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T- Reduce = Immediate
A. The aff must mandate an immediate decrease in military presence in Iraq. 

To reduce is to immediately diminish in size.
Guy, 91 - Circuit Judge (TIM BOETTGER, BECKY BOETTGER, individually and as Next Friend for their Minor Daughter, AMANDA BOETTGER, Plaintiffs-Appellees, v. OTIS R. BOWEN, Secretary of Health and Human Services (89-1832); and C. PATRICK BABCOCK, Director, Michigan Department of Social Services (89-1831), Defendants-Appellants Nos. 89-1831, 89-1832 UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE SIXTH CIRCUIT 923 F.2d 1183; 1991 U.S. App. LEXIS 671)

The district court concluded that the plain meaning of the statutory language does not apply to the termination of employment one obtains on his own. A termination, the court held, is not a refusal to accept employment.  In this case, the plain meaning of the various words suggests that "refuse to accept" is not the equivalent of "terminate" and "reduce." As a matter of logic [**18]  and common understanding, one cannot terminate or reduce something that one has not accepted. Acceptance is [*1189]  a pre-condition to termination or reduction. Thus, a refusal to accept is a precursor to, not the equivalent of, a termination or a reduction. n3 n.3 This distinction is also reflected in the dictionary definitions of the words. "Accept" is defined in anticipatory terms that suggest a precondition ("to undertake the responsibility of"), whereas "terminate" and "reduce" are defined in conclusory terms ("to bring to end, . . . to discontinue"; "to diminish in size, amount, extent, or number."). See Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary (9th ed. 1985).
B. Violation: The affirmative reduces eventually in Iraq

C. Standards:

1. The affirmative explodes the topic because they decrease presence at an unpredictable time. The negative can never garner any links because disads are time sensitive. This is an internal link into education because we won’t be able to learn about anything that be conflicting now. 

2. The affirmative jacks negative ground because a reduction in the future. This should be core negative ground and is an internal link into fairness.

3. The affirmative under limit the topic because there are thousands of withdrawal dates, and the negative will never be able to predict, nor will be able to get evidence on the future. 
D. T is a voter for fairness and education 
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Text- The United States federal government should withdrawal all but 30,000 troops in Iraq by 2011. 
US should keep around 30000 troops in Iraq to help train Iraqi security forces

THOMAS E. RICKS, He is a Pulitzer Prize winning former reporter for the Wall Street Journal and Washington Post. He writes a blog at ForeignPolicy.com and is a member of Center for a New American Security, a defense policy think tank.He lectures widely to the military and is a member of Harvard University's Senior Advisory Council on the Project on U.S. Civil-Military Relations, February 23, 2010,  Extending Our Stay in Iraq
Extending the American military presence will be even more politically controversial in Iraq, and for that reason, it would be best to let Iraqi leaders make the first public move to re-open the status of forces agreement of 2008, which calls for American troops to be out of the country by the end of next year. But I think leaders in both countries may come to recognize that the best way to deter a return to civil war is to find a way to keep 30,000 to 50,000 United States service members in Iraq for many years to come.  These troops’ missions would be far narrower than during the surge era; their primary goal would be to train and advise Iraqi security forces and to carry out counterterrorism missions. (It is actually hard to get below 30,000 and still have an effective force; many troops are needed for logistics, maintenance, medical, intelligence, communications and headquarters jobs, and additional infantry units are then needed to protect the people performing those tasks.)  Such a relatively small, tailored force would not be big enough to wage a war, but it might be enough to deter a new one from breaking out. An Iraqi civil war would likely be a three- or four-sided affair, with the Shiites breaking into pro- and anti-Iranian factions. It could also easily metastasize into a regional war. Neighboring powers like Turkey and Iran are already involved in Iraqi affairs, and the Sunni Arab states would be unlikely to stand by and watch a Shiite-dominated regime in Baghdad slaughter the Sunni minority. A regional war in the middle of the world’s oil patch could shake the global economy to its foundations and make the current recession look mild.  In addition, a continued American military presence could help Iraq move forward politically. No one there particularly likes having the Americans around, but many groups seem to trust the Americans as honest brokers. And there would be a moral, humanitarian and political benefit: Having American soldiers accompany Iraqi units may improve the behavior of Iraqi forces, discouraging relapses to Saddam Hussein-era abuses, or the use of force for private ends and feuds. Advisers not only instruct Iraqi commanders, they also monitor them.  As a longtime critic of the American invasion of Iraq, I am not happy about advocating a continued military presence there. Yet, to echo the counterinsurgency expert David Kilcullen, just because you invade a country stupidly doesn’t mean you should leave it stupidly. The best argument against keeping troops in Iraq is the one some American military officers make, which is that a civil war is inevitable, and that by staying all we are doing is postponing it. That may be so, but I don’t think it is worth gambling to find out.

Iraq is stabilizing however 30000 troops are needed to train the Iraqi security force past the deadline

Eliott C. McLaughlin, March 19, 2010, CNN staff writer  http://www.cnn.com/2010/WORLD/meast/03/19/iraq.post.election/index.html, Smooth day at polls only first step to Iraq stability, experts say

McGurk said he believes violence is a lesser threat now than it was in 2005 because no real state apparatus existed then, whereas al-Maliki's government will act as caretaker until new representatives are in place. Improved security forces are a boon, too, McGurk and other experts say, but they also said that the police and armed forces will need significant U.S. assistance well past the December 2011 deadline to bring troops home. "It's always been anticipated that whoever the next government is, is going to ask us to stay longer," said McGurk, who led negotiations on the Status of Forces Agreement by which U.S. forces will end combat operations in August and leave the country by 2012. Iraq must request the forces stay. McGurk said he could envision up to 30,000 troops remaining in Iraq to train, equip and advise security forces, but given the economy and the war's unpopularity, it will be difficult to muster half that. "Anything above 15,000 would be very tough within our own domestic politics," he said.  Phillips, a senior fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs at the Heritage Foundation, wrote that delays in holding elections necessitate a prolonged U.S. presence for the "sensitive post-election period."  He also wrote that the Iraqi army and police would likely not be ready to "stand on their own" come 2012 and "substantial air support, logistics, intelligence, reconnaissance, communications, training and advisory support will still be required long after that date."
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U.S. credibility will plunge if Iraq is not secure before withdrawing. 

Byman, Daniel, 5 bad options for iraq <http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/856993_731197592_713925918.pdf >  
US credibility would also suffer, particularly with the jihadists but also with the world in general. Jihadists would correctly tout this as a great victory, comparable to or even greater than the successful ousting of the Soviets from Afghanistan. Already, Bin Laden has taunted the United States, declaring that it is ‘embroiled in the swamps of Iraq’.48 Bin Laden’s success would ‘prove’ that the United States would withdraw if it faces considerable resistance, encouraging jihadists to foment unrest against other governments they oppose and against US intervention elsewhere, such as Afghanistan and the Balkans. US prestige also would suffer a devastating blow outside of jihadist circles. Given the lack of weapons of mass destruction or evidence of the Ba’ath regime’s ties to al-Qaeda, the remaining shreds of legitimacy of the internationally unpopular war with Iraq hinge upon ensuring good government there. Allowing Iraq to collapse into strife or tyranny would make future US efforts to intervene far less convincing. World opinion would shift from its current criticism of the US occupation to criticising the United States for leaving a mess behind.    Withdrawal shows spineless U.S., consistency key to credibility. Rubin, Michael, Richmond Times – Dispatch < http://www.aei.org/article/28459> 8-12-08  Both Bush and Obama sacrifice consistency and credibility for affirmation. The cost of establishing a legacy and political sloganeering can be high. The 2007 National Intelligence Estimate suggested that Iran ceased nuclear warhead work in 2003 because Saddam's downfall showed Bush was serious about enforcing his policy. After last month's policy reversal, the Iranian assessment was different. A prominent Revolutionary Guard general called America "beaten and humiliated." Consistency is a virtue even when politically unpopular. Sen. John McCain, the presumptive Republican nominee, endorsed the surge long before Bush not because 30,000 troops would enable the United States to do in Iraq what it had not before, but rather because it would demonstrate resolve to militias and terrorists who--like bin Laden before 9/11--preached that the United States had become a paper tiger, unable to back its words with actions. It is doubtful Russian forces would invade a U.S. ally if they believed U.S. resolve strong. Both Bush and Obama pander for adulation. Change may be a good slogan, but restoring U.S. credibility requires not flip-flops but consistency.  
Staying to train the Iraqi military and police forces is key to stability. 
Elliott 10 – is a retired USN Intelligence Specialist (years active duty) who has been analyzing and writing on Iraqi Security Forces developments since (DJ, 22 31 March 2006, http://www.defenseindustrydaily.com/Iraqi-Security-Forces-Order-of-Battle-2010-04-06306/).
The development and modernization plan for the Iraqi Security Force is broken into three 5-year plans: Phase 1 (2006-2010): Tactical independence. This means that the ISF is able to perform effective low-intensity conflict [internal security and counter-insurgency] by the end of 2010. This goal has been met. Phase 2 (2011-2015): Operational independence. This means the Ministry of Interior forces are developed to the point of taking over internal security and the Ministry of Defense forces are transitioning to external security. While the MoI training and development appears to be on schedule, the MoD equipment and support is not adequately funded. The biggest weakness at this point is the total lack of orders for air defense weapons, indicating there will be no effective Iraqi air defense capacity by 2015. It takes years to produce and deliver weapons, train personnel, and develop the support infrastructure. And that clock does not start until the systems are ordered. Phase 3 (2016-2020): Strategic independence. This is what it sounds like. The ISF able to stand on its own. However, the budget issues indicate that 2020 may be an optimistic date. As you might notice, 2012 is not even a waypoint in the actual Iraqi Ministry of Defense plan for developing the ISF. In 2012, the ISF will be capable of internal security but, will not be able to successfully defend its borders: In 2012, the Iraqi Air Force will not have any fighters unless they are provided with used aircraft. Even in that case, they will be 3 years at minimum training personnel to make those aircraft a functional and effective air defense force. Helicopter support forces will be further in development but, still under strength and in training. Fixed-wing transports will still be in delivery. Only the reconnaissance and training wings will be fully operational in 2012. In 2012, the Iraqi Army will have 1 modern armored division, 1 old-Soviet equipped mechanized division, plus mechanized brigades equivalent to another mechanized division spread throughout 4 other divisions. That’s only half of the minimum of 6 heavy divisions that are required to cover the key areas of the Iraqi borders, and no reserve. Artillery elements will still be in development, at this time only 1 of the 14 commissioned divisions has howitzers. Likewise, Corps-Troops, engineers and logistics will still be in development. While the supporting logistics is adequate for internal security, it is not even close to 
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(cont.)

adequate for the requirements of a conventional war. The Iraqi Army will still have responsibility for internal security in several areas, since the Ministry of Interior forces will not be fully trained and reorganized to take over. In 2012, the Iraqi Navy will still be a year from its remaining 2 offshore support vessels and 15 patrol boats being operational units. Deliveries are not scheduled to be complete until late 2013. In 2012, the Ministry of Interior’s Emergency Response Force and Federal Police will be 3 years from completing the retraining and absorption of provincial Emergency Police forces. The Oil Police Directorate is not planned to be ready to fully take over security of the oil infrastructure until 2014. This means that elements of the Iraqi Army will still be performing internal security duties that the MoI is supposed to take over and will not be available to shift to external security until 2015. Additionally the Federal Police and ERF have wartime roles providing forces to the Iraqi Army. Their training for those reserve roles does not start until after 2015, when they have completed their training for their police roles. The Department of Border Enforcement is also still short 5 brigades and support forces for their role and is unlikely to be fully operational in 2012. The Iraqi Security Forces are not going to be ready for self-defense in 2012. They were never planned to be ready in 2012. Depending on US and Iraqi politics, this is a an optimal military composition of US “Training” forces remaining in overwatch past the 2012 deadline to fill the gaps in Iraqi capabilities. However, power politics will have its say in this. It is not in the best interests of any of the country’s regimes’ bordering Iraq for Iraq to be a strong, democratic country with a strong Kurdish representation. Almost all of the bordering countries are kingdoms or theocratic dictatorships and Turkey has a problem with the Kurds. Just the existence of such a country bordering them is a threat to their rule as their populations will ask why they cannot have what Iraq has. The increasing exports of oil from Iraq only makes this a bigger problem for those countries as it increases Iraq’s economic influence at their expense. The current politics of the US and Iraq are such that the request for continued US presence in Iraq must come from the next Iraqi government after it forms. It is unlikely that foreign-related factions will gain enough power to outright block a request for US forces to remain but, if they do, there will be no request and the US forces will be gone in 2012. That would leave Iraq vulnerable for at least a decade.
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Associated Press 10 –  forces still frail as US troops head home Published: (July 25th July 25th 2010 22, By LARA JAKES / Associated Press Writer, http://www.adn.com/2010/07/25/1380580/iraqi-forces-still-frail-as-us.html)
Yet there remain deep gaps in training and equipment for the roughly 675,000 members of the security forces. Even more important, sectarian and ethnic divisions among various security branches have been only superficially addressed and threaten to re-ignite tensions. "We need the Americans until we get strong," Yasser Majid, a 26-year-old Shiite army lieutenant, said last month on patrol in the Iraqi town of Jalula. "Otherwise it could go back to just like it was in 2006 with sectarian violence." The readiness gap means that the army is still performing some of the roles that ought to fall to the police, such as manning city checkpoints where cars are searched for bombs. Dozens of cars wait to be checked for bombs on Palestine Street, northern Baghdad. It was at this checkpoint, according to Sgt. Maj. Ali al-Hiani, that Iraqi army soldiers in March scored a coup: Recognizing his face from a wanted poster, they nabbed Munaf Abdul-Rahim al-Rawi, a militant with al-Qaida in Iraq. That led to the killing of two of the group's leaders in a joint Iraqi-U.S. raid. At least 36 of al-Qaida's 44 senior operatives in Iraq have been captured or killed this year, mostly in joint U.S.-Iraqi operations. After seven years of working alongside the American military, the Iraqi army of about 248,000 soldiers is widely viewed as the best trained and best equipped of the security forces. But the troops should be guarding the borders, not manning checkpoints, said Col. Maan Muhanad. "The police are supposed to do it, but the city still needs the army." Soldiers cruise the streets in U.S.-made Humvees and carry American rifles. But they and U.S. officials agree their hand-held explosive detectors are inferior and have often failed to flag cars used to bomb government buildings in Baghdad over the last year. The army's intelligence-gathering is so poor that it still largely depends on American-supplied information, one of the few functions the U.S. military still commands since pulling out of Iraq's cities more than a year ago. On each of three counterterror raids led by Iraqi police and army in Jalula, Mosul and al-Bailona in eastern Ninevah province over the last month, security forces accompanied by an AP reporter came up empty after expecting to capture insurgents or find weapons cashes. A U.S. military spokesman said that was not unexpected because recent al-Qaida arrests had taken many militants off the streets already, although he did not know how often it happened. The army, like the police, is mostly Shiite, but has a Kurdish chief of staff, and since 2006 has allowed nearly 20,000 fired Sunni soldiers and officers to rejoin its ranks.
Internal divisions in Iraqi security force means they wont be able to maintain stability

Associated press 7/25/2010, LARA JAKES, years of training, funding, Iraqi forces still struggling as US turns over mission, http://www.sfexaminer.com/world/despite-years-of-training-funding-iraqi-forces-still-struggling-as-us-turns-over-mission-99199644.html#ixzz0vPAAFRYN

Most members of the forces "are not professional and can't get rid of their sectarian feelings," said Ahmed Khudier, 47, a Baghdad Sunni. "Despite all of their misdeeds and mistakes, we regard the American forces as a safety valve and we fear security will deteriorate after the U.S. withdrawal." Gen. Babaker Shawkat Zebari, the Kurd who commands Iraq's military, is said by aides to have an uneasy relationship with al-Maliki and plans to retire as soon as a replacement is found. He thinks the U.S. military should stay until Iraq proves capable of defending itself — which he said could take until 2020.

"Look at the Turks, the United Arab Emirates, Qatar, Bahrain," he said in an interview last month. "All of these countries have American bases under bilateral agreements. And I don't think we should be afraid of that idea."
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Iraqi forces under equipped continuing US troops presences needed
Associated press 7/25/2010, LARA JAKES, years of training, funding, Iraqi forces still struggling as US turns over mission, http://www.sfexaminer.com/world/despite-years-of-training-funding-iraqi-forces-still-struggling-as-us-turns-over-mission-99199644.html#ixzz0vPAAFRYN

Fearing tensions between Kurds and Arabs could boil over into deadly violence, the U.S. this year designed checkpoints run by American, Iraqi and Kurdish forces in the disputed areas, united against a common enemy — insurgents. But there's no guarantee the checkpoints will remain once the remainder of U.S. forces leave in 2011, and there's no end in sight to the disputes between the central government in Baghdad and the Kurds. The fear of Kurdish-Arab civil war so worries Odierno that he has floated the possibility of a U.N. peacekeeping force moving in. The Peshmerga are resentful about the better pay and equipment of the Iraqi army, and "shoving matches" are not uncommon, says U.S. Army Lt. Col. Joseph Davidson. "The pay for the Iraqi army and police is good, and they get uniforms and weapons," said Peshmerga Lt. Azeezkhan Mohammed Tagedyn, commander at a village checkpoint. "But ... we have to use our own money. I bought this AK-47, this vest, this uniform." Only recently has Baghdad signed an agreement with the Kurdistan regional government to give the Peshmerga training comparable to the Iraqi army's. But the militiamen "still have a long way to go," said Davidson. "They've just started getting equipment and have had no formalized training." Even one of the security success stories from the seven-year war is at risk as the Sahwa, or Awakening Councils, who are also known as the Sons of Iraq, largely have been benched in the fight.
Iraqi forces don’t have the ability to maintain stability on their own US forces needed

Associated press 7/25/2010, LARA JAKES, years of training, funding, Iraqi forces still struggling as US turns over mission, http://www.sfexaminer.com/world/despite-years-of-training-funding-iraqi-forces-still-struggling-as-us-turns-over-mission-99199644.html#ixzz0vPAAFRYN
Mosul people have had bad experiences with the Iraqi soldiers and police from outside the region, so Taha has tried to be the friendly neighborhood cop. "I met with the people and sent them a note: 'To our families, to our friends, to our residents of Mosul...' They had never heard of something like that," he said. That warmth, however, arouses the suspicions of the federal police tasked with counterterrorism in the city. Local police are too friendly with the people and can't be trusted, says Gen. Mustafa Mahmood Mansour, operations officer for the 3rd Federal Police Division based in Mosul. "You have to have a cold heart to work with the federal police," said Mansour, a Sunni from Baghdad. "The local police do not have the capability for it. Most of them are from Mosul, and they are from the same tribes." Nationally, the predominantly Shiite federal police became notorious during the sectarian conflict of 2006-2007, when officers allegedly worked alongside Shiite militias that kidnapped and murdered thousands of Sunnis. Interior Minister Jawad Bolani has since purged many of the most ardently sectarian commanders. But little has been done to change the heavy Shiite dominance. Further stoking sectarian tensions was the April discovery of a secret prison in Baghdad where Sunni terrorism suspects — mostly from Mosul — were tortured. The prison was shut under U.S. pressure.
Iraqi forces won’t be able to function properly until 2020

Associated press 7/25/2010, LARA JAKES, years of training, funding, Iraqi forces still struggling as US turns over mission, http://www.sfexaminer.com/world/despite-years-of-training-funding-iraqi-forces-still-struggling-as-us-turns-over-mission-99199644.html#ixzz0vPAAFRYN

MOSUL, IRAQ — When the U.S. ends its combat mission in Iraq five weeks from now, the nation's safety will be in the hands of its homegrown, American-trained security forces. The army is almost up to the job, the police are hit-and-miss, and the Kurdish militia is nowhere close to ready. Iraq's military chief says that without a U.S. presence, the Iraqi forces won't be able to fully fend for themselves before 2020. Anthony Cordesman, a former director of intelligence assessment in the Pentagon, agrees it will take years That view has also come across in conversations on various sides of the sectarian divide in recent months as The Associated Press spent time with the military, police and Kurdish militia on the job to get a sense of their strengths and weaknesses as they prepare for the Aug. 31 deadline for the U.S. combat mission to end.
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Iraqi security forces not ready still have issues with loyalty and sectarian devisions US troops allow cooperation

New York Times April 2010, Iraq’s Forces Prove Ablebut Loyalty Is Uncertain (April 13, Iraq’s Forces Prove Able, but Loyalty Is Uncertain, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/14/world/middleeast/14security.html)
Inside the increasingly professional ranks, the same questions are being asked about how the security forces will weather the transition. Some argue that they are still not ready to face it alone.  “We need the coalition forces and the U.S. Army to work with us, especially in the coming days, because we are afraid that we will face inner loyalty problems among the armed forces,” said Lt. Ahmed Abood, 36, an Iraqi Army officer in Baghdad.  Although the Interior Ministry has purged the police force of more than 60,000 officers in recent years in its efforts to build a force loyal to Iraq and not to sectarian identity, the ranks of the police are often still the first place investigators turn after attacks. After pre-election bombings in Baquba, a restive city north of Baghdad, killed more than 30 people, a police officer was among those arrested.  Col. Darrell F. Halse of the Marine Corps, who is advising the Interior Ministry’s head of internal affairs, said the ministry opened more than 125,000 cases over the last four years involving its officers. Most are for minor offenses, like being drunk on duty, but others are for terrorist activities. 
Iraqi forces are not ready they lack necessary equipment and resources to stand alone US forces still needed.

New York Times April 2010, Iraq’s Forces Prove Ablebut Loyalty Is Uncertain (April 13, Iraq’s Forces Prove Able, but Loyalty Is Uncertain, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/14/world/middleeast/14security.html)
While the security forces have made steady progress since they were rebuilt, after the still contentious decision at the outset of the war to disband the existing Iraqi Army, they are far from ready to do the job alone.  On a recent morning, Col. Dhurgam al-Khafaji, in charge of Iraqi Army training here, was candid with a visiting American general about the conditions of the facility.  “This center lacks the right equipment and the right resources, in terms of housing the soldiers, bedding and so forth,” he said, over coffee and cookies. “The barracks are not fit to live in.”  Iraq’s Defense Ministry is so laden with bureaucracy, he said, that he often does not bother to ask for what he needs because “it complicates things.” 

Iraqi forces are unorganized US troops still needed

New York Times April 2010, Iraq’s Forces Prove Ablebut Loyalty Is Uncertain (April 13, Iraq’s Forces Prove Able, but Loyalty Is Uncertain, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/14/world/middleeast/14security.html)
Brig. Gen. Abdul Jilebawi, who oversees the police training center here, mostly empty on the day of General Barbero’s visit because officers had not yet returned from election duty, spoke about recruitment problems. 

“I don’t want to hide this,” he said in an interview. “The Anbar police still has A.Q.I. elements in it.” (He was referring to Al Qaeda in Iraq, also known as Al Qaeda in Mesopotamia, a largely homegrown insurgency group that the Iraqi government has blamed for the recent attacks.)  American military officers praise the progress rank-and-file Iraqi soldiers have made in becoming a fighting force, but they say the upper echelons need to improve in areas like administration, logistics and the development of a noncommissioned officer corps. They are generally confident that Iraq’s forces can respond to internal upheaval but say they are not ready to deal with a potential foreign threat, particularly from Iran in the east and Syria in the northwest. 
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Iraqi forces not ready to stand on their own troops still needed to train and help the forces

New York Times April 2010, Iraq’s Forces Prove Ablebut Loyalty Is Uncertain (April 13, Iraq’s Forces Prove Able, but Loyalty Is Uncertain, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/14/world/middleeast/14security.html)
It's widely believed that Iraq's leaders may ask the United States to revisit that agreement and leave at least some troops behind after 2011 to give the nation's uneven army and police forces more time to train.  Odierno maintained that decision would be up to the incoming Iraqi government, whose leadership is still being negotiated after no clear winner emerged from the March parliamentary elections. But he left open the door that some U.S. troops might stay. "I don't see a large U.S. presence here. I really don't," he said. "They might want technical support, but again, that's their decision, not ours."
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CP: The United States Federal Government should engage in diplomatic talks with the government of Iran.

Engaging in diplomatic talks between US and Iran will improve US Iran relations by signaling to Iran that the US has made a Paradigm shift and now perceive them as an ally instead of a threat.

Toward an Obama Policy for Better Iran Relations (By Hooshang Amirahmadi, Ph.D., The American Iranian Council (AIC), http://payvand.com/news/09/mar/1152.html)
Yet, the U.S. has no better alternative but to adopt such a bold paradigm shift if it is going successfully to talk Iran into the compromises listed above, particularly over the nuclear enrichment issue.  The Obama Administration can soften the critics and protect itself by preparing the ground for these policy changes.  It must forcefully argue that past approaches have failed, and that a "strategic opportunity" has presented itself opening the door to the possibility of successful negotiations with Iran.  The new administration must remind all of the stakeholders that an Iranian bomb will change the balance of power in the region and lead to even further dangerous proliferation.  It must insist that preventing Iran from building nuclear bombs is worth this "price" and that war is not a viable option.  The Obama Administration should also prepare U.S. allies and adversaries for a deal with Iran.  The conceptual and procedural changes and their accompanying roadmap should not come as a surprise to any key player in U.S.-Iran negotiations, including Israel, Iran, the Arab states, Turkey and Pakistan, as well as the permanent members of the U.N.S.C.  A key requirement is that the new approach will not be announced until it is privately communicated to these stakeholders and their consensus is secured.  This interactive and regionally integrated approach will help generate support for the new policy. Because a multilateral process is in place against Iran at the U.N.S.C., the U.S. must initially run its new bilateral approach with Iran in parallel and coordination with members of that process. Preparing Israel and Ira with Iran, their national security and strategic edge will not be compromised.  This may not be as hard as some may think. Israel has declared Iran's prospective nuclear bombs as an "existential threat," and many Israeli leaders know that only the U.S. is in a position to stop Iran from building those bombs. Most Israelis also know well that the U.S.-Iran spiral conflict has been harmful to their national security and that their opposition to a U.S.-Iran engagement may be viewed in Washington as disregard for American national interests. This is what concerned the late Yitzhak Rabin when he began encouraging President Bill Clinton to mend relations with Iran. The Israeli hawks will also have to go along as they have no better option and their choice of war with Iran was even rejected by President Bush. From Iran, the Obama Administration must seek a message of willingness at the highest level of authority for better relations with the U.S.  For this purpose, a draft of the Obama Speech along with a Roadmap should be confidentially sent to Iran for review. Iran will be expected to provide its reaction and offer suggestions. The U.S. will commit that the speech as seen by Iran will be delivered, and that it will be followed by the accompanying roadmap. Will Iran go along or will it reject the idea? The Iranian hawks will certainly resist it but top officials in the Government and many Islamic leaders will consent.  The traditional motto of the Islamic Republic in the past several years has been that it will only normalize relations with the U.S. if it changes its "attitudes" and "policies."  The proposed Obama Speech and the Roadmap will relay a U.S. message that such changes are forthcoming. Together, they give Iran almost everything it has ever wanted to receive from the U.S.: respect, recognition, acknowledgement of guilt, and concrete material incentives. Most significantly, the Islamic regime may not have the courage to reject the proposed offer given that it no longer has the "no-war, no-peace" option.  Rejecting the U.S. offer for better relations will, therefore, leave Iran with a greater conflict option, an alternative that Tehran cannot and will not take. The Iranian people are war-wary, anti-sanction, and desirous of a better life; they will bring significant pressure on the Islamic regime to accept the peace option, i.e., better relations with the U.S. The final authority on this matter is Ayatollah Khamanei, the Supreme Leader. He has already said that Iran and the U.S. cannot remain enemies forever and that the time will come one day when they will mend relations. That day is when the interests of the Nizam and the Iranian people are secured.  Given such a statement from the Leader, it is unlikely that Iran will reject an idea that does account for the said interests. However, in the event that a rejection arrives from Tehran, the Obama Administration can still use the opportunity to create pressure on the Islamic Republic by telling its leaders that their "no-war no-peace" option has ended and that the U.S. will take the new policy directly and publically to the Iranian people and the world.  President Obama's popularity is an additional pressure that the Islamic Regime must deal with. 
Diplomatic Talks CP Extensions

Diplomatic talks with Iran will improve US Iran relations.

Toward an Obama Policy for Better Iran Relations (By Hooshang Amirahmadi, Ph.D., The American Iranian Council (AIC), http://payvand.com/news/09/mar/1152.html)
As I shall argue, there is only one way to encourage Iran to cooperate with the United States: The U.S. needs to listen to its wishes, adequately appreciate its concerns, and respond appropriately to its perceptions and fears.  A move in this direction will signal to Iran that the U.S. is indeed prepared to assume a new "attitude" toward Iran. The Islamic Republic has often accused the U.S. of "disrespectful behavior" and "self-serving policies." Some will argue that such a shift is tantamount to appeasing a regime that itself hardly listens to anyone. True, but the critics must also consider the fact that a U.S. "change of attitude" will remove a major "pretext" or "condition" of Tehran for serious dialogue with Washington; it will also help Iran save face. 

Normalization of US-Iran through engaging in diplomatic talks with iran is key.

Toward an Obama Policy for Better Iran Relations (By Hooshang Amirahmadi, Ph.D., The American Iranian Council (AIC), http://payvand.com/news/09/mar/1152.html)

Finally, and more significantly, the experts and pundits have failed to detect the most important of Iran's tactics with respect to the U.S.-Iran relationship: to maintain the "no-war no-peace" status quo.  They have been unable to realize that Iran does and will do everything that preserves the status quo at the expense of more conflict or normal relations with the United States. Thus, Iran would "negotiate" with the U.S., if offered, regarding Iraq, Afghanistan, drag trafficking, and even uranium enrichment. However, what Iran will not be prepared to do is to utilize these negotiations to normalize relations with the U.S. at this time.  From the perspective of the Islamic Republic, the time has perhaps come for better relations with the U.S. but not for normal relations, which it sees as being tantamount to ending the Islamic revolution.  

Engaging in diplomatic talks with Iran is a major paradigm shift that is key to ensure good US-Iran relations.

Toward an Obama Policy for Better Iran Relations (By Hooshang Amirahmadi, Ph.D., The American Iranian Council (AIC), http://payvand.com/news/09/mar/1152.html)
This AIC Whitepaper reports on my findings and offers an "Obama Iran Policy" that will substantively improve U.S.-Iran relations if adopted by the new Administration. The paper argues that the conceptual and procedural foundations of U.S. policies toward Iran are flawed because they are based on incomplete assumptions and a partial understanding of the Islamic Republic's concerns, power, purpose and options for normal relations with the United States.  Correcting these assumptions and developing "a new policy paradigm" toward Iran is the most fundamental step the Obama Administration needs to take if it wishes to succeed in changing Iran's "misbehavior" and creating a partnership between the two countries again. This paradigm should be developed through an "interactive" policy process that incorporates Iran and other stakeholders in U.S.-Iran relations. 

  

1NC CP- Iraq infrastructure

Plan Text- The United States Federal Government should invest in Iraq’s infrastructure. 
Investment in sewage and water infrastructure is needed in order to maintain stability
Reuters, Jun 6, 2010, Abdullah Hasan blames chronic water shortages for ruining his crops and has little faith a new government will be able to revive Iraq's agriculture sector, shattered by war and starved of investment http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE6550GV20100606
Already damaged by decades of war and sanctions, Iraq has acute water shortages which are expected to worsen as its population of around 30 million grows. A country dominated by arid desert landscapes, it has one of the most extensive irrigation systems in the world but years of war, underinvestment and sanctions have prevented it from properly harnessing what little water it has left. Iraq's main rivers, the Euphrates and the Tigris, provide little relief to the parched plains as hydroelectric dams in neighboring Turkey, Iran and Syria have stemmed the water flow. Investment in dilapidated infrastructure like water pumps is vital for key industries like agriculture and oil, as well as the broader reconstruction effort seven years after the U.S.-led invasion that ousted Saddam Hussein. SEWAGE THREAT Parched Anbar province, a vast desert area, has been hit particularly hard. Large areas of formerly arable land by the Euphrates have become unusable because of insufficient methods to pump clean water through the soil. The United Nations says around 83 percent of sewage is being discharged untreated into waterways, while the government estimates 24 percent of Iraqis do not have access to safe water. Working with U.S. experts, the government is trying to build treatment plants and biological lagoons to clean polluted water. In Anbar, a Provincial Reconstruction Team -- a unit set up by the United States to help rebuild Iraq -- has spent over $100 million to build and maintain treatment facilities and expects 97 percent of residents to have clean water by year's end. Around 90 percent of Anbar's 1.4 million people live along the Euphrates, where water levels have dropped dramatically. The river had an average flow rate of 1,000 cubic meters per second before being dammed and slowed to 290 cubic meters per second last August -- its lowest level in six years. Iraqi officials say sewage facilities in Anbar are insufficient. A sewage system for the town of Ramadi would cost at least $400 million, they say. "Where are we going to find investors who will come and invest $400 million in a project like that?" said Ibrahim Madlool, the director general of water for Anbar province. "We are looking for support from the central government to support us in projects of this magnitude." POLITICAL VOID The wait may be long. Iraq has been in political limbo since a March 7 election produced no outright winner

Developing agriculture and oil sector - key to foster stability

Reuters, Jun 6, 2010, Abdullah Hasan blames chronic water shortages for ruining his crops and has little faith a new government will be able to revive Iraq's agriculture sector, shattered by war and starved of investment.

http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE6550GV20100606
It could take months before a new government is formed and that means delays in new projects that need cabinet approval.

The new government is expected to focus on improving basic services, including negotiating more water supplies from neighbors and focusing on efficient use of the little water Iraq has. The lack of water threatens development of the oilfields. Iraq has the world's third-largest reserves and struck deals last year which could propel it to major producer status. But large volumes of water must be pumped under ground to maintain pressure as oil is extracted. Production of a barrel of oil requires around 1.6 barrels of water. Developing agriculture and the oil sector, which employs more people than any other industry, are seen as crucial for keeping unemployed youth away from the insurgency as Iraq recovers from the sectarian bloodshed of 2006 and 2007. But Hasan, who earns 2,000 dinars ($1.71) a day in construction, expects little improvement from a new government. "I don't believe that a conscious government awakening will happen, especially after more than seven years of this deterioration," he said. "I am not optimistic."

1NC- Kurds DA

A. US is increasing troops in Kurdish region 

Liz Sly, “U.S. mission in north Iraq: Get Kurd and Arab forces cooperating,” Los Angeles Times, June 16, 2010, http://articles.latimes.com/2010/jun/16/world/la-fg-iraq-north-20100617
Reporting from Khazna, Iraq — At a small but heavily fortified outpost on the edge of this dust-blown town, a contingent of American soldiers has recently taken up residence alongside Kurdish and Arab forces in what is likely to be one of the last new missions undertaken by the U.S. military in Iraq. Known simply as Checkpoint 3, the outpost in Nineveh province is one of about two dozen erected over the last six months along a line stretching across northern Iraq from Syria in the west to Iran in the east. It marks the ill-defined and highly disputed border between Kurdish- and Arab-controlled territories. At a time when U.S. forces elsewhere in the country are dismantling smaller bases in preparation either to withdraw or to regroup in larger camps, about 800 U.S. troops have been dispatched to posts along this line. After U.S. combat troops have completed their withdrawal this summer, leaving behind a force of 50,000 to focus on training and advising Iraqi security forces, these soldiers will remain as advisors. This mission won't be wrapped up until the end of 2011, when the last U.S. troops are scheduled to leave, U.S. military officials say. The deployment is a sign of how seriously U.S. commanders view the threat of an Arab-Kurdish conflict. An initiative of Army Gen. Ray T. Odierno, the commander of American troops in Iraq, the deployment of U.S., Arab and Kurdish forces was originally billed as a means to protect lightly guarded towns and villages on both sides of the line that were hit last summer by Al Qaeda in Iraq suicide bombings. U.S. commanders worried that the bombings were an attempt to ignite sectarian strife in an already tense area.

B. Withdrawal leaves the Kurds isolated- troops needed to prevent a Kurdish-Arab war 

Mohammed A. Salih, “KURDS WORRY THAT U.S. WILL PULLOUT BEFORE CONFLICTS WITH IRAQI ARABS SETTLED,” Albion Monitor   March 4, 2009, http://www.albionmonitor.com/0902a/copyright/kurdpact2.html
(IPS) -- When President Barack Obama announced his plan last week to pull out all U.S. combat troops from Iraq by September 2010, the news did not generate much enthusiasm among Iraqi Kurds.  A simple math operation reveals the reasons behind the Kurds' anxiety -- add the withdrawal plan to the recent staggering victory of Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki's supporters in the country's recent provincial elections.  Kurds are now counting on Obama's oft-repeated pledge for a "responsible" withdrawal, hoping their interests will be preserved. But a review of statements by Kurdish and U.S. officials reveals the two sides are mostly talking at cross purposes when they speak of "responsibility."  Recently, Kurdish Prime Minister Nechirvan Barzani gave his interpretation of the term "responsible."  "I restate that the role of the United States should be to help resolve the problems in Iraq such as Article 140, the oil law, and the law on the distribution of its oil wealth," Barzani told reporters in the northern city of Irbil, tallying the list of contentious issues between Kurds and Iraqi government.  Article 140 refers to a constitutional provision to settle the critical issue of disputed territories between Kurds and Iraqi Arabs, including the gold-prize contested city of Kirkuk which is afloat on some of the world's largest oil reserves. But for the U.S., "responsibility" appears to mean making sure Iraqi security forces can take over the task of protecting the country against rebellious forces once it leaves. To achieve that end, the U.S. is equipping and training Iraqi security forces. But this is hardly reassuring to Kurds, many of whom see a conflict with Baghdad forthcoming in some form in the future. 

1NC- Kurds DA

C. If the US were to leave, the Kurdish region will lead to a war between the Sunnis and the Shiites. 

David Eshel, “The Inevitable Fate of Post US Iraq,” Defense Updates, April 11, 2009, http://defense-update.com/analysis/analysis_us_withdrawal__iraq_110409.html

More acute danger lurks in Iraq's Kurdish north. It is probably in Kirkuk where the disputes seem most intractable. At its simplest, this is an old-fashioned turf war. The Kurds want the city and its hinterlands to be folded into the northern province of Kurdistan. Turkomans, a distinct ethnic group sharing ancestry with modern Turks and Arabs, would prefer it to remain outside Kurdish hegemony, in the separate Tamim province. But all know that outside Kirkuk is one of Iraq's largest oil fields and that is what makes Kirkuk such a highly dangerous flashpoint.  So far the Kurdish semi-autonomic region was virtually protected by U.S. troop presence. Once these leave, the Kurds no doubt will again strive towards full autonomy, if not a fully independent statehood. This is where both Ankara and Tehran will come in, to avert such a move, using force if needed. Will Washington remain passive and watch the Kurds butchered by both Turkish Sunni and Iranian Shiites?

D. Iraq instability causes World War III. 

Jerome Corsi, Ph.D. in Political Science from Harvard & Staff Reporter for World Net Daily, 1-8-7, "War with Iran is Imminent, http://www.worldnetdaily.com/news/article.asp?ARTICLE_ID=53669

If a broader war breaks out in Iraq, Olmert will certainly face pressure to send the Israel military into the Gaza after Hamas and into Lebanon after Hezbollah. If that happens, it will only be a matter of time before Israel and the U.S. have no choice but to invade Syria. The Iraq war could quickly spin into a regional war, with Israel waiting on the sidelines ready to launch an air and missile strike on Iran that could include tactical nuclear weapons. With Russia ready to deliver the $1 billion TOR M-1 surface-to-air missile defense system to Iran, military leaders are unwilling to wait too long to attack Iran. Now that Russia and China have invited Iran to join their Shanghai Cooperation Pact, will Russia and China sit by idly should the U.S. look like we are winning a wider regional war in the Middle East? If we get more deeply involved in Iraq, China may have their moment to go after Taiwan once and for all. A broader regional war could easily lead into a third world war, much as World Wars I and II began.
Uniqueness Ext-

No withdrawal from Kirkuk

 Thomas E. Ricks, “Odierno requests more combat forces in Iraq -- beyond the Obama deadline,” Foreign Policy, Thursday, February 25, 2010 - 2:39 PM, http://ricks.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/02/25/odierno_requests_more_combat_forces_in_iraq_beyond_the_obama_deadline
In a move that could force President Obama to break his vow to get all combat troops out of Iraq by August of this year, his top commander in Iraq recently officially requested keeping a combat brigade in the northern part of the country beyond that deadline, three people close to the situation said Wednesday. Gen. Raymond Odierno asked for a brigade to try to keep the peace in the disputed city of Kirkuk, but only got a polite nod from the president when the issue was raised during his recent meetings in Washington, according to two of the people familiar with the discussions. If the brigade in northern Iraq is indeed kept in Iraq past the deadline, there will be a fan dance under which it no longer will be called a combat unit, but like the six other combat brigades being kept past the deadline, will be called an advisory unit. I can imagine the press releases that will follow-"Three U.S. Army soldiers were killed last night in an advisory operation . . . ." The feeling in the corridors of the White House is that the general is asking the right questions, but a bit clumsily, and certainly too early for political comfort, especially in Iraq, which is about to hold a national election. So I suspect the administration's bottom line for Odierno was, Hey, Shreko, put a sock in it until after the Iraqi elections, because what we need is a new Iraqi government to be formed so it can quietly begin talking to us about re-visiting some of those 2008 SOFA agreements about future troop levels. This debate is just beginning. I expect that Obama actually is going to have to break his promises on Iraq and keep a fairly large force in Iraq, but of course that won't be the first time he's had to depart from his campaign rhetoric on this war. 
US is flexible in withdraw due to ethnic tensions

Paul Richter, “Kurds urge U.S. intervention to end Iraq stalemate,” Los Angeles Times, May 13, 2010, http://articles.latimes.com/2010/may/13/world/la-fg-us-iraq-20100514

The spokesman for Iraq's Kurdish region criticized the Obama administration Thursday in Washington for not doing enough to end the current political impasse and urged American officials to embark on "intense shuttle diplomacy" between the deadlocked political parties. Qubad Talabani, who represents the Kurdish regional government in northern Iraq, said U.S. officials in Iraq have had limited involvement in efforts by political parties to form a government in the two months since the inconclusive national elections in March. Talabani said the Obama administration appeared determined to avoid the perception that it is "trying to concoct a democratic Iraq." But, he said, the U.S. must "look out for its interests" to ensure the country has a stable, democratic government. "It would be a shame to see an undemocratic government, after all the sacrifices," Talabani said in an interview after an appearance at the Nixon Center think tank in Washington. Talabani, who is the son of Iraq's president, Jalal Talabani, said that U.S. officials have remained largely on the sidelines, but most neighboring states, including Iran, Saudi Arabia, Syria and Turkey have been "heavily involved" with the politics in Iraq. "There has got be serious thought given to how the United States applies its leverage," he said. "They've got to help us get our act together." Christopher Hill, U.S. ambassador to Iraq, has said the nation's Sunni Arabs must be adequately represented in the new government. Talabani said that although U.S. officials have urged a "stable representative government," they have refrained even from calling for a democratic state. He acknowledged, however, that both Hill and Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton have stepped up their calls for compromise. The protracted standoff has raised fears of violence, especially if it appears that the country's Sunni Arab minority will lose out in the new power structure. Iraq's ethnic Kurds have long worried about domination by the larger Sunni and Shiite Muslim populations, and they have often appealed to U.S. officials to look out for their interests along with what they see as those of the country as a whole. U.S. officials have insisted that the political standoff would not affect plans to withdraw U.S. combat troops from Iraq by August. But Talabani said that, in meetings with Kurdish officials, U.S. military officials have emphasized that they have flexibility to slow the withdrawal should violence increase dangerously in the country. He said U.S. military officials have told him that "nothing is written in stone." At the same time, Talabani said, U.S. officials have expressed confidence that they will be able to handle nearly any contingency with the 50,000 troops that will remain after August.
Uniqueness Ext
Kurdistan stable now

 Jamie M. Fly, Executive Director of the Foreign Policy Initiative “Kurdistan: A Middle East haven?” Foreign Policy, June 4 2010, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/04/kurdistan_a_middle_east_haven
On a recent week long trip to the area, sponsored by the Kurdistan Regional Government (KRG), it quickly became apparent that the Kurds have achieved something their fellow Iraqis should aspire to -- a safe, secure region where the economy is booming and Iraqis revel in the freedom and opportunity afforded by the post-Saddam era. Protected from Saddam's wrath by a no fly zone following the Gulf War, Kurdistan did not experience the chaos that befell much of the country following the U.S. invasion in 2003. Although U.S. troops parachuted into the region in the early days of the war, Kurdish officials like to say that not a single drop of American blood was shed in the region. Reflecting that reality, the current U.S. military presence in the region is limited to a small contingent in Erbil, the region's capital. The region's security success (no major attacks since 2005) is due in large part to a network of checkpoints separating the region from the violence in the rest of Iraq as well as the skills of its vaunted Peshmerga forces. Kurdish officials also point to the fact that foreign terrorists attempting to infiltrate the region are quickly reported to the authorities by average Kurdish citizens. 

Kurds DA- Link Ext

US troops key for Kurds ethnic conflict

 LARA JAKES, Associated Press Writer, 7/6/2010 4:33:58 PM ET,  http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/38104583/ns/world_news-mideast/n_africa

BAGHDAD — The top American military commander in Iraq said Tuesday that U.N. peacekeeping forces may need to replace departing U.S. troops in the nation's oil-rich north if a simmering feud between Arabs and minority Kurds continues through 2011. A U.N. force might offer both the Iraqi leadership and President Barack Obama a politically palatable alternative to an ongoing U.S. presence to prevent ethnic tensions from descending into war. Although occasional bombings by Sunni extremists on Shiite targets grab the headlines, many observers believe the Kurdish-Arab dispute is the most powerful fault line in Iraq today. Gen. Ray Odierno brought up the possibility of a U.N. force during an interview with The Associated Press. He observed that there is no immediate end in sight to the years long dispute between Arabs and Kurds, who have managed an uneasy political dance under American supervision since the fall of Saddam Hussein.

Iraq’s ethnic Kurds will prevent early withdrawal from US troops- flexible withdrawal key.

Paul Richter, Los Angeles Times, May 13, 2010|Kurds urge U.S. intervention to end Iraq stalemate, http://articles.latimes.com/2010/may/13/world/la-fg-us-iraq-20100514

The spokesman for Iraq's Kurdish region criticized the Obama administration Thursday in Washington for not doing enough to end the current political impasse and urged American officials to embark on "intense shuttle diplomacy" between the deadlocked political parties. Qubad Talabani, who represents the Kurdish regional government in northern Iraq, said U.S. officials in Iraq have had limited involvement in efforts by political parties to form a government in the two months since the inconclusive national elections in March. Talabani said the Obama administration appeared determined to avoid the perception that it is "trying to concoct a democratic Iraq." But, he said, the U.S. must "look out for its interests" to ensure the country has a stable, democratic government. "It would be a shame to see an undemocratic government, after all the sacrifices," Talabani said in an interview after an appearance at the Nixon Center think tank in Washington. "There has got be serious thought given to how the United States applies its leverage," he said. "They've got to help us get our act together." Christopher Hill, U.S. ambassador to Iraq, has said the nation's Sunni Arabs must be adequately represented in the new government. Talabani said that although U.S. officials have urged a "stable representative government," they have refrained even from calling for a democratic state. He acknowledged, however, that both Hill and Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton have stepped up their calls for compromise. Iraq's ethnic Kurds have long worried about domination by the larger Sunni and Shiite Muslim populations, and they have often appealed to U.S. officials to look out for their interests along with what they see as those of the country as a whole. U.S. officials have insisted that the political standoff would not affect plans to withdraw U.S. combat troops from Iraq by August. But Talabani said that, in meetings with Kurdish officials, U.S. military officials have emphasized that they have flexibility to slow the withdrawal should violence increase dangerously in the country.

Kurds DA- Link Ext

Reuters,[image: image1.wmf]  Michael Christie and Missy Ryan, FACTBOX-Key political risks to watch in Iraq, Jul 01 2010 09:57:03 GMT, http://www.alertnet.org/thenews/newsdesk/LDE65T17Y.htm

KURD-ARAB CONFLICT- Tensions between Arabs and minority Kurds, who have enjoyed virtual autonomy in their northern enclave for almost 20 years, are festering. Kurds suffered massacres in Saddam's era, but have gained unprecedented influence since 2003 and hope to reclaim areas they deem historically Kurdish. Others in disputed areas complain Kurds have exploited their newfound prominence at the expense of Arabs and Turkmen. At the centre of the impasse is Kirkuk, the northern province that sits on an estimated 4 percent of world oil reserves. What to watch:-- Clashes between the army and Kurdish Peshmerga forces.-- Any breakthrough on oil. Iraqi Kurdistan, which estimates its oil reserves at 45 billion barrels, has signed deals with foreign firms that the Iraqi Oil Ministry labels illegal.-- Any resumed exports from Kurdish fields, halted because of the dispute, would be positive. Iraq's cabinet approved in May a deal that would allow exports, but they have not resumed. -- Passage of modern oil legislation, held up for years because of the Kurd-Arab feud. The delay has not deterred oil majors, but potential investors in other sectors view the laws as an indicator of stability and friendliness to business.
US withdrawal will isolate the Kurds- and prevent them from self-governing themselves- breaking up Iraq.  

Rand 10, The Most Consequential Danger Is Less Likely: Ethnic Conflict Between Kurdish Forces and the Iraqi State, http://www.rand.org/pubs/research_briefs/2010/RAND_RB9481.pdf

Although less probable than extremist violence, armed conflict between any of the mainstream parties in the Iraqi political system carries the most severe consequences for U.S. interests, because it could explode the entire political order. The greatest danger in this category is the possibility of an ethnic clash between Iraqi Kurds and the Iraqi state. The U.S. drawdown is creating a window in which the Iraqi Security Forces have not yet effectively replaced U.S. troops and other groups’ forces are still relatively strong, compared with the government’s. This security gap presents a formidable period of uncertainty. Although the Sadrists’ militant arm seems already overmatched and the Sons of Iraq are quickly losing ground, the Kurdish Peshmerga could still effectively counter the Iraqi Security Forces in Iraqi Kurdistan. Should the Kurds calculate that force offers a better option than peaceful politics to achieve their goal of a selfgoverned Kurdistan in Iraq, they probably have the ability to hold off the Iraqi Security Forces in Kurdistan in the near term. Any event that makes them feel isolated or threatened could tip them in that direction—a local incident, loss of political leverage in Baghdad, a Sunni-Shi’a coalition leading to Kurdish marginalization, or consolidation of power by Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki. Oil wealth is also at stake. Because the Kurds would need to act before the capabilities of the Iraqi Security Forces become superior to the Pesh- merga’s and the odds shift against them, the main danger is in the next few years. The consequence, should the Kurds take this step, could be the break-up of Iraq.
Kurds DA- Link Ext
US withdrawal draws fear to Kurds. 

ELDAD BECK,  ERBIL,  IRAQ  04/14/2010 12:00 De Facto Kurdistan, Jerusalem Report, http://www.jpost.com/JerusalemReport/Article.aspx?id=173112 

But as the deadline for the promised U.S. withdrawal from Iraq - August 31, 2010 - draws near, the fear level of the Kurds in the north is rising. They are afraid that what they have achieved under the protection and with the blessing of the U.S. will be lost in the chaos created by the departure of the American troops. The Kurds are looking in trepidation not only to the south, at their Arab rivals, the Sunnis and Shi'ites, but also northwards, to the alliance growing between their biggest enemies: the Turks, the Iranians and the Syrians. The rapid political rapprochement between the governments of Ankara, Tehran and Damascus is worrying not only the policymakers in Jerusalem. It is keeping the Kurds awake at night, too. 'We remind the Americans of what has already happened to us,' a senior official of the independent Kurdish administration tells The Report. 'But they don't want to hear about history. We, on the other hand, don't want the Kurdish genocide to recur. The British turned us over to the Arabs when they left Iraq in the 1940s and gave Baghdad the keys of government and control of the oil wells. Now the Americans are planning to do the same thing. To guarantee Iraq's stability after they leave, they are working to rebuild a centralist government at the expense of the freedom we have enjoyed in recent years. Again they are supporting the Arabs, so that they can leave here as soon as possible, instead of providing a fundamental solution to the Iraqi problem through a stable federative system.' 'If necessary, we can defend ourselves militarily,' predicts the official. 'The problem is mainly political: we are isolated in a region that is totally hostile to us. Turkey, Iran and Syria create a threatening network around us, besides the fact that Turkey is becoming more and more Islamic. The recent gestures by the Erdogan administration towards the Kurdish population of Turkey are surely an important step that should not be underestimated and must continue to be supported. But to this day, representatives of the current Turkish administration cannot utter the word 'Kurdistan.' They talk only about 'northern Iraq.''

Slowing withdrawal prevents a war over Kirkuk 

James Phillips, Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs @ The Heritage Foundation,  “Charting U.S. Policy after Iraq’s Elections”, The Heritage Foundation, March 5, 2010, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/03/Charting-US-Policy-after-Iraqs-Elections
Iraq’s elected leaders must resolve Iraq’s problems, but in order to do so, they require substantial, continued support from the United States. A calming U.S. military presence will be needed to support Iraqi security services in combating terrorist threats, shoring up the rule of law, and mediating between rival armed factions, particularly in the north, along the disputed edges of the Kurdish territories. General Raymond Odierno, the commander of U.S. forces in Iraq, has correctly called for a “robust engagement” with Iraqi political and military leaders to ensure a smooth transition to the next government. In addition, the United States should: * Slow the timetable for troop drawdowns. The Obama Administration wisely departed from the President’s campaign pledge to withdraw one combat brigade from Iraq every month after entering office. Another adjustment in the drawdown timetable is necessary due to the fact that current plans to pull out approximately 10,000 troops every month, beginning in late spring, were based on the assumption that the Iraqi elections would be held by the end of 2009. The delay in the election timetable also requires a delay in the schedule for troop withdrawals so that adequate forces remain available during the sensitive post-election period. * Maintain adequate U.S. troops in sensitive and insecure areas. General Odierno has reportedly requested to keep a combat brigade in the disputed northern city of Kirkuk past the Administration’s August 31 deadline for ending combat operations. This appears to be a necessary and prudent action in light of the continued potential for violence in that disputed region. U.S. troops in the past have prevented outbreaks of fighting there between the Iraqi army and Kurdish regional security forces, and a continued U.S. presence could avert a crisis and buy time for political leaders to settle disputes. Insurgent strongholds, such as the city of Baquba, also need the focused attention of U.S. military forces to backup Iraq’s increasingly effective security forces.* Start thinking about negotiating with the new Iraqi government to postpone the deadline for a final troop withdrawal. No expert believes that the Iraqi army and police will be ready to stand on their own by the end of 2011, when all U.S. troops are required to leave Iraq under the 2008 SOFA. Substantial U.S. air support, logistics, intelligence, reconnaissance, communications, training, and advisory support will still be required long after that date. After a new Iraqi government is formed, the Obama Administration should quietly work with that government to reach a new agreement that will enable American trainers and advisors to give Iraqis the tools they need to defend Iraq’s fragile democratic system.

Kurds DA- Link Ext
US troops key to prevent Kurdish backlash and war

Max Boot, Senior Fellow for National Security Studies at the Council of Foreign Relations, “The Way of the Kurds,” Council of Foreign Relations, May 24, 2010, pg. http://www.cfr.org/publication/22138/way_of_the_kurds.html
 The Kurdish model suggests what Iraq can become in a few years—but only if it continues to improve in fighting crime and terrorism, reducing corruption, and developing the rule of law. Much of this is outside American control, but we can have a major impact on the security situation. A key component of Kurdish success, after all, has been American protection, offered in one form or another since 1991, when the George H.W. Bush administration proclaimed a “no fly” zone to keep Saddam's aircraft from bombing the Kurds. American planes were still patrolling the no-fly zone at the time of the U.S. invasion in 2003. Some kind of long-term protection will be necessary in the rest of Iraq, which must deal in the future with hostile neighbors and suspicious sectarian factions. As it stands, however, the last American troops are supposed to withdraw on December 31, 2011. That is a worrisome prospect because Iraqi political disputes can still engender violence. Nowhere is the danger greater than along the Green Line separating the KRG from the rest of Iraq. The boundary remains disputed, with the Kurds keen to assert their sovereignty over the oil-rich city of Kirkuk and other parts of northern Iraq. The Kurdish peshmerga and Iraqi troops have been on the verge of gunfire numerous times, pulling back only as a result of American mediation. Today U.S. troops patrol the Green Line in cooperation with the peshmerga and Iraqi forces. If U.S. troops are withdrawn before land disputes between the KRG and Iraq proper are resolved, Kurdish politicians warn that the result could be war. That is an especially worrisome possibility because the United States has agreed to sell the Iraqi armed forces M-1 tanks and F-16 fighters. We have a moral and strategic obligation to ensure that this high-tech hardware is never used against our Kurdish friends. That argues for keeping a small U.S. force in Iraq after 2011, perhaps 10,000 to 15,000 troops and trainers. The Kurds, for one, would love to host a U.S. military base. The Obama administration should push for that once a new government takes power in Baghdad and negotiations begin on a new Iraqi-American strategic accord to take the place of the one negotiated by President Bush and Nouri al Maliki in 2008. 

US troops near Kirkuk key to prevent a civil war 
Matt Schofield, The Kansas City Star Editorial Board, “A good exit: Big U.S. military base in Kirkuk could stabilize Iraq,” The Kansas City Star, June 15, 2009 - 12:35pm, http://voices.kansascity.com/node/4819
The fate of Kirkuk, a prosperous and now generally peaceful northern city, is the most dangerous item on the United States’ Iraq menu, the most likely thing to plunge this country into a sustained armed conflict.“The solution is easy; everyone has to act like partners in building this country,” explains Iraqi analyst Khalid Hamza. “The reality is that everyone is acting like pirates, fighting over how to split the booty.” One potential answer: a beefed-up U.S. air base and military training center right on the edge of town. Kirkuk is a symbol of Kurdish struggle, both today and under Saddam Hussein, when Arabization pushed Kurds out of the region. The historical ownership of the place is a source of debate. Arabs and Turkmen also claim it. Nassar al-Roubaie, a Sadrist member of Parliament, notes: “The solution to Kirkuk is an exchange of needs. We’re on the right path as long as we remember this.” But nobody remembers. The problem is simply understood. Kirkuk has oil. A lot of it. This is a city of 800,000 in a province with at least 13 percent of Iraq’s oil wealth. In the north, Kurds see it as the rightful and perfect capital of an autonomous Kurdish state. Outside of the north, Iraqis wonder why, when Iraqi oil wealth is spread around evenly, with the Kurds getting more than just what is in their area, the Kurds care so much about Kirkuk. The reality is the Kurds want Kirkuk because they want an independent Kurdish nation. Kurds claim Kirkuk historically; the shorthand is that it’s their Jerusalem, without religious significance. They think the Ottomans promised them independence early in the 20th century, and they were wrongly denied by Turkey, Iran and Syria. Today, they insist they won’t claim the adjoining bits of Turkey, Syria or Iran, where more than 20 million ethnic Kurds live, as a part of a greater Kurdistan.
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Maintaining US security key- to sustain war between Bagdad and Kurds- pullout will lead to conflict
Matt Schofield, The Kansas City Star Editorial Board, “A good exit: Big U.S. military base in Kirkuk could stabilize Iraq,” The Kansas City Star, June 15, 2009 - 12:35pm, http://voices.kansascity.com/node/4819
But most in the region are sure that’s what they want. That dream is dead if they don’t control Kirkuk. Kurdistan would be a landlocked new nation, surrounded by enemies. Without its oil riches, it would have no serious hope to survive. But Kurdistan is a future issue. Right now, the central issue is purely Kirkuk. Retired Lt. Col. John Nagl, co-author of the U.S. counterinsurgency strategy, describes efforts to solve the issues there as “kicking the can down the road for as long as we can; nobody wants to deal with it. Nobody else in Iraq has any idea, either.(... “It’s one of those things that if you’re handling it, you listen respectfully as you’re being briefed, promise to make a full report, and then two years later your replacement does the same.” Robert W. Olson, Middle Eastern professor at the University of Kentucky, specializes in Kurdish issues and has traveled to the area. “There are big problems up north. These issues could lead to violent conflict, and are we going to allow a sustained war between Baghdad and the Kurds?” The United Nations has proposed making Kirkuk an autonomous region of its own, not part of the Kurdish north or the Arab west. It’s a kind of Jerusalem solution. It’s a start. But only a start. Maintaining security is going to demand a mediator on the ground. That means a full-time U.S. government mediator to work out details, even organize conferences to hash out differences. It will also mean a continuing American troop presence.  President Barack Obama has pledged to have U.S. troops out of Iraq by the end of 2011. Troops is a loose term, though, and leaves some wiggle room. And pretty much everyone who studies the situation believes the U.S. will keep 30,000 to 40,000 troops here. Meanwhile, the U.S. now has an air base just outside Kirkuk. It uses that air base as a training ground for what will become the Iraqi air force. America needs to expand that base and its mission. It should continue to build Iraq’s future air force. But it should also be turned into a joint operating base used for training Iraqi ground forces. In fact, Egypt has a standing offer to train thousands of Iraqi troops each year, but it insists training take place in Egypt because it doesn’t have access to training facilities in Iraq. This base could become an international training center. At the same time, it would host enough fast-moving aircraft to patrol Iraq’s skies, providing the air support Iraq will need for years to come. A base in Kirkuk has the advantage of not being in Baghdad, symbolically important for the United States to be seen as something different from occupier. But it would be a U.S. base, smack dab in the middle of a region where animosity between officials runs high. There are dangers. It would be an obvious target, and Americans could be trapped if Iraq boils over. But the point is to ensure Iraq doesn’t boil over, and there are few places in Iraq where U.S. forces are more secure. The United States is still largely liked in the north. A large base in Kirkuk, the size of U.S. bases in South Korea, for instance, could serve everyone’s interests.

Kurds fear withdrawal will trigger an Arab-Kurdish civil war 

 Patrick Cockburn, Middle East correspondent,  “Arab-Kurd tensions rise as US pulls out”, New Zealand Herald, August 12, 2009, http://www.nzherald.co.nz/world/news/article.cfm?c_id=2&objectid=10590097
President Barack Obama's administration is alarmed by the prospect of Iraq splitting apart just as the US pulls its troops out. But Washington can also see the danger of becoming more deeply enmeshed in the Arab-Kurdish conflict. US withdrawal also frightens the Kurds, the one Iraqi community that supported the US-led invasion. They can see the political and military balance is swinging against them just as they are faced by Maliki's rejuvenated Iraqi Government commanding the increasingly confident 600,000-strong Iraqi security forces. A report by the International Crisis Group concluded recently that "without the glue that US troops have provided, Iraqi political actors are otherwise likely to fight all along the trigger line following a withdrawal, emboldened by a sense that they can prevail, if necessary, with outside help." Anti-Kurdish feeling is running high in the rest of Iraq, as is fear of Iraqi Arab revanchism in Kurdistan. Ethnic and sectarian hatred is strongest in the disputed territories where different communities live side by side. Asked about the prospect of an Arab-Kurdish civil war, people from Mosul say that for them it started six years ago. Some 2000 Kurds from the city have been killed and another 100,000 have fled.
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Withdrawal will trigger war – will fear Kurds of a Baghdad power gap
Andrew Lee Butters, American journalist based in the Middle East, “Why Kurds vs. Arabs Could Be Iraq's Next Civil War” Time Magazine, July 22 2009,  http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1911998,00.html
While the rest of Iraq was in the grip of insurgency and sectarian civil war, the Kurds quietly advanced their economic-development policies, building an international airport, business hotels and hydro-electric dams and — most important — doing oil deals. They explained this autonomous engagement with international oil markets on the grounds that they couldn't wait for the barely functional Iraqi state to get its house in order. Indeed, such is the dismal state of Iraq's oil production (not yet back at pre-invasion levels, which were a fraction of its full potential) that in June, the Iraqi government allowed the Kurds to begin pumping oil extracted from newly developed Kurdish oil fields through federal pipelines for export sale to Turkey. (Currently, only Iraqi government companies can sell oil, the revenue from which is shared among the regions.) Kurds have also grown impatient with Baghdad's stance on disputed territories. According to the Iraqi constitution, the central government should hold a referendum in the Kurdish-populated areas of four Iraqi governorates in northern Iraq (including Kirkuk) to determine whether they should remain under Baghdad's control or become part of the KRG. But even before that takes place, the constitution commits the Iraqi government to a potentially explosive reversing of Saddam's "Arabization" policies in these areas, moving Arabs out and Kurds in. The Iraqi government has postponed the referendum several times from its original date in 2007, citing the understandable excuse that it could spark a new civil war between Kurds and Arabs. But now that Iraq's government is increasingly stable, Kurdish leaders fear that Baghdad is merely playing for time, allowing the Iraqi military to grow in strength and capability as the U.S. moves to draw down, allowing the Iraqi government eventually to settle the issue the old-fashioned way: with tanks. Already, Kurdish and Iraqi forces have nearly clashed on several occasions in the disputed territories.

US withdrawal plan will strengthen Maliki’s position in power. 
Mohammed A. Salih, “KURDS WORRY THAT U.S. WILL PULLOUT BEFORE CONFLICTS WITH IRAQI ARABS SETTLED,” Albion Monitor   March 4, 2009, http://www.albionmonitor.com/0902a/copyright/kurdpact2.html
But the balance of power in Baghdad is quickly tilting toward forces which Kurds do not perceive as amenable. Just shortly before Obama officially declared the U.S. withdrawal plan, the Kurds' number one opponent in Baghdad, PM Maliki, found himself in a boosted position as his coalition of the State of Law scored a quite unexpected victory in nine of Iraq's 18 provinces including Baghdad, the country's most populous city of around six million. With Kurds and Baghdad at odds over several crucial issues, Obama's withdrawal plan would only further strengthen Maliki's position. Disputes between the country's Kurds and central government go back to the early days of the foundation of modern Iraq by British colonialism in 1920s. At the heart of contention are large chunks of territory marking the separation line between Kurdish and Arab Iraq.
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Kurds fear US withdrawal

Jamie M. Fly, Executive Director of the Foreign Policy Initiative, “Kurdistan: A Middle East haven?” Foreign Policy, June 4 2010, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/04/kurdistan_a_middle_east_haven
Support for a larger U.S. military presence in the region appears to have widespread support.  Even students debated the merits of a base with 5,000 vs. 10,000 American troops with our group. The Kurds are concerned that as the U.S. military continues its drawdown and planned withdrawal from Iraq next year, continued instability in Baghdad could lead to renewed violence in disputed areas along the Green Line between Kurdistan and the rest of Iraq in cities such as Kirkuk. The Obama administration appears to be concerned that a formalization of the U.S. presence in Kurdistan might upset the delicate political balance in Baghdad. It is possible that the U.S. Regional Reconstruction Team currently based here in Erbil may soon be converted to a consulate, a long overdue move given the economic opportunities for U.S. companies as well as the signal this would send to people who have been steadfast U.S. allies for decades. The Kurds, like many American allies around the world, are questioning the United States staying power. The success of Iraq but also our ability to handle the repercussions of Iran's drive toward a nuclear weapon require us to work with allies like the Kurds, despite their flaws. To build on the very real successes that the Kurds have achieved, it is essential that the United States become more engaged in the region. 

Troops are needed in Kirkuk 

China Daily, “Kirkuk oil may make or break Iraq's future,” Updated: 2009-11-05 10:29, http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/world/2009-11/05/content_8917607_2.htm 
A different divide- The Kurdish-Arab dispute over Kirkuk is different from Iraq's main political dispute between Sunni Arabs and Shiite Arabs, which plays out more in the capital of Baghdad and surrounding areas. The Sunni-Shiite split has less relevance in Kirkuk where both Kurds and Arabs are mostly Sunni Muslims. There, the fear among Arabs - both Sunnis and Shiites - is that Kurds will gobble up all jobs and government benefits if Kirkuk joins Kurdistan. The US has been watching the debate intensely for any repercussions it may have for a US military withdrawal.  Under a plan by President Barack Obama, all US combat troops will be out of the country by the end of August 2010, leaving about 50,000 trainers and support troops in Iraq. Those remaining troops would leave by the end of 2011. US military commanders say the majority of the troop departures would come about 60 days after the planned Iraqi election - the idea being to get the country on stable footing before making any major troop changes.  Any delay in the election date could possibly push back the troop withdrawal. US officials have said that they are still hoping the Jan 16 date will go forward, but say their troop draw-down plan is not set in stone. Election politics: As the election approaches, tensions have increased with Arab lawmakers saying Kirkuk is an Iraqi city and Kurdish lawmakers boycotting a parliament session last week over the issue. Iraq's central government should have tried to resolve the underlying Kirkuk issue long before now, asserts Mohammed Ihsan, the former Minister of Disputed Territories, who is now in the Kurdistan regional government. "They forget that without sorting out this issue, you cannot develop a serious partnership throughout the country," Ihsan said. But a Turkomen lawmaker, Abbas al-Bayati, said Iraq's parliament has not given up hopes of a deal on the election law. "Delaying the elections is a red line. Elections must not be postponed at any price."

Impact Ext

Instability in Kirkuk makes Iraqi war inevitable.  

Associated Press, “Kirkuk dispute fuels ethnic tensions in Iraq,” August 15th, 2008, http://www.ankawa.com/english/?p=1412
The fate of Kirkuk, where an estimated 850,000 Kurds, Turkomen and Arabs uneasily coexist, is a litmus test for the ability of Iraq’s ethnic and sectarian leaders to compromise on critical issues. At stake is the country’s ability to preserve its recent decline in violence with genuine national reconciliation. “Kirkuk is a test case for a stable Iraq,” Soner Cagaptay, director of the Turkish program at the Washington Institute for Near East Policy, said Friday. “If Kirkuk remains stable, Iraq will become more stable. If Kirkuk blows up, Iraq might fracture along ethnic and sectarian lines.” The Kurds want to annex Kirkuk and surrounding Tamim province into their self-ruled region in northern Iraq. Most Turkomen and Arabs want the province to remain under central government control, fearing the Kurds would discriminate against them. Dozens of angry Kurds then charged the Turkomen headquarters, leaving three Turkomen injured. But U.S. and Iraqi authorities later blamed al-Qaida in Iraq — not the Turkomen — for the bombing, which killed 25 Kurds and wounded 187. But any power-sharing agreement must also be accepted by the Arabs and the Turkomen, the country’s third largest ethnic group, if the U.S. and its Iraqi allies hope to achieve stability in the north, where al-Qaida and other extremist groups remain active. Kurdish lawmakers blocked passage this month of a bill calling for provincial elections — a major U.S. goal — because the original legislation contained a power-sharing deal including Kurds, Turkomen and Arabs.

Instability leads to Kurdish independence

Andrew Lee Butters, American journalist based in the Middle East, “Kurdistan: Iraq's Next Battleground?” Time Magazine, April 12 2007, http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,1609787-2,00.html
For the Bush Administration, the central question is how long the Kurds can be persuaded to remain part of a united Iraq. The overwhelming majority of Kurds would like to break free of Iraq and form an independent nation. So far, Kurdish leaders have been a constructive force in holding Iraq together, helping to write and adopt a national constitution that, although it gave great powers to the regions, has kept Iraq intact as a federal state. Kurds are serving at the highest levels of the Iraqi government, including as President, Foreign Minister and Deputy Prime Minister. But it's doubtful that spirit of cooperation will last. The further that Iraq slides into civil war, the more the Kurds will want to insulate themselves from it, by carving out more political and economic autonomy. Even if they stop short of outright secession, the Kurds could still unleash new conflicts in Iraq if their impatience with the fecklessness of the Baghdad government prompts them to take action on their own. The most explosive flashpoint is Kirkuk, the disputed oil-rich city that the Kurds lay claim to. As Iraq's Kurdish President, Massoud Barzani, said on March 22 during the farewell visit of departing U.S. Ambassador Zalmay Khalilzad, "Our patience is not unlimited." So what happens to Iraq when it runs out?
Impact – Turns Case
A precipitous withdrawal will cause us to get drawn back in- this turns case
 Juan Cole, Professor of History at the University of Michigan, specializes in the middle east and southeast asia, “Juan Cole: Obama's First Hundred Days in the Greater Middle East” April 2009,  http://hnn.us/roundup/entries/80251.html
Many US observers, who are withdrawal fundamentalists, do not understand that the advances made by the Iraqi army depend heavily on US logistical and air support, and that a precipitous withdrawal might well leave the country in chaos. They also don't understand that an Iraq in chaos would be unacceptable to the US and its regional allies, and would draw American troops right back in. Obama's measured withdrawal, which has the support of the Iraqi government, is a good compromise and has a 50/50 chance of success. The heavy-casualty bombings of recent weeks in Baghdad and Mosul are a security, not a military challege, and probably will not affect the timeline. 
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A.  Israeli deterrence is high now—but removing the US backup would collapse it.

Mideast Mirror 8-14-2009 

On the one hand, Israeli deterrence has never been higher. On the other hand, the crisis with the United States is doing us grave damage. Israeli deterrence rests on three things: The strength of the IDF, foreign news reports about our nuclear capability and America. If you take the U.S. out of the equation, you get a round table with two legs. It is impossible to quantify or measure deterrence, but it is clear that it is currently at a peak. Despite its boasting, Hizbollah has not fired a single bullet since the end of the Second Lebanon War. The Syrians, despite the fact that they lost a nuclear reactor, attended the peace talks in Ankara. Hamas is restraining the recalcitrant armed groups in the Gaza Strip and is preventing them from firing rockets in the South. Imad Mughniyeh was blown up in the heart of Damascus and Hizbollah was forced to bite its lip. For the sake of comparison  when Abbas Musawi was assassinated, the Galilee took a hail of rockets the very next day, within a week an Israeli security official was killed in Turkey and within a month, an embassy was attacked. And now? So far, nothing. Hizbollah swore it would avenge Mughniyeh’s death; it very much wanted to do so at the end of the 40-day mourning period, or within a year, but failed. That is because there are restrictions: The revenge attack must take place far away from the Middle East, and there can be no Hizbollah fingerprints, so that Israel does not use it as a pretext for invading Lebanon. That is no easy task. Hizbollah has made a supreme effort and has still failed even if an attack against Israelis abroad could happen at any moment. Our deterrence needs to be maintained all the time. It is possible that this was the intention of Prime Minister Binyamin Netanyahu this week, when he said that Lebanon would be held responsible for any such attack and when he said, the very next day and without blinking, that the winds of war were being created by the media.

B. Israel feels secure with US commitment to keeping a presence in the Iraq, but would be very scared if the US seemed like it was backing out entirely 

World Tribune, Friday, August 21, 2009, http://www.worldtribune.com/worldtribune/WTARC/2009/me_israel0668_08_21.asp
Israel closely tracking U.S. pullout from Iraq: Iran's 'enhanced' regional clout seen as threat. WASHINGTON — Israel has been nervously monitoring the U.S. military withdrawal from Iraq. A report for the U.S. Defense Department said Israel has been concerned by the American withdrawal from Iraq. The report by the Rand Corp. said Israel was monitoring the pullout for repercussions on Iran's policy." Israel also has a strong interest in Iraq's future because of the effect the U.S. withdrawal could have on Iran's behavior and because Israel considers its security to be affected by the power and influence of the United States in the region," the report said. The report said the U.S. withdrawal from Iraq threatens Israeli security. Rand cited Israeli concerns of growing Iranian influence in wake of a U.S. withdrawal from Iraq, including in such countries as Jordan and JordanSaudi Arabia. "Israelis are most worried about the prospect of an enhanced Iranian regional presence," the report, titled "Withdrawing from Iraq: Alternative Schedules, Associated Risks, and Mitigating Strategies," said. "They are also concerned that U.S. withdrawal from Iraq could allow for the spread of terrorism that in turn could threaten the stability of Jordan, both because of the potential for jihadi violence there and because of the strain posed by 's Iraqi refugee population, which numbers in the hundreds of thousands." Israel has never expressed a position on a U.S. military withdrawal from Iraq. But some Israeli strategists said the withdrawal could result in a decline in U.S. influence throughout the Middle East. Rand, in a report for the Pentagon leadership, said a U.S. withdrawal from Iraq could facilitate Iran's use of proxies to attack the Jewish state. The report said Iran could employ Hizbullah to conduct a nuclear attack without directly involving the Teheran regime. "Israeli strategic analysts worry that if Iran were to acquire a nuclear weapon capability, such a capability could lead to even more dangerous behavior by Iranian proxy actors, such as Hizbullah, while constraining Israel's freedom of action to operate against such groups," the report said. But other Israeli strategists have assessed that a U.S. military withdrawal from Iraq would grant Washington greater freedom of action toward Iran. The report said a U.S. withdrawal from a stable Iraq would enhance Washington's credibility in any negotiations with the Teheran regime. "So, Israel has an important interest in the potential outcomes of U.S. withdrawal from Iraq, although it does not have much ability to directly affect developments in the country," the report said. 
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C.  US drawdown would undermine Israeli confidence – and strike on Iran 

 Natasha Ogilvie-White – Senior Lecturer in IR @ Univ of Canterbury and Tanya Ogilvie-White and Rodrigo Alvarez Valdez – Coordinator of the Non-Proliferation Project @ The Latin American School of Social Sciences in Chile. “The NPT Holdouts: Universality as an Elusive Goal” The Nonproliferation Review, Vol 17 No 1. March 2010. INFORMAWORLD

A potential unintended consequence of pro-active U.S. disarmament leadership is that it could exacerbate Israel’s insecurities and even lead to an escalation of nuclear tensions in the Middle East. Although publicly Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu claims to favor a time-limited, tough dialogue with Iran, nonproliferation experts Avner Cohen and George Perkovich have argued that his ‘‘ultimate nightmare’’ is that Obama’s nonproliferation team will succeed in drawing Iran into serious negotiations, increasing pressure on Israel to make nuclear concessions, perhaps including shutting down the Dimona reactor. 90 Thus far, the Obama administration has not taken any steps that indicate that this is a serious possibility, but Israeli leaders may see the U.S. desire to establish greater moral authority on nuclear issues as a warning that the Nixon-Meir accord (which has provided U.S. tacit support for Israel’s nuclear deterrent since 1969) is under threat. 91 Hopes within the international community that the Obama administration may be willing to abandon this accord are tempered by the possibility that such action could convince the Israeli leadership that the United States is pursuing its own interests at Israel’s expense, tempting it to take matters into its own hands in response to Iran’s suspected nuclear weapons ambitions. This could include airstrikes against Iranian nuclear facilities*a policy option that Israeli decision makers have reportedly considered (and have used in the past against clandestine programs in Iraq and Syria). 92
D. This will lead to extinction 

Leonid Ivashov, Analyst at the Strategic Culture Foundation. “Iran: The Threat of Nuclear War” The AP, 21 April 07 2007, 
What might cause the force major event of the required scale? Everything seems to indicate that Israel will be sacrificed. Its involvement in a war with Iran - especially in a nuclear war - is bound to trigger a global catastrophe. The statehoods of Israel and Iran are based on the countries' official religions. A military conflict between Israel and Iran will immediately evolve into a religious one, a conflict between Judaism and Islam. Due to the presence of numerous Jewish and Muslim populations in the developed countries, this would make a global bloodbath inevitable. All of the active forces of most of the countries of the world would end up fighting, with almost no room for neutrality left. Judging by the increasingly massive acquisitions of the residential housing for the Israeli citizens, especially in Russia and Ukraine , a lot of people already have an idea of what the future holds. However, it is hard to imagine a quiet heaven where one might hide from the coming doom. Forecasts of the territorial distribution of the fighting, the quantities and the efficiency of the armaments involved, the profound character of the underlying roots of the conflict and the severity of the religious strife all leave no doubt that this clash will be in all respects much more nightmarish than WWII.
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A. Israeli deterrence is high now—but removing the US backup would collapse it.
Mideast Mirror 8-14-2009. [No hurry, p. ln] 

On the one hand, Israeli deterrence has never been higher. On the other hand, the crisis with the United States is doing us grave damage. Israeli deterrence rests on three things: The strength of the IDF, foreign news reports about our nuclear capability and America. If you take the U.S. out of the equation, you get a round table with two legs. It is impossible to quantify or measure deterrence, but it is clear that it is currently at a peak. Despite its boasting, Hizbollah has not fired a single bullet since the end of the Second Lebanon War. The Syrians, despite the fact that they lost a nuclear reactor, attended the peace talks in Ankara. Hamas is restraining the recalcitrant armed groups in the Gaza Strip and is preventing them from firing rockets in the South. Imad Mughniyeh was blown up in the heart of Damascus and Hizbollah was forced to bite its lip. For the sake of comparison  when Abbas Musawi was assassinated, the Galilee took a hail of rockets the very next day, within a week an Israeli security official was killed in Turkey and within a month, an embassy was attacked. And now? So far, nothing. Hizbollah swore it would avenge Mughniyeh’s death; it very much wanted to do so at the end of the 40-day mourning period, or within a year, but failed. That is because there are restrictions: The revenge attack must take place far away from the Middle East, and there can be no Hizbollah fingerprints, so that Israel does not use it as a pretext for invading Lebanon. That is no easy task. Hizbollah has made a supreme effort and has still failed even if an attack against Israelis abroad could happen at any moment. Our deterrence needs to be maintained all the time. It is possible that this was the intention of Prime Minister Binyamin Netanyahu this week, when he said that Lebanon would be held responsible for any such attack and when he said, the very next day and without blinking, that the winds of war were being created by the media.

B. Premature withdraw would endanger Israel

JWeekly, Friday, April 4, 2008 | return to: national, http://www.jweekly.com/article/full/34694/shorts-u-s/

Clinton promises to pursue peace Sen. Hillary Clinton vowed to keep up intensive U.S. efforts in Israeli-Palestinian peacemaking if she is elected president. "I believe that it's important for the United States to maintain an active and involved role," the Democratic hopeful said in a Reuters interview published March 31. "I think one of the reasons why we are seeing a very dangerous situation there now is because the Bush administration backed off from staying involved and, where they were involved, much of their advice and proposals were counterproductive." — jta McCain: Leaving Iraq threatens Israel A premature withdrawal from Iraq would endanger Israel, Sen. John McCain said last week in a major foreign policy speech. "I believe a reckless and premature withdrawal would be a terrible defeat for our security interests and our values," added the Arizona senator and presumptive Republican presidential nominee. Iran, which backs Shiite factions in Iraq, would "view our premature withdrawal as a victory and ... see its influence in the Middle East grow significantly." Top Israeli officials have also said that a hasty U.S. withdrawal from Iraq would endanger Israel. — jta Obama adviser now supports Israel lobby Gen. Merrill "Tony" McPeak, a Sen. Barack Obama adviser who made controversial remarks about American Jewish voters said he is a "long-term admirer of Israel." McPeak spoke to Shalom TV in a bid to extinguish recent fires stemming from his 2003 interview with the Oregonian newspaper in which he blamed U.S. Middle East failures on Israel's policies. In his interview with Shalom TV last week, McPeak said, "American Jewry has some influence, just like Irish have influence about Ireland policy, just like the National Rifle Association has something to say about our arms policy ... I don't object to interest groups or lobbying groups exercising influence." — jta Reform rabbis urged to speak up on issues Reform rabbis were urged to "exercise moral leadership" on issues of the day. Rabbi Peter Knobel, the president of the Central Conference of American Rabbis, this week said the movement's rabbis should discuss the presidential race with their congregations, including the "moral tragedy" of the Iraq War, the need for universal health care and peace in the Middle East. Knobel was speaking at the CCAR's national convention in Cincinnati. More than 450 rabbis from the 1.5 million-member American Reform community, the largest Jewish denomination, attended the four-day gathering. He said rabbis should not, however, show favoritism toward any candidate. — jta ADL criticizes evangelical ad The Anti-Defamation League criticized an advertisement in the New York Times in which evangelicals defend their efforts to convert Jews. Abraham Foxman, the ADL's national director, called the ad "offensive and insulting." The ad, which appeared in the March 28 issue, was sponsored by the World Evangelical Alliance, a 162-year-old global network that claims to represent 420 million evangelicals. In the ad, the alliance defends conversion efforts, saying "it is out of our profound respect for Jewish people that we seek to share the good news of Jesus Christ with them." — jta/u/34694
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C. US will compensate Israel- increasing sales to Israel of advanced US military technology
Petras, Professor of Sociology at Binghamton, 5/14/07 (http://www.dissidentvoice.org/2007/05/the-pro-israel-lobby-and-us-middle-east-policy/) 

With the US trade deficit exceeding $500 billion dollars, one of its few competitive export sectors is its arms industry, which is number one in world arms sales, followed by Israel. The Bush Administration’s planned arms sale to Saudi Arabia and other Persian Gulf allies has been blocked by Israeli action through its Zionist Lobby (NY Times, April 5, 2007). The Administration officials twice scheduled and canceled briefings for members of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee because of AIPAC’s influence over the Committee and the likelihood that the arms deal would be rejected. As a result the Administration is hoping that Israel will call off its Lobby attack dogs in exchange for a 20% increase in US military aid and grants to Israel — upping the total of military aid from $2.4 billion dollars to $3 billion annually. Secretary of Defense Gates, who was unable to shake the Lobby’s influence over Congress, had to fly to Israel to plead with Israel to allow the sales to go through in exchange for receiving advanced US military technology. US grants to Israel of advanced military research, design and technology has increased Israel’s competitive position in the world’s military high-tech market and increased its share at the expense of the US, as seen in its recent $1.5 billion dollar military sales to India. In brief, the Israel Lobby runs circles around the US military-industrial complex in terms of influencing the US Congress, blocking lucrative deals and advancing Israel’s sales in the world market. 
D. US compensation will have Israel strike Iran 
By Aluf Benn and Haaretz Correspondent Tags: Iran US Iran nuclear, U.S. puts brakes on Israeli plan for attack on Iran nuclear facilities, To compensate for rejection, U.S. offers Israel improved defenses against surface-to-surface missiles. Published 00:00 13.08.08, http://www.haaretz.com/print-edition/news/u-s-puts-brakes-on-israeli-plan-for-attack-on-iran-nuclear-facilities-1.251644 

The American administration has rejected an Israeli request for military equipment and support that would improve Israel's ability to attack Iran's nuclear facilities. A report published last week by the Washington-based Institute for Science and International Security (ISIS) states that military strikes are unlikely to destroy Iran's centrifuge program for enriching uranium. The Americans viewed the request, which was transmitted (and rejected) at the highest level, as a sign that Israel is in the advanced stages of preparations to attack Iran. They therefore warned Israel against attacking, saying such a strike would undermine American interests. They also demanded that Israel give them prior notice if it nevertheless decided to strike Iran.  As compensation for the requests it rejected, Washington offered to improve Israel's defenses against surface-to-surface missiles. Israel responded by saying it reserves the right to take whatever action it deems necessary if diplomatic efforts to halt Iran's nuclearization fail.  Jerusalem also fears that an Israeli strike, even if it succeeded well enough to delay Iran's nuclear development for a few years, would give Iran international legitimacy for its program, which it currently lacks. Israel, in contrast, would be portrayed as an aggressor, and would be forced to contend alone with Iran's retaliation, which would probably include thousands of missile strikes by Iranian allies Hezbollah, Hamas and perhaps even Syria. 

E.  A single strike will cause extinction 

Casey ‘6 [Mingus. Scoop News. “On the History of Nuclear Arms” 10 Oct  06, www.scoop.co.nz //MGW-JV]

The ecological effects of nuclear testing are massive, with the vast majority of nuclear armed states (USA, Russia, England, France, China, Israel) possessing more than enough nuclear weapons to send the world into a fatal nuclear winter, the only countries in the world with out sufficient nuclear weapons to do so at this point in time are North Korea (1-15), Pakistan (40-50) and India (40-50).  If only two hundred nuclear weapons are used (a successful first strike scenario against a first world nation), that is sufficient to release enough dust and radioactive fallout into the atmosphere to reduce the worlds temperature by five to twenty degrees centigrade. Two hundred nukes is unrealistically low, a lot more would be used. If this happens, humanity and the majority of vegetable animal and sea life will probably die out. 
*****Uniqueness****

U- Israel Deterrence High Now

Israel nuclear submarine is an example to equipping nuclear strikes

National Journal Group, Israel to Dispatch Nuclear-Armed Subs, Report Says, Thursday, July 29, 2010, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20100728_4592.php 

A recent report said Israel intends to field nuclear-armed Dolphin-class submarines along the Iranian coastline, the Xinhua News Agency reported Monday (see GSN, July 8). Experts widely suspect Israel of arming the German-made submarines with nuclear-capable cruise missiles. Israel is widely believed to possess nuclear weapons, but Jerusalem has neither confirmed nor denied its possession of an atomic arsenal. "Submarines are very important to Israel. There are rumors overseas that they are equipped for nuclear second strikes but I don't think anyone intelligent can tell you any more than that," said Dan Schueftan, head of the National Security Studies Center at Haifa University in Israel. Germany provided Israel with three Dolphin-class vessels between 1998 and 2000, and is set to deliver at least two more within the next two years. There are reports that Jerusalem is trying to knock down the price on a sixth submarine, according to Xinhua (see GSN, Jan. 19). "Israel has never spoken about the role of its submarines, whether they are for patrol or attack missions, but internationally they are thought as being part of Israel's deterrence," said Yiftah Shapir, who heads the Military Balance Project at Tel Aviv University's Institute for National Security Studies. "From my perspective it doesn't matter what their role is. As soon as it's believed to be one or the other then that's what counts," Shapir said (David Harris, Xinhua News Agency, July 26). Israel yesterday denied it was in talks with Germany over buying a sixth submarine, United Press International reported. "Following press reports, we wish to clarify that there are no negotiations with Germany for the purchase by Israel of an additional submarine," the Israeli Defense Ministry statement said in a prepared statement. "The question of a discount (by Germany) for such an acquisition is therefore not relevant." German government spokesman Ulrich Wilhelm said "no concrete negotiations between Israel and Germany about a sixth submarine" were occurring. However, he declined to specify whether less official talks had taken place or whether Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu and German Chancellor Angela Merkel had discussed the matter during a recent telephone conversation (United Press International, July 28)

Israel confident in their need to possess nuclear weapons for deterrence

JOHN CHERIAN, WORLD AFFAIRS, American dilemma, Tuesday, July 27, 2010 8:01:26 AM, “The U.S. supports a document calling for a nuclear-free West Asia at the NPT Review Conference and then says the decision was a mistake.” http://www.frontline.in/stories/20100813271605600.htm
To reassure Israel, Obama told visiting Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu in the first week of July that the U.S. “strongly” opposed the move to single out Israel on the issue of non-proliferation. He added that the greatest threat to proliferation was Iran's failure to live up to its NPT commitments. More ominously, a statement released by his administration during the Netanyahu visit bestowed upon Israel the “inherent right” to possess nuclear weapons for purposes of “deterrence”. Former U.S. President Jimmy Carter has said that the tiny Jewish state possesses 200-300 nuclear warheads. The joint statement issued after the visit stated that Obama told Netanyahu “that he recognises that Israel must always have the ability to defend itself, by itself, against any threats or possible continuation of threats, and that only Israel can determine its security needs”. Officials in the Obama administration now say that the support for a nuclear-free West Asia at the NPT conference was “a mistake”. Obama's volte-face was evident. He stated that both sides discussed issues that arose out of the NPT Conference during Netanyahu's visit. “And I reiterated to the Prime Minister that there is no change in U.S. policy when it comes to these issues. We strongly believe that given its size, the region that it is in, and the threats that are levelled against it, Israel has unique security requirements,” he proclaimed.

U- Israel Deterrence High Now

Israeli deterrence is high now—but removing the US backup would collapse it.

Mideast Mirror 8-14-2009. [No hurry, p. ln] 

On the one hand, Israeli deterrence has never been higher. On the other hand, the crisis with the United States is doing us grave damage. Israeli deterrence rests on three things: The strength of the IDF, foreign news reports about our nuclear capability and America. If you take the U.S. out of the equation, you get a round table with two legs. It is impossible to quantify or measure deterrence, but it is clear that it is currently at a peak. Despite its boasting, Hizbollah has not fired a single bullet since the end of the Second Lebanon War. The Syrians, despite the fact that they lost a nuclear reactor, attended the peace talks in Ankara. Hamas is restraining the recalcitrant armed groups in the Gaza Strip and is preventing them from firing rockets in the South. Imad Mughniyeh was blown up in the heart of Damascus and Hizbollah was forced to bite its lip. For the sake of comparison  when Abbas Musawi was assassinated, the Galilee took a hail of rockets the very next day, within a week an Israeli security official was killed in Turkey and within a month, an embassy was attacked. And now? So far, nothing. Hizbollah swore it would avenge Mughniyeh’s death; it very much wanted to do so at the end of the 40-day mourning period, or within a year, but failed. That is because there are restrictions: The revenge attack must take place far away from the Middle East, and there can be no Hizbollah fingerprints, so that Israel does not use it as a pretext for invading Lebanon. That is no easy task. Hizbollah has made a supreme effort and has still failed even if an attack against Israelis abroad could happen at any moment. Our deterrence needs to be maintained all the time. It is possible that this was the intention of Prime Minister Binyamin Netanyahu this week, when he said that Lebanon would be held responsible for any such attack and when he said, the very next day and without blinking, that the winds of war were being created by the media.

Gaza War established Israel’s deterrent—showed any attack would be met with overwhelming retaliation. 

Michael Petrou, staff writer, 3-2-2009. [Maclean’s, Israel’s Big Stick, p. ln]

Israel began its campaign in Gaza with measurable tactical goals: ensuring that Hamas, which controls the territory, can no longer use tunnels connecting Gaza and Egypt to smuggle in weapons, and stopping Hamas's incessant rocket fire on Israeli civilians living nearby. Short of reoccupying the Gaza Strip, which Israel is unwilling to contemplate at this time, neither of these goals is completely achievable without implicit co-operation from Hamas. Now, as Israel awaits a new government, a report released this month by the Center for Strategic and International Studies confirms that the war did not change the political or military situation in Gaza. "The post-conflict situation looks strikingly like the situation before the fighting began," it concludes.

But the war, which received widespread support across Israel's political spectrum, wasn't really about closing every tunnel to Egypt or finding and destroying each rocket that might be launched toward Israeli towns. It was about the Israeli soldier's crude message, and a principle that was once the bedrock of Israel's defence strategy--deterrence, or convincing its enemies that any attack will be met with a punishing response. "What's lost on many is that the military operations in Gaza were in keeping with traditional military doctrine--something the IDF [Israel Defense Forces] felt it had got away from in the last couple of years--and that was to respond to any and all threats with overwhelming, brutal force," says Steven Cook, a senior fellow for Middle East studies at the Council on Foreign Relations. "It's about establishing a deterrent. It's about making people think twice before they attack Israel."

U- Israel Deterrence High Now

Syria strike, Mugniyah killing and Gaza war confirmed Israel’s deterrence. 

Max Boot, Jeane J. Kirkpatrick senior fellow in national security studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2-2-2009. [The Weekly Standard, The Gaza Aftermath; Most Israelis think they won this round, p. ln]

But that is not how most Israelis or most Arabs saw it. What they took away from the 2006 war was the perception that Hezbollah had stood up to Israel better than any previous adversary. Israelis lamented, and Arabs celebrated, that this was the first war Israel had not won, at least not decisively. Israel engaged in a collective soul-searching over what went wrong which led to the firing of the defense minister and the armed forces chief of staff and to the convening of a commission to draw lessons from what was widely seen as a bungled operation.

Since then, Israel has worked slowly and methodically to reestablish its deterrence. Two small steps in this process were the aerial bombing in September 2007 of a suspected Syrian nuclear reactor and the car bombing in February 2008 (widely believed to be the work of Mossad) that killed Hezbollah terrorist mastermind Imad Mugniyah in Damascus. A far bigger step occurred on December 27 when Israel launched what turned out to be a three-week onslaught into the Gaza Strip after Hamas dispensed with a six-month ceasefire and resumed firing rockets into southern Israel.

US-Israel dispute puts U.S. deterrence in the region on the brink—now key to clarify resolve. 

Haim Malka, Senior Fellow, Middle East Program, CSIS, 3-16-2010. [Huffington Post, Dangerous Brinkmanship, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/haim-malka/dangerous-brinkmanship_b

Last week's clash between the Obama Administration and Netanyahu government should have come as little surprise. The two governments have differed fundamentally on settlements and Jerusalem since each entered office last year. What was less predictable, though, was that U.S.-Israeli differences would cast a shadow over U.S. power and security in the Middle East. For this reason, Israel's moves in recent weeks are self-defeating. Challenging the United States on settlements and East Jerusalem construction may provide short-term political benefits for the Netanyahu government, but Israel's long-term security relies on a powerful United States and close U.S.-Israeli ties. In yielding to near-term politics, the Netanyahu government put both at risk.
US will move on from dispute with Israel—reaffirming its absolute commitment to Israel’s security. 

Arshad Mohammed, staff writer, 3-16-2010. [Reuters, PREVIEW-U.S.-Israel spat may overshadow Moscow talks, http://www.alertnet.org/thenews/newsdesk/N16250134.htm]

U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton's trip to Moscow this week was supposed to show off international support for Israeli-Palestinian peace talks while making headway on arms control and sanctioning Iran.

Instead, it is likely to be overshadowed by Washington's bitter public spat with Israel over a housing project for Jews in East Jerusalem which has jeopardized indirect peace talks that Washington announced only last week.

Clinton leaves on Wednesday for a 36-hour visit built around a meeting of the quartet of Middle East peace mediators -- the European Union, Russia, the United Nations and the United States.

U.S. officials said they had hoped the quartet meeting, scheduled before the housing dispute flared during U.S. Vice President Joe Biden's trip to Israel last week, would bless the start of the indirect peace talks.

The United States condemned Israel's plan to build 1,600 new homes for Jews in Ramat Shlomo, a religious neighborhood within the Israeli-designated borders of Jerusalem, whose future status is at the heart of the six-decade conflict.

The Palestinians, who had agreed to the indirect talks, say they will not go ahead unless the housing plan is scrapped.

Analysts said the Obama administration wants to quell the dispute -- Clinton on Tuesday stressed the "absolute" U.S. commitment to Israel's security -- while still extracting concessions from Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu.

"They want to ratchet down now and I think that if Bibi (Netanyahu) gives them something that that comes close to passing the laugh test, then they will want to move on," said Daniel Levy, an analyst at the New America Foundation.

U- Israel Deterrence High Now

Israel deterrence high – poses a threat to Iran
Barbara Opall-rome, Israel Wants U.S. To Intensify Heat on Iran, Seeks Military Muscle-flexing To Accompany Sanctions, Published: 22 February 2010, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=4508374

TEL AVIV - In parallel to the U.S.-led drive for harsh international sanctions against Tehran, Israel is pressing Washington to put more pressure on Iran by enhancing its military presence in the Arabian Gulf, Israeli defense and political sources here say. The Israeli request for increased U.S. military muscle-flexing will be discussed this week in a Pentagon meeting between U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates and Israeli Defense Minister Ehud Barak, sources said. It's the latest step in a bilateral "security assurances" process aimed at allaying Israeli concerns about Iran's nuclear program. "As long as the Iranians don't see massive power around them, they will be convinced no one is serious enough," a senior Israeli security official said. "They [Iran] need to see that the United States and the Western countries mean business, and that means sanctions and force projection must be done in parallel." Kurt Hoyer, the U.S. Embassy spokesman here, declined comment and referred queries to Washington. Asked whether DoD planned to increase presence or operations in the Arabian Gulf, a military official at the Pentagon said "we are very comfortable with the force posture we have throughout the region vis-à-vis the threat posed by Iran." Mullen said the security measures are defensive in nature, and are evaluated as per request of Israel and others concerned about the evolving Iranian threat. When asked if such measures are aimed at preventing Israel from a pre-emptive attack on Iran, Mullen replied, "We would never try to infringe on this country's or any country's sovereign right to self-defense." The JCS chairman said he agreed with the views of his Israeli counterpart, Lt. Gen. Gabi Ashkenazi, that Iran has become "an incredibly destabilizing country in this region." According to Mullen's assessment, the window within which Iran can acquire nuclear weapons is "one to three years." Therefore, while the focus remains on intensifying pressure through sanctions, "we've not taken any options off the table and don't expect to," Mullen said. He reiterated U.S. policy commitments to prevent Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons capability. Nevertheless, Mullen warned against "the unintended consequences" of an Israeli strike. "The outbreak of a conflict would be a big, big problem for all of us," he said. Israeli sources said that within the three-phased American plan for pressuring Iran - political pressure, sanctions and use of force - the planned beef-up of U.S. military presence is an extension of Phase 2, rather than a transition to Phase 3. "Time is growing short. There must be forceful sanctions now. ... Forceful sanctions must include steps to stop the importation of petroleum products to Iran and the export of energy," Netanayahu told participants at a Feb. 17 conference in Jerusalem. "If one year ago we were in a situation in which Iran's true intentions to acquire nuclear weapons were unclear, that the ultimate goal of the Iranian nuclear program was a weapon, today there is no argument that this is the case," Netanyahu said. "Now, the question is what the international community will do in the face of this challenge." However, if true, he believed the message was directed more at Israel and anxious Arabian Gulf states and less at Iran. "The United States recognizes the need to show that it is taking serious action against the Iranian threat, so as to dilute the pressure on Israel to act unilaterally," Eiland said. "In parallel, Washington needs to deal with growing tensions among countries in the Gulf, and this move could be an attempt to persuade them that the U.S. won't abandon them even if Iran gains a nuclear capability."
****Links****

Israel DA- Link Ext
Premature withdraw would endanger Israel

JWeekly, Friday, April 4, 2008 | return to: national, http://www.jweekly.com/article/full/34694/shorts-u-s/

Clinton promises to pursue peace Sen. Hillary Clinton vowed to keep up intensive U.S. efforts in Israeli-Palestinian peacemaking if she is elected president. "I believe that it's important for the United States to maintain an active and involved role," the Democratic hopeful said in a Reuters interview published March 31. "I think one of the reasons why we are seeing a very dangerous situation there now is because the Bush administration backed off from staying involved and, where they were involved, much of their advice and proposals were counterproductive." — jta McCain: Leaving Iraq threatens Israel A premature withdrawal from Iraq would endanger Israel, Sen. John McCain said last week in a major foreign policy speech. "I believe a reckless and premature withdrawal would be a terrible defeat for our security interests and our values," added the Arizona senator and presumptive Republican presidential nominee. Iran, which backs Shiite factions in Iraq, would "view our premature withdrawal as a victory and ... see its influence in the Middle East grow significantly." Top Israeli officials have also said that a hasty U.S. withdrawal from Iraq would endanger Israel. — jta Obama adviser now supports Israel lobby Gen. Merrill "Tony" McPeak, a Sen. Barack Obama adviser who made controversial remarks about American Jewish voters said he is a "long-term admirer of Israel." McPeak spoke to Shalom TV in a bid to extinguish recent fires stemming from his 2003 interview with the Oregonian newspaper in which he blamed U.S. Middle East failures on Israel's policies. In his interview with Shalom TV last week, McPeak said, "American Jewry has some influence, just like Irish have influence about Ireland policy, just like the National Rifle Association has something to say about our arms policy ... I don't object to interest groups or lobbying groups exercising influence." — jta Reform rabbis urged to speak up on issues Reform rabbis were urged to "exercise moral leadership" on issues of the day. Rabbi Peter Knobel, the president of the Central Conference of American Rabbis, this week said the movement's rabbis should discuss the presidential race with their congregations, including the "moral tragedy" of the Iraq War, the need for universal health care and peace in the Middle East. Knobel was speaking at the CCAR's national convention in Cincinnati. More than 450 rabbis from the 1.5 million-member American Reform community, the largest Jewish denomination, attended the four-day gathering. He said rabbis should not, however, show favoritism toward any candidate. — jta ADL criticizes evangelical ad The Anti-Defamation League criticized an advertisement in the New York Times in which evangelicals defend their efforts to convert Jews. Abraham Foxman, the ADL's national director, called the ad "offensive and insulting." The ad, which appeared in the March 28 issue, was sponsored by the World Evangelical Alliance, a 162-year-old global network that claims to represent 420 million evangelicals. In the ad, the alliance defends conversion efforts, saying "it is out of our profound respect for Jewish people that we seek to share the good news of Jesus Christ with them." — jta/u/34694

Israel DA- Link Ext  

Iraq has forced America to withhold aid for Israel 

Telegraph 07
(8/9/2007 “Overstretched US cuts aid to Israel” http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/1559881/Overstretched-US-cuts-aid-to-Israel.html)
America has been forced to withhold funding from its key ally in the Middle East amid the strain of paying for its expensive military campaign in Iraq. Washington had promised Israel a substantial increase in its financial support to bolster it against Iran. But US officials decided to amend their pledge because of escalating costs, including the need to spend $750 million (£375 million) to fly thousands of armoured troop carriers to Iraq to protect troops against Iranian-made roadside bombs. The Pentagon has come under intense pressure to speed up deployment of the new Mine Resistant Ambush Protected vehicle (MRAP), which boasts a V-shaped hull and a raised chassis and is proven to withstand a range of explosive projectiles common in Iraq. The army has ordered 8,000 MRAP vehicles at a cost of $12 billion. But a request by the Pentagon for an emergency transport budget illustrates the increasing danger faced by troops on the ground.
Officials said extra funds would be used to get 3,400 MRAPs to Iraq by the end of the year. The diversion of funds has caused a budget shortfall in Israel that forced Ehud Olmert, the prime minister, to convene an emergency cabinet meeting yesterday. Officials discussed ways of dealing with the £250 million deficit in next year's budget, which Israeli commentators said would result in austerity measures. More worryingly for Israel, there are fears the shortfall will have a significant impact on the ability of the country to defend itself as military training and procurement are cut back.
US withdrawal in Iraq will lead to infiltration 
Shia News, Page added on July 9, 2010, “Israel worried about U.S. withdrawal from Iraq,” http://babulilmlibrary.com/news/israel-worried-about-u-s-withdrawal-from-iraq
BAGHDAD / Iraq: Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu expressed worry on Thursday over Israel’s security after the withdrawal of U.S. troops from Iraq, according to the Investor’s Business Daily (IBD). Netanyahu told US Defense Secretary Robert Gates that Israel is concerned about the consequences of the US’ planned drawdown of troops from Iraq next year. Netanyahu, who met with Gates during his visit to Washington, said he is concerned about the creation of an “eastern front” in the wake of the Iraq pullout. The two officials met at Blair House, the official presidential guest house. “Gates and Netanyahu discussed Israel’s security measures in the frame of a permanent agreement with the Palestinians, and addressed ways to prevent the infiltration of rockets, missiles and other weapons into the territory of the future Palestinian state.”

Israel DA- Link Ext

Israeli fear loss of US troop presence in the Middle East will escalate to a growing desire of weaponry forces against Arab and Iranian enemies
 Lenore G. Martin, Middle East Specialist at the Strategic Studies Institute. “Assessing the Impact of US-Israeli Relations on the Arab World” Summer 2003.  http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB104.pdf 
Israel’s perceptions of its own national security threats are weighted heavily towards a strategic and military calculus. Israel’s experience with the Arab world since its war of independence in 1947-48 has been unremitting hostility punctuated by wars and terrorist attacks. This hostility has been interrupted by quiet on its western flank since the 1979 Camp David Accords, by the cold peace with Egypt, and since the 1994 peace treaty with Jordan, quiet on its eastern flank. Quiet without a peace treaty also has existed on Israel’s northern border with Syria―but not its northern border with Lebanon. However, espousals of intentions to eliminate the “Zionist state”by the so-called “rejectionist”states, primarily Iran and Syria (and previously Iraq), and their development of WMD, which may have a range of delivery systems from terrorists to missiles, have stimulated Israel’s existential need to continue developing WMD to enhance its deterrent capability, as well as the Arrow anti-missile system that it has jointly developed with the United States. 12 Concern over the growing military capabilities of the rejectionist states also stimulates Israel’s desire for technologically advanced conventional weaponry to offset the conventional superiority of the combined forces of its regional Arab and Iranian enemies. However, less visible and more complex nonmilitary threats to Israel’s national security go underemphasized in this strategic and military calculus. 13 Paying for a strong defense puts a substantial strain on the Israeli economy. The economy is challenged to overcome the lack of natural resources such as water, and must expend valuable financial resources for the generation of desalinated water or to purchase water from Turkey. 14 Moreover, Israel lacks its own secure sources of energy, gas and oil supplies that are critical for its developing economy. 15 For all these reasons, Israel looks to its close U.S. alliance for strategic and military assistance, as well as for economic assistance that is indispensable for its national security. 16 

Iran – Israel Relations

Iran – Israel Relations Key to Middle East Peace

Parsi founder and president of the National Iranian American Council and an expert on US-Iranian relations 10
(Iran-Israel relations are key to Mideast peace, says Grawemeyer Award winner  “http://grawemeyer.org/news-updates/iran-israel-relations-are-key-to-mideast-peace-says-grawemeyer-award-winner
Improving relations between Iran and Israel is the key to achieving lasting peace in the Middle East, says the winner of the 2010 University of Louisville Grawemeyer Award for Ideas Improving World Order. Trita Parsi, co-founder and president of the National Iranian American Council, earned the prize for ideas set forth in his 2007 book, “Treacherous Alliance: The Secret Dealings of Israel, Iran and the U.S.” He received the award from among 54 nominations worldwide.  The rivalry between Iran and Israel is driven more by a quest for regional power rather than by conflicting beliefs, Parsi says. Instead of trying to isolate Iran from the rest of the world, the United States should rehabilitate Iran into the Middle East’s economic and political order in return for Iran making significant changes in its behavior, including ending its hostilities against Israel.  “Most efforts to achieve peace in the Middle East focus on the clash between Israel and the Palestinians,” said Rodger Payne, a UofL political science professor who directs the award. “Parsi says the best way to stabilize the region is for the U.S. to act in a more balanced way toward Iran and Israel, which would de-escalate the geopolitical and nuclear rivalry between the two.”  Parsi, who was born in Iran, holds a doctorate of philosophy degree from the School for Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins University. He interviewed more than 130 senior Israeli, Iranian and U.S. decision-makers before writing “Treacherous Alliance,” which also won a Council on Foreign Relations award last year for most significant foreign policy book.  Five Grawemeyer Awards are presented annually for outstanding works in music composition, ideas improving world order, psychology, education and religion. Winners of the other 2010 Grawemeyer Awards also are being announced this week. 

Net Benefit Evid- Partial Withdrawal CP
Israel will get scared from withdrawal – fears loss of deterrence against Iran

Susser 04 (Leslie Susser, Staff Writer, Israel Worried About U.S. Iraq Withdrawl, April 15 2004) http://www.jewishjournal.com/world/article/israel_worried_about_us_iraq_withdrawl_20040416/
As Shiite and Sunni resistance to the American presence in Iraq intensifies, Israel's defense establishment is worried that a U.S. withdrawal under fire could have devastating consequences for the battles against weapons of mass destruction and global terrorism. And Israel could be one of the big losers: Israeli officials believe a loss of American deterrence would encourage Iran to continue its nuclear weapons program, and its support for terrorism could lead to a hardening of Syrian and Palestinian attitudes against accommodation with Israel and could spark more Palestinian and other terrorism directed against Israeli targets. Without American deterrence and a pro-Western Iraq, the officials say, Israel might have to rethink its attitude on key issues like the concessions it can afford to make to the Palestinians, its readiness for a land war on its eastern front and the size of its defense budget. But there is an opposing, minority view in Israeli academic and intelligence circles: The quicker the Americans leave, this view holds, the quicker the Iraqis will have to get their act 
together. And once they do, they will not necessarily pose a threat to Israel or the West. 
**** Internal Links****
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Israeli bunker busters causes Iran strikes and war with Iran

Institute for Research Middle Eastern Policy 05
(5/1/2005“Arming an Israeli Attack on Iran: Why the US should cancel "Bunker Buster" Bombs for Israel” http://www.irmep.org/GBU.htm)

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

US security key for the capability of Deterrence 
Clark A. Murdock, Ph.D., senior adviser at the CSIS, Director of the Project on Nuclear Issues at CSIS, deputy director of the HQ planning function for the U.S. Air Force, 1995-2000, et al., November 2009. [CSIS Workshop: “Clear Posture Implications of Extended Deterrence and Assurance, p. http://csis.org/publication/exploring-nuclear-posture-implications-extended-deterrence-and-assurance]

The emerging North Korean and Iranian nuclear capabilities, coupled with ongoing Chinese and Russian strategic modernization programs, have brought increased attention from both practitioners and strategists to U.S. extended nuclear deterrence and the role it plays in assuring allies that the United States is committed to protecting their security. As one element of its consideration of extended deterrence and assurance, the Office of the Secretary of Defense for Policy contracted a CSIS study team, led by Clark Murdock and Jessica Yeats, to examine the implications of extended deterrence in the post-9/11 era for the United States nuclear posture.  The purpose of the report is to identify the characteristics of the U.S. nuclear force posture that support extended deterrence and analyze how changes in the force posture affect the credibility of its assurance, paying particular attention to the competing needs and interests of U.S. allies in Europe, Northeast Asia and the Middle East. The credibility of deterrence and assurance depends on a spectrum of factors affecting U.S. intent and capability as perceived by three critical audiences: the potential aggressor, the state under the umbrella, and the American public. By analyzing the differences with which each audience perceives and interprets U.S. force posture, the report demonstrates that the nuclear posture implications of extended deterrence and assurance are additive and cumulative, despite some fungibility between them. The report begins by addressing extended deterrence and assurance at the conceptual level. Chapters III and IV then analyze how these factors affect the requirements, broadly defined, for extended deterrence and assurance, respectively. The analysis of both relationships is then re-integrated in the regional chapters (Europe, Northeast Asia and the Middle East) and a final chapter on longer-term trends and challenges.
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U.S. key to save Israel form jeopardy
Steve Rosen, director of foreign policy issues at the American Israel Public Affairs Committee, Dec. 1998. [Middle East Quarterly, Still Special? The U.S.-Israel Relationship, http://www.meforum.org/433/still-special-the-us-israel-relationship]

THE UNITED STATES AS STRATEGIC ASSET? MEQ: Interesting question. How do Israelis value the U.S. as an ally? What will Israel do to ensure the depth of this alliance? Rosen: Israel is one of the clearest cases in the world of a country looking at the United States as a protector and an ally of the first importance. Israelis almost entirely across the political spectrum agree on this. Although the usual tensions of a small power dependent on a great power exist-a certain resentment, a fear that the great power won't be there-unambiguously, Israelis do not want to sacrifice in any way their close relationship with the United States. They're grateful for it. MEQ: But does the United States have a right to expect certain actions from Israel in the peace process in recognition of the great contribution it is making to Israel's security? Lewis: Every American president thinks so, but not one of them has been able to demonstrate it. Krauthammer: You use the word "right," but it does not apply to international relations. The United States clearly makes demands on Israel but there's something paradoxical here. It is self-defeating for the United States to push Israel into a position where it gives up so many assets to secure an agreement that it places itself in jeopardy. Being the last line of defense of Israel, the United States must realize that this in some way jeopardizes the United States by compelling us to act in defense of Israel, perhaps even having to engage our own forces, something we obviously would prefer not to do, something we have never done. We therefore have a self-interest in not wanting to undermine an ally. Rosen: Of course, any relationship requires giving as well as taking, but in what currency is the giving denominated? We cannot ask Israel to pay for its relationship with the United States in assets that are vital to it but of only passing concern to the United States. Far better for both sides is for Israel to make payments in a different currency-one that brings large benefit to the United States and comparatively little cost to Israel. By the way, this is what we do in providing aid to Israel. Jacoby: Here's an interesting angle: polling in Israel shows a high degree of trust for American involvement in the peace process and a concern that American Jews should not interfere with U.S. diplomatic initiatives. I suggest that because the United States is clearly such a critical strategic asset for Israel, Israelis have a special responsibility to take American interests into account-and not just as they relate directly to Israel.
U.S. demonstrates commitment and eases Iranian threat with arms sales
Pifer et. al. Director at the Brookings Arms Control Initiative. 10
(Steven Pifer, Richard C. Bush, Vanda Felbab-Brown Martin S. Indyk Michael O’Hanlon Kenneth M. Pollack. May 2010 Foreign Policy at the Brookings Institute“U.S. Nuclear and Extended Deterrence: Considerations and Challenges”) http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2010/06_nuclear_deterrence/06_nuclear_deterrence.pdf
Strengthening American allies. For the Israelis, and probably for other American allies in the Middle East, even red lines and American treaties might not be enough to dissuade them from destabilizing behavior in response to the growing threat from Iran. For them, the United States will almost certainly have to demonstrate an even greater commitment to their ability to defend themselves, a point made explicit in the Obama administration’s Nuclear Posture Review.104 In the past, arms sales to the region paid few dividends in terms of creating the kind of integrated military effort the United States has been seeking for 60 years, but they were critical in conveying a sense of reciprocal commitment by signaling that the United States and the buying nation were inextricably bound to their defense relationship. 

Israel Compensation DA - Internal Link Ext

US committed to Israeli security – will compensate to protect Israel against Iranian threat.

PressTV 3/9/2010
(“Biden: US committed to Israel security” http://www.presstv.ir/detail.aspx?id=120429&sectionid=351020202)

US Vice President Joe Biden, who is in Israel for 'proximity talks' between Israelis and the Palestinians, has reiterated Washington's commitment to Israel's security.   There is absolutely no space between the two sides in terms of Israel's security, Biden assured in a meeting with Israeli President Shimon Peres.   The Israeli president for his turn said Tel Aviv trusted the US administration and also called on Washington to "protect Israel against Tehran's nuclear threat."   Biden, who is on a four-day tour of the Middle East, expressed optimism on the resumption of Israeli-Palestinian negotiations.   "I hope the beginning of what is referred to as indirect or proximity talks, I hope it is a vehicle, a vehicle by which we can begin to allay that layer of mistrust that has built up in the last several years," Biden said.   Biden, who also met with Israeli Premier Benjamin Netanyahu, is due to travel to the West Bank on Wednesday to hold talks with the Palestinian Authority leaders.   The visit comes one day after Israeli authorities announced plans to build 112 new housing units in the occupied West Bank, prompting warnings from the Palestinian negotiators against sabotaging peace efforts.   The construction plans come in contrast to a 10-month freeze Israel announced in November on its illegal settlement activity in the West Bank.   But Washington defended the decision, saying it was not in breach of the November moratorium. 

Obama administration committed to protect Israel security

Politico 3/16/10
“White House, Clinton: U.S. absolutely committed to Israel's security”
http://www.politico.com/blogs/laurarozen/0310/White_House_Clinton_US_absolutely_committed_to_Israels_security.html\

The Obama administration reiterated its staunch commitment to Israel’s security today, saying current diplomatic disputes over actions that could imperil the peace process do not change the unshakeable bond between the United States and Israel.

“Our commitment to Israel’s security is unchanged,” White House spokesman Robert Gibbs said at the press briefing Tuesday. “Our commitment to Israel is unchanged.”  “That was the reason for Vice President Biden’s trip” to Israel last week, Gibbs said. “And the Vice President reiterated that, after the Prime Minister found cause for regret, the Vice President reiterated the U.S. support for Israel’s security.”  Earlier Tuesday, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton also said that Washington has an absolute commitment to Israel’s security, despite current serious disagreements.  Asked about reported remarks by Israel’s ambassador to Washington Michael Oren over the weekend that U.S.-Israeli relations had not faced such a major crisis since 1974, Clinton said, “I don't buy that," the BBC's Kim Ghattas reports. Clinton said that the bond between the United States and Israel is “unshakeable” and that Washington is absolutely committed to Israel’s security.

We give Israel military goods to maintain their military edge

Sharp Specialist in Middle Eastern Affairs  09
(12/4/09 CRS Report for Congress “U.S.-Israeli Relations and the Role of Foreign Aid” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/mideast/RL33222.pdf)

U.S. military aid has helped transform Israel’s armed forces into one of the most technologically sophisticated militaries in the world. U.S. military aid for Israel has been designed to maintain Israel’s “qualitative military edge” (QME) over neighboring militaries, since Israel must rely on better equipment and training to compensate for a manpower deficit in any potential regional conflict. U.S. military aid, a portion of which may be spent on procurement from Israeli defense companies, also has helped Israel build a domestic defense industry, which ranks as one of the top 10 suppliers of arms worldwide.  

Israel Confidence DA - Extinction Impact  

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

****Advantage Frontlines****
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1. Non-unique: Post-election Iraq is an unstable sectarian mess – no chance of national unity
Ricks, 10

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

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

Ricks, 10 [Thomas, senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security who covered the war in Iraq for The Washington Post, is the author of “Fiasco” and “The Gamble.” He also writes the Best Defense blog for Foreign Policy magazine. February 23, 2010, “Extending Our Stay in Iraq ,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/24/opinion/24ricks.html]
By June, American troops may be leaving areas that are far from quiet, and where new tensions may be brewing as a result of the elections. Once again, the United States would be rushing toward failure in Iraq, as it did so often under the Bush administration, trying to pass responsibility to Iraqi officials and institutions before they are ready for the task. By late summer, the Obama administration could find itself in the uncomfortable position of reconsidering its vows to get out of combat in Iraq by August and to remove all troops by the end of next year. This will be politically difficult for the president, but he has shown admirable flexibility in his handling of Iraq. My impression is that the American people now wish they had never heard of Iraq, but understand just what a mess it is and are willing to give the president a surprising amount of leeway. Extending the American military presence will be even more politically controversial in Iraq, and for that reason, it would be best to let Iraqi leaders make the first public move to re-open the status of forces agreement of 2008, which calls for American troops to be out of the country by the end of next year. But I think leaders in both countries may come to recognize that the best way to deter a return to civil war is to find a way to keep 30,000 to 50,000 United States service members in Iraq for many years to come. These troops’ missions would be far narrower than during the surge era; their primary goal would be to train and advise Iraqi security forces and to carry out counterterrorism missions. (It is actually hard to get below 30,000 and still have an effective force; many troops are needed for logistics, maintenance, medical, intelligence, communications and headquarters jobs, and additional infantry units are then needed to protect the people performing those tasks.) Such a relatively small, tailored force would not be big enough to wage a war, but it might be enough to deter a new one from breaking out. An Iraqi civil war would likely be a three- or four-sided affair, with the Shiites breaking into pro- and anti-Iranian factions. It could also easily metastasize into a regional war. Neighboring powers like Turkey and Iran are already involved in Iraqi affairs, and the Sunni Arab states would be unlikely to stand by and watch a Shiite-dominated regime in Baghdad slaughter the Sunni minority. A regional war in the middle of the world’s oil patch could shake the global economy to its foundations and make the current recession look mild. In addition, a continued American military presence could help Iraq move forward politically. No one there particularly likes having the Americans around, but many groups seem to trust the Americans as honest brokers. And there would be a moral, humanitarian and political benefit: Having American soldiers accompany Iraqi units may improve the behavior of Iraqi forces, discouraging 
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(cont.)

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.

3. Iraqi violence is decreasing now
Report to Congress, January 29, 2010, In accordance with the Department of Defense Supplemental Appropriations Act 2008 (Section 9204, Public Law 110-252)
Violence levels in Iraq, as measured by weekly overall security incidents and including all reported attacks against civilians, the ISF, and U.S. forces, have remained at low levels from September to November 2009, averaging 177 security incidents per week, which reflects a 13.2% decrease from the last reporting period. Baghdad, Diyala, Ninewa, and Salah ad Din contain approximately half of Iraq’s population and accounted for 75% of these security incidents. The decrease in security incidents contributed to a drop in civilian deaths due to violence. The daily average number of civilian deaths due to violence decreased from 9.5 per day to 5.5 per day. Although the HPAs on October 25 and December 8, 2009, caused a large number of civilian deaths and injuries, thus far, these attacks have not rekindled a cycle of ethno-sectarian violence. High-Profile Attacks During September to November 2009, the number of monthly HPAs decreased 50% nationwide from the previous reporting period. AQI, however, retains the intent and capability to carry out these attacks as demonstrated by the August 19, October 25, and December 8,
 2009, bombings targeting GoI ministries in Baghdad. During this reporting period, 43% of all casualties were caused by HPAs, although over half of the HPA casualties during this period were from the one attack on October 25, 2009. Approximately 60% of HPAs are vehicle-borne improvised explosive devices (VBIEDs) and these remain AQI’s weapon of choice. Suicide attack trends remain low, and female suicide attacks are approaching zero. There was only one reported in the last four months. Target focus continues to be on GoI institutions, as well as ethno-sectarian and ISFbased in order to discredit the GoI and increase ethno-sectarian tensions. Suicide attacks primarily occur in mixed urban areas such as Baghdad, Mosul, and Kirkuk. Although HPAs and attack trends in general remain low, a single, effective HPA can disproportionately influence perceptions in Iraq. This was demonstrated, once again, by the attacks on August 19, October 25, and December 8, 2009. These attacks, however, have not rekindeled a cycle of ethno-sectarian violence. 

4. Iraq is stable even polls show Iraqis are more confident in stability

Report to Congress, January 29, 2010, In accordance with the Department of Defense Supplemental Appropriations Act 2008 (Section 9204, Public Law 110-252)
Research conducted in November 2009 reveals that over 70% of Iraqis described their local area as calm. Iraqis generally believe the security situation is better locally than nationally. 13 About 55% believe their province is calm and over 25% of Iraqis say Iraq is calm.14 Provincial and national views about security have dropped over three percentage points since August 2009. Almost 90% of Iraqis feel that the security situation has remained constant or improved in their neighborhood over the last six months.15 Over 75% feel the security situation in the country has either stayed the same or improved.16 This is almost a ten percentage point drop from August 2009. November 2009 nationwide research indicates that over 40% of Iraqis feel safe traveling outside of their local area.17 This is a marginal decrease when compared to the last report. Although many Iraqis felt safe traveling, over 65% reported that their movements were sometimes restricted.18 Over 70% of Iraqis said they feel more secure when they see the IA in their local area, and almost 70% said they feel more secure when they see IP in their neighborhoods,19 yielding no change in trust in the IA and a marginal increase for the IP since August 2009. Nationwide sentiment about the IA and the IP are less than five percentage points apart from each other with the IA being held in higher regard. 
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When US withdraws Iran will destabilize Iraq because of their desire to be the regional dominance

( Business Insider, 4/20/10 http://www.businessinsider.com/stratfor-iraq-us-iran-2010-4#ixzz0vCTChvqz)
The United States plans to withdraw its combat forces by the summer. Leaving aside how well-protected the remaining 50,000 noncombat troops will be, the question persists on who will hold the country together. The Iranians certainly are not eager to see the Iraqi situation resolved in favor of a government that can block Iran’s ambitions. The Iranians have longstanding relations with any number of Iraqi Shiite groups, and even with some Kurdish and Sunni groups. Iran would have every reason to do what it can to destabilize Iraq above and beyond any indigenous destabilization of Iraq in order to help shape a government it can dominate. In our view, Tehran has the tools to do this effectively.
2NC Stability Adv Ext—Stability Now—ISF  

Iraqi security forces are improving

Report to Congress, January 29, 2010, In accordance with the Department of Defense Supplemental Appropriations Act 2008 (Section 9204, Public Law 110-252)
Security in Iraq continues to improve but remains tenuous. Trends across the country are positive though not dramatically changed since the last reporting period. Iraq remains susceptible to a sustained campaign of HPAs from groups seeking to destabilize the government and enflame ethno-sectarian tensions. There has been steady growth in the capacity, capability, and professionalism of the ISF, and they are leading operations, though they continue to rely on U.S. forces for supporting enablers. As U.S. forces repositioned on June 30, 2009, the ISF assumed security responsibilities. Despite lapses such as those that led to the August 19, October 25, and December 8, 2009, attacks in Baghdad, the ISF have demonstrated their ability to provide security for the Iraqi people. Nonetheless, U.S. forces remain engaged in partnering, enabling, advising, training, and mentoring of the ISF. 


2NC Stability Adv Ext—Stability Now—Decreasing Corruption 

Iraqi government is cracking down on corruption

Report to Congress, January 29, 2010, In accordance with the Department of Defense Supplemental Appropriations Act 2008 (Section 9204, Public Law 110-252)
 Corruption remains a major challenge to Iraq’s reconstruction and development, although the GoI is making some progress in its long-term effort to develop an effective anti-corruption regime. The GoI is preparing a new national strategy to improve compliance with the UN Convention Against Corruption (UNCAC), which it ratified in 2008. The United States is providing assistance to the GoI on the UNCAC through development programs. Iraq’s three major anti-corruption institutions, the Commission on Integrity (COI), The Inspectors General (IGs), and the Board of Supreme Audit (BSA) will play major roles in the compliance effort, as will the Joint Anti-Corruption Council (JACC), a coordinating mechanism chaired by the Secretary General of the Iraqi Council of Ministers. The CoR is also playing a greater oversight role, through its Committee on Integrity and public queries by individual CoR members. The Tatweer project has been able to train more than 2,000 IGs through its anticorruption component. The project is also introducing auditing courses for all IGs throughout the BSA. As a transparency tool, work is underway on a new web page for all IGs that will enable improved communication linkages among the various IG offices. PM Maliki and other senior officials have shown increasing awareness of the need to tackle the country’s corruption problem. The KRG recently issued a white paper outlining elements of a new strategy for good governance, in part to address corruption, and the new Change List in the KRG made anticorruption a core element of its campaign in the July 2009 elections. Draft anti-corruption and related legislation to upgrade the status of anti-corruption institutions and to provide a comprehensive anti-corruption measure—and other related legislation (e.g. to improve the investment legislation and to upgrade anti-money laundering regime)—is pending with the CoR. These new laws would complement Iraq’s anticorruption efforts, but are not likely to pass until after national elections in 2010. The government launched an anti-bribery campaign and expanded public outreach efforts to educate the public on social and economic costs of the corruption. In fall 2009, the COI began publishing names of government officials who obtained public sector jobs based on forged university degrees, prompting extensive media coverage of a widespread problem. The COI opened more than 500 corruption cases in the first nine months of 2009, resulting in an estimated 150 convictions. From 2003 through 2008, corruption cases against major figures were often derailed by political pressures. In 2009, however, the COI pursued a case against the then Minister of Trade who resigned in the face of allegations of corruption and is now awaiting trial. COI is also pursuing a case against a deputy minister of transportation, accused of bribery. 

2NC Stability Adv Ext—Government 

Iraqi government is increasing ability to govern 
Report to Congress, January 29, 2010, In accordance with the Department of Defense Supplemental Appropriations Act 2008 (Section 9204, Public Law 110-252)
The GoI continues to develop its capacity to govern at the national, provincial, and local levels. The Embassy supports Iraqi ministerial development through technical assistance to several ministries and executive offices with senior advisors and attachés. Through its Tatweer National Capacity Development Program, the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) assists with public administration and management capacity building, including a wide range of systems reform within and across ministries. The program is playing a crucial role with the drafting and enacting of the Civil Service Commission Law and the new planned Civil Service Law. The project is currently working with nine key ministries to reform their internal systems related to project management, contract and procurement management, strategic planning, leadership and communications. The project works to institute best practices across the wide spectrum of civil servants. With the Community Action Program and the Local Governance Program, the Tatweer program is expanding its governance support outreach at the national, provincial, and municipal levels. Although ministries and local governments remain weak, adoption of international best
 practices has achieved dramatic improvements. Additionally, GoI ownership has been accomplished for many of the program components necessary for the achievement of wellfunctioning public institutions. To date, the Tatweer project has completed 4,047 courses and provided 84,796 enrollees the opportunity for training and skills enrichment in a variety of areas for ministry staff members at the central and provincial levels. These training numbers represent 63,038 individual civil servants, since some persons enroll in more than one course. 

Iraq is stabilizing now elections prove

Eliott C. McLaughlin, March 19, 2010, CNN staff writer  http://www.cnn.com/2010/WORLD/meast/03/19/iraq.post.election/index.html, Smooth day at polls only first step to Iraq stability, experts say

Good signs abound, experts say. Turnout was high, estimated at between 60 percent and 65 percent. Violence was lower than expected, despite 38 killings on Election Day. Secular parties had strong showings in several provinces, and the long-dominant Iraqi National Alliance, a Shiite-dominated party backed by Iran, is performing well in only three of Iraq's 18 provinces, according to unofficial vote tallies. Voting irregularities were reported, but overall the elections were "fairly fair and transparent -- as much as any election in the Third World has been," Mansoor said.  Brett McGurk, who served on the National Security Council staff under Presidents Obama and George W. Bush, said he'd give the election's logistics and security an "A." Iraqi police and security forces maintained order with minimal assistance from the 115,000 U.S. troops, who stayed largely on base, he said. "Four years ago, if you would've asked if the Iraqis could do this on their own, a lot of people would have said no," said McGurk, a fellow with the Council on Foreign Relations. Where Iraq gets lower grades -- a "B-" or "C+" -- is in moving from identity-based politics to a brand centering on tangible issues, he said. Many Iraqis remain loyal to tribal or ideological allegiances, but McGurk and Mansoor said early election results indicate a populace seeking different ideas in leadership. "Iraqis really want a system in which they're actively engaged in their own politics and holding their leaders accountable," McGurk said. Mansoor agreed. "There's still a conflict over power and resources, but it's moved back to the political realm, which is a good thing," he said.

2NC Stability Adv Ext—Stability Now—Defeating Insurgency   

 Iraqis are working against insurgents
Nir Rosen , March 5, 2010  , contributes to leading periodicals, such as Atlantic Monthly, the Washington Post, the New York Times Magazine, the Boston Review, and Harper's, Nir Rosen is a fellow at the New York University Center on Law and Security, and a former fellow of the New America Foundation., http://www.alternet.org/world/145925/on_eve_of_elections,_iraq_is_more_stable_than_many_realize/?page=1 
 "The situation cannot go back to how it was," an Iraqi Army intelligence officer told me. "We have a strong government; you can use the law." I had joined the intelligence officer, a Shiite captain, and his Sunni lieutenant, for lunch at their base in Baghdad -- a Saddam-era palace in a major Sunni neighborhood. Both men insisted that the era of sectarian division within the armed forces and the police was over. "The army was not built on a sectarian basis," the captain said. "It was built by the Americans to serve Iraqis, and it was strong in the fight against al Qa’eda and against the Mahdi Army."

The Mahdi Army was finished now, the captain continued, though they were still killing army officers in a campaign of targeted assassinations; more than five men who had taken part in the operation to crush the Mahdi Army in Sadr City have been killed in Baghdad in the past two months. In the past, they said, armed groups could easily attack police and army checkpoints; they had the firepower and the quiet support of the civilian population. “Before people would say that they didn’t see anything after an attack,” the Sunni lieutenant said. "Now they call us before anything happens." Anonymous tips, he added, were leading to numerous arrests. "We can't work without the people’s help, and the calls help a lot."
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Iraq is stabilizing sectarian tensions are decreasing

Nir Rosen , March 5, 2010  , contributes to leading periodicals, such as Atlantic Monthly, the Washington Post, the New York Times Magazine, the Boston Review, and Harper's, Nir Rosen is a fellow at the New York University Center on Law and Security, and a former fellow of the New America Foundation., http://www.alternet.org/world/145925/on_eve_of_elections,_iraq_is_more_stable_than_many_realize/?page=1 
It has been difficult for those outside Iraq -- or even those who rarely travel outside Baghdad -- to perceive the gradual shift toward stability now underway. From the beginning of the occupation, American forces and foreign reporters have focussed too much on the political squabbles among Iraqi elites and on events inside the Green Zone, neglecting the "street": the lives of ordinary people and the atmosphere in neighborhoods, villages and mosques. Just as they were slow to recognize the growing resistance to the occupation and slow to recognize the dawn of the civil war, many today -- worried about the resurgence of a "new" sectarianism -- seem blind to the fact that the intense fear which led ordinary Iraqis to seek the protection bloody sectarian gangs has begun to evaporate. A few years ago, observers underestimated the power of these militias; today they underestimate the power of the Iraqi Security Forces. As worldwide attention has returned to Iraq in the run-up to the March 7th elections, a new chorus of worry has emerged, concerned that the corrupt political maneuvering of some Shiite parties -- who have succeeded in banning prominent nationalist and secularist candidates under the thin pretence of de-Baathification -- would lead first to a Sunni boycott and then to renewed sectarian violence and war. But just as the dismantling of the Sunni Awakening groups last year failed to produce the disaster many analysts predicted, the results of the election seem unlikely to stoke the embers of a new insurgency. The continued sectarian exhortations of Iraqi politicians have been met with cynicism by the public, whose support for religious parties has diminished considerably. Iraqis are still "sectarian" to a degree: most Shiites prefer the company of Shiites and Sunnis the company of Sunnis. The vitriol and hatred of the war have faded, but a legacy of bitterness and suspicion remains. What has gone is the fear of the other -- and it is this fear that led to the rise of the militias and the sectarian religious parties. During my travels in Iraq last month -- in the capital and, more importantly, in the surrounding provinces of Diyala, Babil, and Salahuddin -- I found Sunnis and Shiites alike talking of the civil war as if it were a painful memory from the distant past. Just as the residents of Northern Ireland refer obliquely to "the Troubles," Iraqis speak of "the Events" or "the Sectarianism" – as in, "my brother was killed in the Sectarianism." Uneducated Iraqis might even say "when the Sunni and Shiite happened." 

Iraq is stable now violence is low sectarian tensions decreasing 
Defence.gov, June 11, 2010, “Government Transition Proves Iraqi Stability”  http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=59588
WASHINGTON, June 11, 2010 –

The overall improved security situation today and the ever-increasing capabilities of the Iraqi forces are directly responsible for these two accomplishments, Lanza said. “I think this is indicative, first, of all of the greater stability within Iraq. It's also indicative of the fact that this is allowing us to transition from combat operations to stability operations, on 1 September, as part of our responsible drawdown,” he said. “I would highlight the fact that as a result of this improved security, Iraq has been able to develop strategic depth and has also moved really far both economically and diplomatically.” The election is a critical step, Lanza said, because it’s the first time Iraqis have had a truly open, democratic election, with 62 percent of citizens voting. “They were actually able to choose the candidates that they wanted to, which is something that has never been done here before,” the general said. “The four political parties ran on an agenda of national unity, and the two top issues for the people who voted were jobs and essential services, with security being No. 4.” The improvements have manifested themselves in a number of other ways, Lanza said, from decreased violence to changes in social and government arenas. In southern Iraq, from Babel province to Basra, he noted, there has been a large downturn in attacks. “Violence in southern Iraq has tapered off,” he said. “Just last week there was a total of nine attacks.” Previously, police in the country had trouble controlling violence in many areas, and in some cases were considered perpetrators or accomplices in attacks. But Iraqi Interior Minister Jawad al-Bolani has turned the force around, Lanza said. Now, the 40,000-strong federal police corps is well-trained and loyal to the constitution, he said. “The loyalty to the force has been tremendous and that has broken down some of the barriers that perhaps you have seen in the past few years with the last minister of interior and how the police was really involved in sectarian violence,” the general said.
2NC Stability Adv Ext—Decreasing Sectarian Violence (2/2) 

Iraq is stable now violence is low sectarian tensions decreasing 

Defence.gov, April 23 2010, 2010, “Government Transition Proves Iraqi Stability”  http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=59588
WASHINGTON, April 23, 2010 – The times are changing in Iraq, and they’re changing quickly. While American troops draw down and their mission comes to an end, the Iraqi government and U.S. State Department are preparing to take the reins on their respective roles in Iraq’s future. U.S. Army Maj. Gen. Stephen Lanza, spokesman for U.S. Forces-Iraq, joined journalists on a DoDLive Bloggers roundtable to answer questions and clarify the position of the U.S. military during its transition out of Iraq. “Iraq is in a period of transition … we’re in a period of transition … the government is in a period of transition,” Lanza said. “We understand that the security environment is changing. Violence is as low as we’ve seen since 2004.” Lanza added that Iraq now is 85 percent more secure than it was in 2007 at the peak of the “surge” of 20,000 additional U.S. troops that helped to dampen insurgent-committed violence in Baghdad and Al Anbar province. Currently, the majority of combat operations in Iraq are led by Iraqi forces, with American troops acting in an advisory support role. Lanza said Iraqi security forces have “grown and matured” and are conducting very sophisticated missions against al-Qaida near Tikrit. “We continue the strategic partnership with them to increase their capacity, but more importantly to make sure that we develop them into a professional force capable of providing security for the Iraqi people,” Lanza said. “We have seen their capability increase, and with that we maintain our posture for our responsible drawdown.” The current strategy calls for all but 50,000 U.S. troops to leave Iraq by September of this year; the remaining troops will be moving from a combat mission to a sustainment and stability mission in partnership the Iraqi government in August. “We continue to work with the embassies, agencies and other elements here of the U.S. government, and also of other governments and [non-governmental organizations], in order to facilitate the strategic framework agreement in the future -- more importantly, to develop Iraq and their capabilities into a secure, stable and sovereign nation,” Lanza said. Though news reports still are peppered fairly regularly with stories about attacks or fighting breaking out in Iraq, Lanza says the security situation has improved vastly over the past few years. He added that the attacks, some of which target mosques, were likely meant to incite sectarian violence, and in that regard, they’ve been unsuccessful.
*2NC Stability Adv Ext—US Presence Key—Mediation 

Fragile progress being made in Iraq - must rely on external power. 

Kenneth M. Pollack and Irena L. Sargsyan, Director of Saban Center for middle eastern policy, April 2010. The Other Side of the COIN: Perils of Premature Evacuation from Iraq http://www.twq.com/10april/index.cfm? id=385

Iraq has made remarkable progress since the worst days of its civil war in 2006. Security has improved enormously, democratization has gained a foothold, and democratic pressures have forced Iraqi politicians to change their methods, if not necessarily their goals. Iraq’s micro economies have begun to revive and foreign investment is beginning to pick up. But as countless policymakers and commentators have pointed out, these gains are fragile and reversible. All of the tensions that propelled the country into the maelstrom of civil war during the initial years of bungled reconstruction remain, as do the memories of the many horrific acts committed. As numerous scholars of civil war have noted, these lingering fears typically make the resumption of civil war uncomfortably likely in cases like Iraq, unless an external great power is willing to serve as peacekeeper and mediator during the critical early years when the new, fragile state must build institutions capable of providing effective governance and public safety.


*2NC Stability Adv Ext—US Presence Key—Coup 

US troops prevent military coup and civil war.

Kenneth M. Pollack and Irena L. Sargsyan, Director of Saban Center for middle eastern policy, April 2010. The Other Side of the COIN: Perils of Premature Evacuation from Iraq http://www.twq.com/10april/index.cfm?id=385
Today, the surest guarantee that the Iraqi military will not move against the civilian leadership, and that the civilian leadership will be limited in its ability to emasculate the military either of which could trigger a new civil war is the presence of almost 100,000 U.S. troops. When that presence is removed in December 2011, that guarantee will depart with them. Since history in similar circumstances elsewhere warns of the risk of catastrophically bad civil-military relations, unless large numbers of the departing great power’s combat troops remain behind for years or decades, the United States may be committing de´ja`vu all over again in Iraq.

Iraq will be destabilized; weak government, religious militants, and oil dependence cause disaster.

NizarLatif, Foreign Correspondent, 2009, Iraqis worry over US pull-out. http://www.thenational.ae/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20090316/FOREIGN/711491286/1040

Yet while a majority have wanted to see an end to the occupation almost from the moment it began, there remain real concerns about the withdrawal; that the government may not be strong enough to survive without US support, for example, or that religious militants will resume their currently stalled campaigns of violence. These worries are not being helped by a brewing economic crisis.“Iraq is in a dangerous situation,” said Abdul Wahid Rahman, a political analyst from Tikrit, Saddam Hussein’s hometown. “Iraq is too dependent on oil and with the fall in oil prices, it means that in economic terms the situation is dire. That is likely to have a real effect on security.“If the economy were to collapse any further, the security we have could collapse as well. This is all very fragile. It may get bad enough that the Americans decide they cannot withdraw. I think that’s a real possibility. There could be a real collapse, a return to chaos.”

2NC Stability Adv Ext—US Presence Key—Civil War 

Premature withdraw leads to civil war

Porter, BComm/LLB Candidate at the University of Queensland (Australia), 2010 (Jennifer, “Pre-Requisites for the Safe Return of Iraqi Refugees,” Queensland Law Student Review, Vol. 1, No. 1, http://www.law.uq.edu.au/articles/qlsr/Porter-QLSR.pdf)

In what can only be described as a balancing act, the Coalition forces must ensure that Iraq takes control of its destiny as soon as possible, but acknowledge that if too great a responsibility is taken too soon, it may result in failure. The Iraq Study Group Report identifies various scenarios which could occur should the Coalition depart prematurely. These include a collapse of government, a sectarian split among security forces, ethnic cleansing and an increase in the number of refugees.43 Leaders of neighbouring countries fear that instability in Iraq could spark Sunni‐Shia clashes across the Islamic world.44 Critics argue that a withdrawal of US troops will almost inevitably thrust the nation into a bitter civil war.45 The Coalition forces must be certain that there is sufficient reconciliation between sectarian leaders and that adequate security is inplace to ensure that civil war does not break out, threatening the security of the entire region.46

Iraqi stability is fragile now, but a premature US withdrawal would unravel these gains

Pollack, Director of the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution, and Sargsyan, Research Analyst at the Saban Center and Doctoral Candidate in the Department of Government at Georgetown University, 2010 (Kenneth M. and Irena L., “The Other Side of the COIN: Perils of Premature Evacuation from Iraq,” The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 33, No. 2, pg. 17-32)

The United States is leaving Iraq. Both the U.S. administration and the Iraqi government have made that clear. In 2008, the United States and Iraq signed a security agreement allowing U.S. troops to stay only until the end of 2011, and in February 2009, President Barack Obama announced that he intended to reduce U.S. forces in Iraq to just 50,000 and to end their combat mission by August 2010.1 But how the United States leaves is of tremendous importance for the region, the international community, and above all, for the future vital U.S. interests.Iraq has made remarkable progress since the worst days of its civil war in 2006. Security has improved enormously, democratization has gained a foothold, and democratic pressures have forced Iraqi politicians to change their methods, if not necessarily their goals. Iraq’s micro economies have begun to revive and foreign investment is beginning to pick up. But as countless policymakers and commentators have pointed out, these gains are fragile and reversible. All of the tensions that propelled the country into the maelstrom of civil war during the initial years of bungled reconstruction remain, as do the memories of the many horrific acts committed. As numerous scholars of civil war have noted, these lingering fears typically make the resumption of civil war uncomfortably likely in cases like Iraq, unless an external great power is willing to serve as peacekeeper and mediator during the critical early years when the new, fragile state must build institutions capable of providing effective governance and public safety.2Indeed, candidate Obama correctly argued that when the United States prematurely turned away from Afghanistan to focus on Iraq in 2002—2003, the result was the near collapse of the new Afghan government and the resumption of widespread civil strife.3 Even if it is to focus on Afghanistan, if the United States turns away from Iraq prematurely, it would have dire consequences for Iraq, whose fragile government will be more likely to fail, and for the United States, because success in Iraq is vital to U.S. interests.

2NC Stability Adv Ext—U.S. Presence Key—CMR 
Withdraw leads to collapse of CMR and civil war – history proves

Pollack, Director of the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution, and Sargsyan, Research Analyst at the Saban Center and Doctoral Candidate in the Department of Government at Georgetown University, 2010 (Kenneth M. and Irena L., “The Other Side of the COIN: Perils of Premature Evacuation from Iraq,” The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 33, No. 2, pg. 17-32)

One of the least acknowledged problems with the ongoing transition of the U.S. mission in Iraq is the potential for problems to arise between the Iraqi military and the civilian government. The increase in the size, capabilities, and political reliability of the Iraqi Security Forces (ISF) were important elements in the turnaround in Iraq in 2007—2008. Today, the ISF are so large (roughly 650,000 in early 2010) and relatively capable that many Iraqis and Americans believe that the U.S. military presence has become superfluous. In Baghdad and Washington, there is a growing consensus that the Iraqis can handle their internal security and the residual insurgency threat by themselves, and as a result, the United States can pull out its troops quickly. This notion is dangerously mistaken. There are many things that could still tear Iraq apart, and the future of the Iraqi security forces themselves are among those at the top of the list. Today, the ISF sees itself as a strong, modern, progressive institution, fully capable of fulfilling its national mission. More critically, most Iraqi generals see few, if any, other institutions in Iraq that can make the same claim. They view Iraqi politicians as venal and incompetent, squandering all of the gains won at such a high price by their soldiers. In and of itself, this has been the textbook recipe for a military coup throughout modern history, especially in the Middle East. Moreover, Iraq’s civilian leadership is well aware of both the army’s sentiments and the historical pattern they seem to fit, and has been working hard to ensure the political loyalty of the armed forces. To do so, the government has been employing equally typical patterns of what noted RAND analyst James Quinlivan has called ‘‘coup-proofing’’: replacing military professionals with officers personally loyal to the leader; creating multiple chains of command, some of which skirt established lines of authority to report directly to the leader or his trusted aides; establishing multiple intelligence services that can watch each other as well as the military; and creating elite military formations directly under the control of the leader.4 Naturally, the fact that the civilian leadership is showing such growing distrust of the military further antagonizes many generals, which someday may incline some (perhaps all) to act against the civilian leadership. As if that isn’t bad enough, there is yet another problem: it is the nature of counterinsurgency (COIN) operations to politicize the militaries conducting them. The nature of COIN warfare is that the indigenous military fights an internal enemy. The history of militaries of developing countries conducting COIN campaigns is that in the absence of a large, foreign military presence with large numbers of combat troops, indigenous political—military relations often go sour as a result of the counterinsurgency effort, regardless of its effectiveness. Iraq’s current civil—military relations are fragile and fraught with distrust on both sides. This is a major problem that must be addressed before the United States implements the drawdown of U.S. combat forces and shifts the U.S. mission from combat operations to advising and training. Today, the surest guarantee that the Iraqi military will not move against the civilian leadership, and that the civilian leadership will be limited in its ability to emasculate the military—either of which could trigger a new civil war—is the presence of almost 100,000 U.S. troops. When that presence is removed in December 2011, that guarantee will depart with them. Since history in similar circumstances elsewhere warns of the risk of catastrophically bad civil-military relations, unless large numbers of the departing great power’s combat troops remain behind for years or decades, the United States may be committing déjà vu all over again in Iraq.

2NC Stability Adv Ext—US Presence Key—Peacekeeping 
The mission in Iraq is shifting from counterinsurgency to peacekeeping – this requires large troop presence to prevent civil war

Pollack, Director of the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution, and Sargsyan, Research Analyst at the Saban Center and Doctoral Candidate in the Department of Government at Georgetown University, 2010 (Kenneth M. and Irena L., “The Other Side of the COIN: Perils of Premature Evacuation from Iraq,” The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 33, No. 2, pg. 17-32)

South Vietnam was also something of a failed or failing state, which dragged U.S. troops into nation-building activities there, but South Vietnam never experienced the same kind of power vacuum or intense communal violence that has traumatized Iraqi society. Consequently, the role presently played by U.S. combat forces in Iraq is in many ways distinct from that played by U.S. combat forces in Vietnam. More fundamentally, as Steven Biddle of the Council on Foreign Relations presciently observed in 2008, the critical function of U.S. troops in Iraq is increasingly shifting from counterinsurgency to peacekeeping.17 The insurgency is not extinguished, but without large-scale popular support, it has become more of a lethal irritant, manifested in discrete terrorist acts, rather than an organized, collective movement that could threaten the state. Hence, it is very difficult to envision a revival of the insurgency without the prior resumption of the civil war. The real danger in Iraq, therefore, is not the revival of the Sunni insurgency per se, but the recurrence of the civil war—and that is the principal danger which U.S. military forces are seeking to prevent.For that reason, Iraq may not conform to the hopeful pattern suggested by Abrams’s experience in Vietnam. For peacekeepers to succeed, they need to be present in sufficient strength to prevent a recurrence of conflict and to reassure the populace that they can physically intercede between groups on the verge of using violence, including whichever group happens to control the government. That is why peacekeeping missions invariably demand much larger numbers of military personnel than do counterinsurgency advisory missions.

A2: Insurgency Adv 

Insurgency is week now
Nir Rosen , March 5, 2010  , contributes to leading periodicals, such as Atlantic Monthly, the Washington Post, the New York Times Magazine, the Boston Review, and Harper's, Nir Rosen is a fellow at the New York University Center on Law and Security, and a former fellow of the New America Foundation., http://www.alternet.org/world/145925/on_eve_of_elections,_iraq_is_more_stable_than_many_realize/?page=1 
There are still militias active in Iraq, and the level of deadly violence would be unacceptable almost any place else on Earth. But the fears frequently voiced by foreign analysts and reporters -- that the civil war is merely in abeyance, and that sectarian fury could break out again at any moment after a series of deadly attacks, or an unfavorable election result -- are overblown. The threat of a civil war no longer looms, and the country is decidedly not "unravelling," as many continue to suggest. Armed militias have not been eliminated, but they have been emasculated: they carry out assassinations with silenced pistols and magnetic car bombs, but they are no match for the Iraqi Security Forces, which have shed their reputation as sectarian death-squads and now appear to have earned the support of much of the public. Apart from the occasional suicide bombing, Iraqi civilians are no longer targeted at random -- and even these more spectacular attacks have little to no strategic impact.

1NC- Overstretch Adv Frontline (1/2)
Overstretch is key to hard power needed for Middle East

Donnelly, Thomas The Top Ten Questions for the Post-9/11 World AEI online <http://www.aei.org/outlook/20965> August. 2005
The need to fight on multiple fronts has been a basic tenet of American military strategy since the United States became a world power at the beginning of the twentieth century, and this remains a core premise today.Fortunately, recent experience has clarified the nature ofpotential conflict in the greater Middle East and in EastAsia. The upcoming 2005 Quadrennial Defense Reviewcan now be crafted to solve a more specific geopoliticalpuzzle, rather than having to base its assessments ongeneric “capabilities.” It is also reasonably clear that U.S. strategies in theMiddle East and East Asia are distinct, and thus requiredistinct forces. The military containment of China is fundamentally a job for firepower, naval, and air forces. The transformation of the political order in the Middle East is principally a task of manpower, specifically land forces. While this is a radical simplification—of course, thesuperior accuracy, firepower, and mobility of U.S. forcesare themselves transforming traditional calculations ofmilitary balances, and essential elements of Americanmilitary power, like space forces, are applicable globally—it does lend a necessary clarity to force planning.
Hard power key to U.S. leadership
Global Security, (no author given)  4-27-05, http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/policy/army/fm/1/ch2.htm
America is a strong Nation. It has abundant resources and a dynamic and productive population. It wields enormous political power and has the world’s strongest economy. But without a strong military to protect its enduring interests, America’s strength would soon wither. Since the end of the Cold War, the world has been in a state of significant transition. This transition is marked by increased uncertainty and potential vulnerability. The strategic environment is less stable than in the past, and threats to American interests are less predictable.National power remains relative and dynamic, and as such, the military must provide the National Command Authorities with flexible forces that can operate across the range of military operations and spectrum of conflict to achieve national security objectives. The Army operates as part of the joint force, and The Army constitutes the preponderance of the land component of that force. Acting as part of joint and multinational teams, The Army provides sustained land power capabilities to combatant commanders for engagement, crisis response, and warfighting in support of our national interests.

1NC- Overstretch Adv Frontline (2/2)

America is best option for as world leader, decline of power leads to end of human life.
FERGUSON 2004 (Niall, Prof of History at NYU, Foreign Policy, July/August)
So what is left?Waning empires. Religious revivals. Incipient anarchy. A coming retreat into fortified cities. These are the Dark Age experiences that a world without a hyperpower might quickly find itself reliving. The trouble is, of course, that this Dark Age would be an altogether more dangerous one than the Dark Age of the ninth century. For the world is much more populous-roughly 20 times more-so friction between the world's disparate "tribes" is bound to be more frequent. Technology has transformed production; now human societies depend not merely on freshwater and the harvest but also on supplies of fossil fuels that are known to be finite. Technology has upgraded destruction, too, so it is now possible not just to sack a city but to obliterate it.For more than two decades, globalization-the integration of world markets for commodities, labor, and capital-has raised living standards throughout the world, except where countries have shut themselves off from the process through tyranny or civil war. The reversal of globalization-which a new Dark Age would produce-would certainly lead to economic stagnation and even depression. As the United States sought to protect itself after a second September 11 devastates, say, Houston or Chicago, it would inevitably become a less open society, less hospitable for foreigners seeking to work, visit, or do business. Meanwhile, as Europe's Muslim enclaves grew, Islamist extremists' Infiltrationof the EU would become irreversible, increasing trans-Atlantic tensions over the Middle East to the breaking point. An economic meltdown in China would plunge the Communist system into crisis, unleashing the centrifugal forces that undermined previous Chinese empires. Western investors would lose out and conclude that lower returnsat home are preferable to the risks of default abroad.The worst effects of the new Dark Age would be felt on the edges of the waning great powers. The wealthiest ports of the global economy-from New York to Rotterdam to Shanghai-would become the targets of plunderers and pirates. With ease, terrorists could disrupt the freedom of the seas, targeting oil tankers, aircraft carriers, and cruise liners, while Western nations frantically concentrated on making their airports secure. Meanwhile, limited nuclear wars could devastate numerous regions, beginning in the Korean peninsula and Kashmir, perhaps ending catastrophically in the Middle East. In Latin America, wretchedly poor citizens would seek solace in Evangelical Christianity imported by U.S. religious orders. In Africa, the great plagues of AIDS and malaria would continue their deadly work. The few remaining solvent airlines would simply suspend services to many cities in these continents; who would wish to leave their privately guarded safe havens to go there?For all these reasons, the prospect of an apolar world should frighten us today a great deal more than it frightened the heirs of Charlemagne. If the United States retreats from global hegemony-its fragile self-image dented by minor setbacks on the imperial frontier-its critics at home and abroad must not pretend that they are ushering in a new era of multipolar harmony, or even a return to the good old balance of power. Be careful what you wish for. The alternative to unipolarity would not be multipolarity at all. It would be apolarity-a global vacuum of power. And far more dangerous forces than rival great powers would benefit from such a not-so-new world disorder.

2NC- Overstretch Adv Ext 

Oversea bases in Middle East are must haves

Donnelly, Thomas, The Weekly Standard <http://www.aei.org/article/21591> 11-29-04
Much to its credit, the Bush administration has tackled the problem of the anachronistic U.S. global force posture inherited from the Cold War. Rather than a ring of static defenses in Western Europe and Northeast Asia to guard against Soviet aggression, the global war on terror requires the realignment of America's overseas bases into a network of expeditionary "frontier forts," geared toward projecting power into terrorist redoubts across the greater Middle East.

Overstretch is a must for power in order to protect weaker states.

Kreps, Sara Former Research Fellow, International Security Program, 2007-2008 [Current Affiliation: Assistant Professor, Dept. of Government, Cornell University, Ithaca, New York American Grand Strategy After Iraq<http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=ArticleURL&_udi=B6W5V-4X3DS6P 7&_user=4257664&_coverDate=12%2F31%2F2009&_rdoc=1&_fmt=high&_orig=search&_sort=d&_docanchor=&view=c&_searchStrId=1392153837&_rerunOrigin=scholar.google&_acct=C000022698&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=4257664&md5=55abb55aa0f788faed140a6cc14bfaa6#fn17>  8-27-09]
As political scientist Barry Posen recently reminded us, “Any grand strategy must address the global distribution of military power.” Whether a state can pursue a strategy of primacy, whether it should pursue a strategy of selective engagement, collective security, or neo-isolationism hinges in part on the power at its disposal. A strategy of primacy, for example, requires preponderant power; liberal internationalism and selective engagement are power-conserving strategies that may be better suited to a state whose power is on the wane; and collective security, which relies on international organizations for the provision of security, or neo-isolationism may be best for less powerful states that cannot independently balance power or threats or for a state whose domestic audience eschews international engagement. 

2NC- Overstretch Adv Ext 
Overstretch is key to globalization and a necessity to global community.

Posen, Barr is Ford International Professor of Political Science at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, where he is Director of the Security Studies Program. He is the author of Inadvertent Escalation: Conventional War and Nuclear Risks (Cornell University Press, 1992) and The Sources of Military Doctrine (Cornell University Press, 1984). Stability and Change in US Strategy Fall 07
Any grand strategy must address the global distribution of military power. Typically this is measured in terms of gross domestic product, defensespending, military manpower, and major items of military equipment. By mostindicators, the United States is by far the greatest military power in the system and arguably has the longest global reach of any power in history. Thissituation, a result of the Soviet Union’s collapse, quickly came to be seen asnatural by many in the U.S. political elite, so much so that reﬂection on theremaining limits to U.S. military power was rarely seen.2A qualitative assessment of U.S. military power relative to others is also necessary. Broadly speaking, the United States enjoys what I have called‘‘command of the commons.’’3The United States commands the sea, the air ataltitudes above 10,000 feet, and space. If it wishes, it can drive others fromthese media. There is little that others can do about it. Competition in this realmdepends on areas of great U.S. superiority—military research and development, extensive economic resources, highly skilled military professionals. It isplausible that U.S. command of the commons has been an important enabler of globalization. That said, the military advantages of the United States and other westernpowers diminish in the ‘‘contested zones’’—the littorals; the skies below 10,000feet, where cheap antiaircraft weapons are effective; and on land—wherever theuse of infantry is more appropriate than armored vehicles. Though the UnitedStates certainly can ﬁght effectively in these zones, the engagements undoubtedly, will be more demanding, and many more nation-states are likely tochallenge U.S. forces. The contested zones remain contested because in these areas, the quantity of foot soldiers matters as much—or more—than their quality; background noise reduces the effectiveness of U.S. intelligence-gathering technologies; and the weapons necessary to do damage are cheap andplentiful.
2NC- Overstretch Adv Ext 

The troops have shifted from Iraq to Afghanistan – their overstretch claims are inevitable

Shane 07/06 [Leo III, staff writer for Stars and Stripes, “Biden: Mission Accomplished in Iraq”, Stripes, http://www.stripes.com/blogs/stripes-central/stripes-central-1.8040/biden-mission-accomplished-in-iraq-1.110077]
"I said last August of this year that we will have achieved two goals," he told troops at a naturalization ceremony on Sunday. "We will have helped Iraq’s leaders set the conditions for a sovereign, stable and self-reliant nation for future generations of Iraqis within a year, and we will have ended our combat mission here after more than seven years. And I’m proud to report that because of you, and tens of thousands of our sons and daughters, including our son, we’ve made good on that promise." U.S. forces are scheduled to end the combat mission in Iraq by Aug. 31, and the total U.S. force will have dropped from 140,000 to under 50,000 in President Barack Obama's first 19 months in office. Of course, the number of troops in Afghanistan has risen by 70,000 over that same time frame, muting the impact the Iraq drawdowns can have on the overall operational tempo.

Even given military pull out – those troops will only be shifted to Afghanistan

Gearan 5/24 [Anne, staff writer for the Associated Press, “More U.S. troops in Afghanistan than Iraq:The higher troop levels in Afghanistan are a first since 2003 Iraq invasion”, MSNBC, 2010, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/37324981/ns/us_news-life/38056264]

More U.S. forces are serving in Afghanistan than in Iraq, the Pentagon said Monday, a first since the 2003 U.S. invasion of Iraq and a reflection of the new primacy of the nine-year Afghan war. Using figures collected Saturday, the Pentagon says 94,000 U.S. forces are in Afghanistan and 92,000 in Iraq. The numbers are expected to rise in Afghanistan and fall in Iraq as the Obama administration shifts focus to what it has called the more important conflict. President Barack Obama celebrated what he called the end of the U.S. combat mission in Iraq during a commencement address Saturday to U.S. Military Academy cadets. At the same time, he predicted tough fighting in Afghanistan. Obama had campaigned on a quick end to the Iraq war, which he opposed, and an expansion of the conflict in Afghanistan, which he said mattered more. "As we end the war in Iraq ... we are pressing forward in Afghanistan," Obama said Saturday. "There will be difficult days ahead. We will adapt, we will persist, and I have no doubt that together with our Afghan and international partners, we will succeed in Afghanistan." U.S. forces in Afghanistan will reach roughly 98,000 later this year — a record — on Obama's orders. 

Expectations are too high no matter what action the US takes- it won’t restore credibility

American progress 9 (June 17, http://www.americ0anprogress.org/issues/2009/06/credibility_middle_east.html)
Panelists also looked at other options for improving U.S. credibility abroad. El-Amrani favored civilian trials for those in the U.S. government responsible for torture. “If I remember correctly, President Obama said, ‘Now is the time for reflection, not retribution,’” said El-Amrani, who said he disagreed with the president. “I think this is the time for retribution. I think retribution would be extremely politically effective.” But retribution may not be the only option for restoring our image. Hurlburt advocated for a better appeal system for detainees. “The first thing to look for in any measure that the administration puts forward” is whether or not there is review built in and a way for a person to challenge his or her status, she said. Hillebrand described the challenges of the international expectations for Obama on human rights, no matter which path the U.S. government takes in restoring its credibility. She said, “[European] expectations were probably too high, and [Obama] could never fulfill them. At the moment, I think there is a kind of rolling back” as people realize just how long this will all take.
A2: Soft Power Adv
American soft power is unworkable – nations don’t believe in benevolent hegemony enough to overwhelm their resentment and fear***

Christopher Layne (Associate Professor in the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University) 2007 “American Empire: A Debate” p 68

Doubtless, American primacy has its dimension of benevolence, but a state as powerful as the United States can never be benevolent enough to offset the fear that other states have of its unchecked power. In international politics, benevolent hegemons are like unicorns—there is no such animal. Hegemons love themselves, but others mistrust and fear them—and for good reason. In today's world, others dread both the overconcentration of geopolitical weight in America's favor and the purposes for which it may be used. After all,"Nogreat power has a monopoly on virtue and, although some may have a greatdeal more virtue than others, virtue imposed on others is not seen as such bythem. All great powers are capable of exercising a measure of self-restraint, butthey are tempted not to and the choice to practice restraint is made easier by theexistence of countervailing power and the possibility of it being exercised."While Washington's self-proclaimed benevolence is inherently ephemeral, the hard fist of American power is tangible. Others must worry constantly that ifU.S. intentions change, bad things may happen to them. In a one-superpower world, the overconcentration of power in America's hands is an omnipresent challenge to other states's ecurity, and Washington's ability to reassure others of its benevolence is limited by the very enormity of its power.
Soft power is a myth.  States won’t buy it – tangible power is all that matters, not intentions

Christopher Layne, visiting fellow in foreign policy studies at Cato, Los Angeles Times, October 6, 2002

U.S. strategists believe that "it can't happen to us," because the United States is a different kind of hegemon, a benign hegemon that others will follow willingly due to the attractiveness of its political values and culture. While flattering, this self-serving argument misses the basic point: Hegemons are threatening because they have too much power. And it is America's power--not the self-proclaimed benevolence of its intentions--that will shape others' response to it. A state's power is a hard, measurable reality, but its intentions, which can be peaceful one day but malevolent the next, are ephemeral. Hegemony's proponents claim that the United States can inoculate itself against a backlash by acting multilaterally. But other states are not going to be deceived by Washington's use of international institutions as a fig leaf to cloak its ambitions of dominance. And in any event, there are good reasons why the U.S. should not reflexively embrace multilateralism. When it comes to deciding when and how to defend American interests, Washington should want a free hand, not to have its hands tied by others. 

Negative perception of American foreign policy overwhelms any cultural attraction.

Zbigniew Brzezinski (Counselor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and a professor of foreign policy @ Johns Hopkins) 2004 “The Choice: Global Domination or Global Leadership” p 186-8

Polls of worldwide public opinion suggest that virtual familiarity breeds affection for much of the American way of life even as it intensifies resentment of U.S. policies. Although such polls, because they reflect instant personal reactions to changing circumstances, are inherently volatile, certain patterns seem evident. A review of several polls' indicates that an overwhelming number of countries worldwide, including even France, China, and Japan (the major exceptions being Russia and the Middle East, followed to a lesser extent by Pakistan, India, and Bangladesh), view American popular culture favorably. At the same time, however, the spread of American "customs" is viewed predominantly as"bad" in a majority of countries (with even 50 per-cent of Britons reacting critically), the only major exception being Japan. Unlike American culture, American foreign policy is largely viewed negatively. Its perceived bias in favor of Israel against thePalestinians is frequently cited as the specific reason, as is America's perceived indifference to other countries' interests. Majorities in most countries believe that the United States is actually intensifying the gap between rich nations and poor ones. Thus the cultural impact of virtual familiarity with America collides with the political. The major political consequence of America's cultural seduction is that more is expected of America than of other states. To act selfishly in the name of "the national interest" is generally viewed as normal international behavior—yet America tends to beheld to a higher standard. In the aforementioned polls, those who were most dissatisfied with the state of their own countries tended to entertain a more jaundiced view of America, reinforcing the hypothesis that they expect more of America and hold it somehow accountable for the deplorable state of the world. This may partly be due to the highly self-righteous rhetoric of American political leaders, with its heavyreliance on idealistic and religious invocations. But the global publicopinion polls suggest that it is also a double-edged compliment bythose who truly expect more from America and resent its failure tomeet such elevated expectations when it comes to actual policy. Anti-Americanism bears the trappings of betrayed affection. America is thus admired and resented at the same time. Envy contributes to but is not the sole cause of the resentment. It stems from the sense that America's global reach affects almost everyone, especially those who have vicariously become an extension of America through virtual experience.They are captives of, and even more fre-quently willing participants in, the American mass-cultural sphere, but they feel that they are not heard in the American process of decision-making. The historic (American) slogan"No taxation without repre-sentation"finds its contemporary global equivalent in "NoAmericanization without representation."
A2: Soft Power Adv
Obama cannot just charm problems away – soft power cannot deal with almost every world threat

Gieldon Rachman (Writer for the Financial Times) June 1 2009 “Obama and the limits of soft power,”

Barack Obama is a soft power president. But the world keeps asking him hard power questions. From North Korea to Guantánamo Bay, from Iran to Afghanistan, Mr Obama is confronting a range of vexing issues that cannot be charmed out of existence. The problem is epitomised by the US president’s trip to the Middle East this week. Its focal point will be a much-trailed speech in Cairo on Thursday June 4, in which he will directly address the Muslim world. The Cairo speech is central to Mr Obama’s efforts to rebuild America’s global popularity and its ability to persuade – otherwise known as soft power. The president has been trying out potential themes for the speech on aides and advisers for months. He is likely to emphasise his respect for Islamic culture and history, and his personal links to the Muslim world. He will suggest to his audience that both the US and the Islamic world have, at times, misjudged and mistreated each other – and he will appeal for a new beginning. George W. Bush launched a military offensive in the Middle East. Mr Obama is launching a charm offensive. There is plenty to be said for this approach. Mr Bush embroiled America in a bloody war in Iraq that strengthened Iran and acted as a recruiting sergeant for America’s enemies. Mr Obama’s alternative strategy is based on diplomacy, engagement and empathy. Mr Bush had a shoe thrown at him in his last appearance in the Middle East. So if Mr Obama receives his customary standing ovation in Cairo, that will send a powerful symbolic message. But the president should not let the applause go to his head. Even if his speech is a success, the same foreign-policy problems will be sitting in his in-tray when he gets back to the Oval Office – and they will be just as dangerous as before.

Soft power cannot maintain U.S. hegemony – Britain circa 1930 has already proven this.

Niall Ferguson (Herzog Professor of History at the Stern School of Business, New York University and a Senior Research Fellow of Jesus College, Oxford) 9/22/2003 “an empire in denial: the limits of US imperialism” Harvard International Review No. 3, Vol. 25; Pg. 64

One argument sometimes advanced to distinguish US "hegemony" from British Empire is qualitative. US power, it is argued, consists not just of military and economic power but also of "soft" power. According to Joseph Nye, "A country may obtain the outcomes it wants in world politics because other countries want to follow it, admiring its values, emulating its example, aspiring to its level of prosperity and openness." Soft power, in other words, is getting what you want without sticks or carrots. In the case of the United States, "it comes from being a shining 'city. upon a hill'"--an enticing New Jerusalem of economic and political liberty,. Nye is not so naive as to assume that the US way is inherently attractive to everyone, everywhere. But he does believe that making it attractive matters more than ever before because of the global spread of information technology. To put it simply, soft power can reach the parts of the world that hard pouter cannot. But does this really make US power so very different from imperial power? On the contrary. If anything, it illustrates how very like the last Anglophone empire the United States has become. The British Empire, too, sought to make its values attractive to others, though initially the job had to he done by "men on the spot." British missionaries, businessmen, administrators, and schoolmasters fanned out across the globe to "entice and attract" people toward British values. These foot-slogging efforts were eventually reinforced by technology. It was the advent of wireless radio--and specifically the creation of the British Broadcasting Corporation (BBC)--which really ushered in the age of soft power in Nye's sense of the term. Within six years, the BBC had launched its first foreign language service--in Arabic, significantly--and, by the end of 1938, it was broadcasting around the world in all the major languages of continental Europe. In some ways, the soft power that Britain could exert in the 1930s was greater than the soft power of the United States today. In a world of newspapers, radio receivers, and cinemas--where the number of content-supplying corporations (often national monopolies) was relatively small--the overseas broadcasts of the BBC could hope to reach a relatively large number of foreign ears. Yet whatever soft power Britain thereby wielded did nothing to halt the precipitous decline of British power after the 1930s. This raises the question of how much US soft power really matters today. If the term is to denote anything more than cultural background music to more traditional forms of dominance, it surely needs to be demonstrated that the United States can secure what it wants from other countries without coercing or suborning them, but purely because its cultural exports are seductive. One reason for skepticism about the extent of US soft power today is the very nature of the channels of communication for US culture, the various electronic media through which US culture is currently transmitted tend to run from the United States to Western Europe, Japan, and in the case of television, Latin America. It would be too much to conclude that US soft power is abundant where it is least needed, for it may well he that a high level of exposure to US cinema and television is one of the reasons why Western Europe,Japan, and Latin America are on the whole less hostile to the United States than countries in the Middle East and Asia. But the fact remains that the range of US soft power in Nye's sense is more limited than is generally assumed.
A2: Soft Power Adv
Soft power cannot prevent war

Fen Hampsen et al, 1998 International Journal
Perhaps the two best examples of the continued utility of military force are the Persian Gulf conflict of 1990-1 and the coalition deployment to the same region, led by the United States (and supported by the United Nations), in early 1998 to ensure Iraq's compliance with the 1991 ceasefire agreement. Both missions have occasioned much debate in the scholarly community, and deservedly so, but we take it as axiomatic that for both sides on each occasion the role of military force was critical in the evolution -- and resolution -- of the crisis. In 1990-1, this would appear to be self-evident, while in 1998 no less a commentator than Kofi Annan, in the wake of Iraq's decision to again permit weapons inspectors access to its presidential palaces, dubbed the United States and Britain 'the perfect UN peacekeepers' for their show of force in support of UNSCOM. It is important to note that in each case soft power proved singularly unable to affect the actions of a single, isolated, pariah state, albeit one that possessed considerable military wherewithal and a modicum of regional legitimacy. It is certainly dangerous to generalize from the Iraqi example, but one might at least question the applicability of soft power to powerful rogue states in bold defiance of international law and international agreements.
Legitimacy is irrelevant to leadership

Robert Kagan (senior fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace) Jan 15 2006 The Washington Post
This does not mean the United States has not suffered a relative decline in that intangible but important commodity: legitimacy. A combination of shifting geopolitical realities, difficult circumstances and some inept policy has certainly damaged America's standing in the world. Yet, despite everything, the American position in the world has not deteriorated as much as people think. America still "stands alone as the world's indispensable nation," as Clinton so humbly put it in 1997. It can resume an effective leadership role in the world in fairly short order, even during the present administration and certainly after the 2008 election, regardless of which party wins. That is a good thing, because given the growing dangers in the world, the intelligent and effective exercise of America's benevolent global hegemony is as important as ever.
Soft power cannot prevent war

Fen Hampsen, 1998 International Journal
Perhaps the two best examples of the continued utility of military force are the Persian Gulf conflict of 1990-1 and the coalition deployment to the same region, led by the United States (and supported by the United Nations), in early 1998 to ensure Iraq's compliance with the 1991 ceasefire agreement. Both missions have occasioned much debate in the scholarly community, and deservedly so, but we take it as axiomatic that for both sides on each occasion the role of military force was critical in the evolution -- and resolution -- of the crisis. In 1990-1, this would appear to be self-evident, while in 1998 no less a commentator than Kofi Annan, in the wake of Iraq's decision to again permit weapons inspectors access to its presidential palaces, dubbed the United States and Britain 'the perfect UN peacekeepers' for their show of force in support of UNSCOM. It is important to note that in each case soft power proved singularly unable to affect the actions of a single, isolated, pariah state, albeit one that possessed considerable military wherewithal and a modicum of regional legitimacy. It is certainly dangerous to generalize from the Iraqi example, but one might at least question the applicability of soft power to powerful rogue states in bold defiance of international law and international agreements.
A2: SOFA Solvency

Sofa is bad number of reasons

Press TV,  Sun, 11 May 2008, “US laying foundation for Iraq colonization”, http://www.presstv.ir/detail.aspx?id=55213&sectionid=3510303
Which government can claim it has the right to delegate the fate of the nation that has entrusted it with executive powers? Yet, there is but a shred of a doubt that this treaty has no objective other than handing Iraq over to the United States.  One must ask what has made al-Maliki and political leaders of the Supreme Islamic Iraqi Council and al-Dawa party sink so low as to consider signing such a degrading and demeaning accord.  The US has clearly been successful in duping certain Iraqi officials into launching a crackdown on the resistance fighters of Mahdi Army, claiming the lives of a myriad of innocent civilians.  It is evident that Washington deliberately dragged Iraqi echelons into the battlegrounds as part of a devious plot to cause a rift between Shia parties in the hope of debilitating resistance movements.  These extortionist plots, however, considering the current situation in the war-torn country and the growing hatred toward the occupiers seem to have been in vain.  According to senior Iraqi politician Mohsen Hakim, the Iraqi government conceded to the accord only on certain conditions: US forces should not establish large-scale military bases in the country, should avoid using Iraqi territory for military purposes, and need to recognize Iraq's right to secure deals with other countries.  These conditions, although deficient, do not counter the humiliating effects of the other contractual obligations of the treaty, thus compelling Iraq to go under the yoke of the United States.  SOFA is yet another US attempt to gain tacit support of two main Shia parties al-Dawa and the Supreme Islamic Iraqi Council in a bid to foment discord and manipulate public opinion regarding the county's Islamic resistance movement, setting the stage for a new puppet government in the country.  What is even more astonishing is that Iraqi political leaders are falling for this political legerdemain and are willingly digging their own graves. Of course, one should not forget that if the US conspiracy succeeds, the same people who brought the current Iraqi leaders to power will withdraw their support and entrust their future to another Islamic government.
SOFA allows US to establish permeate military bases in Iraq

Press TV,  Sun, 11 May 2008, “US laying foundation for Iraq colonization”, http://www.presstv.ir/detail.aspx?id=55213&sectionid=3510303
'Selling Iraq to the US' is what best describes a secret security accord between the Bush administration and the government of Iraq.  Washington drew out a draft proposal for a security deal in January 2008, a preliminary part of which was signed by officials of the two countries on March 17.  The negotiation, set to conclude in late July, will not only establish the basis for a long-term US occupation of Iraq, but will also turn the country into a US colony and yet another military base for Washington in the Middle East.  The accord with Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki's government will replace the UN mandate and allow multinational military presence in the country.  This 'firm handshake' between the US president and the Iraqi prime minister is referred to by the Western media as the Status Of Forces Agreement (SOFA).  While every revealed article of the agreement is tied to security and military arrangements, Western media portrays the accord as mere cooperation in the areas of politics, economics, culture and security.  All the provisions of the agreement have been introduced in a haze of ambiguity as transparency in the issue would certainly provoke an outcry among the weary people of Iraq.  One look at Article 10 of the treaty makes it apparent that the US administration hopes to quietly impose the binding contract and legitimize its indefinite military presence in the country.  "As long as Iraqi security/military forces are not well-trained, security hasn't been ensured, the neighboring states pose a threat, and terrorist attacks continue, the treaty will be officially binding and both parties are obliged to implement it."  The first article of the treaty allows the US Army to carry out military operations in Iraq at any time and any place.  Under Article 2, American and British troops can arrest suspects at any time without the consent of the Iraqi government.  Article 3 reinforces Article 10 by asserting that there are no time limits for the presence of American forces, thus annulling the 1790 UN Security Council anti-occupation Resolution.  The contents of the treaty will dissipate all hopes of a sovereign Iraq, turning the country into a US colony.  According to Article 4, American servicemen and non-servicemen are not obliged to attend any court hearings in Iraq, literally granting them capitulation privileges.  Article 7 puts the Iraqi ministries of defense, interior and intelligence under the direct supervision of US officials, ensuring Iraq will be officially governed by the United States.  Article 6 allows the US to set up 14 military bases in Iraq; Article 8 provides American forces with the authority to supervise arms sales as well as train Iraqi military and law enforcement personnel.  Article 9 argues that as a member of the international community Iraq must recognize Israel and unconditionally support Washington's Middle East policies.     
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