Northwestern Debate Institute 2010
1
Seniors
Iraq Neg---Seniors

Iraq Withdrawal Neg 

21NC Inherency Slayer

2NC Inherency
3
2NC Inherency
4
2NC Inherency
5
90 Day CP
6
1NC Instability
7
1NC Instability
8
2NC Instability
9
AT US-Iraqi Relations
10
AT: Turkish Relations
11
AT: Democracy
12
AT Afghanistan
13
Obama Good Links
14
Obama Bad Links
15



1NC Inherency Slayer

We’ sticking to Iraq withdrawal – top officials say we’re leaving Iraq NOW – the status quo IS the plan 

VOA News 7/27

(“US Officials Call on Iraq to Form Government,” http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/middle-east/US-Officials-Call-on-Iraq-to-Form-Government-99341764.html)

But Admiral Mullen said the interim deadline - five weeks from now - will be met. "We are on track to reduce the number of American forces here in Iraq to 50,000 or less by the first of September.  I see absolutely nothing to negatively impact that," he said.  The admiral said the Iraqi security forces are ready to take full security responsibility, as U.S. forces transition to what is called an "advise and assist" mission.  Mullen appeared at a news conference with a Deputy Secretary of State, Jacob Lew, who said there is also a transition in the works on the civilian side of the U.S.-Iraq relationship.
More ev,

Buchanan 8/1

(Patrick, senior adviser, an 

States" 

American
 conservative political commentator, author, 

syndication" 

syndicated
 columnist, politician and broadcaster, “Coming Home at Last?” http://www.creators.com/opinion/pat-buchanan.html?columnsName=pbu)

Asked if the United States might send still more troops to Afghanistan, if the Obama surge is not succeeding by year's end, Vice President Joe Biden answered, "I do not believe so." So, that is it. Biden is saying the 100,000 U.S. troops in theater or on the way is our limit. If Kabul and the Afghan army fail with this investment of American forces, they will be permitted to fail. All the chips we are going to commit are now on the table. And a series of critical deadlines is approaching. By the end of August, all U.S. combat troops are to be out of Iraq. Only 50,000 "training troops" are to remain, but all U.S. forces are scheduled to be withdrawn by the end of 2011. In December, a review takes place of Afghan war strategy. Next July, U.S. withdrawals are to begin, though, since naming Gen. David Petraeus as his field commander, President Obama and his cabinet have emphasized that the withdrawals will be "conditions-based." We will walk, not run, to the exit.

And more – some troops have already left

AP 7/29

(“Biden tells troops they have succeeded in Iraq,” http://www.usatoday.com/news/washington/2010-07-29-bideninside28_ST_N.htm)

It was the Obama administration, Biden said, that put in the plan that led to success. "What was lacking in the past was a coherent political process." Biden said 145,000 U.S. servicemembers were in Iraq when President Obama took office in January 2009 In five weeks, that number will be down to 50,000. Biden said success in Iraq can be defined as "enabling Iraq's transition to autonomy" and that goal has been accomplished, including free elections and trained security forces. "Now it's up to the Iraqi people and their leaders." The Fort Drum soldiers are part of the 2nd Brigade Combat Team, which spent eight months in Iraq. As part of the drawdown, the brigade of roughly 3,600 soldiers left eastern Baghdad and neighboring Mada'in Qada to Iraqi troops. Spc. Robert Rieckhoff, 26, was the unit's only combat-related casualty in this latest deployment. "He e-mailed his mother almost every day he was gone, just to let her know he was OK. On March 18, no e-mail came," Biden said in his speech. "While he was on guard duty in a watchtower that morning, insurgents attacked with rocket-propelled grenades. He left behind his young son, Tyler, and daughter, Katrina."

This means status quo solves the entirety of case – there is absolutely zero functional difference between the plan and status quo – their inherency evidence which assumes the extension of the August withdrawal predates the recent changes 

This means either

a.) Vote neg on presumption – they don’t meet the word “should” in the resolution which means expectation or ought to but NOT guaranteed – failing to meet the resolutional burden of proving why the aff should be implemented means presumption flips negative

b.) Negation theory – any reason why the plan is a bad idea is a reason to vote negative – even if we win a .000001% risk of a link, err neg because there is only a risk of a link in our direction

2NC Inherency 

Withdrawal is on schedule – they don’t have an aff

AP 7/21 (7/21/10, "US military withdrawal in Iraq on schedule: Odierno", http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5gb_pqPii4Cept0a4t3ypM40uh73A) 

WASHINGTON — The US military withdrawal from Iraq is on schedule with only 50,000 troops set to remain by August 31, the top US commander in the country said Wednesday. General Ray Odierno spoke to reporters in Washington, where he was meeting State Department officials to discuss the drawdown and the transition to a more civilian mission. The United States had 170,000 troops in Iraq in 2007 but has been pulling back steadily for the past 18 months, sending soldiers and resources back home or to Afghanistan. US President Barack Obama has promised to scale back the US military presence to 50,000 troops by August 31 ahead of a full withdrawal in 2011. "We're on track," said Odierno, explaining that in January 2009 there were 145,000 US service members in Iraq but now there are just 70,000. Odierno said recent attacks, including a suicide bombing on Sunday that killed at least 45 people -- Iraq's deadliest single attack in more than two months -- would not affect the withdrawal timetable. "I believe it is in the best interest of our mission" to keep the timetable. "It's important that we live up to our commitment." US and Iraqi officials have warned of the dangers of an upsurge of violence if negotiations on forming a new governing coalition following the March 7 election continue to drag on. "There is uneasiness" among Iraqis because a government has not yet been formed, Odierno said, "but there has been no degradation in terms of security." "I would be concerned if a government has not been formed by October," he admitted. 

ALL combat missions will end by August 31

CNN 9 (Obama: U.S. to withdraw most Iraq troops by August 2010 - CNN.com, http://www.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/02/27/obama.troops/index.html)

WASHINGTON (CNN) -- President Obama said Friday he plans to withdraw most U.S. troops from Iraq by the end of August 2010. Between 35,000 to 50,000 troops will remain in Iraq, he said. They would be withdrawn gradually until all U.S. forces are out of Iraq by December 31, 2011 -- the deadline set under an agreement the Bush administration signed with the Iraqi government last year. "Let me say this as plainly as I can: By August 31, 2010, our combat mission in Iraq will end," Obama said in a speech at Camp Lejeune, North Carolina.

Withdrawal is clearly on schedule – there were over 100,000 troops 2 months ago

Virginian-Pilot 7/27 (Dispatch from Iraq: A 'herculean' withdrawal of troops, http://hamptonroads.com/2010/07/dispatch-iraq-herculean-withdrawal-troops, 

By Sept. 1, all but 50,000 U.S. troops must leave Iraq, combat operations are supposed to stop, and the mission here will officially become a civilian-led effort to build the country's government and security forces. The drawdown involves far-reaching changes: Just two months ago, almost 100,000 American troops were operating in Iraq; today there are roughly 65,000. The United States has closed or turned over nearly 500 bases and outposts. To shift from a military-led mission to one headed by civilians, the State Department plans to boost its personnel, open offices across Iraq, and field its own protection force.

Nothing will delay exit – Obama is commited

Washington Post 10 (U.S. withdrawal from Iraq will be on time, Vice President Biden says, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wpdyn/content/article/2010/05/26/AR2010052605349.html)

The challenge for Obama, whose opposition to the Iraq invasion helped propel him to the presidency, is sticking to his timeline for a U.S. military withdrawal despite a jump in violence and continued wrangling among Iraqi politicians over who will lead the country. The sensitive departure is being managed by Vice President Biden, who says the U.S. military will reduce troop levels to 50,000 this summer, even if no new Iraqi government takes shape. "It's going to be painful; there's going to be ups and downs," Biden said in a 40-minute interview in his West Wing office this month. "But I do think the end result is going to be that we're going to be able to keep our commitment." White House officials say Iraqis are increasingly relying on politics, rather than violence, to deal with disputes, diminishing the need for U.S. forces. But the situation on the ground demonstrates that Iraq remains fractured.

2NC Inherency

Withdrawal is on track – General Odierno confirms

FOX News 10 (Odierno: U.S. on Target to Withdraw Combat Troops From Iraq by September, http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2010/04/18/odierno-target-withdraw-combat-troops-iraq-september/)
The United States is "on target" to remove all combat troops from Iraq by the beginning of September, the top U.S. general in Iraq said Sunday. Gen. Ray Odierno, whom Pentagon officials confirm is expected to leave Iraq after the drawdown, would not address reports about his departure, calling them "very speculative." But he expressed optimism about the course of the U.S. withdrawal and the ability of the Iraqi government and security forces to fend for themselves.

Nothing will disrupt timetable for combat troops

FOX News 10 (Odierno: U.S. on Target to Withdraw Combat Troops From Iraq by September, http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2010/04/18/odierno-target-withdraw-combat-troops-iraq-september/)
He also shot down speculation that the United States may try to renegotiate the terms of the agreement that calls for all U.S. troops to be out of Iraq by 2011. "There is no move by the United States to renegotiate the security[image: image1.png]


 agreement. We are bound by that," he said. However, he said if the Iraqi government wants the United States to stay longer, "then we'll see." 

Obama has made the commitment – going back would be political suicide

NYT 9 (PETER BAKER, 2/27, "With Pledges to Troops and Iraqis, Obama Details Pullout", http://www.nytimes.com/2009/02/28/washington/28troops.html)
CAMP LEJEUNE, N.C. — President Obama declared the beginning of the end of one of the longest and most divisive wars in American history on Friday as he announced that he would withdraw combat forces from Iraq by August 2010 and all remaining troops by December 2011. The decision, outlined before thousands of camouflage-clad Marines here, underscored the transformation in national priorities a month after Mr. Obama took office as he prepared to shift resources and troops from increasingly stable Iraq to increasingly volatile Afghanistan. But it also marked a sharp change in America’s attitude about Iraq after years of wrenching debate over war and peace. Despite some grumbling on the left and right, Mr. Obama’s pullout plan generated support across party lines on Friday, including from his rival in last year’s election and advisers to his predecessor, indicating an emerging consensus behind a gradual but firm exit from Iraq. The plan will withdraw most of the 142,000 troops now in Iraq by the summer of next year, leaving 35,000 to 50,000 to train and advise Iraqi security forces, hunt terrorist cells and protect American civilian and military personnel. Those “transitional forces” will leave by 2011 in accordance with a strategic agreement negotiated by President George W. Bush before he left office. “Let me say this as plainly as I can,” Mr. Obama said. “By August 31, 2010, our combat mission in Iraq will end.” He added: “I intend to remove all U.S. troops from Iraq by the end of 2011. We will complete this transition to Iraqi responsibility, and we will bring our troops home with the honor that they have earned.” 

2NC Inherency

All their evidence is either propaganda or wrong – withdrawal is on track and will continue

Cole 10 (Juan, professor of international relations at UM, US Troop Withdrawal in Iraq on Track | Informed Comment, http://www.juancole.com/2010/05/us-troop-withdrawal-in-iraq-on-track.html) 

WaPo says that the Obama administration is still on track to draw down to 50,000 troops in Iraq by September 1, despite press speculation to the contrary in the past couple of days. There are now roughly 92,000 – 94,000 US troops in that country, down from 160,000 when President Obama was first elected. Another 5,000 are expected to come out in May, and the pace will pick up to 10,000 a month this summer. What drove the speculation about a freeze of the withdrawal process? First, it seems clear that some generals have long opposed the Status of Forces Agreement and the Obama Administration’s withdrawal timetable, and my guess is that their offices occasionally float news of a halt in the process in order to to keep the pressure on for a slowdown. So far, Obama has just ignored them. Second, it is possible that some commanders in Iraq are playing head games with the Sunni Arab guerrilla cells. You wouldn’t want them to grow so emboldened by the US drawdown that they make a concerted push to paralyze the country and overthrow the government or inflict substantial damage on it. Putting them on notice that if they go too far, they will actually interfere with one of their main goals, of getting the US out, is a way of giving them an incentive to go slow. This imperative would grow out of the bold and coordinated guerrilla attacks earlier this week that killed over 100 persons and hit targets everywhere from Mosul in the north to Basra in the south. Another bombing on Thursday killed 9 and wounded 32 at a Shiite coffeehouse in Sadr City, Shiite east Baghdad. Third, the US left wing does not believe that Obama is committed to leaving Iraq. What, they say, of the huge permanent bases, of the need to safeguard US petroleum companies’ operations, etc.? So the left blogosphere magnifies the footdragging reports leaked by elements in the Pentagon. 

All troops left after August 31st will be non-combat

MSNBC 10 (Obama sets date to end Iraq combat mission - World news - Mideast/N. Africa - Conflict in Iraq, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/29371588/)
"Let me say this as plainly as I can: by August 31, 2010, our combat mission in Iraq will end," he said in a speech at the Marine Corps base at Camp Lejeune. "As we carry out this drawdown, my highest priority will be the safety and security of our troops and civilians in Iraq." But even with the end of the combat mission, which would come nearly three months later than Obama pledged during his presidential campaign, a U.S. force numbering between 35,000 to 50,000 will stay behind in non-combat roles, with the final troops not slated to leave until Dec. 31, 2011. 


Increased violence doesn’t hinder withdrawal timetable

AP 10 (CNSNews.com, U.S. Withdrawal From Iraq on Track, Top General Says Monday, April 19, 2010, Associated Press) 

Washington (AP) - The planned withdrawal of nearly 45,000 U.S. troops from Iraq by the end of August is on track in spite of a recent increase in attacks by militant forces, the top U.S. military commander in Iraq said Sunday. Army Gen. Ray Odierno said that al-Qaida's strength in Iraq is steadily degrading. Unless there's a dramatic and unforeseen change in the security situation, the U.S. troop drawdown will go ahead as scheduled, he said. There are now about 95,000 U.S. troops in Iraq, according to Odierno. The U.S. plans to cut that number to 50,000 by Aug. 31, when it will end combat operations. "I fully expect us to be at 50,000 by the first of September," Odierno said on "Fox News Sunday." As part of an agreement with Iraq, the U.S. will withdraw all forces by the end of 2011.

Administration says U.S. troop withdrawal from Iraq on schedule - Iraq is ready for more control

B92 10 ("U.S. troop withdrawal from Iraq on schedule," http://www.b92.net/eng/news/world-article.php?yyyy=2010&mm=7&dd=19&nav_id=68519&version=print) 

WASHINGTON -- The Obama administration says the U.S. will stick to a timetable for withdrawing troops from Iraq. This despite the country's inability to form a coalition government and continuing sectarian violence, reports VOA. Just one month remains for the Obama administration to complete the scheduled withdrawal of U.S. combat forces from Iraq. Vice President Joe Biden says Iraq is ready to stand on its own. "Iraqi security is being provided by the Iraqis, with our [U.S.] assistance. We are still going to have 50,000 troops there. We will have brought home 95,000," he said. "There is no one in the military who thinks we cannot do that. I do not have a doubt in my mind that we will be able to meet the commitment of having only 50,000 troops there, and it will not in any way affect the physical stability of Iraq."

90 Day CP

Text: The United States federal government should extend the August withdrawal deadline in Iraq by ninety days.

Solves the entirety of case, avoids politics, and it’s key to overall stability.

McGurk ‘10
(Brett H. McGurk, 4/7/10, Former National Security Council official in the Bush and Obama administrations, Senior Advisor to the U.S. Ambassador (Baghdad), International Affairs Fellow in Residence, Council on Foreign Relations, “Iraq: Struggling Through ‘Highest Risk’ Window”, http://www.cfr.org/publication/21842/iraq.html) 
 The other withdrawal timeline--no more than fifty thousand troops in Iraq by the end of August 2010--is not binding. It was a unilateral U.S. policy decision, set in place by President Barack Obama shortly after his inauguration. In his speech announcing it, the president said he would consult carefully with the Iraqis and with his military commanders, with a door open to "tactical adjustments." Now may be the time to consider such tactical adjustments. To begin with, the March 7 election itself took place ninety days later than anticipated. Extending the August deadline by ninety days (to account for the delayed election) would provide military commanders with breathing space to focus intensely over the next three months on helping Iraqis stabilize Iraq. Without such an extension, our commanders must focus intensely on a logistical feat--removing fifty thousand troops and their equipment over the next four months--not seen since the days of World War II. At the very least, the present withdrawal schedule injects additional uncertainty into a period of extremely high risk between now and August. It should not be set in stone. Political instability will last through summer.
1NC Instability

US presence is critical to overall stability – no alternative
Carafano ‘8

(James Jay Carafano, Ph.D., is Assistant Director of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies and Senior Research Fellow in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, and James Phillips is Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs in the Allison Center at The Heritage Foundation.; “Iraq: Pause in Troop Drawdown Makes Sense” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2008/03/Iraq-Pause-in-Troop-Drawdown-Makes-Sense)

The U.S. military presence is an indispensable stabilizing force; its effective employment in training and supporting Iraqi security forces, defeating al-Qaeda, and improving security conditions so that refugees can return to their homes is important in helping the Iraqis achieve peace and stability. While the long-term presence of American combat troops is not in the interests of the United States or the Iraqi government, how U.S. troops leave Iraq (when the country is clearly on the path to peace and stability) is much more important than when the troops come home. The Bush Administration and Congress should fully support the recommendation on force levels from the commander on the ground.  The fighting in Basra has clearly revealed the continuing dependence of Iraqi security forces on American forces, which were drawn more deeply into the fighting after the Iraqi government offensive bogged down. The Basra violence also exposed the vicious jockeying of rival Shiite political parties that reflexively mix politics with the brazen use of force as a bargaining tool. Iraq's government, dominated by Prime Minister Maliki's own Dawa Party and the Islamic Supreme Council of Iraq, now has come down hard on the Mahdi Army militia of the radical cleric Moqtada al-Sadr and an assortment of criminal gangs that have flourished in the chaotic environment created by the premature withdrawal of British troops from Basra.   Moqtada al-Sadr thus far remains curiously detached from the conflict. He remains in seclusion, reportedly in neighboring Iran, where he ostensibly is receiving religious training to burnish his limited scholarly credentials. Rumored to be in ill-health, he appears to be increasingly indecisive and is losing control of his own Mahdi Army militia. While many of his own militia commanders publicly call for the end of the cease-fire he proclaimed last year, al-Sadr has yet to declare himself on that important issue.  The longer the fighting in Basra persists, the greater the chances that the Mahdi Army will revert to its previous armed opposition to the Iraqi government and coalition forces.  U.S. Interests  Winning in Iraq and helping the Iraqis get on the road to peace and stability is clearly in America's interest. The eruption of a full-blown civil war in Iraq and a wide-spread humanitarian crisis could further destabilize the region. Abandoning the people of Iraq would enable Iran's regional expansion and al-Qaeda's effort to establish a sanctuary in the heart of the Middle East. Turning its back on Iraq would lead America's other friends and allies, including those trying to finish-off al-Qaeda in Afghanistan and Pakistan, to question American commitment and resolve. Finally, a stable and prosperous Iraq would do much to stimulate progress throughout the region or at least help to prevent it from becoming even more unstable.  There is no way to achieve these important goals without patiently maintaining a strong American military presence on the ground for at least several years to come. The Bush Administration and Congress must give the commander on the ground the resources to get the job done. Both should weigh carefully the recommendations of General Petraeus and Ambassador Crocker when they testify before Congress next month.     

Withdrawal leads to ethnic cleansing and civil wars

Washington Post ‘7 

(DeYoung, Karen, and Thomas E. Ricks. “Exit Strategies.” The Washington Post. Web.)

If U.S. combat forces withdraw from Iraq in the near future, three developments would be likely to unfold. Majority Shiites would drive Sunnis out of ethnically mixed areas west to Anbar province. Southern Iraq would erupt in civil war between Shiite groups. And the Kurdish north would solidify its borders and invite a U.S. troop presence there. In short, Iraq would effectively become three separate nations. That was the conclusion reached in recent "war games" exercises conducted for the U.S. military by retired Marine Col. Gary Anderson. "I honestly don't think it will be apocalyptic," said Anderson, who has served in Iraq and now works for a major defense contractor. But "it will be ugly." In making the case for a continued U.S. troop presence, President Bush has offered far more dire forecasts, arguing that al-Qaeda or Iran -- or both -- would take over Iraq after a "precipitous withdrawal" of U.S. forces. Al-Qaeda, he said recently, would "be able to recruit better and raise more money from which to launch their objectives" of attacking the U.S. homeland. War opponents in Congress counter that Bush's talk about al-Qaeda is overblown fear-mongering and that nothing could be worse than the present situation.   

1NC Instability
Specifically, current withdrawal timeframe will lead to Iraqi instability

Cordesman and Mausner ‘9 

(Anthony H., Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS and also acts as a national security analyst for ABC News and  Adam, research associate for the Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS  “Withdrawal from Iraq: Assessing the Readiness of Iraqi Security Forces”  http://csis.org/files/publication/090812_Cordesman_WithdrawalIraq_Web.pdf)

Iraq’s internal politics still create tensions between the U.S. and Iraqi governments over the status of U.S. forces in Iraq and the timetable for U.S. withdrawal. Iraqi politics reflect the fact that public opinion generally sees the United States as an occupying force and wants U.S. and other Coalition forces to leave as soon as possible. As a result, Iraqis will continue to debate the implementation of the Status of Forces Agreement—Agreement Between the United States of America and the Republic of Iraq on the Withdrawal of U.S. Forces from Iraq and the Organization of Their Activities during Their Temporary Presence in Iraq—and the Strategic Framework Agreement— Strategic Framework Agreement for a Relationship of Friendship and Cooperation—including debate on the timing and conditions for U.S. withdrawal, Iraqi jurisdiction over U.S. military personnel and contractors, basing rights, and the U.S. ability to conduct operations without Iraqi approval. Even if it moves forward toward stability and political accommodation and largely ends the insurgency, it will be extremely difficult for Iraq to develop all of the security capabilities it needs for even the counterinsurgency mission before the full U.S. withdrawal scheduled to take place by the end of 2011. This could force the United States to hand over responsibility to the Iraqi Security Forces (ISF) before these forces are fully able to do the job. It could also force the United States to withdraw prematurely the U.S. trainers and partner units that the ISF needs to secure the country and defend it from any threat from its neighbors. If the divisive Iraqi internal political debate over U.S. withdrawals, the Strategic Framework Agreement, and the Status of Forces Agreement leads to earlier deadlines, this situation will become far worse.
Key to political stability

Ricks ‘10

(Staff @ NYT, “Extending Our Stay in Iraq”, p. google)

In addition, a continued American military presence could help Iraq move forward politically. No one there particularly likes having the Americans around, but many groups seem to trust the Americans as honest brokers. And there would be a moral, humanitarian and political benefit: Having American soldiers accompany Iraqi units may improve the behavior of Iraqi forces, discouraging relapses to Saddam Hussein-era abuses, or the use of force for private ends and feuds. Advisers not only instruct Iraqi commanders, they also monitor them. As a longtime critic of the American invasion of Iraq, I am not happy about advocating a continued military presence there. Yet, to echo the counterinsurgency expert David Kilcullen, just because you invade a country stupidly doesn’t mean you should leave it stupidly. The best argument against keeping troops in Iraq is the one some American military officers make, which is that a civil war is inevitable, and that by staying all we are doing is postponing it. That may be so, but I don’t think it is worth gambling to find out.
Withdrawal leads to a dictatorship which eventually leads to civil war

Washington Quarterly ‘10

(Pollack, Kenneth M. and Sargsyan, Irena L., April, “The Other Side of the COIN: Perils of Premature Evacuation from Iraq,” 33:2, 17 - 32)

In addition, it is highly unlikely that the United States would succeed in installing a new dictator, and any Iraqi who made the effort on his own would be even more likely to fail—and in the process provoke a new civil war. Under current conditions, any Iraqi who attempted to make himself dictator would be seen by other groups as a partisan of one ethnic, religious, or political segment of the society, and the others would immediately mobilize against him. All of the factions which have laid down their weapons could pick them up again swiftly if threatened by a would-be dictator. The strength and cohesiveness of the Iraqi army is relatively much better than it was, but in absolute terms it is untested at best. The escalating tensions between the Iraqi army and the Kurdish Pershmerga inject yet another complication. Indeed, it remains the most likely scenario that if a general were to attempt to seize power or back a certain political faction, the army would fragment along confessional lines similar to the way the Lebanese army dissolved under the strains of its civil war of 1975-1990.  Maintaining the AAB force in Iraq will likely be necessary beyond 2011.Thus, the real threat conjured by these historical patterns is not so much that a hasty U.S. withdrawal could result in a new Iraqi dictatorship. As bad as that would be, it would be preferable to the most likely outcome, which would be a resumption of all out civil war when the would-be dictator's bid for power succeeded only in fracturing the Iraqi security forces, crippling the government, and prompting all of Iraq's previously warring factions to resume their unfinished battles.  Having made the political decision to withdraw the vast majority of U.S. troops, Washington is, to a certain extent, simply stuck with this risk. But it is a risk that can be mitigated, particularly by modulating the drawdown in accord with Iraq's political circumstances, and being willing to show the flexibility and adaptability that Obama insisted on in his February 2009 speech on Iraq.18 Perhaps of greater importance still will be the president's plan to leave behind 35,000-50,000 U.S. troops—many of them combat troops rebadged as advisors in “Advisory Assistance Brigades” (AABs)—until at least the end of 2011 to guard against future instability

2NC Instability

Empirical – there is a linear correlation between increased violence and withdrawal

Ryan ‘10

(Free Lance Journalist, Spring, Vol. 27, “Imanginging Iraq, Defining its Future,” p. muse)

The backdrop to the upswing in violence, however, is the American withdrawal. By September 1, all but 50,000 U.S. soldiers will have left Iraq. Those that remain will be considered not combat soldiers but “advisors” to local forces. (Make no mistake, though—they will still be warriors, honed to kill and armed to the teeth.) And, in less than two years, the last U.S. soldier is due to be gone, according to a bilateral pact signed by the Bush administration. But future Iraqi leaders may well find it’s in their interest to extend that deadline. In reality, American troops are likely to be stationed in Iraq far beyond 2011. A small, unobtrusive U.S. presence could benefit both countries. Indeed, after all this bloodletting, Washington’s interests lie with stability in Iraq, at least a superficial one, and the American presence has so far pressured feuding Iraqi elements to work together. Moreover, the Iraqi leadership seems to understand that a U.S. footprint provides the state with a degree of international credibility.

Generals on our side

Pilkington ‘9 

(Ed, the Guardian's New York correspondent, former national and foreign editor of the paper, “US should declare victory and leave Iraq, says top military officer”)

The idea of a rapid acceleration in the pullout from Iraq was greeted with skepticism by Stephen Biddle of the Council on Foreign Relations in Washington, a former adviser to General David Petraeus. Biddle said that it was not in the interests of either the Iraqis or the US to speed up withdrawal. Biddle said that the main problem facing the military in Iraq was an "identity civil war" between Shias and Sunnis and potentially between Arabs and Kurds, comparable to the Balkans. "Our mission is peacekeeping stabilisation in Iraq. I would like to see a long, slow drawdown to the level of a peacekeeping force, as we saw in the Balkans," Biddle said. He added that his impression was that neither General Ray Odierno, the top US commander in Iraq, nor Petraeus who now heads US central command, would agree with the call for a faster departure. A spokesman for Odierno told the New York Times that the Reese memo was not intended for widespread dissemination and did not reflect the view of the

AT US-Iraqi Relations

Withdrawal kills relations

Allawi ‘10
(Ayad, 6/12, leader of the Iraqiya List, “Editorial: How Iraq can fortify its fragile democracy,” http://www.yalibnan.com/2010/06/12/editorial-how-iraq-can-fortify-its-fragile-democracy/)

Moreover, we hope that the United States and the United Nations will help bring Iraq’s political blocs together to achieve a government in the national interest. I sincerely hope that the United States will remain actively engaged in Iraq, to help shield our fragile democracy from foreign interference and forces that wish to undermine democracy.  Washington still has unrivaled leverage in Iraq, as well as a moral responsibility to the Iraqi people whom it freed from tyranny to do all it can to deliver sustainable peace and stability. Vice President Biden recently said that the United States was “going to be able to keep our commitment” to reduce troop levels in Iraq to 50,000 by this summer. While I have long supported the withdrawal of U.S. troops, Iraq cannot be allowed to revert to an unstable state of sectarian strife, dominated by regional influences.  Such an outcome would insult the tens of thousands of Iraqi civilians whose lives were stolen in terrorist attacks and the thousands of U.S. soldiers who sacrificed their lives; it would also put at risk every U.S. and international policy priority in the region — the planned troop withdrawals, nuclear containment, a stable energy supply, even the chances of success in the Israeli-Palestinian issue.
AT: Turkish Relations

Non-unique – turkish relations are dead 

Cook ‘10
(Steven, 6/1, Hasib J. Sabbagh senior fellow for Middle Eastern studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, “How Do You Say "Frenemy" in Turkish?” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/06/01/how_do_you_say_frenemy_in_Turkish)

Recently, my colleague and good friend, Charles Kupchan, published a book called How Enemies Become Friends. In it, he argues that diplomatic engagement is decisive in transforming relations between adversaries. It is an interesting read, and the book has received some terrific reviews. Charlie might want to follow up with a new book called How Friends Become Frenemies. He can use the United States and Turkey as his primary case study. It is hard to admit, but after six decades of strategic cooperation, Turkey and the United States are becoming strategic competitors -- especially in the Middle East. This is the logical result of profound shifts in Turkish foreign and domestic politics and changes in the international system. This reality has been driven home by Turkey's angry response to Israel's interdiction of the Istanbul-organized flotilla of ships that tried Monday to break the Israeli blockade of Gaza. After Israel's attempts to halt the vessels resulted in the deaths of at least nine activists, Turkish Foreign Minister Ahmet Davutoglu referred to Israel's actions as "murder conducted by a state." The Turkish government also spearheaded efforts at the U.N. Security Council to issue a harsh rebuke of Israel. Monday's events might prove a wake-up call for the U.S. foreign-policy establishment. Among the small group of Turkey watchers inside the Beltway, nostalgia rules the day. U.S. officialdom yearns to return to a brief moment in history when Washington and Ankara's security interests were aligned, due to the shared threat posed by the Soviet Union. Returning to the halcyon days of the U.S.-Turkish relationship, however, is increasingly untenable. This revelation comes despite the hopes of U.S. President Barack Obama, whose inauguration was greeted with a sigh of relief along both the Potomac and the Bosphorus. Officials in both countries hoped that the Obama administration's international approach, which emphasized diplomatic engagement, multilateralism, and regional stability, would mesh nicely with that of Turkey's ruling Justice and Development Party. The White House made it clear from the beginning that Turkey was a priority for Obama, who raised the idea of a "model partnership" between the two countries. Turkey, the theory went, had a set of attributes and assets that it could bring to bear to help the United States achieve its interests in the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Naturally, as a longtime U.S. ally, Turkey was thought to share America's interests in these regions. That was the thinking, anyway. A little more than a year after Obama addressed the Turkish Grand National Assembly, Washington seems caught between its attempts to advance this model partnership, and recognition of the reality that Ankara has moved on. This desire to restore close relations with Turkey is partially based on a rose-tinted view of the alliance's glory days; even then, the relationship was often quite difficult, buffeted by Turkey's troubled relations with Greece, Ankara's invasion of Cyprus, and the Armenian-American community's calls for recognition of the 1915 massacres as genocide. Back then, Turkey was a fractious junior partner in the global chess game with the Soviets. Today, Turkey is all grown up, sporting the 16th largest economy in the world, and is coming into its own diplomatically. Nowhere is Turkey asserting itself more than in the Middle East, where it has gone from a tepid observer to an influential player in eight short years. In the abstract, Washington and Ankara do share the same goals: peace between Israel and the Palestinians; a stable, unified Iraq; an Iran without nuclear weapons; stability in Afghanistan; and a Western-oriented Syria. When you get down to details, however, Washington and Ankara are on the opposite ends of virtually all these issues. For the first time in its history, Ankara has chosen sides in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, demanding that Israel take steps to ease the blockade of Gaza or risk unspecified "consequences." Well before the recent crisis, the Turks had positioned themselves as thinly veiled advocates for Hamas, which has long been on the U.S. State Department's list of terrorist organizations. In public statements, Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan has compared Turkey's Islamists and Hamas. Implicit in these declarations is a parallel to Erdogan's own Justice and Development Party, whose predecessors were repeatedly banned from politics. This parallel is rather odd. Turkey's Islamists always sought to process their grievances peacefully, while the Islamic Resistance Movement -- Hamas's actual name -- has a history of violence. Ankara's warm embrace of Hamas has not only angered the Israelis, but other U.S. regional allies including Egypt, the Palestinian Authority, and Saudi Arabia.

AT: Democracy

Iraqi Democracy is dead – skepticism and mistrust

Shadid ‘10
(Anthony, 6/14, Staff @ NYT, “Anger With Political Class Grows Among Iraqi Public,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/15/world/middleeast/15iraq.html)

Lawmakers hailed Monday’s 18-minute session as a milestone, however symbolic, in forging a government. Perhaps. But officials, diplomats and politicians themselves worry that the frustration of Mr. Ali and others may pose, for the first time, a bigger threat to that fledgling political process than sectarian strife or a diminished but resilient insurgency. Except for the Kurdish parties and the followers of Moktada al-Sadr, a populist Shiite cleric, few politicians have any real grass-roots support to help in dealing with an increasingly angry public that has welcomed better security but now demands better lives. In almost any conversation, cynicism runs deep toward a political class imbued with an opportunism many see as common to almost every Iraqi government since the monarchy was overthrown in 1958. “There is clearly a divide,” said Ryan C. Crocker, the former American ambassador to Iraq and a longtime diplomat in the Middle East. He described an “elitist authoritarianism that basically ignores the people.” “Right now, what I’m concerned about is the persistence of the political culture in which the governors simply do not really care about the governed,” he said. “Saddam didn’t invent it. This is part of a persistent Iraqi political culture, and it did not produce a happy state after 1958 at any point, and I would worry that it will not now.” Iraq’s politics have proved prone to deadlock and brinkmanship; the last government took six months to form. But Monday’s session stood as a microcosm of a tangled political process in which nearly every step, procedural or otherwise, is contested. Kurdish lawmakers insisted that the oath be read in both Arabic and Kurdish. (It was, eventually.) None of Iraq’s leaders spoke at the session because, politicians said, their opponents had demanded equal time. Loyalists of Mr. Sadr, whose militia twice fought the American military in 2004, threatened to walk out of the session if Christopher R. Hill, the American ambassador, attended. (In the end, they did not.) “You can expect anything at any time,” said Omar al-Mashhadani, a spokesman for the departing Parliament speaker, Ayad al-Samarrai, shaking his head. From Prime Minister Nuri Kamal al-Maliki on down, politicians are defensive about the protracted negotiations, even as they acknowledge the public’s growing anger. Real issues are at stake, they say — namely, who will govern Iraq as the United States withdraws nearly 90,000 troops by the end of 2011. Whatever coalition eventually coalesces will help determine the formula by which the Shiite majority governs a country deeply divided by sect and ethnicity. The eventual prime minister will face attempts to shift power from his office to the cabinet and Parliament, delineating the state’s authority. The plethora of factions makes the process harder, too. Everyone is negotiating with everyone, with varying degrees of sincerity and hardly any success. “There is no real progress up to now, nothing real,” said Adel Abdul Mahdi, a vice president and candidate for prime minister. “We are still at a standstill.” Some people, though, have angrily termed the negotiations theater, and there is indeed an element of that. Indecision is so ingrained that President Jalal Talabani, who has the right to convene Parliament, issued a statement soliciting opinions on the date he should choose. Mr. Maliki’s Shiite allies smuggled his Sunni opponents a video that seemed to undermine Mr. Maliki’s argument to form the next government. Then there is Ayad Allawi, the frequently flying leader of a secular and Sunni Muslim coalition that won the most seats in the March 7 election. “I challenge anyone to tell me that Allawi has stayed more than seven days in Iraq since the election,” said Ali al-Mousawi, a spokesman for Mr. Maliki’s government. Mr. Allawi’s aides defend his travel as necessary to help repair Iraq’s relations with its neighbors. Mr. Abdul Mahdi wondered whether the very clubbiness of the politicians made it harder to make decisions. As a boy, he swam with Ahmad Chalabi in the pool of Mr. Chalabi’s father. Both attended the same school as Mr. Allawi. In exile in the 1970s, Mr. Talabani and Mr. Abdul Mahdi circulated in the same Palestinian circles in Lebanon. “Because of friendlier relations, courtesies, sometimes real issues are not raised,” Mr. Abdul Mahdi said. “You think your friend is making a mistake, and you can’t be so frank with him.” His sense of generosity is not shared beyond the Green Zone, where everyone from Grand Ayatollah Ali al-Sistani, the country’s most powerful Shiite cleric, to merchants along the barricaded streets of Baghdad has warned of the discontent. The refrain of their conversation is masalih, or “interests” — and politicians are working for their own. “I’m worn out, the weather is hot, business is bad, and so is the government,” shouted Mohammed Ali, a merchant along Palestine Street in Baghdad, as he wagged his finger. “The subject is over. That’s it. Can I tell you anything more than that?” A deep current of conspiracy and suspicion runs through such sentiments, much like what was heard during the early days of the American occupation in 2003. Rarely are individual politicians blamed. Often it is the entire state, its institutions having failed to deliver the most basic services or to ameliorate the siege-like sense to the fortified city. “They know our problems, but they don’t care,” said Alaa Sabah, shopping on a trash-filled street. “The people who elected them? They don’t figure into their thinking.” 

AT Afghanistan

New Afghan strategy will fail – no one will cooperate

DeYoung ‘10

(Karen, 5/23, Staff @ Washington Post, “Results of Kandahar offensive may affect future U.S. moves,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/22/AR2010052203486.html?sid=ST2010052304313)

Despite initial indications that the Taliban would not challenge the U.S. troop buildup and would lie low until the withdrawal begins, the analysis said, "There are signs the Taliban leadership believes it cannot afford to remain idle as a surge of foreign troops and the largest influx of development aid in modern Afghan history are focused on establishing governance in the Taliban's birthplace and former capital."  Military and civilian momentum in Kandahar, it concluded, "will probably compel the Taliban to make a political compromise with the Afghan government or to wage a climactic campaign of violence in Kandahar City (or perhaps even both)."  Statistics in the analysis are grim. Of 784 uniformed police in Kandahar city and the surrounding area, only 25 percent to 30 percent have been trained, although new forces are scheduled to arrive for the offensive. Of 87 slots for local judges, nine are filled. Saraposa prison, the main detention facility in Kandahar, is overpopulated and is considered less than secure, and the offensive is expected to produce "far more" prisoners than it can handle.  Among the "significant risks" the strategy poses, the analysis said, huge U.S. expenditures in Kandahar -- including 80 percent of U.S. Agency for International Development resources designated for Afghanistan this year -- could "undermine, rather than create, stability." Citing the "unsettling" results of research being conducted at Tufts University, it noted that little link has been established between aid and stability, and that most Afghans think more aid would simply contribute to the corruption seen as the primary fuel for insurgency.  The strategy envisions quickly "wrap[ping] Kandahar City in a circle of assistance and development projects," some of them up and running by June 1, "followed by an influx of new projects in the city itself," the analysis said. But, it said, "There is a risk that ISAF [International Security Assistance Force] will exacerbate the popular perception that powerbrokers are the only real beneficiaries."  Finding Afghans to run new development projects, it said, is problematic: "An ironic side-effect of the U.S. civilian surge in Kandahar is that, because we have hired many of the best educated and motivated Afghans to support us, fewer talented Afghans are available to work for the Afghan government itself in Kandahar City."  The influence of Kandahar's chief power brokers, presidential brother Ahmed Wali Karzai and former governor Gul Agha Sherzai, far exceeds the portion of the region's tribal makeup they represent, yet their competition is the dominant fact of political life there. Early this year, the two separately approached the Kandahar Provincial Reconstruction Team, the U.S. civilian headquarters, "to promote themselves as the preferred figure to bring the Taliban to the table to strike peace deals," the analysis said.  Rather than directly challenge them, U.S. planners will try to boost more representative alternatives appointed to district councils. That, too, presents a significant risk of failure, the analysis said. "The problem is that the Afghan central government . . . wants to nominate the district positions and staff from Kabul," the report said.  "Experience suggests this will not work," it said. 

Failure in Khandahar spills over

DeYoung, 10

(Karen, 5/23, Staff @ Washington Post, “Results of Kandahar offensive may affect future U.S. moves,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/22/AR2010052203486.html?sid=ST2010052304313)

The Obama administration's campaign to drive the Taliban out of Afghanistan's second-largest city is a go-for-broke move that even its authors are unsure will succeed.  The bet is that the Kandahar operation, backed by thousands of U.S. troops and billions of dollars, will break the mystique and morale of the insurgents, turn the tide of the war and validate the administration's Afghanistan strategy.  There is no Plan B.  The deadline for results is short: Administration officials anticipate that the operation will form the centerpiece of a major strategy assessment due in December and will justify the first withdrawals of U.S. troops from elsewhere in Afghanistan in July 2011. Although operations initiated last winter in southwestern Helmand province will continue, and new troop deployments are scheduled this year for northern and eastern Afghanistan, little else will matter if the news from Kandahar is not good. 

Obama Good Links

Removing troops from Iraq is politically difficult for Obama

Ricks ‘10

(Thomas, 2/24, Senior Fellow @ Center for a New American Security, think tank that develops strong, pragmatic and principled national security and defense policies, “Extending Our Stay in Iraq,” http://www.cnas.org/node/4150)

By June, American troops may be leaving areas that are far from quiet, and where new tensions may be brewing as a result of the elections. Once again, the United States would be rushing toward failure in Iraq, as it did so often under the Bush administration, trying to pass responsibility to Iraqi officials and institutions before they are ready for the task.  By late summer, the Obama administration could find itself in the uncomfortable position of reconsidering its vows to get out of combat in Iraq by August and to remove all troops by the end of next year. This will be politically difficult for the president, but he has shown admirable flexibility in his handling of Iraq. My impression is that the American people now wish they had never heard of Iraq, but understand just what a mess it is and are willing to give the president a surprising amount of leeway.  
Public would lash out at the plan

CNN ‘10

(5/29, “Instability in Iraq could hurt support for U.S. withdrawal,” http://www.cnn.com/2010/US/05/29/poll.iraq.troop.withdrawal/index.html)

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

Ricks ‘10

(Thomas, 2/24, Senior Fellow @ Center for a New American Security, think tank that develops strong, pragmatic and principled national security and defense policies, “Extending Our Stay in Iraq,” http://www.cnas.org/node/4150)

This will be politically difficult for the president, but he has shown admirable flexibility in his handling of Iraq. My impression is that the American people now wish they had never heard of Iraq, but understand just what a mess it is and are willing to give the president a surprising amount of leeway.
Obama Bad Links

Plan is popular with the public

CNN 10, CNN writing staff May 29, 2010. [“CNN poll: Instability in Iraq could hurt support for U.S. withdrawal” http://www.cnn.com/2010/US/05/29/poll.iraq.troop.withdrawal/index.html]
But public approval of the plan falls to 51 percent if Iraq does not have a stable government by August and there is widespread violence at that time, with opposition rising to 48 percent.

"Support drops more than 20 points among Americans with a college education and among suburbanites," said CNN Polling Director Keating Holland. "But among people who never attended college, opinion barely changes. The same is true for people who live in rural areas."

The survey also indicates that the conflict in Iraq remains very unpopular, with more than 6 in 10 saying they oppose the war.

Defense Secretary Robert Gates said that despite the recent spike in violence and political impasse, the planned withdrawal continues. While the pace of the withdrawal is being determined by the top commander in Iraq, Gen. Ray Odierno, the deadline, which was set in an agreement with the Iraqi government, remains on schedule.

Obama and the public like the plan

Alter 10, Jonathan Alter, writer for Newsweek and author. 2010. [“T Minus Two Years Believe the president on Afghanistan.” http://www.newsweek.com/2010/07/03/t-minus-two-years.html]
The country simply cannot afford a trillion-dollar commitment to nation building. The only way funding will continue much longer is if Republicans take control of Congress this fall. Even then, the war remains unpopular with the public, a point that won’t be lost on the GOP (as RNC chair Michael Steele’s antiwar comments last week attest). And Obama is hardly oblivious to the electoral implications. Let’s say that Petraeus insists that the July 2011 timeline be pushed back a year, which is quite possible considering the current problems on the ground. That means the de-escalation—and the political windfall—will begin around the summer of 2012, just in time for the Democratic National Convention. In other words, Americans should get used to it: we ain’t staying long.

