backing of Barham Salih, the region’s current prime minister.  Mr. Agresto said he had accomplished in the Kurdish region what he had failed to do in the rest of Iraq, namely introduce American-style liberal arts education.  “The American brand is much more welcome here,” Mr. Agresto said. “This is probably the last place in the whole world where George Bush could still win an election.”  The majority of Kurds are grateful for the American-led invasion to topple Saddam Hussein’s government and America’s support of the no-flight zone in the 1990s that helped them establish their present autonomy. Thousands of foreigners, including many Americans, now live and work in the Kurdish region, enjoying comforts that are rare in the rest of the country.  “We love them,” Haro Ahmed gushes about Americans.  His family owns a real estate conglomerate, whose assets include a sprawling mall in Erbil that would not be out of place anywhere in suburban America.  Mr. Ahmed has reserved space in the mall for several American fast-food chains and says he is in talks with Marriott to build a hotel and golf course nearby.  Jay Garner, the retired lieutenant general who briefly headed the reconstruction effort in Iraq after the invasion, says that it is precisely this pro-American attitude, coupled with the region’s oil wealth and strategic location between Iran, Syria and Turkey, that makes Kurds the perfect partner in Iraq.  “Why we do not wrap our arms around them, I do not understand,” General Garner said.  He said he did free consulting for the Kurds. But he also sits on the advisory board of Vast Exploration, a Calgary-based company prospecting for oil in an area of the region known as Qara Dagh, where drilling started in May.  On the seventh anniversary of Mr. Hussein’s fall, in April, General Garner flew to the Kurdish region on a chartered plane accompanied by oil analysts and executives. The visit included meetings with Kurdish leaders and a camping trip to Qara Dagh.

3. And they’re key to government

Bashdar Pusho Ismaeel, 7/10/10,  Balancing the ethno-social political triangle , The Kurdish Globe http://www.kurdishglobe.net/displayArticle.jsp?id=25B3B41CBB5F352F78EB5662BF57B771

Government shaping has been further complicated with the lack of a clear winner at the polls. Although Ayad Allawi's al-Iraqiya group won the most seats, it was marginally ahead of incumbent Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki's State of Law coalition, and debate continues to rage on the party that has the legal jurisdiction to attempt to form government. Although Maliki did not win, he strengthened his claim to form government with an alliance with the religious-based Shiite Iraqi National Alliance, meaning that his party was only seats away from attaining the majority needed to form a new government.   The Kurds, who continue to hold a key card in the formation of the new government, have taken their time over the selection of any alliance this time and aim to seek written guarantees on nationalistic issues before committing to bring another power in Baghdad. The natural and preferred alliance of the Kurds will be to work once more with their Shiite counterparts. However, persistent foot dragging on key Kurdish interests by Maliki put doubt in the minds of many a Kurd, especially as Maliki's dominance and political standing solidified. However, the predominantly Sunni umbrella of Allawi is hardly the tonic that weary Kurds seek either. Al-Iraqiya was direct in competition to the Kurds in the tense, oil-rich province of Kirkuk, and has often voiced its intent against Kurdish attempts to annex disputed territories. 

4. That turns case – no government without Kurdish support. 
Case – Iran

Iran prolif helps democracy, the economy and Middle East stability 

(Adam Lowther, writer for the New York Times, defense analyst at the Air Force Research Institute, 2/9/10 “Iran’s Two-Edged Bomb” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/09/opinion/09lowther.html?_r=1&scp=1&sq=Feb.%209%20adam%20lowther&st=cse)
With Iran having notified the United Nations nuclear watchdog agency that it is now enriching its stockpile of uranium to a higher level, we should admit that Washington’s approach to countering the Islamic Republic is leading nowhere. What’s needed, however, may be less of a change of plan than a change in how we view the threat of a nuclear-armed Iran. Believe it or not, there are some potential benefits to the United States should Iran build a bomb. (I’m speaking for myself here, and in no way for the Air Force.) Five possibilities come to mind. First, Iran’s development of nuclear weapons would give the United States an opportunity to finally defeat violent Sunni-Arab terrorist groups like Al Qaeda. Here’s why: a nuclear Iran is primarily a threat to its neighbors, not the United States. Thus Washington could offer regional security — primarily, a Middle East nuclear umbrella — in exchange for economic, political and social reforms in the autocratic Arab regimes responsible for breeding the discontent that led to the attacks of Sept. 11, 2001. Until now, the Middle East autocracies have refused to change their ways because they were protected by the wealth of their petroleum reserves. A nuclear Iran alters the regional dynamic significantly, and provides some leverage for us to demand reforms. Second, becoming the primary provider of regional security in a nuclear Middle East would give the United States a way to break the OPEC cartel. Forcing an end to the sorts of monopolistic practices that are illegal in the United States would be the price of that nuclear shield, bringing oil prices down significantly and saving billions of dollars a year at the pump. Or, at a minimum, President Obama could trade security for increased production and a lowering of global petroleum prices. Third, Israel has made clear that it feels threatened by Iran’s nuclear program. The Palestinians also have a reason for concern, because a nuclear strike against Israel would devastate them as well. This shared danger might serve as a catalyst for reconciliation between the two parties, leading to the peace agreement that has eluded the last five presidents. Paradoxically, any final agreement between Israelis and Palestinians would go a long way to undercutting Tehran’s animosity toward Israel, and would ease longstanding tensions in the region.  Fourth, a growth in exports of weapons systems, training and advice to our Middle Eastern allies would not only strengthen our current partnership efforts but give the American defense industry a needed shot in the arm. With the likelihood of austere Pentagon budgets in the coming years, Boeing has been making noise about shifting out of the defense industry, which would mean lost American jobs and would also put us in a difficult position should we be threatened by a rising military power like China. A nuclear Iran could forestall such a catastrophe.
Iran won’t attack – fear of backlash. The only way they would is if people like the aff keep hyping them as a threat – turns case. 

Shahram Chubin 9 – Senior Non-resident Fellow of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (February March, “Iran’s Power in Context” Survival vol.51 no. 1, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/shahram_survival20090201.pdf |JC)

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

Peter Mellgard Interdepartmental Program Associate for The Council on Foreign Relations 5/19/10 “The Kurdistan Situation” http://currentconflicts.foreignpolicyblogs.com/2010/05/19/the-kurdistan-situation/)

The continuing drawdown of U.S. forces in Iraq is a sign of the growing capability of the Iraqi government to maintain security on its own. It also allows the many sectarian and regional groups more freedom to settle disputes without American mediation. Possibly the most contentious border dispute involves Kirkuk, whose oil revenues and governing responsibilities are claimed both by the Baghdad and Kurdish governments. Kurdish pashmerga troops and Iraqi forces have been on the verge of violence numerous times near the Green Line that separates Kurdistan from Iraq proper. Today, the American military keeps the peace along the Green Line, patrolling it together with Kurdish and Iraqi forces.

Tensions could be made worse by international contracts to re-equip the Iraqi armed forces. The U.S. has reportedly agreed to sell M-1 tanks and F-16 fighter aircraft while BAE Systems is edging out its competitors in the quest for a £1 billion contract to supply Baghdad with 24 Hawk trainer jets. These deals signal a vast increase in the capabilities of the Iraqi armed forces and leave the Kurds far behind. American protection has served the Kurds well in the past, but what will happen when U.S. forces withdraw? The Kurds will be woefully outmatched if Baghdad turns to intimidation tactics over the fight for Kirkuk’s oil reserves.
AT: Perm withdraw from Kurdistan last

1. That’s severance out of sofa - current withdrawal strategy ignores Kurdistan. 

(Alexander Benard has worked at the Defense Department and the Washington Institute for Near East Policy. J.  P.and Schnapper-Casteras is a former fellow at Stanford University’s Center for International Security & Cooperation )
As the United States works toward a drawdown of combat forces in Iraq by this August, and a withdrawal of all troops by 2011, military commanders and diplomats are scrambling to make sure that the Iraqi government will be ready to take over. Recent discussions have focused on the real, short-term challenges of finalizing national elections and forming a new government. But these talks have often deferred or overlooked the one underlying issue that has become the elephant in the room: Kurdistan. This may be because Kurdistan, in many ways, seems so sui generis, a world apart from the rest of Iraq. Situated in the northern part of the country and bordering Turkey, Iran, and Syria, the Kurdish region of Iraq (organized into a formal association of three provinces referred to here as “Kurdistan”) has a distinct history and topography. Kurds are considered a unique ethnic group, different from Arabs, Persians, and Turks. Spread across Arab and Persian nations alike, they number close to twenty-five million. Kurds speak their own Indo-European language, Kurdish, which is now one of two official tongues in Iraq. Parts of Kurdistan are lush, but an austere series of mountains has defined the region, supporting a nomadic culture in the past and providing sheltered areas today (the Kurdish militia known as Peshmerga used these areas to retreat and regroup during their fight against Saddam Hussein).The shape of Kurdish territory and power has shifted over the centuries, reaching imperial heights during medieval times, sharing and contesting power in the modern era, and intermittently experiencing political marginalization, ethno-linguistic suppression, and outright oppression. At times, the Kurds seemed close to achieving statehood—as in 1920 when they unsuccessfully proposed autonomy in the Treaty of Sèvres, or in 1946 when they declared a short-lived republic inside Iran. In these and other instances, many Kurds felt that the Western powers ultimately “sold them out” in the name of Great Power politics, and this sense of betrayal still tinctures Kurdish-Western relations.

2. Still links back to stability scenario – the kurds need assurance that we will stay in their region until the conflict is resolved, not just that we will pull out of there last. 

AT: Perm do CP

1. that’s severance out of sofa - current withdrawal strategy ignores Kurdistan. 

(Alexander Benard has worked at the Defense Department and the Washington Institute for Near East Policy. J.  P.and Schnapper-Casteras is a former fellow at Stanford University’s Center for International Security & Cooperation )
As the United States works toward a drawdown of combat forces in Iraq by this August, and a withdrawal of all troops by 2011, military commanders and diplomats are scrambling to make sure that the Iraqi government will be ready to take over. Recent discussions have focused on the real, short-term challenges of finalizing national elections and forming a new government. But these talks have often deferred or overlooked the one underlying issue that has become the elephant in the room: Kurdistan. This may be because Kurdistan, in many ways, seems so sui generis, a world apart from the rest of Iraq. Situated in the northern part of the country and bordering Turkey, Iran, and Syria, the Kurdish region of Iraq (organized into a formal association of three provinces referred to here as “Kurdistan”) has a distinct history and topography. Kurds are considered a unique ethnic group, different from Arabs, Persians, and Turks. Spread across Arab and Persian nations alike, they number close to twenty-five million. Kurds speak their own Indo-European language, Kurdish, which is now one of two official tongues in Iraq. Parts of Kurdistan are lush, but an austere series of mountains has defined the region, supporting a nomadic culture in the past and providing sheltered areas today (the Kurdish militia known as Peshmerga used these areas to retreat and regroup during their fight against Saddam Hussein).The shape of Kurdish territory and power has shifted over the centuries, reaching imperial heights during medieval times, sharing and contesting power in the modern era, and intermittently experiencing political marginalization, ethno-linguistic suppression, and outright oppression. At times, the Kurds seemed close to achieving statehood—as in 1920 when they unsuccessfully proposed autonomy in the Treaty of Sèvres, or in 1946 when they declared a short-lived republic inside Iran. In these and other instances, many Kurds felt that the Western powers ultimately “sold them out” in the name of Great Power politics, and this sense of betrayal still tinctures Kurdish-Western relations.

2. That’s a voter – allowing the aff to get rid of parts of their aff destroys stable neg ground and makes us change our strategy every speech. 

3. Textual Competition bad – it limits out core CPs on this topic like consult and condition CPs that are in the core of the lit. As long as we have a solvency advocate don’t let them get away with it

4. At worst reject the argument not the team. 

AT: CP = Squo

1. Current withdrawal strategy ignores Kurdistan. 

(Alexander Benard has worked at the Defense Department and the Washington Institute for Near East Policy. J.  P.and Schnapper-Casteras is a former fellow at Stanford University’s Center for International Security & Cooperation )
As the United States works toward a drawdown of combat forces in Iraq by this August, and a withdrawal of all troops by 2011, military commanders and diplomats are scrambling to make sure that the Iraqi government will be ready to take over. Recent discussions have focused on the real, short-term challenges of finalizing national elections and forming a new government. But these talks have often deferred or overlooked the one underlying issue that has become the elephant in the room: Kurdistan. This may be because Kurdistan, in many ways, seems so sui generis, a world apart from the rest of Iraq. Situated in the northern part of the country and bordering Turkey, Iran, and Syria, the Kurdish region of Iraq (organized into a formal association of three provinces referred to here as “Kurdistan”) has a distinct history and topography. Kurds are considered a unique ethnic group, different from Arabs, Persians, and Turks. Spread across Arab and Persian nations alike, they number close to twenty-five million. Kurds speak their own Indo-European language, Kurdish, which is now one of two official tongues in Iraq. Parts of Kurdistan are lush, but an austere series of mountains has defined the region, supporting a nomadic culture in the past and providing sheltered areas today (the Kurdish militia known as Peshmerga used these areas to retreat and regroup during their fight against Saddam Hussein).The shape of Kurdish territory and power has shifted over the centuries, reaching imperial heights during medieval times, sharing and contesting power in the modern era, and intermittently experiencing political marginalization, ethno-linguistic suppression, and outright oppression. At times, the Kurds seemed close to achieving statehood—as in 1920 when they unsuccessfully proposed autonomy in the Treaty of Sèvres, or in 1946 when they declared a short-lived republic inside Iran. In these and other instances, many Kurds felt that the Western powers ultimately “sold them out” in the name of Great Power politics, and this sense of betrayal still tinctures Kurdish-Western relations.

AT: PICs Bad

1) All CPs are essentially PICs they have to change something about the plan to be competitive. 

2) Have a high threshold on theory – voting on it incentivizes them to go for theory every round. 

3) Our CP has a huge lit basis – don’t buy their generic PICs bad arguments

4) PICs good – force strategic aff writing. PICs are necessary to ensure that the aff can defend the entirety of their plan.

5) Education – we facilitate discussion about specific regions of Iraq that we wouldn’t get while normally debating the aff. 

6) Arg not team –at worst vote down the argument not the team, there is no actual abuse in the round. 
Redeployment Extensions 

Troops in Iraq trade off with those in Afghanistan, they’ll be sent to Afghanistan if the pullout occurs now 

Dan Balz, 6/10/06, Staff Writer, Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wpdyn/content/article/2006/09/09/AR2006090900831.html
Sen. John F. Kerry (D-Mass.) yesterday urged the deployment of more U.S. troops to combat the growing Taliban threat in Afghanistan while accusing the administration of trying to salvage its congressional majorities by playing on public fears of future terrorist attacks rather than fixing what he said is a disastrous policy in Iraq.  As the nation prepares to mark the fifth anniversary of the Sept. 11, 2001, attacks, Kerry offered a pointed rejoinder to President Bush's recent rhetorical offensive on terrorism. He said Bush's policies have turned Iraq into a terrorist breeding ground, unleashed dangerous forces elsewhere in the Middle East and diverted resources from the battle against terrorism at home and in Afghanistan.  "We have a Katrina foreign policy, a succession of blunders and failures that have betrayed our ideals, killed and maimed our soldiers, and widened the terrorist threat instead of defeating it," Kerry said in a speech at Boston's historic Faneuil Hall.  "There is simply no way to overstate how Iraq has subverted our efforts to free the world from global terror," Kerry said, according to the prepared text. "It has overstretched our military. It has served as an essential recruitment tool for terrorists. It has divided and pushed away our traditional allies. It has diverted critical billions of dollars from the real front lines against terrorism and from homeland security."  A Republican National Committee spokeswoman, Tara Wall, called Kerry's criticism ill-timed on the eve of the commemoration of the Sept. 11 attacks and charged that Kerry's blueprint would embolden terrorists and diminish domestic efforts to prevent future attacks.
A large COIN footprint in Afghanistan increases the risks of a terrorist attack – a smaller number of troops more efficiently combats terrorism

Cortright 9 (David Cortright, director of policy studies at the Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies at the University of Notre Dame, OCTOBER 19, 2009, “No Easy Way Out”, http://www.americamagazine.org/content/article.cfm?article_id=11917 | Suo)

This analysis suggests the need for a thorough reorientation of U.S./NATO policy in Afghanistan and Pakistan. The Obama administration has responded to requests for more troops in Afghanistan by calling first for the development of a new strategy. This is a sound approach, but the contours of a new strategy have yet to appear. U.S. commanders remain wedded to a policy of counterinsurgency and the maintenance of a large and expanding military footprint in the country. Stewart and other analysts have advocated an alternative approach of reducing the number of foreign troops and demilitarizing Western strategy. A smaller number of foreign troops would be enough, they argue, to assure that the Taliban does not return to power. Special operations forces would be sufficient to maintain pressure on Al Qaeda and disrupt any attempts to re-establish terrorist bases. These more limited objectives would fulfill the primary objective of Western policy without the enormous costs and risks of prolonged counterinsurgency. These approaches would be combined with an increased international commitment to development, responsible governance and the promotion of human rights in the region. By demilitarizing its involvement and increasing its commitment to diplomacy, democracy and development, the United States and its allies could achieve their purposes more effectively and with greater justice.

Redeployment Extensions – Stability Module

COIN fails because of Afghanistan’s political climate – this destabilizes the region

Simon and Stevenson 9 (Steven Simon is Adjunct Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations. Jonathan Stevenson is a Professor of Strategic Studies at the US Naval War College. “Afghanistan: How Much is Enough?”, Survival: Global Politics and Strategy, vol. 51, no. 5, October–November 2009, pp. 47–67 | JC)

Whatever US officials might concede privately, the White House, State Department and Pentagon have thus far not acknowledged publicly the possibility that greater American intrusiveness in Afghanistan might mean less Pakistani cooperation. That, however, appears to be the case. To be sure, Pakistan has pragmatically responded to US pressure to thwart the Taliban in its tribal areas. But it is more significant in the broader strategic context that Pakistan has objected to expanded US military operations in Afghanistan on two grounds. Firstly, they would cause a cross-border spillover of militants into Pakistan and increase the counter-insurgency burden on the Pakistani military. Secondly, they would foment political instability in Pakistan by intensifying popular perceptions of American military occupation of the region and the Pakistani government's complicity with the Americans in suppressing a group that was not even considered an enemy of Pakistan. Indeed, in a July 2009 briefing, Pakistani officials made it clear that, however concerned the United States was about the Taliban, they still regard India as their top strategic priority and the Taliban militants as little more than a containable nuisance and, in the long term, potential allies.5 In this light, the realistic American objective should not be to ensure Afghanistan's political integrity by neutralising the Taliban and containing Pakistani radicalism, which is probably unachievable. Rather, its aim should be merely to ensure that al-Qaeda is denied both Afghanistan and Pakistan as operating bases for transnational attacks on the United States and its allies and partners. Pitfalls of the current policy The Obama administration's instincts favouring robust counter-insurgency and state-building in Afghanistan reflect the 1990s-era US and European predilection for peacekeeping, reconstruction and stabilisation, and the multilateral use of force for humanitarian intervention, deployed to positive effect in the Balkans and withheld tragically in Rwanda. To the extent that this mindset was premised on an expansion of the rule of law to hitherto poorly and unjustly governed areas, such as Somalia and Bosnia, it reflects the broader conception of counter-terrorism adopted after 11 September. Insofar as it favours collective action by major powers with the unambiguous endorsement of the UN Security Council, it is also consistent with the Obama administration's rejection of Bush-era unilateralism. And an aggressive internationalist approach to spreading democracy and the rule of law, notwithstanding the shortsightedness and inefficacy of the Bush doctrine, is admirable and in some instances appropriate.6 In this case, however, it is more likely to hurt than help. While a larger US military footprint might help stabilise Afghanistan in the short term, the effects of collateral damage and the aura of US domination it would generate would also intensify anti-Americanism in Pakistan. This outcome, in turn, would frustrate both core American objectives by rendering it politically far more difficult for the Pakistani government to cooperate with Washington (and easier for the quasi-independent Inter-Services Intelligence to collude with the Taliban and al-Qaeda), thus making it harder for the United States to defeat al-Qaeda. It would also increase radicalisation in Pakistan, imperil the regime and raise proliferation risks, increasing rather than decreasing pressure on India to act in the breach of American ineffectuality. Counter-insurgency in Afghanistan also would probably fail. Counterinsurgency generally works only when the domestic government resisting the insurgents enjoys the respect and support of most of the domestic population. Rising perceptions of Hamid Karzai's government as ineffectual and corrupt, and especially suspicions that it rigged the 20 August national election, indicate that it does not have that kind of credibility among Afghans. On the operational level, provisional and qualified counter-insurgency success in Iraq is not a persuasive precedent for a comparable result in Afghanistan. One indirect indication is the difficulty the Obama administration is having in figuring out how to measure such success.7 While Iraq's prime insurgency challenges were essentially compartmentalised in the confined space and among the relatively small populations of Anbar, Diyala and Ninewah provinces and in Baghdad, Afghanistan's hazards permeate its Texas-sized national territory. Thus, applying the surge formula to Afghanistan, however it is adjusted, is likely to empower warlords, increase factionalism and ultimately make Afghanistan harder to sustain as a functioning unitary state. This would make Afghanistan more susceptible to being used as a strategic pawn by a number of regional actors, including Iran as well as India and Pakistan. Comprehensively successful counter-insurgency in Afghanistan, however, is not necessarily required to fulfill the US counter-terrorism mission. It remains unclear whether a US-led counter-insurgency effort would aim to induce the Taliban factions to reject al-Qaeda, or some other constellation of tribes to join forces against the Taliban. But none of the factions share the kind of overarching nationalist self-interest that unified Iraqi Sunnis across tribal lines. 
They are more like Somali clans, and no visible daylight has emerged between the 'good' Taliban and 'bad' militants. Those advocating an extended counter-insurgency campaign note that 'the Taliban is not a unified or monolithic movement', that many Taliban militants 'fight for reasons having nothing to do with Islamic zealotry', and that each Taliban grouping has 'specific needs' and 'particular characteristics'.8 By the same token, however, these home truths indicate such a high degree of motivational fragmentation within the Taliban that no single faction is likely to gain complete dominance. Thus, power is likely to remain devolved, and Afghan factions, like Somali ones, will tend to worry about, and focus on, immediate rivals rather than external adversaries.9 To the extent that there is unity among Afghan factions, as with Somalis, it will be against foreigners.10 As for Pakistan, its unabashed central strategic concern is India, as it has been since the nation's inception in 1947. It seems likely that the upsurge of Pashtun nationalism and Taliban influence that threatens its stability has as much to do with the growing weight of the US presence in the country as anything else. Although it is worth trying to convince Pakistan's leadership that the Taliban rather than India is the most salient threat to them, even those calling most urgently for energetic US-Pakistani counter-terrorism teamwork concede that success on this score is not guaranteed.11 Pakistan has lost wars and territory to an India that is now armed with nuclear weapons and has tried to outflank Islamabad by insinuating Indian influence into Afghanistan. The Pakistani army would rather not be caught in the middle. The Pakistani general staff is unlikely to be persuaded that the best way to protect Pakistan's strategic stake is to abandon the allies that they have cultivated for decades to keep its western flank secure. In any case, it is the establishment of 'mini-Afghanistans' within Pakistan that is the problem, rather than the Afghan Taliban, which is fundamentally uninterested in waging expeditionary campaigns against the West.
Destabilization fragments Afghanistan – leads to escalating wars throughout Central Asia and the Middle East, Indopak nuclear use, and a Russia-China alliance against the US

Morgan 7 (Stephen John, Former member of the British Labour Party Executive Committee, http://www.electricarticles.com/display.aspx?id=639) 

Although disliked and despised in many quarters, the Taliban could not advance without the support or acquiescence of parts of the population, especially in the south. In particular, the Taliban is drawing on backing from the Pashtun tribes from whom they originate. The southern and eastern areas have been totally out of government control since 2001. Moreover, not only have they not benefited at all from the Allied occupation, but it is increasingly clear that with a few small centres of exception, all of the country outside Kabul has seen little improvement in its circumstances. The conditions for unrest are ripe and the Taliban is filling the vacuum. The Break-Up of Afghanistan? However, the Taliban is unlikely to win much support outside of the powerful Pashtun tribes. Although they make up a majority of the nation, they are concentrated in the south and east. Among the other key minorities, such as Tajiks and Uzbeks, who control the north they have no chance of making new inroads. They will fight the Taliban and fight hard, but their loyalty to the NATO and US forces is tenuous to say the least. The Northern Alliance originally liberated Kabul from the Taliban without Allied ground support. The Northern Alliance are fierce fighters, veterans of the war of liberation against the Soviets and the Afghanistan civil war. Mobilized they count for a much stronger adversary than the NATO and US forces. It is possible that, while they won’t fight for the current government or coalition forces, they will certainly resist any new Taliban rule. They may decide to withdraw to their areas in the north and west of the country. This would leave the Allied forces with few social reserves, excepting a frightened and unstable urban population in Kabul, much like what happened to the Soviets. Squeezed by facing fierce fighting in Helmund and other provinces, and, at the same time, harried by a complementary tactic of Al Qaeda-style urban terrorism in Kabul, sooner or later, a “Saigon-style” evacuation of US and Allied forces could be on the cards. The net result could be the break-up and partition of Afghanistan into a northern and western area and a southern and eastern area, which would include the two key cities of Kandahar and, the capital Kabul. « Pastunistan?» The Taliban themselves, however may decide not to take on the Northern Alliance and fighting may concentrate on creating a border between the two areas, about which the two sides may reach an agreement regardless of US and Allied plans or preferences. The Taliban may claim the name Afghanistan or might opt for “Pashtunistan” – a long-standing, though intermittent demand of the Pashtuns, within Afghanistan and especially along the ungovernable border regions inside Pakistan. It could not be ruled out that the Taliban could be aiming to lead a break away of the Pakistani Pashtuns to form a 30 million strong greater Pashtun state, encompassing some 18 million Pakistani Pashtuns and 12 Afghan Pashtuns. Although the Pashtuns are more closely linked to tribal and clan loyalty, there exists a strong latent embryo of a Pashtun national consciousness and the idea of an independent Pashtunistan state has been raised regularly in the past with regard to the disputed territories common to Afghanistan and Pakistan. The area was cut in two by the “Durand Line”, a totally artificial border between created by British Imperialism in the 19th century. It has been a question bedevilling relations between the Afghanistan and Pakistan throughout their history, and with India before Partition. It has been an untreated, festering wound which has lead to sporadic wars and border clashes between the two countries and occasional upsurges in movements for Pashtun independence. In fact, is this what lies behind the current policy of appeasement President Musharraf of Pakistan towards the Pashtun tribes in along the Frontiers and his armistice with North Waziristan last year? Is he attempting to avoid further alienating Pashtun tribes there and head–off a potential separatist movement in Pakistan, which could develop from the Taliban’s offensive across the border in Afghanistan? Trying to subdue the frontier lands has proven costly and unpopular for Musharraf. In effect, he faces exactly the same problems as the US and Allies in Afghanistan or Iraq. Indeed, fighting Pashtun tribes has cost him double the number of troops as the US has lost in Iraq. Evidently, he could not win and has settled instead for an attempted political solution. When he agreed the policy of appeasement and virtual self-rule for North Waziristan last year, President Musharraf stated clearly that he is acting first and foremost to protect the interests of Pakistan. While there was outrageous in Kabul, his deal with the Pashtuns is essentially an effort to firewall his country against civil war and disintegration. In his own words, what he fears most is, the « Talibanistation » of the whole Pashtun people, which he warns could inflame the already fierce fundamentalist and other separatist movement across his entire country. He does not want to open the door for any backdraft from the Afghan war to engulf Pakistan. Musharraf faces the nationalist struggle in Kashmir, an insurgency in Balochistan, unrest in the Sindh, and growing terrorist bombings in the main cities. There is also a large Shiite population and clashes between Sunnis and Shias are regular. Moreover, fundamentalist support in his own Armed Forces and Intelligence Services is extremely strong. So much so that analyst consider it likely that the Army and Secret Service is protecting, not only top Taliban leaders, but Bin Laden and the Al Qaeda central leadership thought to be entrenched in the same Pakistani borderlands. For the same reasons, he has not captured or killed Bin Laden and the Al Qaeda leadership. Returning from the frontier provinces with Bin Laden’s severed head would be a trophy that would cost him his own head in Pakistan. At best he takes the occasional risk of giving a nod and a wink to a US incursion, but even then at the peril of the chagrin of the people and his own military and secret service. The Break-Up of Pakistan? Musharraf probably hopes that by giving de facto autonomy to the Taliban and Pashtun leaders now with a virtual free hand for cross border operations into Afghanistan, he will undercut any future upsurge in support for a break-away independent Pashtunistan state or a “Peoples’ War” of the Pashtun populace as a whole, as he himself described it. However events may prove him sorely wrong. Indeed, his policy could completely backfire upon him. As the war intensifies, he has no guarantees that the current autonomy may yet burgeon into a separatist movement. Appetite comes with eating, as they say. Moreover, should the Taliban fail to re-conquer al of Afghanistan, as looks likely, but captures at least half of the country, then a Taliban Pashtun caliphate could be established which would act as a magnet to separatist Pashtuns in Pakistan. Then, the likely break up of Afghanistan along ethnic lines, could, indeed, lead the way to the break up of Pakistan, as well. Strong centrifugal forces have always bedevilled the stability and unity of Pakistan, and, in the context of the new world situation, the country could be faced with civil wars and popular fundamentalist uprisings, probably including a military-fundamentalist coup d’état. Fundamentalism is deeply rooted in Pakistan society. The fact that in the year following 9/11, the most popular name given to male children born that year was “Osama” (not a Pakistani name) is a small indication of the mood. Given the weakening base of the traditional, secular opposition parties, conditions would be ripe for a coup d’état by the fundamentalist wing of the Army and ISI, leaning on the radicalised masses to take power. Some form of radical, military Islamic regime, where legal powers would shift to Islamic courts and forms of shira law would be likely. Although, even then, this might not take place outside of a protracted crisis of upheaval and civil war conditions, mixing fundamentalist movements with nationalist uprisings and sectarian violence between the Sunni and minority Shia populations. The nightmare that is now Iraq would take on gothic proportions across the continent. The prophesy of an arc of civil war over Lebanon, Palestine and Iraq would spread to south Asia, stretching from Pakistan to Palestine, through Afghanistan into Iraq and up to the Mediterranean coast.  Undoubtedly, this would also spill over into India both with regards to the Muslim community and Kashmir. Border clashes, terrorist attacks, sectarian pogroms and insurgency would break out. A new war, and possibly nuclear war, between Pakistan and India could no be ruled out.  Atomic Al Qaeda Should Pakistan break down completely, a Taliban-style government with strong Al Qaeda influence is a real possibility. Such deep chaos would, of course, open a "Pandora's box" for the region and the world. With the possibility of unstable clerical and military fundamentalist elements being in control of the Pakistan nuclear arsenal, not only their use against India, but Israel becomes a possibility, as well as the acquisition of nuclear and other deadly weapons secrets by Al Qaeda.  Invading Pakistan would not be an option for America. Therefore a nuclear war would now again become a real strategic possibility. This would bring a shift in the tectonic plates of global relations. It could usher in a new Cold War with China and Russia pitted against the US.  What is at stake in "the half-forgotten war" in Afghanistan is far greater than that in Iraq. But America's capacities for controlling the situation are extremely restricted. Might it be, in the end, they are also forced to accept President Musharraf's unspoken slogan of «Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan!

War in Central Asia is the most probably scenario for extinction

Blank 2k (Stephen J. Blank, Expert on the Soviet Bloc for the Strategic Studies Institute, 2000, “American Grand Strategy and the Transcaspian Region”, World Affairs. 9-22))

Thus many structural conditions for conventional war or protracted ethnic conflict where third parties intervene now exist in the Transcaucasus and Central Asia. The outbreak of violence by disaffected Islamic elements, the drug trade, the Chechen wars, and the unresolved ethnopolitical conflicts that dot the region, not to mention the undemocratic and unbalanced distribution of income across corrupt governments, provide plenty of tinder for future fires. Many Third World conflicts generated by local structural factors also have great potential for unintended escalation. Big powers often feel obliged to rescue their proxies and proteges. One or another big power may fail to grasp the stakes for the other side since interests here are not as clear as in Europe. Hence commitments involving the use of nuclear weapons or perhaps even conventional war to prevent defeat of a client are not well established or clear as in Europe. For instance, in 1993 Turkish noises about intervening on behalf of Azerbaijan induced Russian leaders to threaten a nuclear war in that case. Precisely because Turkey is a NATO ally but probably could not prevail in a long war against Russia, or if it could, would conceivably trigger a potential nuclear blow (not a small possibility given the erratic nature of Russia's declared nuclear strategies), the danger of major war is higher here than almost everywhere else in the CIS or the "arc of crisis" from the Balkans to China. As Richard Betts has observed, The greatest danger lies in areas where (1) the potential for serious instability is high; (2) both superpowers perceive vital interests; (3) neither recognizes that the other's perceived interest or commitment is as great as its own; (4) both have the capability to inject conventional forces; and (5) neither has willing proxies capable of settling the situation.(77)

Heg Extensions

Post American Withdrawal a massive power vacuum and power struggle will engulf Iraq and destroy American primacy and hegemony in the region. 
Hemeid, 2010(Salah, July 28th ,Writer for Al-Ahram Weekly,  No government but withdrawal, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2010/1008/re6.htm)

The lingering stand-off over forming a new government in Iraq has raised questions about neighbouring countries' strategies as Iraq itself slips into deeper crisis.

Tehran's interventions in Iraq are a way of confronting Washington in a foreign context, while Sunni Arab nations and Turkey are alarmed by the prospect of Iranian and Shia domination of Iraq, and are exploiting ties with Iraqi Sunnis to justify interventions in the country.

It is no secret that the regional players are now planning for the endgame and are ready to use all possible means to fill the power vacuum that will result from the US withdrawal.

Meanwhile, the US itself has been sending conflicting signals. While American officials have repeated that they intend to stick to the withdrawal schedule, they also say that withdrawal in no way reflects a decrease in American engagement with Iraq or US commitment to the Iraqis.

It is against this background that rival Iraqi groups are continuing their political brinkmanship, showing that they are prepared to hold out for as long as necessary to secure victory. 

One risk that they are all ignoring is that such brinkmanship could expose Iraq to a dangerous political vacuum as it tries to emerge from civil strife and contain its sectarian divide.

Iraq extremely instable- laundry list

Carpenter, Ted. (vice president for defense and policy studies at the Cato Institute) Middle East Vortex: An Unstable Iraq and Its Implications for the Region. 2009
In addition to the fracture of Iraq caused by the existence of a de facto independent Kurdish state with ambitious territorial claims, there are serious questions about the degree of stability in the rest of Iraq. True, the carnage that afﬂicted the country following the US invasion, and which reached especially severe levels from early 2006 to mid-2007, has declined. Nevertheless, the casualty rates are still disturbingly high. Al Qaeda in Iraq, while weakened, remains a factor, and nervous Iraqi and US ofﬁcials see indications that ﬁghters are returning to some of their old haunts.22 The indigenous Sunni insurgency against the Shiite-dominated government also remains a worry. And general Shiite-Sunni sectarian tensions simmer just beneath the surface — a situation that continues to worry Obama administration ofﬁcials, in addition to their concerns about the growing Kurdish-Arab animosity.23 Even the improvement in the casualty numbers should not be overstated. According to Iraq’s Ministry of the Interior, there were 437 deaths in July, and another 1,103 Iraqis were wounded.24 Both totals were a decline from the upward trend in casualties that occurred during the ﬁrst half of 2009 (including 543 deaths in June).25 The killings are dramatically lower (by about 75 percent) than they were during the horrid period in 2006 and 2007, but Iraq is still far from being a safe and peaceful country. Given that Iraq’s population is only 25 million, even the July toll would translate into an equivalent of more than ﬁve thousand deaths from political violence in the United States — an annual rate of more than sixty thousand. Iraq is still in the throes of a civil war, albeit a relatively low-intensity one. That does not bode well for unity or even stability going forward.
Budget deficit collapses US primacy
Paul Kennedy, professor of history and director of International Security Studies at Yale University and is the author/editor of 19 books, including "The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers", "American Power Is on the Wane", Wall Street Journal, 1/14/09, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123189377673479433.html

As the world stumbles from the truly horrible year of 2008 into the very scary year of 2009, there seems, on the face of it, many reasons for the foes of America to think that the world's number one power will take heavier hits than most other big nations. Those reasons will be outlined below. But let's start by noting that curious trait of human beings who, in pain themselves, seem to enjoy the fact that others are hurting even more badly. (One can almost hear some mournful Chekhovian aristocrat declare: "My estates may be damaged, Vasily, but yours are close to ruin!") So while today's Russia, China, Latin America, Japan and the Middle East may be suffering setbacks, the biggest loser is understood to be Uncle Sam. For the rest of the world, that is the grand consolation! By what logic, though, should America lose more ground in the years to come than other nations, except on the vague proposition that the taller you stand, the further you fall? The first reason, surely, is the U.S.'s truly exceptional budgetary and trade deficits. There is nothing else in the world like them in absolute measures and, even when calculated in proportion to national income, the percentages look closer to those you might expect from Iceland or some poorly run Third World economy. To my mind, the projected U.S. fiscal deficits for 2009 and beyond are scary, and I am amazed that so few congressmen recognize the fact as they collectively stampede towards the door entitled "fiscal stimulus." The planned imbalances are worrying for three reasons. The first is because the total projections have been changing so fast, always in a gloomier direction. I have never, in 40 years of reading into the economics of the Great Powers, seen the figures moved so often, and in such vast proportions. Clearly, some people do believe that Washington is simply a printing machine. The second reason all this is scary is because no one seems to be certain how usefully (or fecklessly) this money will be applied. I wish Barack Obama's administration all the best, but I am frightened by the prospect that he and his team will feel under such time pressures as to shovel out the money without adequate precautions, and that lots of it will slip into the wrong hands. The news in the press last week that lobbyists were pouring into Washington to make the case for whatever industry, interest group, or service sector they have been hired to represent made my heart sink. Printing lots of unsecured money is bad enough. Frittering it away on courtiers is worse. The third thing I'm really scared about is that we'll likely have very little money ourselves to pay for the Treasury bonds that are going to be issued, in tens of billions each month, in the years ahead. Sure, some investment firms, bruised by their irrational exuberance for equities and commodities, will take up a certain amount of Treasury issues even at a ridiculously low (or no) rate of return. But that will not cover an estimated budget deficit of $1.2 trillion in 2009. Never mind, I am told, the foreigners will pay gladly for that paper. This notion makes me queasy. In the first place, it is (without its advocates ever acknowledging it) a dreadful sign of America's relative decline. If you have seen Clint Eastwood's poignant war movie "Flags of Our Fathers," you also will have been stirred by the scenes where the three bewildered Iwo Jima veterans are dragged all over the country to beg the cheering audiences: "Buy American Bonds!" It's uncomfortable all right, but there was one massive consolation. The U.S. government, fully converted to Keynesianism, was asking its citizens to dig into their own hoarded savings to help sustain the war effort. Who else, after all, could buy? A near-bankrupt British Empire? A war-torn China? The Axis? The Soviet Union? How fortunate it was that World War II doubled U.S. GDP, and the savings were there. Today, however, our dependency upon foreign investors will approximate more and more the state of international indebtedness we historians associate with the reigns of Philip II of Spain and Louis XIV of France -- attractive propositions at first, then steadily losing glamour. It is possible that the early sales of Treasurys this year could go well, since panicked investors may prefer to buy bonds that pay nothing to shares of companies that may go bust. But certain sharp-eyed analysts of the Treasurys market already hint that the appetite for Obama-bonds is limited. Do people really think that China can buy and buy when its investments here have already been hurt, and its government can see the enormous need to invest in its own economy? If a miracle happened, and China bought most of the $1.2 trillion from us, what would our state of dependency be then? We could be looking at as large a shift in the world's financial balances as that which occurred between the British Empire and the United States between 1941 and 1945. Is everybody happy at that? Yet if foreigners show little appetite for U.S. bonds, we will soon have to push interest rates up. If I have spent so much space on America's fiscal woes, it is because I guess that its sheer depth and severity will demand most of our political attention over the next two years, and thus drive other important problems to the edges of our radar screen. It is true that the economies of Britain, Greece, Italy and a dozen other developed nations are hurting almost as badly, and that much of Africa and parts of Latin America are falling off the cliff. It is also true that the steep drop in energy prices has dealt a heavy blow to such charmless governments as Vladimir Putin's Russia, Hugo Chávez's Venezuela, and Mahmoud Ahmadinejad's Iran, with the hoped effect of curbing their mischief-making capacities. On the other hand, the data so far suggest the economies of China and India are growing (not as fast as in the past but still growing), while America's economy shrinks in absolute terms. When the dust settles on this alarming and perhaps protracted global economic crisis, we should not expect national shares of world production to be the same as in, say, 2005. Uncle Sam may have to come down a peg or two. Moreover, no three or four of those countries -- and perhaps not a dozen of them combined -- have anywhere like the staggering array of overseas military commitments and deployments that weigh upon Uncle Sam's shoulders. That brings us back, I'm sorry to say, to the "imperial overstretch" remarks I made some 20 years ago. As I suggested at that time, a strong person, balanced and muscular, can carry an impressively heavy backpack uphill for a long while. But if that person is losing strength (economic problems), and the weight of the burden remains heavy or even increases (the Bush doctrine), and the terrain becomes more difficult (rise of new Great Powers, international terrorism, failed states), then the once-strong hiker begins to slow and stumble. That is precisely when nimbler, less heavily burdened walkers get closer, draw abreast, and perhaps move ahead.

Israel Extensions - Uniqueness

Obama is not giving bunker busters now

World Tribune 3/18 (3/18/10 “Obama blocks delivery of bunker-busters to Israel” http://www.worldtribune.com/worldtribune/WTARC/2010/me_israel0217_03_18.asp)
 WASHINGTON — The United States has diverted a shipment of bunker-busters designated for Israel.  Officials said the U.S. military was ordered to divert a shipment of smart bunker-buster bombs from Israel to a military base in Diego Garcia. They said the shipment of 387 smart munitions had been slated to join pre-positioned U.S. military equipment in Israel Air Force bases. "This was a political decision," an official said. In 2008, the United States approved an Israeli request for bunker-busters capable of destroying underground facilities, including Iranian nuclear weapons sites. Officials said delivery of the weapons was held up by the administration of President Barack Obama, Middle East Newsline reported.  Since taking office, Obama has refused to approve any major Israeli requests for U.S. weapons platforms or advanced systems. Officials said this included proposed Israeli procurement of AH-64D Apache attack helicopters, refueling systems, advanced munitions and data on a stealth variant of the F-15E.  "All signs indicate that this will continue in 2010," a congressional source familiar with the Israeli military requests said. "This is really an embargo, but nobody talks about it publicly."  
Israel extensions - Link
Israel wants weapons to deter Iran

Demetri Sevastopulo 4/27/05 (Demetri Sevastopulo, Staff Writer US Wants to Sell Israel ‘Bunker-Buster’ Bombs4/27/05) http://www.commondreams.org/headlines05/0427-05.htm
The Bush administration has proposed providing Israel with 100 bunker-buster bombs capable of destroying underground targets, a move seen as sending a message to Iran to halt its nuclear program. The Pentagon on Tuesday notified Congress of the possible sale of 5,000lb GBU-28 bombs, developed during the 1991 Gulf war to destroy Saddam Hussein's hardened command centers. Congress has 30 days to object. Any deal would be the first sale of the Lockheed Martin-built munition to a foreign country. In January, Dick Cheney, US vice-president, suggested that Israel might take military action if the US and European Union failed to persuade Iran to give up its nuclear ambitions. Ariel Sharon, Israeli prime minister, this month said Israel had no intention of attacking Iran. However, Iran will not welcome any sale, which would come as Tehran negotiates with France, Germany and the UK over halting its nuclear program. Iran says the program is for peaceful purposes.

AT: Stability Advantage

Non-unique: Post-election Iraq is an unstable sectarian mess – no chance of national unity
 [Thomas Ricks, senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security who covered the war in Iraq for The Washington Post, is the author of “Fiasco” and “The Gamble.” He also writes the Best Defense blog for Foreign Policy magazine. February 23, 2010, “Extending Our Stay in Iraq ,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/24/opinion/24ricks.html]

IRAQ’S March 7 national election, and the formation of a new government that will follow, carry huge implications for both Iraqis and American policy. It appears now that the results are unlikely to resolve key political struggles that could return the country to sectarianism and violence. If so, President Obama may find himself later this year considering whether once again to break his campaign promises about ending the war, and to offer to keep tens of thousands of troops in Iraq for several more years. Surprisingly, that probably is the best course for him, and for Iraqi leaders, to pursue. Whether or not the elections bring the long-awaited political breakthrough that genuinely ends the fighting there, 2010 is likely to be a turning-point year in the war, akin to the summer of 2003 (when the United States realized that it faced an insurgency) and 2006 (when that insurgency morphed into a small but vicious civil war and American policy came to a dead end). For good or ill, this is likely the year we will begin to see the broad outlines of post-occupation Iraq. The early signs are not good, with the latest being the decision over the weekend of the leading Sunni party, the National Dialogue Front, to withdraw from the elections. The political situation is far less certain, and I think less stable, than most Americans believe. A retired Marine colonel I know, Gary Anderson, just returned from Iraq and predicts a civil war or military coup by September. Another friend, the journalist Nir Rosen, avers that Iraq is on a long-term peaceful course. Both men know Iraq well, having spent years working there. I have not seen such a wide discrepancy in expert views since late 2005.
Turn: Only a continued American presence can solve for stability – Withdrawal dooms Iraq to collapse

 [Thomas Ricks,, senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security who covered the war in Iraq for The Washington Post, is the author of “Fiasco” and “The Gamble.” He also writes the Best Defense blog for Foreign Policy magazine. February 23, 2010, “Extending Our Stay in Iraq ,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/24/opinion/24ricks.html]

By June, American troops may be leaving areas that are far from quiet, and where new tensions may be brewing as a result of the elections. Once again, the United States would be rushing toward failure in Iraq, as it did so often under the Bush administration, trying to pass responsibility to Iraqi officials and institutions before they are ready for the task. By late summer, the Obama administration could find itself in the uncomfortable position of reconsidering its vows to get out of combat in Iraq by August and to remove all troops by the end of next year. This will be politically difficult for the president, but he has shown admirable flexibility in his handling of Iraq. My impression is that the American people now wish they had never heard of Iraq, but understand just what a mess it is and are willing to give the president a surprising amount of leeway. Extending the American military presence will be even more politically controversial in Iraq, and for that reason, it would be best to let Iraqi leaders make the first public move to re-open the status of forces agreement of 2008, which calls for American troops to be out of the country by the end of next year. But I think leaders in both countries may come to recognize that the best way to deter a return to civil war is to find a way to keep 30,000 to 50,000 United States service members in Iraq for many years to come. These troops’ missions would be far narrower than during the surge era; their primary goal would be to train and advise Iraqi security forces and to carry out counterterrorism missions. (It is actually hard to get below 30,000 and still have an effective force; many troops are needed for logistics, maintenance, medical, intelligence, communications and headquarters jobs, and additional infantry units are then needed to protect the people performing those tasks.) Such a relatively small, tailored force would not be big enough to wage a war, but it might be enough to deter a new one from breaking out. An Iraqi civil war would likely be a three- or four-sided affair, with the Shiites breaking into pro- and anti-Iranian factions. It could also easily metastasize into a regional war. Neighboring powers like Turkey and Iran are already involved in Iraqi affairs, and the Sunni Arab states would be unlikely to stand by and watch a Shiite-dominated regime in Baghdad slaughter the Sunni minority. A regional war in the middle of the world’s oil patch could shake the global economy to its foundations and make the current recession look mild. In addition, a continued American military presence could help Iraq move forward politically. No one there particularly likes having the Americans around, but many groups seem to trust the Americans as honest brokers. And there would be a moral, humanitarian and political benefit: Having American soldiers accompany Iraqi units may improve the behavior of Iraqi forces, discouraging relapses to Saddam Hussein-era abuses, or the use of force for private ends and feuds. Advisers not only instruct Iraqi commanders, they also monitor them. As a longtime critic of the American invasion of Iraq, I am not happy about advocating a continued military presence there. Yet, to echo the counterinsurgency expert David Kilcullen, just because you invade a country stupidly doesn’t mean you should leave it stupidly. The best argument against keeping troops in Iraq is the one some American military officers make, which is that a civil war is inevitable, and that by staying all we are doing is postponing it. That may be so, but I don’t think it is worth gambling to find out.

 Link Turn doesn’t assume post-election instability – American public wants us to stay if Iraq becomes unstable
CNN 
[May 29, 2010  “Instability in Iraq could hurt support for U.S. withdrawal,” http://www.cnn.com/2010/US/05/29/poll.iraq.troop.withdrawal/index.html]

Support for President Obama's planned removal of U.S. troops from Iraq by the end of the August could drop significantly if Iraq cannot solve its current problems in time, according to a new national poll. A CNN/Opinion Research Corp. survey released Saturday indicates that 64 percent of Americans favor the president's plan to keep just 50,000 U.S. troops in Iraq by the end of the summer, with 35 percent opposed. But public approval of the plan falls to 51 percent if Iraq does not have a stable government by August and there is widespread violence at that time, with opposition rising to 48 percent. "Support drops more than 20 points among Americans with a college education and among suburbanites," said CNN Polling Director Keating Holland. "But among people who never attended college, opinion barely changes. The same is true for people who live in rural areas."

AT: Relations Advantage

Non-Unique – U.S. – Iraq relations are frayed after the elections – perception of an illegitimate government

 [Howard LaFranchi, CS Monitor Staff Writer, April 28, 2008, “US-Iraq relations threatened by Iraq's political quarrels,” http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Foreign-Policy/2010/0428/US-Iraq-relations-threatened-by-Iraq-s-political-quarrels]

The Obama administration is showing growing nervousness as Iraq’s postelection process of forming a new government turns out to be even more troubled and drawn-out than anticipated. After weeks of backstage prodding, US officials are now openly questioning the impact on US-Iraq relations – and in particular on plans to pull out all US combat forces this summer. Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki, who was a close second-place finisher in March 7 balloting, has employed what appear to be ever-more desperate measures to hang on to his post. In Washington, worries are mounting that Iraq will be saddled with a tainted government. “They’re increasingly afraid of ending up with another Karzai-like mess,” says Wayne White, a former State Department analyst on Iraq, referring to last year’s reelection of Afghan President Hamid Karzai. That election was widely deemed to have been stolen. “There was always concern over time and the impact a drawn-out process of naming [an Iraqi] government could have,” Mr. White adds. “But the prospect of a government tainted by illegitimacy is quickly becoming a much larger problem.” in a flurry of anti-Western rhetoric to mark the anniversary of a 1981 explosion that killed key figures and dozens of supporters of Iran's revolution. Mr. Ahmadinejad says Iran is postponing nuclear talks because the West issued a Security Council resolution against it, supposedly to give them the upper hand in negotiations. He says Iran considers it immoral, and for this reason Tehran is delaying negotiations until late August, to "punish the West so they learn how to speak properly with other nations." Mr. Ahmadinejad told a press conference the United States, along with Israel and Great Britain, is Iran's chief "enemy." He says hopes that President Barack Obama would "change" the nature of relations between Iran and the United States have been dashed.  He says other U.N. Security Council members may have voted for sanctions against Iran, but that they still are not considered to be enemies of his country. The Iranian president says he still considers Russia and China to be "friendly" states. He claims they supported the recent, new sanctions resolution against his country because of the importance of their ties with the United States. Mr. Ahmadinejad also stressed that he wants Brazil and Turkey to negotiate alongside his country in fuel-swap negotiations, against the United States, France and Russia, which he says have played an adversarial role in past talks.  He said the talks should be based on a fuel-swap deal mediated last month by Brazil and Turkey.   Responding to a question about whether Iran is ready to suspend production of highly enriched uranium if a deal is eventually reached, Mr. Ahmadinejad avoided a direct response, answering vaguely that Iran would only enrich quantities of uranium it needs. Mr. Ahmadinejad says that some nations want Iran to stop enriching uranium to 20 percent because they say Tehran wants to build a bomb.  He says they should first disarm their own bombs if they are afraid of bombs, because bombs are dangerous wherever they are.   Iran has repeatedly insisted its nuclear program is intended for peaceful, civilian purposes. The United States and other nations suspect Tehran of working to build nuclear weapons. CIA Director Leon Panetta told ABC's "This Week" Sunday that Iran has enough enriched uranium to produce two atomic bombs, but that it could take Tehran up to two years to physically build those bombs, if it decided to do so.
No Solvency for backlash – Post-August presence will be no different – no such thing as “non-combat” troops

 [Michelle Levi, staff writer, February 13, 2009 CBS News “Thomas Ricks: Obama's Iraq War Will Be Long” http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-4801483-503544.html]

"I think there are a lot of reasons Iraq '09 is going to be very tough and in fact harder than the last year of Bush's war," he told guest moderator John Dickerson. "And I think there is a good chance that Obama's war in Iraq will last longer than Bush's war [in Iraq]." The author of "Fiasco" is out with a new book about the U.S. experience in Iraq during last two years of the Bush administration titled, "The Gamble: General Petraeus And The American Military Adventure In Iraq 2006-2008."  "There is no pacifistic branch of the U.S. military," Ricks said, calling President Obama's campaign promise to get American non-combat troops out of Iraq within 16 months "false phrase-ology."  "Newsflash for Obama," he said. "There is no such thing as non-combat troops…I think we are there for a long time."  Ricks then elaborated on the period covered in "The Gamble." "It's quite a striking story," he said, noting that he did not know before he wrote the book that in 2007 the war "was turned over to the dissidents, to people who fundamentally disagreed with the invasion or who thought that the war was executed wrongly."  The author was speaking about military personnel and Pentagon advisors brought in to manage a war they did not necessarily support.  "Where are we now in Iraq?" Dickerson asked.  Ricks said there are two fundamental misunderstandings that Americans have about the war. The first involves the surge, which, he said, was much more difficult than most people thing. The second is the perception that the war is over. "The war has changed several times," he said. "It was an invasion that morphed into an occupation into an insurgency then to a civil war, then into an American counter offensive. Just because it's changing doesn't mean it's ended." 

Iran Case Extensions

Iran looking to take over Iraq post U.S. withdrawal   

Mark Tran and agenciesguardian.co.uk, Tuesday 28 August 2007 16.57 BST      http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2007/aug/28/usa.iraq 
The Iranian president, Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, today said Tehran was ready to fill an imminent power vacuum in Iraq in remarks that can be seen as a direct challenge to the US.
"The political power of the occupiers is collapsing rapidly," Mr Ahmadinejad said at a press conference in Tehran. "Soon, we will see a huge power vacuum in the region. Of course, we are prepared to fill the gap, with the help of neighbours and regional friends like Saudi Arabia, and with the help of the Iraqi nation." His remarks will do little to dispel US fears that Iran is seeking to increase its regional influence, taking advantage of Iraq's weakened state. Mr Ahmadinejad also accused the US of interfering in Iraq's internal affairs after Washington said efforts by the country's prime minister, Nuri al-Maliki, to reconcile the country's divided Sunnis, Shiites and Kurds were not enough. "They rudely say (the Iraqi) prime minister and the constitution must change," Mr Ahmadinejad said. "Who are you? Who has given you the right?" Mr Ahamadinejad was speaking amid a debate on the US on whether to continue the military "surge" that began in February. Some senior Republicans such as senator John Warner are calling for troop withdrawals. Others argue that the injection of 30,000 troops has produced more progress than anticipated and that the surge should continue. A report by the US commander in Iraq, General David Petraeus, expected next month, is expected to recommend the continued deployment of large numbers of US forces in the country. But the picture for the US has been complicated by Britain's decision to reduce its number of troops in the south. Jack Keane, a retired US general, said last week that the security situation was deteriorating in Basra and that the US might have to redeploy to the south if the British withdrew, a contention that the foreign secretary David Miliband today rejected. The US has consistently accused Iran of providing help to Shia extremists in Iraq who have taken a deadly toll of American forces through sophisticated roadside bombs. The US is considering declaring Iran's Revolutionary Guards a terrorist force for its support of Shia militants in order to ratchet up the pressure on Iran, already under UN sanctions because of its nuclear programme. Mr Ahmadinejad said Iran would respond to such a step. "They know that any action against the Iranian nation would be faced with a proper response," Mr Ahmadinejad, himself a former Guards commander, told reporters. But he also said he believed it was "highly unlikely that the American government will take such an illogical approach ... it would be a joke I guess." In his press conference, the Iranian leader reiterated that Tehran has achieved full proficiency in the nuclear fuel cycle and warned the west that dialogue and friendship - not threats - were the right way to deal with Iran. "Today, Iran is a nuclear Iran," Mr Ahmadinejad said. "That means, it fully possesses the whole nuclear fuel cycle." He added, however, that Iran was committed to a "peaceful path" in pursuing its nuclear programme. His comments followed an announcement yesterday by the International Atomic Energy Agency which said that Tehran was offering some cooperation in the agency's investigation of an alleged secret uranium processing project linked by US intelligence to a nuclear arms programme.
Iranian regional control results in nuclear proliferation

By Alethia H. Cook, Assistant Professor of Political Science and the Assistant Director of the Security Studies Program at East Carolina University.  She holds a PhD in Public Policy and Jalīl Rawshandil Associate Professor and Director of Security Studies program at Political Science Department, East Carolina University. He received his Ph.D. in Political Science , The United States and Iran: policy challenges and opportunities pages 4-5 2009 
However, there are so many potential negative outcomes from a nuclear-weapons capable Iran that have been identified in the [item( tire that the United States cannot afford to back down on the issue. Among the possible impacts that would be counter to U.S. interests are as follows: Iran attacking Israel or another U.S. ally in the region with their new nuclear weapon; Iran attacking U.S. troops in the Middle East with its new weapon; I Outs acquisition of ,1 nuclear capacity resulting in a Middle East nuclear arms race; an increasingly conventionally confrontational Iran backed with a nuclear threat; nuclear proliferation from Iran to other states; general destabilization or the Middle East; or Iran providing a nuclear weapon to a terrorist organization.'s   Recently, three major points of contention have been challenging the relations between the StaCCS. First, the United States has accused Iran of being a state sponsor of terrorism. Given the U.S. Global War on Terror (GWOT), this accusation is clearly problematic. Its particular, the United States has accused I Fall of providing support to Hezbollah, llamas, and al Qaeda. Iran was first designated a state supporter of terrorism in 1984 and has remained on the list ever since.3 The United States State Department has declared Iran the most active state supporter of terrorism for 2006;1 Iran, however, argues that the groups it supports are not terrorists. Instead, these groups have been deemed by Iran to be fighting against foreign occu-pation of their homeland and therefore in the right. Second, the United States is concerned about the role that Iran has beets playing its Iraq since the fall of Saddam Hussein's regime. Most significantly, the United States believes that Iran has beets supporting insurgency activities in Iraq to undermine the U.S. action its that state. It has been accused of providing weapons (some of them advanced). Improvised Explosive Devices (I ED), training, financing, bornb-making materials, and in some cases even fighters to facilitate the insurgency and influence the future of the Iraqi state Its November of 2007, Vice President Dick Cheney went so far as to argue that a U.S. withdrawal from Iraq could allow "competing factions" (in which he specifically included Iran) to -unloose an all-out war, with violence unlikely to be contained within the borders of Iraq ... (resulting ml carnage Him wouldl further destabilize die Middle East."' Iran denies that it has played this role.' 'Else United States has also expressed concerts that Iran is expanding its tics with Iraqi Shi'ite factions and is attempting to influence the new Shia controlled Iraqi Government.
T – Substantial Reduction 2NC Overview

We both agree what reduction means – the only question is what BASELINE you use to determine reduction.  We have the ONLY evidence that speaks specifically to what the baseline should be.  In the MILITARY CONTEXT, a SUBSTANTIAL REDUCTION is measured using the baseline established by the number of troops budgeted for.  They can’t just decrease from this moment in time because decreases can be built into the status quo – they have to reduce BELOW the troop reductions already factored into the budget. 

2NC AT: Reasonability

1. They’re UNREASONABLE – they don’t just add one more case, they DOUBLE the research burden since we have to research status quo GOOD and status quo BAD.

2. They under-incentivize going for T – they allow blatantly non-topical affs to get away with MURDER – they get to spend more time prepping the T debate which inherently advantages them.

3. Arbitrary – reasonability requires the judge to intervene by establishing an inherently subjective threshold – competing interpretations makes it a simple question of which is better.

4. Topicality debates are good for education – they require analytical reasoning that is good preparation for law school.

If they say race to the bottom:

5. Race to the top – we don’t privilege the most limiting interpretation, we privilege the one that’s BEST FOR DEBATE

AT: Excludes Iraq Affs 

1. They can advocate early withdrawal – Reese proves there are defenses of withdrawing as soon as possible.

2. No right to Iraq ground – the wording of the topic should determine ground, not the other way around.

3. Learning about Iraq is inevitable – it’s always in the news and even if it’s not an aff, it can be a DA or counterplan.

4. Research burden turns education – they force the neg to research the status quo is good and bad, undermining CLASH which is the only unique education provided through debate.

Competing Interpretations good 


1) It’s not what you do, it’s what you justify. Debate should be evaluated on what is justified by our arguments- the best way to do this is to compare interpretations to see which ones offer the best education and provide the most fairness, leads to a race to the top to find the best definition. 

2) We need to be able to compare interpretations, otherwise you allow arbitrary interpretations that allow for abuses without the possibility for objection


3) No standard to evaluate reasonability- every debate must be judged on some standard for evaluation. There’s no way to tell whether they’re reasonably topical or not. 


4) Topicality is an all or nothing issue- there is no such thing as being 90% topical. Reasonability only allows them to get as much leeway as possible. Competing interpretations is the only way to set a brightline to determine whether the affirmative is topical or not.

5) Have a low threshold or else you justify untopical affirmatives every round since the negative can never win topicality

6) Their interpretation is unreasonable- they unlimit the topic by allowing for an infinite number of affirmatives

Topicality Debates are good for education. Teaches us to be grounded in the literature and interpret words. Law school is a giant T debate. 

Reject the entire aff- justifies a world of debate where every round is inherently skewed against the negative. Having a high threshold fails- voting for them makes untopical affs a no risk option. T is a Voter for fairness and education.

AT: Counter Interpretation – Reduce means smaller number

1) Prefer our definition – it’s in the context of military budget

2) Explodes the topic - their definition also says to lower in degree, they can reduce exercises and other extra topical actions. 

3) Our definition comes from the DOD, prefer it over their generic dictionary definition it’s the only one in context of the military.  
AT: Not following SOFA now

We are following SOFA now – top generals agree

(Fox News 4/18/10 "Odierno: US on Target to withdraw combat troops from Iraq by September” http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2010/04/18/odierno-target-withdraw-combat-troops-iraq-september/)

The United States is "on target" to remove all combat troops from Iraq by the beginning of September, the top U.S. general in Iraq said Sunday. Gen. Ray Odierno, whom Pentagon officials confirm is expected to leave Iraq after the drawdown, would not address reports about his departure, calling them "very speculative." But he expressed optimism about the course of the U.S. withdrawal and the ability of the Iraqi government and security forces to fend for themselves. "The Iraqi security forces are now in the lead of going after Al Qaeda," Odierno told "Fox News Sunday," in an interview from Baghdad. Odierno currently is leading 95,000 U.S. troops in Iraq, but said he expects to cut that number in half by the end of the summer in accordance with an agreement with the Iraqi government. That plan would leave 50,000 non-combat servicemembers to "advise and assist" the Iraqi forces. "Our plans are intact. I feel very comfortable with our plan and unless something unforeseen and disastrous happens, I fully expect us to be at 50,000 by the first of September," Odierno said. 

Withdrawal is on target now

(UPI 7/21/10 “Odierno: Iraq drawdown on schedule” http://www.upi.com/Top_News/US/2010/07/21/Odierno-Iraq-drawdown-on-schedule/UPI-74001279742537/) 
U.S. Army Gen. Ray Odierno said Wednesday U.S. forces in Iraq are on schedule to meet their 2011 drawdown target. "I feel very comfortable that we will be at 50,000, probably by the last week of August," Odierno said Wednesday during a Defense Writers Group breakfast in Washington, adding that the military is ahead of schedule in terms of drawing down equipment from Iraq. The military has already removed 40,000 vehicles and more than 1 million pieces of equipment from the country, meeting 95 percent of the equipment drawdown target. Twenty-thousand of those vehicles have been transferred to Afghanistan. The military had 608 facilities in Iraq at the height of U.S. activity in 2007. That number now stands at 112 and is expected to fall to 94 by September, Odierno said. All U.S. combat forces are scheduled to leave Iraq by Dec. 31, 2011.

Withdrawal on schedule – Biden

(Xinhua 7/18/10 “Biden: US troops to withdraw on time from Iraq” http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/world/2010-07/19/c_13403528.htm)
U.S. Vice President Joe Biden said Sunday the U.S. combat troops in Iraq are on schedule to withdraw by the end of August, and would not be delayed by lengthy power-sharing negotiations in the Iraqi government. Speaking to ABC's "This Week" program, Biden said the Iraqi transition government is "in place that's working. Iraqi security is being provided by the Iraqis." The U.S. forces last year have pulled out of Iraqi cities and are working to formally end combat operations by Sept. 1 of this year, cutting the U.S. military force from just under 90,000 to 50, 000. A full withdrawal is also in sight at the end of 2011. However, Iraq's political blocs are still discussing the formation of a new government, months after the March 7 elections. Biden said he is confident the withdrawal won't affect the physical stability of Iraq. Twin suicide bombings targeting Awakening Council group members in west of Baghdad were reported Sunday, killing at least 43. Recent spate of bombings and waves of violence are still ravaging Iraqi cities, including the capital, more than four months after the country held its landmark parliamentary elections on March 7, raising fears of a return to violence. 

We will withdraw regardless of government stability

(Anne Flaherty, Associated Press writer, 7/21/10 “War generals says US exit from Iraq on track” http://www.seattlepi.com/national/1152ap_us_us_iraq.html)

Baghdad's political troubles won't keep American troops from leaving the country as planned at the end of 2011, the military's top commander in Iraq said Wednesday. Gen. Raymond Odierno told reporters that the Iraqi security forces are doing much of the work already and that security has improved significantly since 2006 when an "almost civil war" gripped the nation. Odierno says U.S. forces haven't needed to conduct airstrikes in at least six months and that Americans are mostly operating as advisers to Iraqi forces. Al-Qaida fighters in Iraq have been cut off from their leadership in Pakistan, he said. "There has been steady, deliberate progress across all lines," Odierno said. "There's clearly more to do, but a new baseline has been established." Iraq's political parties have been unable to form a new government since March, when elections failed to produce a clear-cut winner.
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