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The United States federal government should withdraw its military presence from Iraq if the Government of Iraq agrees to implement Article 140 of the constitution.

1. US should condition military support on constitutional reform in Iraq—they’ll say yes. 

Montgomery, 2008 (Julie, “The Future of the U.S. Military Presence in Iraq,” Panel: Kimberley Kagan, President of the Institute for the Study of War, Colin Kahl, Senior Fellow at the Center for a New American Society, Charles Knight, Co-Director of the Project on Defense Alternatives at the Commonwealth Institute, and Rend al-Rahim, United States Institute of Peace Iraq Fellow, USIPeace Briefing, September, http://www.usip.org/files/resources/USIP_0908.PDF)

The question of U.S. leverage on Iraqi leaders was one of the areas of greatest divergence in the panel. Knight’s proposal relies principally on non-military leverage gained through strong support of international agency, regional diplomatic engagement, support to refugees and displaced persons and employment of Iraqis. Kahl and Rahim both argued that the U.S. should condition its military, economic and political support for the government of Iraq (GOI) to resolve critical political issues. Military support—both troop presence and critical enablers like logistics and air support—obviously provides the greatest amount of leverage and is the area in which Iraq is most dependent on the U.S. However, Iraq also relies heavily on U.S. governance and economic support, as well as political support in Iraq’s relations with other states and in international institutions. Only through a U.S. threat to end this essential support are Iraqis likely to make the tough compromises necessary for the establishment of a stable, secure Iraq. Kagan agreed with Kahl and Rahim about conditional support and leverage, but only to a point. The U.S. must lean on Iraqi leaders to make certain political compromises, and even withhold support to pressure these leaders. However, she made a critical distinction that others did not: the U.S. should only condition support for Iraq in ways that are “non-fatal.” By this line of reasoning, no failure of leaders in the GOI to achieve political progress is so grave that the U.S. should be willing to “let Iraq fail.” Kahl and Rahim agreed that some necessary compromises are unlikely to occur unless Iraqi leaders’ political future is at risk. Kagan’s approach was, therefore, too lenient to be effective.

2. Only pressure from the US can solve implementation of Article 140

Nezan and Shali 08 (Dr. Kendal Nezan is a nuclear physicist by profession and president of the Kurdish Institute of Paris , Dr. Saman Shali is the former Head of the Kurdish National Congress of North America (KNCNA) , 5/09/08 “Article 140 and the Future of Iraq”, http://www.polisci.upenn.edu/ppec/events/article_140_future_iraq.pdf. MX)

Dr. Kendal Nezan, President of the Kurdish Institute of Paris, mainly spoke about the concerns of neighboring countries regarding Article 140. Dr. Nezan said that Iran and Syria are dissatisfied with the developments in Iraq Kurdistan because of their own marginalized Kurdish populations, but the U.S. does not take account of these concerns. The United States does, however, consider the concerns of Turkey, where the Kurdish issue remains unresolved, he said. Dr. Dr. Nezan urged the United States to address the moral responsibility of Kurdish issue and its history. He also argued that Iraq’s constitution is not simply a piece of paper -- it is the only political agreement for the new democratic Iraq, he said. If the conditions of the constitution are not met, Dr. Nezan said, Kurds have no reason to remain part of the country. Dr. Saman Shali, President of the KNC, said that Iraq's constitution was endorsed by United Nations, the U.S., and Iraq, and that Article 140 provides the people who live in disputed territories freedom to "choose their d9estiny." Dr. Shali urged the U.S. to use it authority to implement Article 140, but stressed that the responsibility lies with all parties within Iraq to resolve the situation through the constitution. He stressed that a failure to implement Article 140 would be a great injustice, and would restart the cycle of mistrust between Kurdistan and governments in Baghdad. 

1NC
3. Implementing Article 140 before US withdrawal is key to prevent civil war in Iraq

O’Leary 9 – Professor of Political Science at UPenn (Brendan, Spring, Dissent “Departing Responsibly”, http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=2&hid=110&sid=c7f43f20-0614-4b02-93e8-beabcd027250%40sessionmgr111. MX)

Once the Obama administration questions the idée fixe that Iraq must be recentralized, as Biden did in his capacity as chair of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, it will realize that it is much wiser to adopt a pro-Constitution policy, not just because it is legally and democratically better, but because it will enable a more judicious and just U.S. exit. There is no point in building up a strong Baghdad military if that leads to a renewed war with Kurdistan. It would repeat the pattern of Iraqi history since 1920. Each successive Iraqi regime that has sought to consolidate its power has broken its previous commitments to Kurdistan’s autonomy and sought to conquer it. Ensuing Arab-Kurdish wars have then encouraged interventions by the neighboring powers. It is time to end this cycle. Washington must therefore seek to resolve major Kurdish-Arab tensions before it leaves. That way Iraq’s internal territorial boundaries will be clarified, and the prospects of subsequent Turkish and Iranian interventions reduced. The means are clear—supporting the implementation of the Constitution’s Article 140, which, executed fairly, will facilitate Kirkuk’s and other disputed territories’ unifying with the KRG, in line with local majority opinion. As a quid pro quo, Washington should promote power-sharing provisions in the KRG’s Constitution for the Turkomen, Arabs, and Christians of Kirkuk city and offer to monitor minority rights protections that the Kurds have already promoted in good faith. Such a policy would also require supporting the formal transfer into the KRG of the Kurdish majority districts and sub-districts currently below its southern boundary. Such a policy is just: Saddam drew the existing borders, not elected Kurds or Arabs. It is required: the Kurdistan region’s boundary does not coincide with existing provincial boundaries, creating an administrative mess. The policy is constitutional. And it is democratic at the relevant level—the local one: Kurdistan’s lists appear to have triumphed throughout nearly all the disputed territories in the recent provincial elections. The policy will be stabilizing— provided the Turkomen are appropriately accommodated. A satisfied Kurdistan will be a champion of a federal Iraq. By contrast, a U.S. withdrawal before the just implementation of Article 140 will lead to war between factions in Baghdad and Kurdistan. 
4. Civil war in Iraq causes Middle East instability

Jeremy Bowen, BBC Middle East editor, “Iraq’s civil war nightmare”, February 23, 2006, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/4741616.stm)

But their challenge for the leaders is to control and channel the anger, to let it be expressed but not to get out of control. A civil war in Iraq would destroy the chances of the elected central government, which will be led and dominated by Shias when eventually it is formed. Civil war could lead to the break-up of the country, and would export even more instability and violence across the wider Middle East and beyond. That is why most Iraqis, of all sides, do not want one - and why some extremists do, and are trying as hard as they can to make it happen.

Solvency (1/2)

US should condition further support of Iraq on political progress 

Kahl 8 (Colin, professor in the Security Studies Program at Georgetown University, July, “WALK BEFORE RUNNING”, Foreign Affairs, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/64458/colin-h-kahl-and-william-e-odom/when-to-leave-iraq?page=show. MX)

Simultaneous with these decisions, the United States should start negotiations to establish a broad time horizon for the transition of the remaining U.S. forces to an overwatch role and the conditions for continued U.S. support for the Iraqi government. Once U.S. forces have reached a sustainable overwatch level, the primary mission of the U.S. military in Iraq will switch to counterterrorism, training and advising of the Iraqi security forces, and force protection for U.S. civilians and advisers. U.S. negotiators should make clear, however, that continued economic and diplomatic support, as well as continued support for the Iraqi security forces (something the Iraqi government deeply desires and needs), will hinge on continued progress toward political accommodation. U.S. negotiators should emphasize that over the long run, the United States intends to normalize its relationship with the Iraqi government and redeploy all of its remaining forces as conditions permit. This policy of conditional engagement should be nested within a wider regional diplomatic initiative that seeks to leverage the U.S. drawdown in Iraq and the common interest among Iraq's neighbors in avoiding a failed Iraqi state. In the end, this approach may not work. If the Iraqis prove unwilling to move toward accommodation, then no number of U.S. forces will be able to produce sustainable stability, and the strategic costs of maintaining a significant presence will outweigh the benefits. If so, the new administration should shift to Simon's unconditional disengagement as Plan B.

The US should implement a policy of conditional engagement in Iraq – provides the most stable out comes.

Colin H. Kahl is an Assistant Professor in the Security Studies Program at Georgetown's Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service and a Fellow at the Center for a New American Security., “Walk Before Running”, July/August 2008 Issue of Foreign Affairs. http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/64458/colin-h-kahl-and-william-e-odom/when-to-leave-iraq )
In "The Price of the Surge" (May/June 2008), Steven Simon correctly observes that the Sunni turn against al Qaeda in Iraq (AQI), known as the Sunni Awakening, has been a key factor in security progress during the period of "the surge." Simon is also on point when he notes that the Awakening, which began before the surge, was not a direct consequence of additional U.S. troops. But although Simon gets much of the past right, he ultimately draws the wrong lessons for U.S. policy moving forward. Rather than unilaterally and unconditionally withdrawing from Iraq and hoping that the international community will fill the void and push the Iraqis toward accommodation -- a very unlikely scenario -- the United States must embrace a policy of "conditional engagement." This approach would couple a phased redeployment of combat forces with a commitment to providing residual support for the Iraqi government if and only if it moves toward genuine reconciliation. Conditional engagement -- rather than Simon's policy of unconditional disengagement -- would incorporate the real lesson from the Sunni Awakening.

Solvency (2/2)

US should condition its withdrawal from Iraq, it maintains stability in the region, and forces the government to reconcile on political issues.

Colin H. Kahl is an Assistant Professor in the Security Studies Program at Georgetown's Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service and a Fellow at the Center for a New American Security., “Walk Before Running”, July/August 2008 Issue of Foreign Affairs. http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/64458/colin-h-kahl-and-william-e-odom/when-to-leave-iraq )
A new policy of conditional engagement would take advantage of the ongoing talks aimed at shaping a long-term U.S.-Iraqi security framework to push the Iraqis toward political accommodation. U.S. negotiators should exploit the continuing discontent among Democrats in Congress and the impending presidential election to signal that a long-term U.S. commitment to Iraq is not politically sustainable unless there is tangible evidence of reconciliation. Because the Iraqi government has an interest in a long-term security relationship with the United States, especially continued U.S. support for the Iraqi security forces, this tactic could prove very effective. The presidential candidates from both parties should reinforce this strategy by publicly endorsing the conditions the Iraqi government must meet in order to influence the pace of future U.S. withdrawals and gain their future administrations' support for the Iraqi security forces in the years ahead. This will require the Democratic nominee to clarify his or her stance on the disposition of residual forces in Iraq after a withdrawal of most of the combat troops (only Senator Barack Obama [D-Ill.] has proposed explicit conditions to be placed on continued support for the Iraqi security forces), and it will require McCain to abandon his unconditional pledge to stay in Iraq. When the new administration takes office in January 2009, it must follow up on this approach by initiating a down payment on redeployment. Starting from the roughly 15 combat brigades (a total of 130,000-140,000 troops) it is likely to inherit, the new administration should signal its intention to transition to a "support," or "overwatch," role by announcing the near-term reduction of U.S. forces to perhaps 12 brigades. The new administration should also immediately sign a formal pledge with the Iraqi government stating unequivocally that it will not seek, accept, or under any conditions establish permanent or "enduring" military bases in Iraq. Taken together, these actions would signal to the Iraqi government that the U.S. commitment is no longer open-ended while still maintaining enough forces in the near term to prevent a major reversal of progress on security. These steps would also signal to groups inside the Iraqi parliament that strongly oppose the occupation (especially the Sadrists), as well as to the organizations representing the nationalist wing of the Sunni insurgency, that the United States does not intend to stay forever. This might open up additional avenues for bringing those Sunnis into formal and informal negotiations. Simultaneous with these decisions, the United States should start negotiations to establish a broad time horizon for the transition of the remaining U.S. forces to an overwatch role and the conditions for continued U.S. support for the Iraqi government. Once U.S. forces have reached a sustainable overwatch level, the primary mission of the U.S. military in Iraq will switch to counterterrorism, training and advising of the Iraqi security forces, and force protection for U.S. civilians and advisers. U.S. negotiators should make clear, however, that continued economic and diplomatic support, as well as continued support for the Iraqi security forces (something the Iraqi government deeply desires and needs), will hinge on continued progress toward political accommodation. U.S. negotiators should emphasize that over the long run, the United States intends to normalize its relationship with the Iraqi government and redeploy all of its remaining forces as conditions permit. This policy of conditional engagement should be nested within a wider regional diplomatic initiative that seeks to leverage the U.S. drawdown in Iraq and the common interest among Iraq's neighbors in avoiding a failed Iraqi state. 

Pressure Key (1/2)

Demand of Americans are what establishes power sharing in Iraq, they need to resolve Kirkuk before they withdraw

Rafaat 07- Master’s in International Studies from the School of International Studies University of South Australia, he has written on wide range of topics for Kurdish magazines as well as for newspapers concerning events in Iraq (Aram, Fall, The Journal of Social  Political and Economic Studies “An Independent Kurdish State Achievable or Merely Kurdish Dream?” http://proquest.umi.com/pqdlink?Ver=1&Exp=07-21-2015&FMT=7&DID=1367808551&RQT=309. MX)

Secondly, there is considerable evidence that an Iraqi consociational democracy has been accepted reluctantly by Shiites, Sunnis and Kurds, because of the demands of the U.S.-led occupiers. The U.S. seeks success in Iraq, and this objective requires the co-operation and participation of all groups in reconstructing the government and the state. It is important to note that, in the post-invasion years, Iraq's remaining (nominally) as a united country has not been because of the Iraqis' willingness, but because more than 140,000 U.S.-led coalition troops have enforced this goal. The U.S. troops have acted to provide checks and balances and to provide a safety valve to prevent further sectarian conflict. The U.S. has also worked as an arbitrator between Iraqi sects, imposed its vision on different groups, and pushed the Shiites, Kurds and Sunnis to compromise and negotiate with each other. Moreover, there is an absence of consensus among Shiites, Kurds and Sunnis about most issues, including principles of power-sharing and what Iraq is and ought to be. Because they constitute a majority in Iraq, the Shiite United Iraqi Alliance (UIA) has focused on simple majority rule against consociational power-sharing. As evidence of Sunni rejection of the powersharing arrangement, the Sunnis boycotted the first national election, and voted overwhelmingly against the constitution." Also they worked to remove those features of the constitution that had been developed in accordance with the consensus principles. The articles to which they objected were federalism, Iraq's identity, the allocation of oil income, and the question of Kirkuk. Further evidence can be seen in the demand of both Sunnis and Shiites for the U.S. to withdraw from Iraq. This demand is particularly emphasized by sections of both sects, which blame the Americans for their plight. The Shiites (such as the al-Sadrists) believe that the U.S. has prevented them from ruling Iraq, and the Sunnis believe that the U.S. caused them to lose power. So both sides believe that the withdrawal of U.S. troops would enable them to gain the upper hand and to unilaterally govern the country. If withdrawal were to occur, it would spell the end of power-sharing. The Kurds, too, have shown distrust of the power-sharing arrangement.12 As evidence of this, the Kurds insist that the issue of Kirkuk be resolved by the time the U.S. eventually withdraws. Nichervan Barzani13 explains that "Our fear is that Baghdad is weak today and ready to make a solution, but tomorrow it might become stronger and refuse to solve it".14 Their distrust is also apparent in that they refuse the presence of Iraqi Government institutions (including the Iraqi army) in Kurdistan. Moreover, there are few reasons for the Kurds to remain involved in the political process if the Kirkuk issue is resolved, whether Kirkuk is incorporated into Kurdistan or not. All these factors prove that the formal power-sharing arrangement has been imposed by the U.S.. Power-sharing is strongly related to the presence of the occupiers and will probably not be sustained following a U.S. withdrawal. In other words, the power-sharing arrangement is more in response to the demands of the Americans than the inherent desire of Iraqis for consensus.

Pressure Key (2/2)

All parties will do what America want if they leave US has to use this power to resolve the Kirkuk issue

O’Leary 9 – Professor of Political Science at UPenn (Brendan, Spring, Dissent “Departing Responsibly”, http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=2&hid=110&sid=c7f43f20-0614-4b02-93e8-beabcd027250%40sessionmgr111. MX)

The political and military scene in Iraq is best described as a series of truces. All parties await America’s exit, and all will try to steer it in their favor. President Barack Obama’s moment can be used either to guide Iraq toward a successful federation or to preside over a failed transfer of power, one in which the United States, with bungled intentions, assists divided Arab centralists in Baghdad to go to war with Kurdistan and with each other. Leaving Iraq with integrity requires the Obama administration to ensure a secure balance of power within Iraq. That is made feasible by Iraq’s Constitution, properly understood. It also requires the new administration to encourage clear internal territorial demarcations within Iraq’s federation, especially between Kurdistan and al-Iraq al-Arabi. It will have to inhibit fearful or aggrandizing interventions by Iran or Turkey and the provisioning of insurgents by Sunni-Arab dominated states. 

The US has to prioritize the Kirkuk issue as it leaves Iraq

O’Leary 9 – Professor of Political Science at UPenn (Brendan, Spring, Dissent “Departing Responsibly”, http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=2&hid=110&sid=c7f43f20-0614-4b02-93e8-beabcd027250%40sessionmgr111. MX)

The Constitution of 2005 and the successes of the Kurdistan Regional Government (KRG) are the work of Arab and Kurdish politicians and voters. That the Bush administration let these institutions materialize does not mean that they are its creatures or are contaminated by its incompetence. To the contrary, the Constitution and the KRG are what must be protected in making the most honorable of the possible exits. The responsible transfer of power must be completed with the federal government of Iraq and the Kurdistan Region. These institutions are the expressions of Iraqis’ and Kurds’ democratic will. Prioritizing their protection provides the right guidelines for the Obama administration to leave Iraq with integrity. The difficulty is that the Arab leadership in Baghdad is at odds with that of the KRG. America will have to back Kurdistan on some key matters and reassure the federal government of their merits. That is the only way a successful transfer of power can be accomplished. 

Article 140 Good – Conflict Prevention
Iraq must rewrite its constitution to decrease conflict.
Larry Diamond, Larry Diamond is Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution and author of Squandered Victory. He was a member of the Political Development Expert Working Group of the Iraq Study Group. “Iraq, What Now?”, December 7, 2006, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/discussions/roundtables/iraq-what-now )]

The ISG recognizes that the core problem in Iraq is political, not military: "U.S. forces . . . cannot stop the violence — or even contain it — if there is no underlying political agreement among Iraqis about the future of their country." The 2005 Iraqi constitution was not a charter of national consensus but a Shiite and Kurdish imposition on the Sunnis. In allowing for the creation of a Shiite super-region spanning the entire southern half of Iraq (with roughly 70 percent of the country's oil and gas wealth), in providing for a referendum by the end of 2007 that would enable the Kurdistan Region to incorporate Kirkuk (with most of the rest of Iraq's petroleum wealth), and in assigning to the regions and the provinces apparent control over the future development of oil and gas fields, the constitution gave the Kurds and the Shiites power and resources while leaving the Sunnis out in the desert. The ISG thus observes: "Unless Sunnis believe they can get a fair deal in Iraq through the political process, there is no prospect that the insurgency will end." And if the insurgency persists, so will the escalation of sectarian violence and ethnic cleansing in retaliation. For Iraq to be stabilized, the ISG notes, the Iraqi government "needs to act now to give a signal" to the Sunnis "that there is a place for them in national life." The constitution must be rewritten to lodge current and future control over oil fields and revenues clearly with the central government. A fair formula must then be fashioned — and, I would add, internationally guaranteed — to share oil revenue among the provinces and the regions, largely on the basis of population. De-Baathification, meanwhile, must be rolled back so that most of the dismissed Baathists and Arab nationalists (other than Saddam's top loyalists) are brought back into government and public service jobs. Amnesty must be offered to most of those who have waged war. And the referendum on Kirkuk should be deferred and the conflict there submitted to international arbitration. The report might have added explicitly that the constitutional provision for a "Shiastan" super-region must be scrapped.

Civil war will break out if US doesn’t resolve Kirkuk when it withdraws 

Rafaat 07- Master’s in International Studies from the School of International Studies University of South Australia (Aram, Fall, The Journal of Social  Political and Economic Studies “An Independent Kurdish State Achievable or Merely Kurdish Dream?” http://proquest.umi.com/pqdlink?Ver=1&Exp=07-21-2015&FMT=7&DID=1367808551&RQT=309. MX)

The Kurds, too, have shown distrust of the power-sharing arrangement.12 As evidence of this, the Kurds insist that the issue of Kirkuk be resolved by the time the U.S. eventually withdraws. Nichervan Barzani13 explains that "Our fear is that Baghdad is weak today and ready to make a solution, but tomorrow it might become stronger and refuse to solve it".14 Their distrust is also apparent in that they refuse the presence of Iraqi Government institutions (including the Iraqi army) in Kurdistan. Moreover, there are few reasons for the Kurds to remain involved in the political process if the Kirkuk issue is resolved, whether Kirkuk is incorporated into Kurdistan or not. All these factors prove that the formal power-sharing arrangement has been imposed by the U.S.. Power-sharing is strongly related to the presence of the occupiers and will probably not be sustained following a U.S. withdrawal. In other words, the power-sharing arrangement is more in response to the demands of the Americans than the inherent desire of Iraqis for consensus. Furthermore, "the consensus principle", as Lijphart explains, "is to let all of the important parties share executive power in a broad coalition".15 In other words, consociational democracy is a system of compromise and accommodation, in which the different groups will likely be represented in the highest government positions and the cabinet according to their demographic size.16 However, on closer scrutiny of the characteristics of Iraqi society, it is clear that it is a heterogeneous community dominated by ethnic-nationalism, a clash of identities, conflicts of interest, and exclusive visions. With the departure of the occupying forces, the consociational regime will break apart, and indeed Iraq is likely to be partitioned. In such a case Kurdish secession would be inevitable and the Shiites would assume control over the rest of the country. Otherwise, civil war is highly probable.

Article 140 Good – Conflict Prevention
The Constitution is critical to prevent escalating regional conflict

O’Leary 2009 [Brendan, “Departing Responsibly”, Dissent, Volume 56, Number 2, Spring 2009, pp. 30-35, Lauder Professor of Political Science at the University of Pennsylvania, where he directs the Penn Program on Ethnic Conflict, Pg. 34-35, Project Muse]

The re-engineering of U.S. policy toward Turkey is also necessary if we are to leave Iraq responsibly. Turkey fears an independent Kurdistan. But a secure KRG within a federal Iraq will not be an independent Kurdistan; rather, it will be a satisfied, prosperous secular region, a buffer between Turkey and hard-line Islamists. Turkey wants the KRG’s cooperation with respect to the Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK) and its adjunct Party for a Free Life in Kurdistan (PJAK). It will get this, but only if it pays the appropriate price: fully recognizing the KRG and Iraq’s Constitution, and avoiding provocations in Kirkuk. In the past, U.S. administrations have supported Turkey’s military—as self-defined guardians of the Enlightenment in former Ottoman lands. Turkish generals fear democracy because it means the election of soft Islamists and Kurds. Realists in the Obama administration will prefer Turkish generals. They will be at odds with those who want to support Turkey’s democratic promise and who want to encourage its journey into Europe. It is the largest sovereign Muslim majority state in the Middle East that allows genuine democratic electoral competition, although it is deeply flawed in its respect for Kurdish and Alawi freedom and in the constraints it puts on public debate. It would be utterly perverse for Obama to abandon a liberalizing and pro-democratic orientation toward Turkey. U.S. policy should be firm—seeking Turkey’s respect for the sovereignty of Iraq and of its Constitution, which recognizes the KRG. It should also be wise—supporting Turkey’s deepening democratization at the expense of its military and, if necessary, recognizing Turkey’s existing border through a treaty. If the Obama administration mismanages its exit from Iraq, it could be faced with new military dictators in both Ankara and Baghdad. Sacrificing Iraq’s Kurds is not the way to eliminate that scenario.

Article 140 Good – Stability

Article 140 is key to Iraqi Stability 

Baqi Barzani, Kurdish Aspect staff writer, “Implementation of Article 140 indispensable in stabilizing Iraq”, http://www.kurdishaspect.com/doc042107BB.html )
Implementation of Article 140 indispensable in stabilizing Iraq Since the formation of forged Iraq , Kurds have been subjected to brutal ethnic-cleansings, genocides and mass destructions committed by Iraqi tyrants. Depopulation of Kurdistan in an attempt to reduce the political power and presence of minority was the main goal of every consecutive government. All previous regimes primarily centered their focus to alter the demographic makeup of large Kurdish cities, especially the multi-ethnic city of Kirkuk . Tens of thousands of Kurds refusing to sign self-styled "nationality correction" forms, introduced by the authorities prior to the 1997 population census, requiring members of Kurdish groups residing in these districts to relinquish their Kurdish identities and to register officially as Arabs were forcefully driven out. Their possessions were pillaged and their ration cards were withdrawn. Discrimination and persecution against the innocuous defenseless masses of Kurdistan carried on hysterically for decades without any international intrusion or denunciation. 4000 Kurdish villages were reduced to rubble. 182,000 people slain and displaced during “Anfal Operation” carried out by the former Baáth regime. Another 5000 were killed and 10000 injured during “Halabja city chemical bombardment” Tens of thousands are still reported missing.Now that the issue of determining on the fate of Kurdish city of Kirkuk draws closer, Kurds seem to be swindled all over again. Its implementation is being deferred by the opponents of peace and democracy and foreign interference continues to intensify.  Kurds constitute the majority of the inhabitants, with a minor Arab minority, followed by Turkmen and Assyrian minorities. For Kurds, Kirkuk is not about oil or a territorial struggle. Kurds give the impression to have no willing to sacrifice their geographical, historical and demographic rights over Kirkuk at any price. Even Saddam had acknowledged the legitimacy of Kurdish self-rule and assured Kurdish partaking in government and Kurdish language teaching in schools during the Autonomy Agreement of March 11, 1970. The main bone of contention between the Kurdish headship and Saddam was on the subject of Kirkuk .  Kurdish Regional Government has repeated again and again that it has by no means any intention of unilateral claim to the rights or revenues on the Kirkuk oil fields. It honors the constitutions and agreement that the management of those fields is to be split by the central government and the region, and the revenues shared throughout the country. Washington severely opposes any foreign interference in to the internal affairs of Kirkuk or Iraq . The US has repeatedly warned Turkey against any military incursion into Kurdistan . The former US President Bill Clinton recently said that the US administration must shield Kurds from any external attacks. The Bush administration has taken a prudent stand on the status of  Kirkuk. Thousands of internally displaced Kurds, Turkmen and others have returned to Kirkuk and other Arabized regions to reclaim their homes and lands which have since been occupied by Arabs from central and southern Iraq . The unjust policies of the Saddam government in and around Kirkuk , which included the forced deportation of residents, confiscation of property and the manipulation of administrative boundaries, are being reversed. Implementation and enforcement of article 140 of the Iraqi constitution is pertinent to the overall security situation of Iraq . Approved by the Shi'a and Kurds, Article 140 calls for a three-step process to normalize Kirkuk by reversing the "Arabization" policy implemented under former Iraqi President Saddam Hussein. A referendum on Kirkuk and other disputed territories will determine the will of their citizens. Kirkuk is an internal issue and it pertains to the Iraqis people to jointly resolve it. The Iraqi people want to rectify the injustices committed by the former regime to advance naturally; this includes the much looked-for referendum, based upon Article 140 of Iraq's constitution.  The tranquility and stability of Kirkuk is very essential for the American authorities, as well. Anything that is perceived as possibly imperiling this goal could be confronted with a harsh American reaction.
Article 140 Good – Stability
Decreasing Arab – Kurd tensions is necessary to ensure Iraq stability. 

David Romano is an assistant professor at Rhodes College, “Iraqi Stability Lies in Resolution of the Conflicting Interests of Kurds and Arabs”, February 27, 2010, The Jamestown Foundations, http://www.pukmedia.com/english/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=1499:iraqi-stability-lies-in-resolution-of-the-conflicting-interests-of-kurds-and-arabs&catid=38:kurdish-views&Itemid=394 )

In his February 2, 2010 “Annual Threat Assessment of the U.S. Intelligence Community,” U.S. Director of National Intelligence Dennis C. Blair predicts that Iraq will continue making progress, although “this forecast is dependent on the next government’s effective management of Arab-Kurd tensions, continued progress in integrating the Sunni Arabs into the political process, and the ability of the ISF [Iraqi Security Forces] to combat threats to the state.” The report adds: "Arab-Kurd tensions have potential to derail Iraq’s generally positive security trajectory, including triggering conflict among Iraq’s ethno-sectarian groups. Many of the drivers of Arab-Kurd tensions—disputed territories, revenue sharing and control of oil resources, and integration of peshmerga forces—still need to be worked out, and miscalculations or misperceptions on either side risk an inadvertent escalation of violence. U.S. involvement—both diplomatic and military—will remain critical in defusing crises in this sphere. [1]" U.S. General Raymond Odierno gave a similar assessment in July 2009, telling reporters that, “while violence continues to decline overall, tensions between Iraqi Kurds and Arabs over boundaries and oil revenues represent the biggest threat to the country's stability” (al-Arabiya, July 29, 2009). The Uneasy Integration of Kurdish and Arab Security Forces In 2008 and 2009, Kurdish relations with Baghdad came dangerously close to exploding into open conflict on a number of occasions, as Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki’s increasingly nationalist stance and advocacy of a strong central government threatened the Kurdish preference for autonomy and decentralization (see Terrorism Focus, February 19, 2009). American intervention and mediation of a number of confrontations, including two incidents where Kurdish peshmerga and Iraqi Army Arab units appeared ready to begin shooting at each other, helped to keep tensions under control. [2] Given that the disputes between Baghdad and Arbil remain unresolved, a looming withdrawal of U.S. forces has increased fears of what may occur in the absence of mediators.  In an attempt to foster cooperation and better relations between Kurdish forces and Arab Iraqi Army troops, U.S. forces recently began managing shared checkpoints with both forces along the Kurdish region’s border (AFP, February 11).

Article 140 Good – Stability
Exiting without adopting the Constitution will ignite increased conflict, increasing the likelihood that the US would have to return – Only the Constitution can maintain Iraqi stability and prevent overstretch

O’Leary 2009 [Brendan, “Departing Responsibly”, Dissent, Volume 56, Number 2, Spring 2009, pp. 30-35, Lauder Professor of Political Science at the University of Pennsylvania, where he directs the Penn Program on Ethnic Conflict, Pg. 33, Project Muse]

After the United States exits, an Arab civil war may re-ignite, as well as Kurdish-Arab conflict. The Baathists’ and the jihadists’ response to the U.S. intervention was to promote deliber- ate societal collapse. They fomented a sectarian Arab civil war rather than accept a Shia-led democratic Iraq. Americans and Kurds did not loot Arab cities, organize suicide bombings against Shiite pilgrims, or provoke sectarian expulsions. It was militants from among Sunni Arabs, Baathists, and Islamists—encouraged by U.S. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld’s blindly repressive military strategy—who precipitated the bloodletting. The resulting violence has only just calmed down. It could be rekindled. The calmer environment exists because the jihadists and the Baathists lost. Sunni Arab leaders realized that they could not win the restoration they sought, no matter how extreme their tactics. Some decided it was better to make an alliance with the United States, through the Awakening Councils/Sons of Iraq, rather than go down to comprehensive defeat. General David Petraeus, the commander of U.S. forces in Iraq, was able to take advantage of this opportunity. The surge stopped the Sunni Arabs from being utterly “cleansed” from Baghdad. A key question for the Obama administration is how to facilitate the re-incorporation of Sunni Arabs into the new Iraq, but without doing so at the expense of either our Kurdish allies or the Shiites in federal and provincial governments. The answer lies only in the Constitution: encouraging Sunni Arabs to take control of the provinces in which they are now formal electoral majorities and of their own security, through the development of provincial policing. That is the right message to take from recent elections. This policy need not be provocative so long as the Sunni Arabs’ boundary disputes with Kurdistan are resolved. If they are, then Sunni Arabs will be free to govern themselves without a significant Kurdish presence in their provinces. The answer to Sunni Arab disaffection does not lie in expanding federal military forces and trying to integrate large numbers of former insurgents—therein lies a recipe for a coup.

Article 140 Good – Iran

Implementing Article 140 is the only way to create stability on the Syrian – Iranian Border.

International Crisis Group is an independent, non-profit, non-governmental organisation, with some 130 staff members on five continents, working through field-based analysis and high-level advocacy to prevent and resolve deadly conflict. Crisis Group’s approach is grounded in field research. Teams of political analysts are located within or close by countries at risk of outbreak, escalation or recurrence of violent conflict. Based on information and assessments from the field, it produces analytical reports containing practical recommendations targeted at key international decision-takers., “Iraq and the Kurds, Trouble Along the Trigger Line”, Middle East Report, July 8, 2009, http://www.aina.org/reports/iatktattl.pdf
The Kurdish leadership discussed the need for a mechanism to deal with crises in the disputed territories,90 and Barzani’s chief of staff, Fuad Hussein, suggested in February that a joint security role for the army and peshmergas might work.91 Indeed, joint counter-insurgency patrols were initiated in Diyala governorate in May.92 However, it is one thing to put mechanisms in place to reduce chances of small altercations escalating into major conflicts; it is quite another to address the sources of conflict directly. Referring to the Ninewa situation, Masrour Barzani insisted that “the solution is to implement Article 140. Searching for alternatives won’t work. Short-term solutions won’t work”. He refused to be drawn out on intermediary steps that could help alleviate conflict on a day-to-day basis.93   This suggests that the failure to resolve the disputed territories question could lead to endemic conflict all along the trigger line, from the Syrian the Iranian border. While neither side stands to benefit from out- right combat, and both probably would seek to avert it, they appear unwilling to proactively put mechanisms in place to avoid inadvertent conflict. Further- more, the two may even see an interest in advancing their own agendas by taking provocative steps (such as the Ninewa governor’s foray in May), even if they risk igniting a larger conflict. 

Only conditioning the Constitution for military pull-out solves Iran relations

O’Leary 2009 [Brendan, “Departing Responsibly”, Dissent, Volume 56, Number 2, Spring 2009, pp. 30-35, Lauder Professor of Political Science at the University of Pennsylvania, where he directs the Penn Program on Ethnic Conflict, Pg. 34, Project Muse]

A responsible exit requires concentrated diplomacy to deter malign interventions. The U.S. withdrawal from Iraq will reduce Iran’s interests in destabilizing the new Iraq, provided the United States does not engage in a new bout of hubris and directly aim at regime change in Tehran (what John Bolton and the last stranded platoons of the Bush administration want). Indeed, pursuing détente with Iran and a new policy with Turkey are both independently appropriate. They will be easier and more cost effective than the false project of rebuilding a strong Baghdad government.

Say Yes – Generic

Regardless of who is in power in Iraq – they will do what the US wants.

James Cognam, s has written extensively on the US-led invasion and occupation of Iraq. His regular articles documenting the ongoing atrocities of US imperialism and its allies in the Middle East are followed by a growing international audience. “Iraqi Election for a New US puppet Regime”, March 8,2010, http://www.wsws.org/articles/2010/mar2010/iraq-m08.shtml )
Far from its “long history of colonial rule” ending, Iraq has been reduced over the past seven years to a de facto colony of the United States. It continues to be occupied by close to 100,000 American troops. Its so-called sovereign government takes no major decision without consulting the massive US embassy that dominates the central Baghdad skyline. The candidates who stood yesterday are representatives of the venal ruling elite that has been prepared to collaborate with a destructive and brutal occupying power in the hope of gaining privilege, position and wealth. US General David Petraeus coined the term “Iraqcracy” last month to describe the flagrant resort to bribery, intimidation and sectarian, tribal or ethnic appeals that marked the efforts of Iraqi politicians to win popular support. This reality, which the US occupation has created, will determine the make-up of the next Iraqi government. It can be stated in advance and without fear of contradiction that it will be an unstable pro-US puppet regime, riven by communalist tensions that could lurch into open civil war.

The US will use Iraq’s government for strategic purposes. 

James Cognam, s has written extensively on the US-led invasion and occupation of Iraq. His regular articles documenting the ongoing atrocities of US imperialism and its allies in the Middle East are followed by a growing international audience. “Iraqi Election for a New US puppet Regime”, March 8,2010, http://www.wsws.org/articles/2010/mar2010/iraq-m08.shtml )
Depending on the result, the formation of a new government could be protracted. After the December 2005 election, it took close to six months for the Shiite coalition to install Maliki as prime minister and parcel out control of state ministries to various allies, the Kurdish bloc and token Sunni representatives. In 2010, the process could be even more volatile, as it is likely that two or three combinations may be able to get a parliamentary majority and form a government. The primary function of the next government will be to continue to legitimise the US claim that Iraq is now a sovereign state. It will nominally preside over the withdrawal of US combat troops in August and the “end” of the occupation at the end of 2011, when the remaining US forces are supposed to leave. In reality, the US plan is for an indefinite presence in the country. The “Strategic Framework” between Iraq and the US, which was drafted in the final months of the Bush administration and endorsed by Obama, dictates that there will be a “long term relationship in economic, diplomatic, cultural and security fields”. The US military will not be leaving its major bases at places like Balad, Al Asad and Tallil.

Say Yes - Kurds

The Kurds want the constitution changed.

Ned Parker staff writer for the Los Angeles Times, “Kurd sees 'very bad signals' from Baghdad”, March 28,2009, http://krp.org/eng/articles/display.aspx?gid=1&id=1338 )
Reporting from Salahuddin, Iraq — Masrour Barzani, the head of the Kurdistan regional government's intelligence service and internal security agency in northern Iraq, rarely speaks in public. He is the powerful son of Massoud Barzani, the region's president, and is seen as one of the next generation of Kurdish leaders expected to defend the autonomy Iraqi Kurds gained after years of war and instability.  As tensions deepen between the Shiite Muslim-dominated government in Baghdad and the Kurds in the north, Masrour Barzani is a key player in the conflict over land in northern Iraq, including the oil-rich region of Kirkuk.  The Kurds are struggling with how to respond to an ascendant Baghdad, which is reluctant to accede to Kurdish wishes on holding a referendum to settle the fate of the disputed territories. Article 140 of the Iraqi Constitution called for such a referendum to be held by December 2007, but the vote was never held. The 40-year-old leader recently spoke with The Times about the impasse, the chances of an Arab-Kurdish conflict and America's obligation to both Iraq and the Kurds.  How do you view the status of Article 140 and efforts by the Iraqi government to replace Kurdish officers with Arab leadership in the Iraqi army in the disputed territories?  Are we ready to go ahead and implement the constitution as it is and not be selective in the articles that serve our purpose and those articles we don't like? . . . We all have compromised to have reached that constitution, which we believe is the best way to help all of Iraq, from Kurdistan all the way to Baghdad and the south and the west. We don't see the same intention by some people in Baghdad.  President Massoud Barzani suggested recently to the Los Angeles Times that Prime Minister Nouri Maliki was acting in an authoritarian manner. Why do you think Maliki is not implementing Article 140?  We respect Mr. Maliki as prime minister. He is as an old ally, an old friend. It is not against him. It is against the entire approach of how to deal with the new Iraq. This [political] system is lacking a mechanism of following the constitution. There are things happening in Baghdad that are unconstitutional but still they get away with it -- the creation of different institutions and different, let's say, offices, alternative to other official government bodies. These things are happening, and no one is really complaining about it. . . .  And now we have an article [140] that is constitutional and people are refraining from doing it. . . . That sends very bad signals to even the Kurdish people. If Kurds are part of this country, why treat them differently. . . . So now I don't think it's only one prime minister who is doing this. It's the entire approach of not really believing in the new Iraq. And this is the new Iraq that we have sacrificed for. This is the new Iraq that we have promised to defend and be part of. But if the constitution is not respected, if the Kurds are treated differently then, I don't think the Kurds should be the ones to be blamed for whatever consequences . . . might appear.
Say Yes – Allawi

Allawi wants to implement policies that decrease violence and ethnic conflict

Leila Fadel, “ Ayad Allawi, once seen as a U.S. puppet, returns to the center of Iraqi politics”, http://confrontaal.org/wordpress/?p=3994
BAGHDAD — The man who was widely derided as an American puppet when he stepped down as prime minister five years ago has become a leading contender for Iraq’s top job based on his strong showing in this month’s elections among a group that lost more than any other with the U.S.-led invasion. Ayad Allawi, a secular Shiite known for his willingness to use brute force when necessary, has returned to the center of Iraqi politics after receiving millions of votes from Sunni Arabs, a minority that has felt marginalized since Sunni dictator Saddam Hussein was toppled in 2003. Political blocs led by Allawi and Shiite Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki are neck-and-neck in a race that is still too close to call with 95 percent of ballots counted. Remaining results are expected to be released Friday. Allawi and his political coalition won Sunni support in part because he is considered less sectarian than other Shiite leaders and was not in office during the vicious sectarian bloodletting that marked the first two years of Maliki’s tenure. With the U.S. military preparing to substantially draw down its presence this summer, many Sunnis voted with the hope that Allawi would restore some of their lost status. “It’s the nostalgia of hindsight. Who would have ever thought that Allawi’s tenure as prime minister would look good in retrospect?” said Ryan C. Crocker, the U.S. ambassador to Iraq from 2007 until 2009. “I think it does to many Sunni Arabs in the wake of everything that came after that. He has always had the persona of the nonsectarian political figure.” Allawi exploited that appeal in a country weary of sect-motivated killings, and he emphasized it during the campaign. “People are disenchanted with sectarianism. They haven’t seen anything but violence and bloodshed,” he said in a recent interview. “If it continues like this, the violence might increase and the civil strife and civil conflict might increase again.” 

 Say Yes – Maliki

Maliki will say yes – doesn’t want continued troop presence.

Max Boot, Senior Fellow @ CFR, ‘8 [“Explaining” Nouri al-Maliki’s “Flip-Flops” About Our “Boots” On The Ground, Ehttp://patdollard.com/2008/07/explaining-nouri-al-malikis-flip-flops-about-our-boots-on-the-ground/]

President Bush wisely ignored Maliki. Instead of withdrawing U.S. troops, he sent more. The prime minister wasn’t happy. On Dec. 15, 2006, the Wall Street Journal reported, “Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki has flatly told Gen. George Casey, the top American military commander in Iraq, that he doesn’t want more U.S. personnel deployed to the country, according to U.S. military officials.” When the surge went ahead anyway, Maliki gave it an endorsement described in news accounts as “lukewarm.”  2  In January 2007, with the surge just starting, Maliki predicted “that within three to six months our need for the American troops will dramatically go down.” In April 2007, when most of Baghdad was still out of control, the prime minister said that Iraqi forces would assume control of security in every province by the end of the year.  Even now, when the success of the surge is undeniable, Maliki won’t give U.S. troops their due. In the famous interview with Der Spiegel last weekend, he was asked why Iraq has become more peaceful. He mentioned “many factors,” including “the political rapprochement we have managed to achieve,” “the progress being made by our security forces,” “the deep sense of abhorrence with which the population has reacted to the atrocities of al-Qaida and the militias,” and “the economic recovery.” No mention of the surge.  To his credit, although he has postured as a fierce nationalist in public, Maliki has often accommodated American concerns in private. And, despite saying that Iraq doesn’t need many U.S. troops, he has acquiesced to their presence. 

Maliki will push article 140 to get closer with the Kurds.
AsiaTimes 12/22 [Sami Moubayed, staff writer for the AsiaTimes, Sami Moubayed is editor-in-chief of Forward Magazine in Syria, “Maliki makes his move on Kirkuk issue”, 2009, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/KL22Ak03.html]
Is the Maliki visit purely domestic, aimed at diverting attention from the recent bombings in Baghdad and creating allies for the prime minister ahead of the March 2010 elections? Or is it a result of a recent US declaration supporting implementation of Article 140 of the Iraqi constitution, which calls for a referendum in the oil-rich city of Kirkuk, to see whether its inhabitants want to remain part of Iraq or join the district of Iraqi Kurdistan? Kurdistan already has 10-15% of Iraq’s oil reserves, while Kirkuk alone holds as much as 25%, meaning that if the Kurds get to incorporate it, they will control no less than 40% of oil reserves in Iraq.  That referendum should have been held two years ago, but has been continually delayed by the central government, which fears Iraq's Arab Shi'ites and Sunnis would never tolerate it, and nor would regional players Iran, Turkey, Saudi Arabia and Syria.  Maliki cuddled up to the Kurds in 2007, after losing some of his principal Sunni and Shi'ite allies, promising to uphold Article 140, to remain on the good side of Iraqi Kurds. He also indirectly sponsored the transfer of Arabs from within Kirkuk (there are 12,000 Arab families in the city) to other parts of Iraq ahead of the proposed referendum, claiming that they had been brought there illegally by Saddam Hussein to outnumber Kurds in the city. 
Maliki – Wants US Out

Maliki wants US troops out of Iraq 

Dean Yates and Ahmed Rasheed, @ Reuters, ‘8 [July 7, Iraq says may agree timetable for U.S. withdrawal, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSL0353522920080707] 

Iraqi Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki raised the prospect on Monday of setting a timetable for the withdrawal of U.S. troops as part of negotiations over a new security agreement with Washington.  It was the first time the U.S.-backed Shi'ite-led government has floated the idea of a timetable for the removal of American forces from Iraq. The Bush administration has always opposed such a move, saying it would give militant groups an advantage.  The security deal under negotiation will replace a U.N. mandate for the presence of U.S. troops that expires on December 31.  "Today, we are looking at the necessity of terminating the foreign presence on Iraqi lands and restoring full sovereignty," Maliki told Arab ambassadors in blunt remarks during an official visit to Abu Dhabi, capital of the United Arab Emirates.  "One of the two basic topics is either to have a memorandum of understanding for the departure of forces or a memorandum of understanding to set a timetable for the presence of the forces, so that we know (their presence) will end in a specific time."  Maliki was responding to questions from the ambassadors about the security negotiations with the United States. The exchange was shown on Iraqiya state television.  U.S. officials in Baghdad had no immediate comment. Last month Maliki caught Washington off guard when he said talks on the security deal were at a "dead end" after he complained Iraq's sovereignty was being infringed by U.S. demands.  Both sides later said progress was being made.  Maliki said the Iraqi and U.S. positions had gotten closer, but added "we cannot talk about reaching an agreement yet".  He said foreign forces would need Iraqi permission for many of their activities once the U.N. mandate ended.  "This means the phenomena of unilateral detention will be over, as well as unilateral operations and immunity," he said.               

Maliki will act on Article 140 territory discussions if the US withdrawals

International Crisis Group is an independent, non-profit, non-governmental organisation, with some 130 staff members on five continents, working through field-based analysis and high-level advocacy to prevent and resolve deadly conflict. Crisis Group’s approach is grounded in field research. Teams of political analysts are located within or close by countries at risk of outbreak, escalation or recurrence of violent conflict. Based on information and assessments from the field, it produces analytical reports containing practical recommendations targeted at key international decision-takers., “Iraq and the Kurds, Trouble Along the Trigger Line”, Middle East Report, July 8, 2009, http://www.aina.org/reports/iatktattl.pdf
 It is an open question whether any procedure established by the U.S. military will survive its scheduled departure. The former head of the PUK’s security agency warned, “Maliki is waiting for the Americans to leave. At that point, he will try to retake the areas that the army held until 2003, and only then will he sit down to negotiate with the Kurds”.94 Conversely, Kirkuk’s deputy governor said, following a visit to the Kurdish president in January 2009, “I told Masoud Barzani that once the U.S. leaves and the Kurds try to fill the vacuum in Kirkuk, we will ask Baghdad to intervene. Then it could get very ugly for ordinary Kirkukis”.95  

AT – Article 140 Good

Article 140 creates conflicts.

Sumedba Senanayake, “Iraq; Ethnic Tensions Increasing In Oil-Rich City, November 2, 2006 , http://www.rferl.org/content/article/1072472.html
September was seen as one of the bloodiest months in Kirkuk, as the city witnessed an unprecedented surge in violence. According to the U.S. military, there have been 20 suicide bombings and 63 roadside bombs since August. For many, the attacks were seen as a warning to stop the implementation of Article 140, as well as an attempt to accentuate the ethnic tensions within the city. The wave of violence has increased tensions among the Kurdish, Arab, and Turkoman populations, and the next 18 months may witness even more violence as the referendum nears.  The stakes are extremely high. With Kirkuk housing the second-largest oil fields in Iraq and accounting for 70 percent of Iraq's natural-gas deposits, the issue of oil revenues further underscores the strategic importance of the city.  
Fast Withdrawal Key

Staying in Iraq longer increases instability  and takes out solvency

William E. Odom a retired three-star General in the U.S. Army and former Director of the National Security Agency, is a Professor at Yale University and a Senior Adviser at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, “Rush To Exit”, July/August 2008 Issue of Foreign Affairs, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/64458/colin-h-kahl-and-william-e-odom/when-to-leave-iraq)
Serious discussion today must be about how to deal with the repercussions of the tragic error of the invasion. The key to thinking clearly about it is to give regional stability higher priority than some fantasy victory in Iraq. The first step toward restoring that stability is the complete withdrawal of U.S. forces from Iraq. Only then will promising next steps be possible. Simon moves in the direction of such an approach, although not far enough. He shows unambiguously why the United States must withdraw from Iraq, but his hesitant formula for withdrawal risks sustaining the paralysis U.S. strategy now suffers from and could make regional stability far more difficult to restore. Fear of the chaos that a U.S. withdrawal would catalyze is the psychological block that prevents most observers from assessing the realities clearly. As such observers rightly claim, the United States will be blamed for this chaos, but they overlook the reality that the U.S. military presence now causes much of the chaos and has been doing so since 2003. The United States cannot prevent more chaos by remaining longer. Preventing it is simply not an option. The United States can, however, remove the cause of disorder by withdrawing its forces sooner rather than later. That is the only responsible option.

Speedy withdrawal improves diplomacy and stability

William E. Odom a retired three-star General in the U.S. Army and former Director of the National Security Agency, is a Professor at Yale University and a Senior Adviser at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, “Rush To Exit”, July/August 2008 Issue of Foreign Affairs, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/64458/colin-h-kahl-and-william-e-odom/when-to-leave-iraq)
Other factors favor speed. Retrograde movements in war are risky affairs. They must be made when one has lost the initiative or when one's own forces are poorly deployed, which means the opponent has the advantage. More time favors the opponent even more. More speed reduces his opportunities. Speed would also improve diplomacy abroad and boost public morale at home. In the very best circumstances, uncertainties abound during strategic withdrawals. Most critical in the long run is recognizing that the primary U.S. strategic interest in this part of the world was and still is regional stability. That means subordinating the outcome in Iraq to the larger aim. Getting out of the paralysis in Iraq, chaotic or not, is the sine qua non of any sensible strategy for restoring regional stability.

{aff} Maliki will say no

Maliki is against continued pressure from the US

Reuters, 2009 [Waleed Ibrahim, staff writer for Reuters, “Iraq's Maliki says Biden criticism "out of date"”, Feb. 10th, http://www.alertnet.org/thenews/newsdesk/LA518641.htm] 
"I think our administration is going to have to be very deeply involved. We are going to have to get in there and be much more aggressive in forcing them to deal with these issues," Biden said. Asked about Biden's remarks on Tuesday, Maliki, an increasingly assertive leader whose followers won surprise victories in provincial elections last month, fired back. "I believe talk about applying pressure on the Iraqi government or taking hard measures against it no longer works," he said at a news conference in Baghdad with visiting French President Nicolas Sarkozy. "Such speech is out of date, because the government of Iraq knows its responsibilities and acts accordingly in a strong way." Obama and Biden both campaigned on pledges to withdraw U.S. troops rapidly from Iraq and frequently accused the administration of former President George W. Bush of failing to press Iraqi leaders to make political compromises. But Maliki has bristled at suggestions that Baghdad needed further prodding to enact laws aimed at reconciling the sects which waged years of warfare against each other, killing tens of thousands of Iraqis after the 2003 U.S.-led invasion. "It was we who launched national reconciliation," he said.    
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