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1NC Shell
Text:  The United States Federal Government should [insert plan] if Iranian supported parties in Iraq agree to allowing a Sunni majority in the coalitional government
Iran is dominating Iraqi politics and will make civil war inevitable – they are using their influence as a bargaining chip to link troop withdrawals to their influence in Iraq
Robert Dreyfuss (former Middle East Intelligence director of the Executive Intelligence Review, currently a freelance investigative journalist specializing in Iraqi politics) May 2010 “Iran’s Upper Hand in Iraq Tightens” http://www.middle-east-online.com/english/?id=38838
The announcement on Tuesday that Prime Minister Maliki of Iraq has joined with the pro-Iranian coalition, the Iraqi National Alliance, to seek to form Iraq’s next government is the direct result of an intervention in Iraqi politics by Iran’s ambassador in Baghdad, Hassan Kazemi-Qomi. “The Iranian ambassador met with the Shiite parties a week ago, and he told them that Iran considers it a matter of its national security that the Shiites put aside their differences to form a government,” Aiham Alsammarae, a former Iraqi minister of electricity, told The Nation. “He told them, ‘Whatever you have to do, do it.’” The Iran-backed agreement creates an enormous political problem for President Obama and his administration. Not only do the events in Iraq underscore the importance of getting talks with Iran back on track, but they raise the chances that civil war could once again break out in Iraq. In the March 7 election, Maliki’s party finished second, with 89 seats, and the INA finished third, with 70 seats. The party that came in first, Iyad Allawi’s Iraqiyya bloc, won 91 seats, but it’s looking more and more like Allawi won’t get a chance to put together a coalition. Maliki has manipulated the system since March 7, first winning a ruling that overturned the notion that the winner gets first crack at forming a government, then joining with the INA and the Ahmed Chalabi-led Justice and Accountability Commission to disqualify some of the winning candidates from Allawi’s bloc, and sending representatives to travel to Tehran, Iran’s capital, to negotiate an accord that would unite Maliki’s bloc with the Shiite religious parties. Until now, however, the various Shiite sectarian parties, including Maliki’s Islamic Dawa party were unable to unite, because Maliki insisted on continuing as prime minister. Now, apparently, after Iran’s direct intervention, and after a long meeting at the home of Ibrahim al-Jaafari, leader of another faction of Islamic Dawa, the parties have agreed on a deal. Reportedly, though it is not confirmed, Jaafari will once again become prime minister. The announcement of the deal, which came even as the recount that Maliki insisted on was still taking place, is certain to anger Allawi’s bloc, including many secular politicians and Sunnis who’ve felt shut out of Iraqi politics since 2003. The Chalabi-led JAC, which purged more than five hundred candidates in advance of the election, targeted mostly candidates tied to Allawi and other secular, non-sectarian candidates from parties outside the emerging Maliki-INA alliance. It is widely known in Iraq that the JAC is closely tied to Iran. According to Alsammarae, the creation of the Maliki-INA bloc is virtually certain to push some of Allawi’s supporters to take up arms again against the government in Baghdad. “This means we are going to war,” said Alsammarae. “If it means civil war, so be it.” Raed Jarrar, Iraq consultant to the American Friends Service Committee, told The Nation that Allawi, Saleh al-Mutlaq, and other members of the secular, non-sectarian parties who’ve been shut out by the Maliki-INA deal are likely to boycott Iraqi politics in protest. “I think they will boycott the political process, which will be a disaster,” says Jarrar, who adds that most of the supporters of Allawi don’t have paramilitary groups that they can call on. In contrast, the supporters of the INA can call on Muqtada al-Sadr’s Mahdi Army or the potent Badr Brigade of the Islamic Supreme Council of Iraq (ISCI). The Kurds, too, have tens of thousands of men under arms in their pesh merga militia. Sadr, who has been living in Iran for the past three years, is the strongest force within the INA, and it’s possible he will emerge as kingmaker in the new government. Meanwhile, the Awakening -- also known as the Sons of Iraq -- the US-backed militia that was mostly Sunni, and formed to combat Al Qaeda in Iraq, has fallen apart. Since January, when the Iran-backed JAC launched its massive purge of candidates, the United States has by and large stood aside. Half-hearted efforts by Vice President Joe Biden and Ambassador Christopher Hill in Baghdad to persuade Maliki to overrule the JAC actions were slapped down by Maliki, Then, in the wake of the election, while the United States lobbied quietly, behind the scenes for a government of national unity that would include both Maliki and Allawi, the Iranians intervened much more forcefully. “The United States did have leverage, and it could have tried to broker a deal, perhaps by supporting a meeting or conference that would have worked to help Iraqis create a government of national unity,” says Jarrar. But, he says, the United States was extremely careful not to be seen as interfering in Iraqi politics. “The United States has not played the game that way, and unfortunately Iran did.” Despite calls from neoconservatives and Republican hardliners for Obama to delay or cancel the drawdown of US military forces in Iraq, it’s too late for that, too. The best hope for Obama is to reopen talks about Iraq with Iran. Without doubt, Iran would like to use Iraq as a bargaining chip in the negotiations over its nuclear enrichment program, and it would make sense for the United States to broaden the talks with Iran to include Iraq, Afghanistan, and illegal drug smuggling. Feel-good stunts, such as walking out of the UN speech by President Ahmadinejad may look good on television, but they do nothing to deal with the reality, namely, that the United States is going to have to go back to the bargaining table with Iran and try to make a deal. 

Troop withdrawal is the only leverage we have to force political reconciliation between sunnis and Shiites

Gareth Porter (independent diplomatic historian and journalist specializing in U.S. national security policy, specializing in Iran and Iraq)December 2005 “Outside View: Bush seeks deal with Sunnis” http://www.upi.com/Business_News/Security-Industry/2005/12/21/Outside-View-Bush-seeks-deal-with-Sunnis/UPI-54491135194973/tab-listen/
So the new Shiite-dominated government may not cooperate with the administration's desire to strike a deal with the Sunni insurgents at the expense of al-Qaida, because it would also be at the expense of militant Shiite interests as well. The only leverage the administration will have on the Shiite government, therefore, is the threat of unilateral withdrawal of U.S. forces. And that is anathema to the White House. Over the coming weeks and months, it is going to become increasingly clear that a deal with the Sunni insurgents is the only way for the United States to withdraw U.S. troops while taking care of the al-Qaida terrorist bases in Iraq. To do so, however, both the administration and Congress will have to accept the reality that U.S. military forces in Iraq cannot contribute to the achievement of U.S. objectives in Iraq by continuing to kill Iraqis. The U.S. military presence serves U.S. interests only as a bargaining chip to obtain the cooperation of the Sunni insurgents. In light of that objective, the war that the administration continues to wage against the Sunni insurgents is an anachronism that should be halted. It is time to call a ceasefire with those insurgents to facilitate negotiations and to put pressure on the Shiites to get serious about accommodating the Sunnis themselves. 
They’ll say yes – they have already signaled that they would accept a large Sunni presence in the Iraqi government

Stratfor April 2010 “Iran Lays Out Its Terms” http://www.stratfor.com/memberships/159762/geopolitical_diary/20100413_iran_lays_out_its_terms
IRANIAN PRESIDENT MAHMOUD AHMADINEJAD said Tuesday he would be sending U.S. President Barack Obama a letter, the contents of which would be made public in the coming days. In a live interview on state television, Ahmadinejad said that Iran was the “only chance” for Obama to salvage his administration’s position in Iraq and Afghanistan. The Iranian president remarked, “The best way for him [Obama] is to accept and respect Iran and enter into cooperation. Many new opportunities will be created for him.” This is not the first time Ahmadinejad has offered his American counterpart cooperation in an attempt to extract concessions. But he has never been so direct about telegraphing his view that the United States is in a difficult position in the Middle East and South Asia, nor has he offered Iran’s help so that the United States can extricate itself from the region. What is important is that the Iranian leader is pretty accurate in both his description and prescription. Washington is indeed working toward a military drawdown in Iraq, and needs to make progress in Afghanistan within a very short time frame. Iran borders both these countries, where the Islamic republic has significant influence. Cognizant of Obama’s domestic political imperatives, Ahmadinejad said, “He [Obama] has but one chance to stay as head of the state and succeed. Obama cannot do anything in Palestine. He has no chance. What can he do in Iraq? Nothing. And Afghanistan is too complicated. The best way for him is to accept and respect Iran and enter into cooperation. Many new opportunities will be created for him.” The Iranian president is correct in that a solution for the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is extremely unlikely. In terms of Iraq, the Iranians recently signaled that they are prepared to accept a sizeable Sunni presence in the next Iraqi coalition government. This will facilitate the U.S. need for a balance of power in Iraq, thereby allowing Washington to exit the country. Similarly, the Americans cannot achieve the conditions for withdrawal in Afghanistan without reaching an understanding with the Iranians. 
2NC Overview

Iran is willing to trade its influence in the Iraqi government for a withdrawal of US troops – they view their influence as a bargaining chip in negotiations

The plan unilaterally gives up the only political leverage we have Iraqi political reconciliation – unilateral withdrawal ensures Iranian domination of Iraq that causes huge political backlash and civil war – That’s Dreyfuss – turns the aff – makes sectarian conflict and civil war inevitable.  Sucks the US back in – we’d come back with more troops and commit more human rights abuses – worse than the squo because we will have fulfilled a promise an then re-intervened – net more violence in a world of the plan
CP is key to keep Iran in check – unilateral withdrawal independently sparks civil war

Colin Kahl (Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for the Middle East and  senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security ) November 2007 comment on “Kahl-Katulis Debate: my thoughts” http://abuaardvark.typepad.com/abuaardvark/2007/11/kahl-katulis-de.html
1. I actually wasn't arguing to stay the course on troop levels, but to make a credible down payment on withdrawal (say of 80K) and then negotiate the timing of the follow-on withdrawal with all relevant Iraqi parties (to include the Sadrists and the new Sunni insurgency front organization). Why is this better than unilateral timetables for a complete withdrawal? One word: leverage. The U.S. needs to thread the needle here. If we appear to have an open-ended commitment, your moral hazard argument is right (which is why I don't support an open ended commitment). Instead, we need to credibly signal to Maliki that our support is limited (hence a meaningful down payment on withdrawal) and signal to groups that oppose the occupation that we do not plan to stay forever. However, if we unilaterally set a timetable for COMPLETE withdrawal we have NOTHING to bargain with. We have no meaningful rewards to give to groups that want us to stay; and we have no carrots of completion of withdrawal to dangle in front of groups that want us to leave. Will simply unleash an "every man for himself" scramble for power that is much more likely to lead to a return to all-out civil war than it is to lead to any accommodation. Instead, lets to a partial withdrawal and then use our residual force to influence events and provide leverage for future negotiations to complete the withdrawal. Why would they provide leverage? Easy: a residual force capable of defending itself may be too small to "win" -- but, boy would it be sufficient to be effective spoilers and balancers. Even small numbers of our forces in a combat/strike role inside Iraq could tip the scales in favor of some ground combatants over others. This makes the size, geographic distribution, and disposition of our residual forces a VERY important bargaining chip. Why would we completely give up the only bit of leverage we have by committing to a complete withdrawal now? 
CP condition a pre-requisite to stability in Iraq

Stratfor May 12, 2010 “The Iraq Question – Troop Withdrawal” http://iraqidinarnews.net/blog/2010/05/17/stratfor-news-the-iraq-question-%E2%80%93-troop-withdrawl-51210/
Iran may hold the better hand at the moment, but the United States is still the global hegemon, meaning that despite being in a pretty good situation these days, the Iranian regime is anything but overly confident. The threat of war or sanctions may have subsided, but Tehran knows that its fortunes could change rapidly. The Iranians know the United States wants to leave Iraq – sooner rather than later – and despite their bellicose rhetoric, are willing to work to accommodate the American aspiration to leave behind a relatively stable country. What Tehran desires more than anything is to guarantee its national security. It hopes it can take advantage of America’s momentary weakness to extract concessions, using its potential leverage over Iraq as its prized bargaining chip. Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad’s routine reminders that the only way for Obama to solve his country’s problems in the Middle East is to enlist Iranian support serves to highlight this point. Already, there have been vague signs of a possible opening in dialogue between the two countries. While in New York last week, Iranian Foreign Minister Manouchehr Mottaki hosted a dinner that brought together representatives from United Nations Security Council member states. The United States sent Deputy Ambassador to the United Nations Alejandro Wolff, a low-ranking official, but a representative of the United States government nonetheless. Wolff and Mottaki reportedly discussed the status of four American citizens currently believed to be held in Iran, including former FBI agent Robert Levinson, who has not been seen since 2007. On May 11, Mottaki announced that the mothers of the other three Americans discussed at the dinner – a trio of hikers detained on the Iranian side of the border near Iraqi Kurdistan in July 2009 – would be granted visas to come visit their children. It is exactly these types of gestures, however insignificant they may appear in isolation, that must precede any meaningful dialogue on a topic as momentous as the future of an independent Iraq. 
2NC Kick-out
Not going for it – all of the theory are reasons to reject the CP not the team – extend the Dreyfuss evidence – Iraqi government will form with a Shiite majority with heavy Iranian influence – this takes out their advantage because Iraq instability is inevitable now – our evidence quotes key political leaders saying they are going to go to war over Iranian meddling now
Say Yes

They’d say yes – they love every opportunity to push the US around its backyard

Karim Sadjadpour (associate at the carnegie endowment for international peace) March 2008 “ THE NEW MIDDLE EAST” http://carnegieendowment.org/files/0304_transcript_newmiddleeast1.pdf
The last policy observation from Iran, and this is an important one, is that opposition to the United States has become a first tier foreign policy priority for the Iranian government, even if that means doing things which are not in Iran’s own national interest. I’ll give you one example as Iran’s flirtations and kind of on and off support for the Taliban in Afghanistan. The Taliban is a Sunni fundamentalist cult which Iran almost fought a war with themselves about a decade ago, and now there’s very solid intelligence that Iran, among  the other actors, among the various actors that they’re supporting, they’ve armed in Afghanistan is the Taliban, and it’s not because Iran wants to see a resurgence of the Taliban or they want to see the Taliban to power, but essentially because the Taliban is making the life difficult for the United States, they’re opposing U.S. interest. This has become a foreign policy priority for Iran. 
A2 Say No – Generic
Extend the 1nc Dreyfuss evidence – Iran is intentionally meddling in Iraqi politics to give itself a bargaining chip to deal with the US to get rid of troop presence.  

Only our evidence assumes both the plan and the condition – prefer it
Stratfor says the Iranian government has already signaled that it is willing to accept a Sunni majority in the government
CP condition is key to create a sense of urgency in creation of the government

Colin Kahl (Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for the Middle East and senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security and Assistant professor at Georgetown) August 2008 “When to Leave Iraq” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/64458/colin-h-kahl-and-william-e-odom/when-to-leave-iraq?page=show

It was also critical, however, that U.S. forces did not leave immediately. According to Allen, the continued U.S. presence allowed U.S. commanders to argue that their troops would be the Sunnis' "shock absorbers" during the transition. In other words, the surge and the threat of withdrawal interacted synergistically: the threat of withdrawal made clear that the U.S. commitment was not open-ended, and the surge made clear that U.S. forces would be around for a while. Together they provided a strong incentive for the Anbaris to cooperate with the United States and turn on AQI. This revised history of the Sunni Awakening has significant implications moving forward. Now, the principal impediment to long-term stability in Iraq is the reluctance of Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki's central government to engage in genuine political accommodation. That will require a hydrocarbon law designed to equitably share oil revenues, better budget execution and service provision, steps to resettle and compensate victims of sectarian violence, resolution of the disputed status of Kirkuk, and efforts to demobilize and co-opt the Shiite militias (principally Muqtada al-Sadr's Mahdi Army). It will also require that the Shiite government integrate or otherwise employ the 90,000 "Sons of Iraq," mostly Sunni tribal militia members and former insurgents. After considerable cajoling, Maliki has agreed to integrate about 20 percent of the Sons of Iraq into the Iraqi army and police and provide the remainder with nonsecurity jobs. But his government has been very slow in carrying out this pledge, and the 20 percent figure is unlikely to be sufficient. Brigadier General Shija al-Adhami, the head of the Awakening force in Baghdad's Ghazaliya neighborhood, recently told The Washington Post, "This is a big failure -- either they take us all in or this is not going to work." Convincing the Iraqi government to make the tough decisions needed for accommodation requires following the same logic that drove the Awakening: using the risk of abandonment to generate a sense of urgency while committing to protecting groups that make tough choices. The Bush administration has thus far failed to generate the leverage such a strategy would produce because it has effectively given the Iraqi government a blank check. To the degree that minimal political progress has occurred, it can be attributed at least as much to the prospect that the Democrats in Congress might force a withdrawal as to overt threats from the Bush administration. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates admitted as much last April: "The debate in Congress ... has been helpful in demonstrating to the Iraqis that American patience is limited. The strong feelings expressed in the Congress about the timetable probably has had a positive impact ... in terms of communicating to the Iraqis that this is not an open-ended commitment." As the United States moves forward in Iraq, more leverage is required, but the positions now being advanced by many Republicans and Democrats fail to offer the right mix of incentives to get the Iraqis to act. President George W. Bush has signaled his intent to "pause" the planned troop withdrawals when the surge ends, and Senator John McCain (R-Ariz.) speaks of staying in Iraq for a hundred years, no strings attached. This policy of unconditional engagement will not work, because there are no consequences for Iraq's leaders if they fail to accommodate one another. Some Democrats, on the other hand, side with Simon and are calling for a unilateral timetable for the complete withdrawal of all U.S. forces, regardless of the conditions on the ground. This policy of unconditional disengagement also gives up too much leverage, because it provides no ability to the Iraqi government to affect the pace of redeployment or the nature of U.S. support in exchange for making tough choices. Unconditional engagement is all carrots, no sticks; unconditional disengagement, all sticks, no carrots. A new policy of conditional engagement would take advantage of the ongoing talks aimed at shaping a long-term U.S.-Iraqi security framework to push the Iraqis toward political accommodation. U.S. negotiators should exploit the continuing discontent among Democrats in Congress and the impending presidential election to signal that a long-term U.S. commitment to Iraq is not politically sustainable unless there is tangible evidence of reconciliation. Because the Iraqi government has an interest in a long-term security relationship with the United States, especially continued U.S. support for the Iraqi security forces, this tactic could prove very effective. 
CP pressures key coalitions to compromise

Julie Montgomery (program specialist in the Center for Post-Conflict Peace and Stability Operations at the United States Institute of Peace) 2008 “ The Future of the U.S. Military Presence in Iraq” http://www.usip.org/files/resources/USIP_0908.PDF
Kahl and Rahim both argued that the U.S. should condition its military, economic and political support for the government of Iraq (GOI) to resolve critical political issues. Military support—both troop presence and critical enablers like logistics and air support—obviously provides the greatest amount of leverage and is the area in which Iraq is most dependent on the U.S. However, Iraq also relies heavily on U.S. governance and economic support, as well as political support in Iraq’s relations with other states and in international institutions. Only through a U.S. threat to end this essential support are Iraqis likely to make the tough compromises necessary for the establishment of a stable, secure Iraq. Kagan agreed with Kahl and Rahim about conditional support and leverage, but only to a point. The U.S. must lean on Iraqi leaders to make certain political compromises, and even withhold support to pressure these leaders. However, she made a critical distinction that others did not: the U.S. should only condition support for Iraq in ways that are “non-fatal.” By this line of reasoning, no failure of leaders in the GOI to achieve political progress is so grave that the U.S. should be willing to “let Iraq fail.” Kahl and Rahim agreed that some necessary compromises are unlikely to occur unless Iraqi leaders’ political future is at risk. Kagan’s approach was, therefore, too lenient to be effective. 
A2 Say No – Iran Wont Give Into US Demands

Iraq is unique – the US and Iran have overlapping interests

Karim Sadjadpour (associate at the carnegie endowment for international peace) March 2008 “ THE NEW MIDDLE EAST” http://carnegieendowment.org/files/0304_transcript_newmiddleeast1.pdf
Now, the last point is how do we move forward and what’s the means of moving forward. What I would argue is that the fundamental dilemma between the United States and Iran is this very deep-seated mutual mistrust and ill-will, and it’s very difficult to build confidence on issues where there’s no common ground. And I would argue when it comes to the nuclear issue, the zero common ground it’s really a zero sum game. On Iraq on the other hand, I would make the argument that there’s more overlapping interest between the United States and Iran and Iraq than any of Iraq’s other neighbors and that should be a place to continue the discussions, the conversations which have taken place in Baghdad, and I would very much encourage both sides to continue those discussions and ideally expand those discussions once sufficient confidence has been built to perhaps encompass the nuclear issue. 
A2 Say No – Iran Doesn’t Control Iraqi Political Parties

Extend Dreyfuss – the Iraqi National Alliance is essentially run and led by Iran – whatever Iran wants to happen happens.  They are also the key party with leverage in building coalitions in Iraq – whatever the INA decides to do will determine

Iran Influence High – Generic
Iran is meddling in Iraqi politics now – will make sectarian conflict inevitable

Fatma Demirelli (staff writer for Today’s Zaman) April 2010 “ Iraqi vice president al-Hashemi lashes out at Iran for ‘meddling”http://www.todayszaman.com/tz-web/news-208032-iraqi-vice-president-al-hashemi-lashes-out-at-iran-for-meddling.html

Iraqi Vice President Tariq al-Hashemi denounced neighboring Iran for meddling in the country's troubled government formation process, warning that Tehran's efforts to form a Shiite-dominated coalition could bring back the dark days of sectarian clashes.  Today's interactive toolbox  “Iran has its hand in our every internal business. It is a disturbing neighbor,” Hashemi said during a visit to Today's Zaman on Tuesday. “We have worked really hard to normalize our relations and expected them to show a sense of responsibility. But they don't have that sense of responsibility.” 

Iran increases pressure to ensure new Iraqi PM is in the INA-SL coalition

Al-Jasim et al, 7/21/10 (Hudda, “Iran Intensifies Pressure to ensure Shiite PM,” http://aawsat.com/english/news.asp?section=1&id=21699)
At the same time that leader of the Iraqiya bloc Iyad Allawi was preparing to meet his election rival, Iraqi Prime Minister and leader of the State of Law coalition Nouri al-Maliki yesterday, informed political sources told Asharq Al-Awsat that that Iran is intensifying pressure to ensure that the post of prime minister remains within the electoral alliance that was formed between the Iraqi National Alliance – State of Law coalition following the March elections. Sources within the Iraqiya bloc and the State of Law coalition described the meeting that took place yesterday between Allawi and al-Maliki – at the request of the outgoing Iraqi Prime Minister – as being "decisive." In a statement to Asharq Al-Awsat, sources said that they expect this to be the last meeting between the two leaders and that they would either "part company or come to an agreement." Other political sources revealed that deals would most likely be discussed during this meeting, although they did not expect al-Maliki to relinquish his post as prime minister. Sources also informed Asharq Al-Awsat that "over the past two days, Iran has made quick moves to bring together the Shiite bodies and not miss out on the post of prime minister." The source, who spoke to Asharq Al-Awsat on the condition of anonymity, also revealed that Iran has intensified its pressure upon some members of the alliance that has been formed between Ammar al-Hakim's Iraqi National Alliance and Nouri al-Maliki's State of Law coalition "in order to force them to accept any figure within this alliance [for Prime Minister] and also to set aside their differences."
Iran Influence High – No US Pushback
US will accept an Iran dominated Iraq government now – its inevitable without the CP

Michael Knights (Lafer fellow and interim director of the Washington Institute's Military and Security Studies Program) May 6, 2010 “Springtime for Iran” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/05/06/springtime_for_iran
Hand in hand with its proxies in the INA, Iran has successfully stymied the development of a strong nationalist government in Baghdad for at least another four years -- the ultimate payoff for its virtuoso performance in manipulating Iraqi politics. With the U.S. government's horizon limited to its military withdrawal, an exhausted Washington does not appear capable of making such fine distinctions and will likely greet the formation of a new Iraqi government, any government, with relief.  
Iran Influence High – Sadr

Iranian influence increasing now – Sadr is dominating Iraqi politics

Mohamad Bazzi (Adjunct Senior Fellow for Middle Eastern Studies)  July 22, 2010 “ Iran Wins a Round in Iraq” http://www.cfr.org/publication/22685/iran_wins_a_round_in_iraq.html?breadcrumb=/region/405/iraq
Sadr, who is most popular among young, impoverished Shiites, has helped Iran extend its influence over Iraq. He is positioning himself as the kingmaker who may well determine the political fates of Allawi and the current prime minister, Nouri al-Maliki, who is fighting to keep his job. Sadr's meeting with Allawi took place in Damascus and was arranged by Syrian President Bashar Assad, another ally of Iran. Since 2007, Sadr has lived in self-imposed exile in the Iranian holy city of Qom. After the recent parliamentary elections, he began receiving emissaries from Iraqi political factions seeking his support. He has since gravitated toward a new Shiite political alliance that is now four seats shy of a majority in the parliament - and the power to select a prime minister and form a cabinet. But Sadr's political ascendance threatens to stoke sectarian tensions in Iraq: His followers were responsible for some of the worst atrocities against Sunnis during the country's recent civil war. Sadr's militia, the Mahdi Army, unleashed death squads that assassinated Sunnis and drove them out of Shiite neighborhoods. Already, militants loyal to Al Qaeda are seeking to exploit the political maelstrom to yet again destabilize Iraq. On Sunday, more than 50 people were killed in attacks near Baghdad, including a double suicide bombing that targeted former Sunni insurgents who had switched sides to fight alongside U.S. forces. As the political stalemate drags on, the U.S. military continues to draw down its forces to meet President Obama's promise to reduce troop levels to 50,000 by the end of August. Secretary of State Clinton recently asked Iraqi leaders to assume a "sense of urgency" in forming a new government, but U.S. officials have little sway over Iraqi groups that are now more concerned about currying favor with Iran. Sadr's influence has grown because no single faction was able to dominate the new parliament. Allawi's Iraqiya list won the largest share with 91 seats, followed by Maliki's State of Law coalition with 89, and the Shiite-led Iraqi National Alliance (INA) with 70 seats. (Sadr's movement won 39 seats, the largest share within the INA.) In early June, Maliki formalized his postelection merger with the INA, giving the two groups 159 seats in the 325-seat legislature. With Iran's backing, this new alliance has claimed the right to form a government despite the fact that it was created after the election and is therefore in blatant disregard of the wishes of Iraqi voters. By joining the Shiite alliance, Maliki is trying to outmaneuver Allawi, whose secular coalition attracted strong support among Iraq's Sunni minority. Such backdoor tactics threaten to once again unleash the sectarian warfare that recently shattered Iraq. So far, Sadr and his followers are reluctant to support Maliki's reappointment as prime minister. They blame Maliki for launching a 2008 crackdown by the Iraqi Army that devastated Sadr's militia. In reaching out to Allawi, Sadr was sending a message to Maliki: that he needs to make concessions or else risk breaking up the new Shiite coalition. "I have a red line against the Americans," Sadr said in Damascus. That does not bode well for the United States. Whatever deal Sadr eventually strikes, he is sure to demand a large role for his followers in the new government.
Unilateral Withdrawal = Iranian Takeover
Withdrawal will open the door for Iran to expand its influence – it will manipulate Iraqi government formation 

Michael Knights (Lafer fellow and interim director of the Washington Institute's Military and Security Studies Program) May 6, 2010 “Springtime for Iran” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/05/06/springtime_for_iran
To the casual observer, Iraq's post-electoral political process might appear to be deadlocked or moving at a snail's pace. Although international observers validated the results of the March 7 election as largely free and fair, the outcome has been subjected to a series of ill-natured legal challenges. This will complicate the already daunting challenge of forming a coalition government from the alphabet soup of more than three dozen major political parties. Despite movement toward a coalition of the two main Shiite blocs, many obstacles still need to be overcome before a new government can form. Those who follow Iraq closely count upon Iraqi politicians to play out their brinkmanship until the last moment possible, which is usually long after foreign-influenced deadlines have expired. Meanwhile, far from being at a standstill, critical political battles are being won and lost on a daily basis. The ongoing recount of 2.4 million votes in Baghdad and the saga of de-Baathification against electoral candidates are not merely disconcerting speed bumps on the road to government formation; they are signposts toward the kind of government that is inexorably emerging from within smoke-filled rooms. If current trends persist, the next Iraqi government will sideline Iraq's Sunni Arab population, lack the cohesion required to govern effectively, and will be the ideal environment for Iran to peddle its influence in the aftermath of the U.S. military withdrawal. 
Iran Influence Turns Case

Iranian influence makes civil war and conflict inevitable

Robert Dreyfuss (former  Middle East Intelligence director of the Executive Intelligence Review, currently a freelance investigative journalist specializing in Iraqi politics) March 2010 “ Iraqi Rubik’s Cube” http://www.middle-east-online.com/english/opinion/?id=38060
A remote possibility would be for Allawi and Maliki to band together. That, too, would earn Iran's enmity, and it would alarm the Kurds if an Arab nationalist government set up shop in Baghdad. An Allawi-Maliki alliance would have the virtue of keeping the most militant religious parties out of power. But it's hard to imagine either Maliki or Allawi agreeing to the other's primacy, so both might have to accept another politician, such as Interior Minister Bolani, an independent, as prime minister. The problem is obvious: if a Maliki-INA partnership emerges to rule, the Sunnis would feel excluded, cheated, and angry. There is no doubt that over time a new Sunni insurgency would emerge, ranging from stepped-up Al Qaeda-style bombings to a far more organized, underground movement that, over time, could present a strategic threat to the government in Baghdad. On the other hand, if Allawi becomes prime minister, or even a major force in the new government, expect Iran to promote a violent counter-movement, reviving the death squads, assassination teams, and Special Groups -- such as the League of the Righteous -- that would carry out an unrelenting series of attacks. Oh, yes: all of this as President Obama draws down US forces. 
Iran is controlling Iraqi politics – plan can’t solve – conflict is inevitable

Robert Dreyfuss (former  Middle East Intelligence director of the Executive Intelligence Review, currently a freelance investigative journalist specializing in Iraqi politics) March 2010 “ Iraqi Rubik’s Cube” http://www.middle-east-online.com/english/opinion/?id=38060
Allawi and his allies, including Saleh al-Mutlaq, who was banned from running for office by the so-called de-Baathification commission, have tried to reach out to the United States for support. But Washington, whose influence in Iraq is waning rapidly, and which plans to withdraw its last remaining combat forces from Iraq by August, hasn't responded to Allawi's overtures. Needless to say, the last thing that the Obama administration needs is to become embroiled in Iraq's post-election crisis, and there's little that Washington could do, anyway, to affect the outcome. Indeed, for years now it's been clear that American influence in Iraq has been shrinking, and that Iran's clout has been increasing. But whether Washington likes it or not, Iraq may once again be pushed to the brink of civil war. 
Unconditional Withdrawal = Instability
Unconditional withdrawal ensures groups attack the US to gain political power – they want to claim they drove the US out – CP makes this a non-option

Colin Kahl (Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for the Middle East and senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security ) October 2007 “ Colin Kahl, Center for a New American Security” http://motherjones.com/politics/2007/10/colin-kahl-center-new-american-security
The big question is whether you are going to totally withdraw American forces. That would have to be done with a lot of careful thinking, because the people I speak to say as a rule of thumb that given the number of forces and the amount of equipment we have in Iraq, and given the dangerous circumstances, it'll take about a year if all you want to do is get our troops out, and it'll take two years if you want all their stuff out. All people talk about a precipitous situation. What would that mean? I think that would mean a withdrawal that is shorter than a year or a year and a half. And there is danger when we withdraw large numbers. We're not talking about withdrawal of 50,000 troops in that context. We're talking about if you start to cut the force in half. If that is not done carefully, there are risks. There are groups that will try to establish their credentials by attacking us so they can claim they drove us out. There may be incentives, something a lot of people aren't talking about, to leave Iraq the way we came, which is down south. We'll have to go through southern Iraq, which the British are withdrawing from, where violence is increasing, where the Iranians have a lot of influence, and where Shiite and Iranian groups may have incentive to do things to American forces to bloody their noses on the way out. 
US Troops = Bargaining Chip
US must use US troops to broker a deal with Tehran

Robert Dreyfuss (former  Middle East Intelligence director of the Executive Intelligence Review, currently a freelance investigative journalist specializing in Iraqi politics) April 2010 “Iraq Post-Election Crisis Deepens” http://www.middle-east-online.com/english/opinion/?id=38677
Nearly seven weeks after the March 7 election in Iraq and there is no movement at all toward creating a new government. As the August deadline for drawing down US forces to 50,000 troops gets closer -- and even those troops are scheduled to leave by the end of 2011 -- the influence of the United States is declining sharply, and the overt and covert influence of Iran is getting stronger. In Washington, hawks are beginning to demand that President Obama delay the drawdown. But Obama really has no choice but to seek a deal with Iran to stabilize Iraq. Saudi Arabia and Turkey, who supported anti-Iranian politicians in the March 7 vote, would be happy to support such a deal, too, but it all depends on the United States backing off from its confrontation with Iran and trying to work out a Washington-Teheran accord. 
US withdrawal gives up key leverage – cp is key to maximize gains

Robert Jervis (Adlai E. Stevenson Professor of International Affairs at Columbia University) October 2007 “IRAQ, THE U.S., AND THE REGION AFTER AN AMERICAN WITHDRAWL” http://www.siwps.com/programs/SWP.attachment/no-2--/No%202%20-%20Jervis.pdf
Although it is a commonplace that the US will lose leverage as it withdraws, it may not be so simple or gloomy as that. Many of the players benefit from a significant American presence in the region; they and even others are likely to fear what can happen if we leave. Their incentives to cooperate with us in keeping things under control may then increase as it becomes clear that we are leaving. The obvious question is how we can encourage these perceptions and capitalize on them. We then need to consider how the US might exercise influence 
Conditioning Key to Political Reconciliation 
US shouldn’t unconditionally withdraw – using troops as leverage against Iran is key

Reidar Visser (research fellow at the Norwegian Institute of International Affairs) November 2008 “The Obama Administration, Iraq, and the Question of Leverage” http://electroniciraq.net/news/opeds/The_Obama_Administration_Iraq_and_the_Question_of_Leverage-3442.shtml
 “The removal of our troops will be responsible and phased, directed by military commanders on the ground and done in consultation with the Iraqi government. Military experts believe we can safely redeploy combat brigades from Iraq at a pace of 1 to 2 brigades a month that would remove them in 16 months… Under the Obama-Biden plan, a residual force will remain in Iraq and in the region to conduct targeted counter-terrorism missions against al Qaeda in Iraq and to protect American diplomatic and civilian personnel. They will not build permanent bases in Iraq, but will continue efforts to train and support the Iraqi security forces as long as Iraqi leaders move toward political reconciliation and away from sectarianism… Barack Obama and Joe Biden believe that the U.S. must apply pressure on the Iraqi government to work toward real political accommodation. There is no military solution to Iraq’s political differences, but the Bush Administration’s blank check approach has failed to press Iraq’s leaders to take responsibility for their future or to substantially spend their oil revenues on their own reconstruction… As our forces redeploy, Obama and Biden will make sure we engage representatives from all levels of Iraqi society—in and out of government—to forge compromises on oil revenue sharing, the equitable provision of services, federalism, the status of disputed territories, new elections, aid to displaced Iraqis, and the reform of Iraqi security forces.” So, the US forces will withdraw in large numbers, but beyond that, and of interest to those who care for Iraq itself, can Obama realistically hope to achieve anything other than a unilateral withdrawal, such as the ambitious reconciliation aims outlined above? Much of the answer to this question has to do with the issue of leverage. In this regard, the Obama–Biden plan embodies several basic assumptions about the motives of the Iraqi leadership that were set forward more comprehensively in a report by the Center for a New American Security in June this year, authored by Colin Kahl, Michèle Flournoy and Shawn Brimley, and titled Shaping the Iraq Inheritance. Put briefly, the Democratic view is that Nuri al-Maliki has a strong desire to keep US forces a little longer in Iraq so that they can help him strengthen his position (by “rebuilding” the Iraqi army); accordingly the US should be in a position to offer an extended stay (or a “residual force”/more training and advisers) as some kind of bonus to Maliki. This theory is described in the report by Kahl et al. as “conditional engagement”. What appears to be missing in these assumptions is an appreciation of some of what happened in Iraq in 2007. This is not to suggest that “the surge” was such a wonderful success. So far, no significant political institutional reform has materialized as a result of the decline in violence; without this kind of political reform “the surge” in itself is worthless because it is based on temporary stop-gap measures like an infusion of US troops and the bribing of armed militants. However, Nuri al-Maliki the person has been enormously strengthened by the surge. A year and a half ago, any suggestion that Maliki would be the next strongman of Iraq would be met by ridicule. Today, his emergence as a powerful figure with an increasingly independent position vis-à-vis his political coalition partners is an undeniable fact. The Iraqi army is stronger than at any point since 2003 and is becoming a potential tool of repression that many other authoritarian rulers in the region are envious of. And Maliki has rediscovered an ideological superstructure that is making him increasingly immune against criticism at home: using the language of centralism, Iraqi nationalism and at times anti-federalism, he has become independent enough to challenge even some of his longstanding coalition partners such as the Kurds and the Islamic Supreme Council of Iraq (ISCI). When it comes to the leverage of the next US administration in Iraq the question is not so much about the “objective” strength of the Iraqi army but rather about what Nuri al-Maliki perceives to be his room for maneuver. In that regard, he seems increasingly tied to a nationalist discourse of Iraqi sovereignty that takes a critical line with regard to foreign interference. Hence, it seems more and more likely that if faced with an Obama offer of “conditional engagement” Maliki's most likely response would be essentially that Iraq is an independent country which is not willing to be bullied into constitutional reforms at the behest of foreigners. He would be thankful to the Americans for their support their support so far in making him a strong ruler, but he would feel strong enough to decline the offer of extended support if this comes with too many strings attached: a SOFA, maybe, but no more than that. He might hope to see his electoral base boosted in local and parliamentary elections, or he could turn to the army and other security forces where he has an increasing number of friends. Failing that, he could always turn to Iran – it may be symptomatic in this regard that the pro-Iranian Daawa/Tanzim al-Iraq is part of Maliki’s new coalition for the local elections even if ISCI apparently plans to run separately. What are the alternatives to “conditional engagement” in the Democratic camp? What if Maliki feels stronger than US politicians think he is? The Biden scheme of a grand compromise on federalism has few supporters in Iraq south of Kurdistan, although Iran might be interested in the regional aspect of a “Dayton-style” settlement where it might exploit the desire of Obama to mark a contrast to the Bush administration’s tough line. If Obama goes to the opposite extreme in terms of offering Iran a regional role, Iran would emerge stronger than ever and could use its influence with the Maliki government to effectively control oil reserves similar in scale to those of Saudi Arabia. However, other pro-Obama groups have worked out policy suggestions that are far better grounded in Iraqi realities than the schemes of Biden, for example the report Iraq’s Political Transition After the Surge by Brian Katulis, Marc Lynch and Peter Juul. But they, too, stake their entire argument on an assumption about the Maliki government’s perception that may turn out to be incorrect. Their thesis is quite the opposite of that of Kahl et al.: only the prospect of an early US withdrawal can focus minds on the Iraqi side and will force them to make compromises – not out of any altruistic motives, but because those in power supposedly will feel they need such compromises in order to survive in their current positions. Again, it seems likely that Maliki, who as early as in 2007 spoke of national reconciliation as something that had already been accomplished, may not see the need for any wide-ranging reform. 
Conditioning on Political Reconciliation Key

CP is the best way to preserve stability

Colin Kahl (Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for the Middle East and senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security and Assistant professor at Georgetown) March 2008 “ The Case for Conditional Engagement in Iraq” http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS%20Memo%20Conditional%20Engagement%20Iraq%20v2%20Mar%202008.pdf
Most of Iraq’s key players —including the Maliki government, the largest Shiite party SIIC, and many Sunni sheiks—desire continued American support. Others, namely Sadrists and some nationalist Sunni insurgents, resent the presence of the U.S. military and want a time horizon for departure, but do not necessarily want us to leave right away. In such a context, the best way to push groups toward compromises on the critical issues of oil, federalism, provincial elections, and the integration of Sunni security volunteers into the Iraqi army and police is to establish a broad framework for withdrawal—but also demonstrate a willingness to leave residual forces in the country to support the Iraqi government if accommodation is reached. Implementing this approach requires a credible threat to abandon allies if they don’t move toward accommodation, while providing a credible promise to continue supporting them if they do move in this direction. Such support would include supporting Iraqi security forces as well as helping to pursue remnants of Al Qaeda in Iraq. Military commitments to Iraq must be considered in the context of other pressing needs, including operations in Afghanistan, reconstituting a strategic reserve, and reducing the overall strain on the force. America would also pursue robust economic and diplomatic initiatives designed to help Iraq rebuild and restore its infrastructure and connect to the global economy. But this support would not come for free—it would require Iraqi politicians to take steps that prove they deserve it. Conditional engagement offers a means to encourage accommodation under the assumption that the Iraqi government actually wants to accommodate, and a means to pressure them if this assumption is false. If Iraqi leaders make good use of the opportunity the reduction in violence has helped provide, America will continue to support them. In order for this strategy to stand a chance of success, however, President Bush or his successor must be willing to withdraw some or all of America’s troops, diplomats, and economic support if faced with continued Iraqi intransigence. It is time for the United States to pursue a political strategy that does not squander the opportunity our troops have helped provide. Because it is the only strategy that employs both carrots and sticks, conditional engagement off ers the best means of fostering political compromise and achieving some semblance of lasting stability in Iraq. 
Using our troops as leverage is key to solve

Gareth Porter (independent diplomatic historian and journalist specializing in U.S. national security policy, specializing in Iran and Iraq) 2005 “The Third Option in Iraq: A Responsible Exit Strategy” http://www.mepc.org/journal_vol12/0509_porter.asp

The choice between unilateral withdrawal and indefinite occupation is artificially narrow. It excludes a third option that would limit the period of U.S. occupation but avoid the pitfalls of unilateral withdrawal. The third option would use the political-diplomatic leverage inherent in the U.S. occupation to draw the Shiites and Sunnis into serious negotiations on a comprehensive settlement of political and military issues, or, failing that, to negotiate a military settlement with the leaders of the Sunni insurgency. By actively pursuing a peace policy, the United States can establish a terminal date for its military occupation, help avert a Sunni-Shiite civil war, and deny foreign terrorists the use of Iraq as a training camp for an indefinite period 
Threatening the plan as leverage to incentivize political reconciliation key

CNAS (Center for a New American Security) June 2008 “PIVOT POINT: INHERITING IRAQ” http://cnas.org/node/471

Dr. Kahl presented the findings of CNAS’s new report, “Shaping the Iraq Inheritance.” He argued that the causes recent security progress in Iraq are complex and reversible. Accordingly, a new strategy of “conditional engagement” is necessary to preserve current gains and make the Iraqi government take further steps toward stability and self-reliance. Under a conditional engagement policy, the U.S. military would begin a phased withdrawal of combat forces to signal its intent to leave and use its remaining presence as bargaining leverage to compel the Iraqi government to take further steps toward political reconciliation. 

Iraqi Influence = Iranian Bargaining Chip
Iran wants to use Iraqi influence as a bargaining chip

Robert Dreyfuss (former  Middle East Intelligence director of the Executive Intelligence Review, currently a freelance investigative journalist specializing in Iraqi politics) October 2008 “ Iran Readies Its End-Game Iraq Strategy” http://www.thenation.com/blog/iran-readies-its-end-game-iraq-strategy
Why end game? Because like everyone else, Iran has figured out that Barack Obama will be the next president, and they're positioning themselves for what will be a struggle for power and influence in Baghdad. Among other things, as I was told often during my visit to Iran last spring, Tehran sees Iraq as kind of a bargaining chip in its relations with the United States. Tehran's main goals in Iraq have always been (1) to ensure that Iraq would remain a weak, fragmented state that cannot pose a threat to Iran, (2) to prevent the return to power of the powerfully anti-Iranian Sunni bloc, (3) to guarantee that Iran's Shiite majority would maintain a grip on the levers of power in Baghdad, and (4) that the United States not use Iraq as a launching pad for a regime-change strategy toward Iran. By now, Iran is likely confident that it has secured all of those goals. Now it can use its influence in Iraq to leverage its relations with the new Obama administration. 
Iran is using Iraq as a key bargaining chip – they want to use it in leverage in negotiations with the US

The Star (Jordan’s political, economic, and cultural weekly) February 2010 “The Chalabi factor in Iraq” Lexis
Seven years after the US invasion, Iran has the upper hand by virtue of its alliance with a network of Shiite religious politicians, from Chalabi and Lami to the Hakims to Muqtada Al-Sadr to Maliki himself. Iran is multiply connected to the Kurds, as well. It has vast economic influence in Iraq. Its beyond absurd to suggest, as the Kagans do, that Obama is to blame for that. When he took office, he inherited a disaster in Iraq. The plan to drawdown US forces was pretty much already written in stone by the US-Iraq accord negotiated in 2008 by President Bushand Obama simply ratified it. (In fact, Obama slowed down his own Iraqi plan, in which during the campaign he called for a pullout of US forces much quicker than what he settled on.)In his piece, Cliff May asks, in the headline, Whos Losing Iraq? In fact, it should have been: Who Lost Iraq? If the neocons want to blame someone for the loss of Iraq, they ought to look in the mirror .Of course, it isnt over. The Iraqis may surprise us all by voting on March 7 to kick out Maliki, the Shiite religious parties, and their friends, and elect a coalition of nationalists, ex-Baathists, secular Sunni and secular Shia, advocates of a strong central government, and other fierce Iraqi partisans who want Iran out. By the same token, many centrist Iraqis may realizeeven after the electionthat Iraqs economic future lies with the West, with its Arab neighbors, with Turkey, and with investment and technology from a wide range of US, European, Russian, and Chinese oil companies who can help Iraq boost its oil output from just over 2 million barrels a day to 10-12 million barrels by the end of the decade. But revolutionary Iran, embroiled [in] its own domestic turmoil and stuck in a bitter dispute with the world over its nuclear program, sees Iraq as an important bargaining chip. It isnt going to give that up easily 
CP Key to Sustainable US-Iraq Relations
CP is key to sustainable US-Iraqi ties 

Robert Dreyfuss (former  Middle East Intelligence director of the Executive Intelligence Review, currently a freelance investigative journalist specializing in Iraqi politics) July 7, 2010 “ Biden in Iraq: US Influence Shrinks, Iran Gains” http://www.middle-east-online.com/english/opinion/?id=39944
That's despite pressure from hawks and neoconservatives to slow the drawdown. Of course, there is still talk about renegotiating the terms of the US withdrawal in 2011 by establishing some kind of long-term US-Iraq military agreement. Such an agreement, however, is not up to the United States alone. It will also depend on what the Iraqis think, and if Iranian influence in Iraq continues to gain strength as the US departs -- as seems likely -- and if the United States and Iran continue to engage in a confrontation over Tehran's nuclear program and Iran's regional role, then the likelihood of a lasting US-Iraq alliance vanishes. In fact, Iraq has become a battleground for competing US and Iranian influence, and Iran has the upper hand. 
Politics = Net-Benefit

Conditional withdrawal is key to prevent political backlash

LA Times, 10 (6/25, “Petraeus' new role may take policy toll”, Lexis)
Republicans, supportive of the war and the military, worry about a time line and whether it is hard and fast, arguing that such a deadline is counterproductive. Politically, Republicans also see the question of how the war is being conducted as a possible issue. "The concern that we have is, and the issue that will be raised in General Petraeus' confirmation hearings is, exactly what is meant by withdrawal in the middle of 2011," Arizona Sen. John McCain, the ranking Republican on the Armed Services Committee, said at a news conference Wednesday. "The withdrawal of U.S. troops must be based on conditions at the time, not on an arbitrary date." McCain has argued the same point for more than a year. He is backed by Sens. Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.) and Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.), also on the Senate panel that will weigh Patraeus' nomination.
Conditional withdrawal popular with Iraqi politicians and public

BBC, 7 (3/24, “US pullout ‘would undermine Iraq,’ http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/americas/6490849.stm)

Iraq's vice-president has warned that a quick withdrawal of US troops could worsen the security situation in Iraq. Tareq al-Hashemi responded after the US House of Representatives passed a bill imposing a deadline for all US troops to leave Iraq by 31 August 2008. Mr Hashemi said replacing US troops with poorly-trained Iraqis whose loyalty was questionable would create a security vacuum. US President George W Bush vowed to veto the Democratic-sponsored bill. "I do believe that for the common interest of my country we need coalition forces to stay until further notice," Mr Hashemi said on a visit to Japan. "We are expecting a timetable for conditional withdrawal," he said, adding that was in the national interest of Iraq, the US and the UK. President grim Speaking after the vote, Mr Bush described the legislation as an "abdication of responsibility". The bill was passed by 218 votes to 212 by the Democratic-controlled House. Correspondents say it is the biggest challenge yet to Mr Bush's war policy. But while much of the debate centred on Iraq, Republicans were critical of millions of dollars worth of subsidies tagged onto the bill in what they said was an effort to win votes from hesitant Democrats. 

Bipart support for conditional withdrawal and negotiations with Iran

Greene, 6 (12/7/06, David, “Humbled, Bush, Blair, Say Iraq Goals Still Relevant,” NPR, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=6595577)

In Britain, there is talk of pulling many troops out of Iraq sometime in 2007, perhaps as early as the spring. In the United States, a bipartisan panel, the Iraq Study Group, has criticized the president's war policy and called for a conditional withdrawal of American combat forces by 2008. The panel also urged Mr. Bush to engage Iran and Syria diplomatically. On Thursday, Mr. Bush and Blair met at the White House, then addressed reporters. Blair was quieter than in previous White House visits. He acknowledged the need for a new course in Iraq, and said the report of the bipartisan Iraq Study Group (chaired by Republican James Baker and Democrat Lee Hamilton) had been helpful. 
Bipart support for conditional withdrawal

SW, 8 (12/2/08, “Is this where change will come from?”, Socialist Worker, issue 686, http://socialistworker.org/2008/12/02/where-change-will-come-from)
And, of course, there's Robert Gates. He was brought on as defense secretary from the "responsible adult" faction of the Republican Party to clean up the mess made by Rumsfeld and Cheney. Gates was a prime architect of the 2007 "surge" of combat troops that escalated the violence in Iraq. The relative stability established since--not primarily as a result of the surge itself--has led to a bipartisan consensus that unites Republican hawks and both pro-war and "antiwar" Democrats: a highly conditional withdrawal of some U.S. troops, maintenance of an apparatus of occupation with the acquiescence of the Iraqi government, and the further projection of U.S. power in Afghanistan and elsewhere in the region. Socialist Worker has always argued that the Republican and Democratic wings of the bipartisan political establishment agree on the aims of U.S. war and empire, and differ on tactics. The outlines of Obama's administration show that sometimes, they don't even differ on tactics.
Theory Card
Iraq is unique – the only policy discourse that goes on about reducing military presence is how to condition our withdrawal – CP is key to understand Iraq policy
Reuters July, 26, 2008 “Obama says conditions to dictate final Iraq force” http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSN26392694
U.S. Democratic presidential candidate Barack Obama said in an interview published on Saturday the size of a residual U.S. force left in Iraq after the withdrawal of combat troops would be "entirely conditions-based." In comments seized upon by the campaign of Republican rival John McCain, Obama told Newsweek Iraqi Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki recognized Iraq was "going to need our help for some time to come." "We're going to have to provide them with logistical support, intelligence support. We're going to have to have a very capable counterterrorism strike force," Obama told the magazine while approaching Paris during a high-profile foreign tour, which included stops in Iraq and Afghanistan. "We're going to have to continue to train their army and police to make them more effective," the Illinois senator added, calling such support consistent with his proposal for a 16-month timetable for withdrawing U.S. combat troops. Asked if he had a clearer idea after talks with diplomatic and military officials how big a force would need to be left behind for those tasks, Obama replied: "I do think that's entirely conditions-based. "It's hard to anticipate where we may be six months from now, or a year from now, or a year and a half from now." The McCain campaign said the comments were the latest shift in Obama's position on Iraq toward his opponent's view that troop withdrawals must be based on security conditions. "Barack Obama is ultimately articulating a position of sustained troop levels in Iraq based on the conditions on the ground and the security of the country. That is the very same position that John McCain has long held," said McCain spokesman Tucker Bounds. 
***AFF ANSWERS

Say No

Iran says no to a deal over Iraq withdrawal – it views the commitment as too short term

Khaled al-Dakhi (professor of political sociology at King Saud University, Saudi Arabia) December 2008 “Obama’s Dilemma Over the Balance of Power in the Arabian Gulf” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22520
This leads one to wonder if there is a connection between Obama’s plans to withdraw troops from Iraq and hold talks with Iran without preconditions. Answering this question will shed light on Obama’s political direction in the region. The Status of Forces Agreement Iraq recently approved may provide the umbrella for a possible total pull-out plan. Obama could use such total pull-out as a bargaining chip in talks with Iran: U.S. withdrawal from Iraq, international security guarantees for Iran, acceptance of the growing Iranian influence in Iraq and of its regional role—all in exchange for a halt to its nuclear program. But Tehran is most likely to reject the deal because these are only short-term guarantees that would make Iran dependent on the U.S. and European arrangements. 
Iran would say no – they fear full US withdrawal

Stratfor May 2007 “The United States, Iran and the Iraq Negotiation Process” http://www.stratfor.com/united_states_iran_and_iraq_negotiation_process
1. Iran does not want an abrupt withdrawal of coalition forces from Iraq for fear this would lead to reshuffling the cards and redistributing power. Instead, there should be a fixed timetable for the withdrawal of U.S. and British forces from Iraqi cities and relocation at bases and camps inside Iraq, provided the Iraqi forces have reached the point at which they can provide security. The Iranians also stated that they would extend all possible assistance so that foreign forces could exit “honorably” from Iraq. The U.S. decision to surge more troops into Iraq forced Iran to think twice about placing its bets on a complete U.S. withdrawal. An abrupt withdrawal without a negotiated settlement leaves more problems than Tehran can manage in terms of containing Iraq’s Sunni, Shiite and Kurdish factions, and Iran does not want to be left to pick up the pieces in a country that is already on the verge of shattering along sectarian lines. It is important to note that Iran is not calling for a complete withdrawal from Iraq, and actually acknowledges that U.S. forces will be relocated at bases and camps inside the country. Though this acts as a blocker to Iranian ambitions, the presence of U.S. bases also provides Iran with a stabilizing force placating the Sunnis and Kurds. Moreover, the Iranians are sending assurances to the United States that they are willing to cooperate so the Iraq withdrawal does not look like another Vietnam scenario for the U.S. administration to deal with at home. 
Iran will say no – they are actually terrified of US withdrawal – their say yes evidence is just political rhetoric

Raghida Dergham (Correspondent for the London-based 'Al Hayat', the leading independent Arabic daily) July 2007 “Withdrawing from Iraq:  An Opportunity for a New American Strategy” http://www.raghidadergham.com/send/sendlink071307.html
Iran and Syria claim that they want a US withdrawal, but in reality both are frightened of the prospect. First of all, it will put them in direct confrontation with both the known and unknown forces of insurrection, rebellion and terror on their borders with Iraq, with no shield from the Americans, who waged a war on these states' behalf at times, and against their affiliated mercenaries at others. Second of all, if America frees itself of Iraq, this will provide this US with options to deter Iranian and Syrian adventurism, while allowing it to adopt decisive policies against both Iran and Syria. 
Conditions Fail – Too Vague
CP ensure we’ll stay forever – its no different than Bush – no clearly defined line for when the condition is met

Brian Katulis (Senior Fellow at American Progress) and Peter Juul (Research Associate at American Progress)  2008 “Iraq: Critically Assessing the Conditional Engagement Strategy” http://www.americanprogressaction.org/issues/2008/conditional_engagement.html
First, conditional engagement does not differ from the Bush administration’s current approach because it fails to clearly define—in precise terms—when the Iraq mission would be accomplished, and when U.S. troops could depart. In a telling chart on page 42, the report stakes out a position that places the strategy in the same space as the current Bush administration policy—a “conditions based” drawdown of troops where the conditions are never really defined beyond vague terms like “accommodation” and “sustainable security.” It furthermore ignores administration officials’ efforts to leverage public and congressional opposition to the war as a way to pressure Iraqi politicians to make compromises. 
Conditions Fail – Irresolvable Differences

CP just speeds up action on irresolvable differences – conditional engagement fails

Brian Katulis (Senior Fellow at American Progress) and Peter Juul (Research Associate at American Progress)  2008 “Iraq: Critically Assessing the Conditional Engagement Strategy” http://www.americanprogressaction.org/issues/2008/conditional_engagement.html
Third, conditional engagement doesn’t describe how it would be implemented to achieve its stated ends, however vague those ends are. It is, in effect, a one-shot strategy dependent upon the Iraqi government not calling our bluff to disengage. It is unclear how continued American engagement will cause or somehow help Iraqi leaders resolve their differences. The strategy simply assumes that Iraqi leaders, especially those in the Green Zone, desire continued U.S. support and will be impelled to act by the hint that U.S. forces might leave in the absence of political accommodation. This is a highly questionable causative relationship upon which to make an entire strategy dependent. 
Conditions Fail – Overestimates US Leverage

They overestimate the US leverage over Iraq – the threat will do nothing

Brian Katulis (Senior Fellow at American Progress) and Peter Juul (Research Associate at American Progress)  2008 “Iraq: Critically Assessing the Conditional Engagement Strategy” http://www.americanprogressaction.org/issues/2008/conditional_engagement.html
Second, conditional engagement assumes that the carrots of continued military, economic, and political support are more appetizing than they are. It overestimates how much leverage the United States has in Iraq and underestimates broader Iraqi opposition to a continued U.S. military presence. Iraqi leaders—even those close to the United States, such as Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki—are increasingly asserting their independence and sovereignty, and will likely continue to do so as the dates for Iraq’s provincial and national elections approach. 
Conditions Fail – Delay

Must withdraw now – negotiating on the formation of a new government takes too long – case is a DA to the CP

Brian Katulis (Senior Fellow at American Progress) April 2010 “ Navigating Tricky Timelines in Iraq” http://www.americanprogress.org//issues/2010/04/tricky_timelines.html 

Five weeks after Iraq held national elections, the country still doesn’t have a new government. Protracted negotiations over who will lead the country are still underway, even in the face of a recent spate of violence and terrorist attacks in the streets. The continued redeployment of U.S. troops from Iraq is still moving ahead as planned, and unless a major strategic event takes place—such as the invasion by a neighboring country or an internal military coup—the Obama administration should stick to the plan for withdrawal. Negotiations among Iraq’s leaders to form the next government could take some time. Iraq’s political leaders took more than five months to form a government after the last national elections in December 2005. If Iraqi politicians follow that same pace, we may not see a new government in place until the fall since the summer months in Iraq have often slowed the pace of politics and the holy Muslim month of Ramadan falls in August this year. 
Withdrawal Solves Iranian Meddling

Iran is dominating Iraqi politics because of US influence – withdrawal puts them in a deadlock

Raghida Dergham (Correspondent for the London-based 'Al Hayat', the leading independent Arabic daily) July 2007 “Withdrawing from Iraq:  An Opportunity for a New American Strategy” http://www.raghidadergham.com/send/sendlink071307.html
Seven months ago, at the end of last year, I called in this column for a "complete and immediate" US withdrawal from Iraq, as opposed to what those in love with the Baker-Hamilton Report call for, namely a gradual, phased withdrawal. I previously wrote that "Another option is the total and immediate withdrawal from Iraq. Such an action would make the country a very frightening neighbor for Iran; it would leave an Iranian predicament in Iraq. The invasion and occupation of Iraq represented a valuable gift from the US to Iran, especially since the US occupation authorities have dismantled the Iraqi army after toppling Saddam Hussein's regime. They have also strengthened Iran's allies inside Iraq, and have turned several Iraqi areas into safe havens for Iran to exercise its absolute influence. Nevertheless, if American forces withdrew from Iraq as quickly as possible, Iran would be left in a deadlock, while the US would free itself from the Iraqi quagmire and regain its dignity and grandeur. The US administration could then take more strict positions regarding Tehran, without fearing any Iranian reprisal against US forces in Iraq." 
US presence and intervention makes Iranian meddling inevitable – pushes Iraqi government closer to Tehran

Robert Dreyfuss (former  Middle East Intelligence director of the Executive Intelligence Review, currently a freelance investigative journalist specializing in Iraqi politics) July 7, 2010 “ Biden in Iraq: US Influence Shrinks, Iran Gains” http://www.middle-east-online.com/english/opinion/?id=39944
That's a false dichotomy, however. The United States isn't abandoning Iraq. Quite the reverse: Iraq is abandoning the United States, in favor of closer ties with Iran. The problem is that even if the United States wanted to "intefere too much" in Iraq's affairs, it would fail. Such interference would backfire, stir Iraqi anti-Americanism, fuel the support for rebels such as Muqtada al-Sadr, and push Iraq even closer to Iran. The clearest sign of the lack of US influence in Iraq is that oil contracts, once seen as a great prize for the US occupiers of Iraq -- remember Ahmed Chalabi promising to make sure that US oil companies get the lion's share of Iraqi oil -- have gone not to US firms but to rival firms from China, Russia, and other Asian and European companies. 

No Iranian Takeover
Theres a difference between influence and hegemony - Iran wont get powerful enough to exercise complete dominance absent the US

Colin Kahl (Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for the Middle East and senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security and Assistant professor at Georgetown)  Colin Kahl (Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for the Middle East and senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security and Assistant professor at Georgetown) June 2008 “Shaping the Iraq Inheritance” http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/FlournoyKahlBrimley_Iraq%20Inheritance_June08.pdf
Regional stability also requires preventing Iranian hegemony in Iraq, but there is a significant difference between hegemony and influence. Geographic realities and long-standing religious ties mean that U.S. policymakers must accept that Iran will inevitably exercise significant political, economic, and cultural influence in Iraq. At the same time, recent Iraqi government responses to Iranian provocations in Basra and Sadr City suggest that nascent Iraqi nationalism (even among its Shia population) will likely prevent total Iranian dominance.14 American policy should  therefore focus on curtailing lethal Iranian assistance to Iraqi militants and preventing the emergence of a power vacuum in Iraq that Tehran might fill. 
Iran SOI War Inevitable – Iraq Not Key
U.S. activity in Iran’s sphere of influence causes war

Christopher Layne (Associate Professor in the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University) 2007 “American Empire: A Debate” p 76-7

Iran Because of the strategy of primacy and empire, the United States and Iran are on course for a showdown. The main source of conflict—or at least the one that has grabbed the lion's share of the headlines—is Tehran's evident determination to develop a nuclear weapons program. Washington's policy, as President George W. Bush has stated on several occasions—in language that recalls his prewar stance on Iraq—is that a nuclear-armed Iran is" intolerable. "Beyond nuclear weapons, however, there are other important issues that are driving the United States and Iran toward an armed confrontation. Chief among these is Iraq. Recently, Zalmay Khalilzad, the U.S. ambassadorto Iraq, has accused Tehran of meddling in Iraqi affairs by providing arms and training to Shiite militias and by currying favor with the Shiite politicians who dominate Iraq's recently elected government. With Iraq teetering on thebrink of a sectarian civil war between Shiites and Sunnis, concerns about Ira-nian interference have been magnified. In a real sense, however, Iran's nuclear program and its role in Iraq are merely the tip of the iceberg. The fundamental cause of tensions between the United States and Iran is the nature of America's ambitions in the Middle East and Persian Gulf. These are reflected in current U.S. grand strategy—which has come to be known as the Bush Doctrine. TheBush Doctrine's three key components are rejection of deterrence in favor ofpreventive/preemptive military action; determination to effectuate a radicalshake-up in the politics of the Persian Gulf and Middle East; and gaining U.S. dominance over that region. In this respect, it is hardly coincidental that the administration's policy toward Tehran bears a striking similarity to its policy during the run-up to the March 2003 invasion of Iraq, not only on the nuclear weapons issue but—ominously—with respect to regime change and democ-ratization. This is because the same strategic assumptions that underlay the administration's pre-invasion Iraq policy now are driving its Iran policy. The key question today is whether these assumptions are correct.

Conditions Fail – Already Gave Up the Bargaining Chip
Inevitable troop withdrawal declaration already wasted using withdrawal as a bargaining chip

James Dickins ( Professor  Arabic, University of Salford) May 17, 2010 Comment on “Iran's nuclear pact is not a done deal” http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/may/17/iran-nuclear-deal-turkey-brazil

You are wrong about this. What the Iranians want is for the US to lift the siege of their country (US troops out of Afghanistan and Iran, and end to US military presence in Turkmenistan), and to recognise that Iran is top dog in the Gulf. Only then will Iran lift the 'threat' of nuclear weapons development. At that stage its leaders will no doubt point out that: 1.They had never attempted to produce nuclear weapons; 2.Iran?s religious leadership has repeatedly stated that nuclear weapons are forbidden under Islam because they cause indiscriminate suffering to non-combatants (e.g. fatwa by Iran?s Supreme Leader, August 9, 2005, stating that the production, stockpiling and use of nuclear weapons are forbidden under Islam and that Iran shall never acquire these weapons: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Iran_and_weapons_of_mass_destruction#cite_ref-fatwa_122-0). Iran?s top-dog (?superpower!?) status in the Gulf will do it no good: Iran is too divided, disorganised and economically unsuccessful, and ? despite the sometimes vicious internal repression ? still too open. Eventually domestic pressures will either bring down the regime or lead to a ?Mullah-lite? government which is essentially secular but with an Islamic veneer. Since the US will soon enough be required to withdraw from Iraq and Afghanistan, it is wasting an opportunity to use the offer of withdrawal as a bargaining chip with Iran. The current Western stance towards Iran simply bolsters the position of the hardliners in Iran, who are able to present themselves as defenders of the national interest and prestige. President Bush?s policy of endless confrontation with Iran (?axis of evil?, etc.) was driven by his apocalyptic (literally) view of history and the relationship between Christianity and Islam. It is sad that a man of the intelligence of Barack Obama should apparently seek to maintain the same policy. 

A2 Politics = Net-Benefit
Debate over conditional withdrawal creates firestorm in Congress

Random, 5 (Jack, “Strange Heroes: Second Thoughts About The War,” http://www.buzzle.com/editorials/11-22-2005-82029.asp)

Congressman John Murtha's modest call for a measured, conditional withdrawal of forces from Iraq set off a firestorm in the halls of Congress. Republicans called the question and Democrats wrested defeat from the jaws of victory. How do we respond? The voice of a million protestors hardly registered a notice in the mainstream media world, yet the voice of a single Congressman from Pennsylvania set off a tsunami of charges and countercharges that made its way, like a Swift Boat in a free-fire zone, to the floor of the House of Representatives. As we observed the adolescent maneuvering, the bold hypocrisy, and the bitter attacks that erupted in the lower house of congress in response to Representative John Murtha’s impassioned call for withdrawal from Iraq, I confess I found it gratifying. The debate that has raged in towns and cities throughout the world, in taverns and cafes, in town halls and city council meetings, in barracks and on the internet, had finally broken out in the place where it should have begun. Like George Carlin admitting in his latest rant that a part of him roots for nature in a natural catastrophe, it is sometimes useful if not therapeutic to acknowledge the lower nature of our selves. As I watched John Kerry among others rise to the congressman’s defense, a part of me was angry. I wondered why it was even necessary to defend a man whose opinion was fully consistent with a strong majority of the American public. As I listened to the defenders ground their case on Murtha’s storied military history, I wondered if they would consider it appropriate to attack someone who had never worn the uniform, whose opposition is based on moral conviction and empathy. Has it come to this: that only warriors can speak out against an immoral war? When every revelation since the war began has cried out that this war was wrong at inception, when every report beyond the glitter of staged events informs us that this war is disastrous in prosecution, forgive me but I wonder why it took so long for one Congressman to admit he was wrong. When soldiers and civilians are dying daily, how is it that we are so frightened by adolescent terms like "cut and run"? If a bully beats up a small child, should we applaud him for persisting until the child is a bloody heap? Is there anyone among us that does not know we were being "deliberately misled" into war? We were the recipients of the lies and deceptions yet we allow the vice president to strike an indignant pose: How dare they! It is not the words that should offend us but the underlying truth that summons them. I understand that these events must be interpreted in a political context. In keeping with our lower nature, we are inclined to shape facts to our predisposed opinions. When the president accused his opponents of "rewriting history," I instinctively scoffed. It took an essay by Jeremy Scahill of Democracy Now ("Vegetarians between Meals: This War Cannot be Stopped by a Loyal Opposition," Common Dreams 11/18/05) to remind me that the accusation has more that a grain of truth. Likewise, it took a commentary by John Walsh ("A Fractured Antiwar Movement," Counterpunch 11/17/05) to remind me of my own theme: We must find a way to unite the cause of ending the war. When Congressman Murtha made his plea, it immediately occurred to us that it did not live up to its billing. He was hardly calling for immediate and unconditional withdrawal but rather a conditioned, regional redeployment of troops on a flexible timeframe. The proposal was eminently modest in its antiwar sentiment. Nevertheless, as a step forward and one that thrust the debate into the national limelight, it was a courageous stand for which we should be grateful.

Random Iran Prolif Defense
Iran proliferation doenst cause a regional arms race – your argument is simplistic and reductionist

Brian Katulis (Senior Fellow at American Progress) and Peter Juul (Research Associate at American Progress) May 2010 “Questioning the Conventional Wisdom on a Middle East Nuclear Arms Race” http://www.americanprogress.org//issues/2010/05/middle_east_nuclear_race.html
For instance, would an Iranian bomb in fact unleash a wave of nuclear proliferation in the region, or would states prefer to hedge, acquiring nuclear technology and expertise without building a bomb? Thinking through these hypothetical questions—while acting to ensure they remain hypothetical questions—is essential for having a comprehensive national security strategy to keep Americans secure. Dealing with Iran’s nuclear program is a top priority on America’s crowded national security agenda, which includes thwarting continued terror plots, bringing the war in Afghanistan to an end in sight, and restoring relations with other powers such as Europe, Russia, and China. And the Obama administration has taken important steps to strengthen America’s hand in addressing Iran’s nuclear program—as we argued here and here—after the Bush administration largely stood flaccidly on the sidelines as Iran moved forward with its program. Vice President Joe Biden, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, and National Security Advisor James Jones have used the regional nuclear domino theory to make the case for the Obama administration’s dual track policy on Iran, while conservatives such as John Bolton have argued that an arms race is a greater evil than a military strike against Iran. At its core, however, the widely held policy assumption that an Iranian nuclear weapon would cause a regional nuclear arms race is itself based on assumptions on why states might seek nuclear weapons. The arms race model presumes states seek nuclear weapons for security reasons, something Secretary of State Clinton made clear in a February town hall meeting with students at a Jeddah, Saudi Arabia women’s college. “If Iran gets a nuclear weapon,” Clinton said, “that hope [of a nuclear-free world] disappears, because then other countries which feel threatened by Iran will say to themselves, ‘If Iran has a nuclear weapon, I better get one too in order to protect my people.’ Then you have a nuclear arms race in the region.” The arms race model is also seductive because it relies on the historical experience of the Cold War. It presumes that Iran’s neighbors will follow the same path the United States and Soviet Union did in acquiring their atomic arsenals. The United States began to develop the atomic bomb out of the fear that Nazi Germany might build it first, and the Soviet Union then developed its first bomb as a result of the United States’ possession of nuclear weapons. The Soviet Union testing its first bomb in turn led the United States to make the hydrogen bomb. But there is no real reason to assume that Iran’s neighbors will automatically build their own nuclear weapons for the same security reasons that drove the United States and the Soviet Union to do so during and after World War II. Israel, after all, has possessed nuclear weapons since the late 1960s, and none of its neighbors—all of whom were at war with Israel at the time it developed nuclear weapons—acquired their own bombs. Israel’s neighbors, however, do not view its nuclear weapons as a threat the same way they might view nuclear weapons in the hands of the regime in Tehran—a regime that has sought to undermine stability in the Middle East in its support for terrorist groups and insurgencies. As Secretary Clinton noted, regional states might “feel threatened” more by a nuclear-armed Iran than by a nuclear-armed Israel. Interestingly, there has been a test case over the last decade of the arms race model in Northeast Asia. North Korea’s withdrawal from the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty in 2003 and subsequent nuclear tests in 2006 and 2009 have not set off a wave of proliferation in the region. Japan and South Korea, both technically capable of building nuclear weapons and having legitimate security concerns vis-à-vis North Korea, have not begun their own weapons programs. Their failure to do so calls into question the accuracy of the simple security-based arms race model many policymakers and pundits have adopted to warn about the consequences of an Iranian bomb. 

