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Redeployment CP

Iraq CP
1NC Solvency 
Text: The United States Federal Government should commit to implement the Status of Forces Agreement 
-- This solves-- 

SOFA eliminates overwhelming US troop presence in Iraq 

Linkins 8 (Jason, political reporter- Huffington Post, 11/19, “Newly signed SOFA to spur withdrawal, Benefit Obama,” Huffington Post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2008/11/19/newly-signed-sofa-to-spur_n_144890.html) 

As has been widely reported, the recently signed Status of Forces Agreement between the United States and the Iraqi Cabinet could potentially "[close] the book on the occupation that began with the U.S.-led invasion in 2003." The agreement, which calls for U.S. forces to pull out of Iraqi cities in the middle of next year and remove themselves entirely from Iraq by 2011, reverses the entrenchment that President George W. Bush originally envisioned, and dovetails with the "withdraw-and-redeploy" plan that President-Elect Barack Obama pitched on the stump during his campaign. 

Some obstacles remain, most significantly from Moqtada al-Sadr, who's threatened attacks on U.S. troops over the deal, believing that U.S. withdrawal promises are worthless. 

Still, this accord stands to benefit Obama in a politically significant way, the key difference being that it was made on this side of Inauguration Day, sparing Obama the sort of "surrender" rhetoric that Senator John McCain attempted to light him up with on the campaign trail. Spencer Ackerman has the money quote from a Pentagon official:

"Politically it is significant. The Iraqis are telling us to leave and the Bush administration, not the Obama administration, has basically agreed to go. Kind of hard for the far right to call what follows surrender or retreat."

And with all parties aligned in support of withdrawal, it's impossible to paint that support as anything other than mainstream.

Rapid withdrawal risks Iraqi civil war 
CBS News 5/16 (2010, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2010/05/16/eveningnews/main6490115.shtml) 
 
Officials in Iraq said Sunday a recount confirms the narrow victory of former Prime Minister Iyad Allawi in the March elections. But that doesn't mean Allawi will become prime minister anytime soon. A surge of violence last week was a setback for political stability, as CBS News correspondent Elizabeth Palmer reports. There was panic in the wake of two suicide bombings south of Baghdad of Monday, just as factory workers were coming off shift. In one incident, 45 people died. It was just one in a wave of attacks across Iraq that killed more than 100. "We are workers trying to earn a living," said a witness to the bombings. "Why do we have to die like this?" The motive may simply be to wreak more havoc in this unstable country. Al Qaeda linked groups still dream of setting up a fundamentalist Islamic state and their videos warn of dark days covered in blood. Iraqi police and the military, thanks to intensive American training, are better able to fight back than ever before. These days, it's Iraq's politicians who are undermining security. The elections were held back in March but more than two months later, there's still no new government. The two main candidates, who finished neck and neck, continue to fight over who should lead. The Obama administration says the latest bombings and killings are discouraging but predictable as extremists were always going to exploit political weakness. "We have always known and planned for that," said White House Spokesman Robert Gibbs - "That they would make one last charge at trying to foment violence and chaos." "If violence continues, if the Iraqis believe that it's going to get out of hand, if they believe the United States is walking away from the problem and is going to allow the violence to get out of hand you could see a rapid return to civil war in Iraq," said Kenneth M. Pollack, director of the Saban Center for Middle East Policy. That's something the U.S. military dreads. It's already started closing its bases in Iraq and had planned to start pulling out the first of 42,000 troops this month. The recent spate of violence has delayed the plan by a few weeks.  
Politics 1NC 

Deviating from SOFA causes public backlash 
BBC News 10 (BBC Monitoring (South Asia), 01/29, “Pakistan analysts say Obama's speech focused "primarily" on US domestic issues,” lexis) 

The mentioning of India was not in the context of foreign policy; it was in the context of economic situation and economic policies. Economic revival was the main component of Obama's long-term //agenda// when he newly became the President. Obama's foreign policy comes under pressure if the economic situation gets deteriorated. He feels that to be able to exercise his discretionary power with more freedom in decisions related to foreign policy, he will have to rectify the domestic economic situation. That is the reason behind the confirmation of withdrawal of troops from both Iraq and Afghanistan in this speech, the audience of which was the Americans; who are in favor of troops' withdrawal, but thinks that it should be a gradual process.

Public support key to the agenda

Eshbaugh-Soha 5 (Ph.D., Professor of Political Science – Texas A&M University, “The Politics of Presidential Agenda”, Political Science Quarterly, 58)

Public Approval. Presidential approval may also influence the content of the president's agenda. Despite evidence to the contrary (Bond and Fleisher 1990; Collier and Sullivan 1995), presidents, Washington insiders, and some researchers perceive public approval to be an important means of achieving legislative success (Edwards 1997; Neustadt 1990; Rivers and Rose 1985). Given the pervasiveness of public opinion polling in the White House (Edwards 1983) and high public expectations (Waterman, Jenkins-Smith, and Silva 1999), presidents are bound to be aware of their public standing. More popular presidents should be inclined to offer more long-term and important policies than less popular presidents, if only because they think that a stronger public standing gives them greater leeway to pursue such policies. In other words, H3: Higher approval ratings will lead to a larger legislative agenda, including more major and incremental policies. Approval is the yearly average of the presidents Gallup approval ratings. 

 

Politics-- Link 2NC
Heir neg-- none of their link turns apply-- the counterplan ends the unpopular occupation of Iraq BUT doesn’t engage in the cut and run approach of the plan. Extend 1NC BBC ev-- the public thinks pulling out of Iraq should be a phase out. 

And, Obama has already committed to gradual withdraw  
Farley 10 (Robert, staff writer- St Petersburg Times, 3/2, “Romney claims Obama’s actions on Iraq, Afghanistan and Guantanamo run counter to his campaign positions,” lexis) 

But Obama never said he would immediately pull all of the U.S. troops out of Iraq. To the contrary, Obama said in that very same interview that he would withdraw troops "in a gradual fashion."
As for how quickly the troops should leave, Obama's campaign Web site said: "Obama will immediately begin to remove our troops from Iraq. He will remove one to two combat brigades each month, and have all of our combat brigades out of Iraq within 16 months.
-- Flip flops jack Obama’s agenda

Fitts 96 (Michael A., Professor of Law – University of Pennsylvania Law School, Penn Law Review, January, Lexis)

Centralized and visible power, however, becomes a double-edged sword, once one explores the different ways in which unitariness and visibility can undermine an institution's informal influence, especially its ability to mediate conflict and appear competent. In this context, the visibility and centralization of the presidency can have mixed effects. As a single visible actor in an increasingly complex world, the unitary president can be prone to an overassessment of responsibility and error. He also may be exposed to a normative standard of personal assessment that may conflict with his institutional duties. At the same time, the modern president often does not have at his disposal those bureaucratic institutions that can help mediate or deflect many conflicts. Unlike members of Congress or the agencies, he often must be clear about the tradeoffs he makes. Furthermore, a president who will be held personally accountable for government policy cannot pursue or hold inconsistent positions and values over a long period of time without suffering political repercussions. In short, the centralization and individualization of the presidency can be a source of its power, as its chief proponents and critics accurately have suggested, as well as its political illegitimacy and ultimate weakness.

Ext-- Popularity Link 

Obama working to keep public support of gradual withdrawal 
Financial Times 2/26 (2010, “Them’s Fighting Words,” lexis) 

At all costs, he wrote, they should not ''enable some widow or mother to say their son was killed in an operation called Bunnyhug''. These days the question of what to call your invasion, liberation or peace-keeping force is trickier than christening a baby; a suitable name for an angelic newborn might not be appropriate when it becomes a troublesome teenager. Keen to keep the public onside, the US Administration has announced that, in acknowledgement of the gradual withdrawal of its troops, Operation Iraqi Freedom the umbrella term for all US operations in Iraq will now be rebranded Operation New Dawn. In a memo leaked to ABC News, US defence secretary Robert Gates wrote, ''It sends a strong signal that Operation Iraqi Freedom has ended, and that our forces are operating under a new mission.'' On the battlefield, names really do matter. For instance, Operation Enduring Freedom, the name for US operations in Afghanistan, looks pretty snappy rolling along the bottom of CNN's rolling news coverage. Operation Frequent Wind, the name given to the 1975 evacuation of US civilians from Saigon, strikes a rather more farcical note. The method by which top brass name their operations varies from nation to nation.
Ext-- Flipflop Internals 
Flip flops drain political capital

Cohen 97 (Jeffery E., Presidential Responsiveness and Public Policy Making, p. 123)

A president cannot, without good reason, alter his policy stance. And even if he has good reason to change his policy position on an issue, he may have to bear some costs from doing so. The public and other political elites may view him as waffling, indecisive, weak, uncommitted, and/or duplicitous. 
Flip-flops kill political capital

WSJ 2 (Wall Street Journal, 4-1)

These sellouts of principle can be excused, if you have the right tastes, by crass politics. Vetoing the campaign finance bill would be throwing down the gauntlet to John McCain, who might decide to play Ross Perot in the 2004 campaign. The steel decision is aimed at a few congressional seats in Pennsylvania and West Virginia deemed crucial to continued Republican control of the House in this fall's elections. I tend to doubt this rationale even on political grounds. Public reversals on principle, even if less dramatic than renouncing a "read my lips" pledge, erode a president's standing and credibility. But at least the campaign-finance and tariff decisions have an element of calculation, however low. Other presidential setbacks seem to result from sheer passivity.
Solvency/ Quick Withdraw Bad 
Premature withdrawal risks Iraq becoming a failed state 

Korb & Katulis 6 (Lawrence & Brian, “Strategic Redeployment 2.0: A progressive Strategy,” May 2006, Center for American Progress, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2006/09/05/strategic_redeployment.html/strategic_redeployment_2.pdf) 

To strike the right balance, expectations must change to fit today’s grim realities. The Bush administration must recognize that Iraq is not yet a real democracy nor will it be anytime soon, and it is not going to trigger a wave of democracy in the Middle East. Americans need and deserve a clear exit strategy for Iraq that spells out how much longer American troops will be involved in large numbers and what it will cost. Iraq’s leaders need to understand that the United States is not going to serve as a crutch indefinitely and that no one is going to solve their problems for them. 

The end goals of this strategic shift are clear: to protect the American people at home and abroad; to get Iraq to the most stable position as quickly as possible; to make sure Iraq’s tensions do not spill over into a regional conflict; and to turn the tide against extremist Islamists. To accomplish this, the United States must implement a policy of strategic redeployment that has five parts: 

Undertake Military Redeployment. The United States should reduce its troop presence at a rate of about 9,000 per month from its present level of about 130,000 to 60,000 by the end of 2006, and to virtually zero by the end of 2007. This would be done by not replacing the troops finishing the yearlong deployment on a one-to-one basis. The troops remaining in Iraq through 2007 would focus on training Iraqi security forces, eradicating terrorist cells, providing logistical support to Iraqi security forces, and providing border security. All National Guard units would return in 2006 to stand ready to respond to potential natural disasters and terrorist attacks on the homeland. 
Quick pull out fuels domestic terrorism 
Korb & Katulis 6 (Lawrence & Brian, “Strategic Redeployment 2.0: A progressive Strategy,” May 2006, Center for American Progress, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2006/09/05/strategic_redeployment.html/strategic_redeployment_2.pdf) 
Even though the debate in the United States on Iraq is still laced with empty phrases like “stay the course,” “retreat and defeat,” and “cut and run,” the real policy question that the United States faces in Iraq is: How do we lessen the risks of what must be an eventual withdrawal of its troops from Iraq? As a practical matter, the United States cannot sustain its current troop presence. But withdrawing U.S. troops too quickly would also be a grave mistake, leaving important work undone and increasing the chances that extremist groups might take root.
Heir neg-- troops have been providing essential covert support-- preventing ethnic cleansing  

Korb & Katulis 6 (Lawrence & Brian, “Strategic Redeployment 2.0: A progressive Strategy,” May 2006, Center for American Progress, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2006/09/05/strategic_redeployment.html/strategic_redeployment_2.pdf) 

U.S. troops can play an important behind-the-scenes role as a force for stability over the next year. Strategic redeployment’s phased drawdown of troops would enable U.S. forces that remain in Iraq through 2007 to prevent mass sectarian and ethnic cleansing in Iraq. During the past six months, U.S. forces had to intervene to prevent the massacre of dozens of individuals at the hands of militias and Iraqi security forces and played a key behind-the-scenes stabilizing role as Iraqi security forces kept tensions from boiling over after the Samarra mosque bombing in February 2006. 
Solvency-- Iran Module 

Immediate pull out destabilizes Iraq and invites an Iranian lash out  

Korb & Katulis 6 (Lawrence & Brian, “Strategic Redeployment 2.0: A progressive Strategy,” May 2006, Center for American Progress, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2006/09/05/strategic_redeployment.html/strategic_redeployment_2.pdf) 

Some critics of the Bush policy have called for complete and immediate withdrawal of all U.S. troops. This would increase the chance of chaos breaking out in Iraq and the surrounding region. It also risks the spread of Iraq’s internal conflict across its borders, and it sends the wrong message just as Iran’s regime has increased its rhetoric and taken steps to destabilize the region. Furthermore, a smaller, more nimble U.S. presence in Iraq through the end of 2007 can continue the training of Iraqi security forces and counter Islamist extremist groups and terrorist networks now present in Iraq, without breaking our ground forces.
<Lab to find Iranian lash out impact> 
A2 Encourages Iraqi Dependency

Congressional checks prevent Iraq abusing US resources 

US Fed News 5/29 (2010, lexis) 

* Provides for Congressional oversight of operations in Iraq, requiring reports focused on the redeployment of U.S. troops and their equipment as they withdraw. The reports will ensure that, as the U.S. stands down, the Iraqi government stands up and takes responsibility for its own country.
Key to avoid long-term minimal presence of troops 
Federal News Service 9 (Capitol Hill Hearing, 12/2, lexis) 

SEC. GATES: I believe that success in Afghanistan looks a lot like -- from a security standpoint looks a lot like success in Iraq. And that is the gradual transfer of responsibility for security, to the indigenous forces and the local government, and with the United States being able to pull back, into first a tactical and then strategic overwatch, and then withdraw our troops to the point where we have a minimal presence.

“Redeployment” Competition 

Redeployment isn’t remove-- contextual evidence 

World Bulletin 10 (06/10, “China offered to redeploy forces facing Taiwan,” http://www.worldbulletin.net/news_detail.php?id=60065) 

Feinstein responded: "In my meeting with some of the leadership, it was mentioned that China had offered to redeploy back. Now I understand the word 'redeploy' isn't 'remove'. And I understand the nature of what's there and the number of troops."

