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Strat Sheet

The affirmative is to withdraw all troops in accordance with the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA). 

This is a debate where you can go in heavy on case turns and probably win. Therefore, there are a bunch of advantage frontlines that you should definitely read. In addition, go through the generic withdrawal bad args for independent scenarios external of case

Topicality

2 T violations

1. Can’t be a future/planned reduction

2. PMCs are not military (can only be read if they specify PMCs, or if you can nail them down to withdrawing PMCs in cross examination)
Counterplans:

There are two strategic CPs:

The first is the 50,000 troops PIC. This CP can be run with all the case turns as net benefits, as well as the Heg DA, the Iraqi Ptx DA, or even PMCs DA as net benefits. 

The second is the Kirkuk PIC – this also can access Iraqi instability and probably an Iran advantage, but the link there is a little bit more of a stretch. Definitely run the Arab-Kurd scenario because that is pretty true. 
Disadvantages:

The only case specific DA in this file is the Israeli DA which is pretty solid. It allows you to access an Iran advantage, along with external impacts of prolif, nuclear war, and nuclear terrorism. It could be a net benefit to the 50,000 troops PIC. 

The best DAs are the generics – 1NC shells are included. 

My recommended 1NC:

T - future reduction

Heg DA

Iraqi Politics DA

Israel DA

Keep 50,000 Troops CP

Security K

Case

Other comments:

In CX – make sure to nail down that they withdraw ALL troops. This is what the SOFA says, so make sure they are telling the truth. 
On T – if you are going to run PMC – T then you should also have the PMC DA in the 1NC – Aff would have to defend either side 

Also, the answers to the add-ons could be used as mini-DAs against the Aff since the cards are all turns

Go. Fight. Win.

***Topicality***
1NC – Reduce

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. The affirmative pulls troops eventually in 2011 from Iraq and not immediately
C. Vote Neg:

1. The affirmative explodes the topic because they allow decreasing presence at a time that is not immediate. 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 is conflicting now. 

2. The affirmative jacks negative ground because they advocate a reduction in the future. This should be core negative ground and is an internal link into fairness.
3. There are millions of timetables for every military presence of the US – defending timetables would allow the aff to read whatever timetable there is – neg cannot possibly research every specific timetable of every topic country

1NC – PMCs 

A. Private contractors are distinct entities from the federal government – they are not a part of the US military

Barbier, 7 – US District Judge

 (Carl, TIEN VAN COA, ET AL VERSUS GREGORY WILSON, ET AL CIVIL ACTION NO: 07-7464 SECTION: J(1) UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA 2007 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 87653, lexis)

As to federal question jurisdiction, Defendants state that P&J was the prime contractor for USACE and Gregory Wilson was its employee, with both parties acting under the control and direction of USACE, thus invoking derivative immunity from state tort claims. As such, Plaintiffs' claims should have been brought under the FTCA and are governed exclusively thereunder.

However, in their motion to remand, Plaintiffs argue that as an independent contractor, P&J is not an employee of the federal government, and consequently does not enjoy derivative immunity and cannot invoke the FTCA. Plaintiffs cite United States v. New Mexico in support of the notion that private contractors, whether prime or subcontractors, are not government employees nor are they agents of the federal government. 455 U.S. 720, 102 S. Ct. 1373, 71 L. Ed. 2d 580 (1982). According to the Court, "[t]he congruence of professional interests between the contractors and the Federal Government is not complete" because "the contractors remained distinct entities pursuing private ends, and their actions remained  [*4] commercial activities carried on for profit." Id. at 740; see also Powell v. U.S. Cartridge Co., 339 U.S. 497, 70 S. Ct. 755, 94 L. Ed. 1017 (1950).

B. The Plan includes PMCs – they are extratopical

C. Vote Neg:
1. The affirmative explodes the topic because they pull people who are not a part of the US military presence in Iraq. The negative can never garner any links to military-specific disads. This destroys in depth, resolutional-based education. 

2. The affirmative jacks negative ground because they advocate a reduction of PMCs that are not US military presence – destroys fairness. 
3. The topical version of the aff would be to just pull US military troops out of Iraq regardless of PMCs – would still be able to access all of the advantages  

2NC - PMCs are not US Military Presence

[     ] Pike evidence directly says that the PMCs have no accountability to the US military and the proportion of PMCs to regular soldiers was less than 10 percent – you doesn’t meet
John Pike, renowned security commentator and policy advisor, GlobalSecurity 4/27 ‘5, “Mercenary / Private Military Company (PMC)” http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/world/para/mercenary.htm
Estimates of the number of private international security personnel range from 15,000 to 20,000. That is as much as 15 percent of the total US presence of about 130,000 soldiers. These private contractors -- who most often work for corporations, diplomats, or journalists -- have no accountability to the US military. These private security contractors can earn up to $1,000 a day. NATO forces have used private soldiers for security in the Balkans. But the proportion of private security personnel to regular military soldiers was no greater than 10 percent.

[     ] The Pentagon doesn’t legally recognize PMC’s – just because it was in a defense review does not mean it is a part of the US military
Paul Bellamy, M.Sc. in Global Security from the Royal Military College of Science, 2006 knowyourlaw.com, “The use of Private Military Firms in the military occupation of Iraq -A new shared monopoly of the use of force”, http://www.knowyourlaw.com/Uploads/docs/Private Military Firms in Occupation.pdf p.47

PMFs hold an ambiguous status in legal terms towards existing international treaties connected to war. Diplomacy and International recognition remains the State‟s privilege in international law and relations.170 The relationship between the State and the PMF remains indistinct. Governments and their military and strategic institutions (such as the US and its Pentagon), much to their own interests, seldom if ever publicly acknowledge this relationship with PMFs. Isenberg manifests that the „lack of a proper legal framework in Iraq gives PMCs more or less carte blanche to conduct their activities as they see fit‟.171 
[     ]  Military contractors are not part of the USFG – legislation and court rulings.

Aaron E. Garfield, assigned to the 205th Military Intelligence Brigade from January to December, 2003, as a military intelligence analyst, Summer 2006, Georgetown Journal of International Law, 37 Geo. J. Int'l L. 725, Lexis Academic

With the Federal Tort Claims Act (FTCA), Congress exempted the federal government from tort liability under specified conditions, such as where a claim arises in a foreign country or from combatant activities. n22 However, the FTCA explicitly excludes private contractors from its definition of who may be considered to be acting as an agent or instrumentality of the U.S. government.  n23 The courts have not specifically dealt with the issue of independent contractors employed in traditionally governmental functions in the military operational context.  [*730]  They have, however, explicitly excluded contractors from immunity in cases involving outsourced correctional officers in penal and immigration facilities. n24 As with outsourced employees at domestic facilities, the flow of government authority in Iraq stops at the contracting official, and does not continue down to the contracted firm or its employees.

[     ]The Kaplan counterinterpretation has many problems 


A. Its not from any reliable source –definitions from the government or a dictionary are much more reliable 
B. The CI potentially gives the aff access to advantages and cases that the resolution does not allow – expands the topic substantially – which kills neg ground 
***Inherency***
Inherency – SOFA ON Schedule
SOFA On Schedule—Status Quo Solves Case

Huffington Post, 7/30/10, “Good News From Iraq,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/chris-weigant/good-news-from-iraq_b_631510.html

There has been a lot of media attention given lately to the military, our troops, and our war strategy. Almost without exception, this attention has focused on Afghanistan. Of course, there's a good reason for this, since President Obama just removed the commanding general from Afghanistan and replaced him. And the Senate just confirmed General David Petraeus to take over the American war effort there. But with all of this attention -- especially the attention of Republican senators on Obama's "timetable for withdrawal" of the current Afghanistan "surge" effort next July, what is noticeable by its absence is any discussion of how our timetable for withdrawal is going in Iraq. In all the media discussion of Afghanistan, there has been virtually no mention of what's happening currently in Iraq. A quick review, to begin. When Obama took office, we had over 140,000 troops on the ground in Iraq. This number has steadily fallen, until a few weeks ago when the troop levels were in the news because the number of troops in Afghanistan -- for the first time since both wars began -- had surpassed the number of troops in Iraq. At that point, there were around 90,000 troops still in Iraq. Today, a Department of Defense spokesman, when asked how many troops remained in Iraq, responded: "We are on track to drawdown U.S. forces in Iraq from approx 82,000 (where we are today) to just under 50,000 by the first of September." In response to the bigger question of how the withdrawal is proceeding, the spokesman answered: "In the coming weeks, we will see the drawdown accelerate, providing the security situation remains stable. By December 31, 2011, all U.S. forces will be out of Iraq. 
Inherency – Pullout on Time

US Pullout is on track – no reason to be delayed

Pittsburgh Post-Gazette  “Nothing should slow the U.S. pullout from Iraq” 07/18/10 http://www.post-gazette.com/pg/10199/1073309-192.stm

The good news with respect to the unnecessary, now more than 7-year-old war in Iraq is that U.S. troop withdrawal is proceeding on schedule. The current level stands at 85,000, down from a high of 155,000. The short-term goal is 50,000 by Aug. 31. The longer-term goal, set by an agreement between the occupation government of Iraq and the United States, is that all U.S. troops will be out of Iraq by the end of next year. The 50,000 remaining after Aug. 31 are not to be involved in security in Iraqi cities and are to make their primary activity the training of Iraqi security forces. The remaining hurdles that the United States must cross to respect that timetable are partly in place because of the nature of Iraq and partly due to American elements that have an interest in keeping U.S. forces there for their own personal advantage. The degree to which one part of the equation is affected by the other is hard to ascertain, but the relationship is clearly there. The essential problem is the ethnic and religious composition of the country. It is roughly 60 percent Shia Muslim, 20 percent Sunni Muslim and 20 percent Kurd. All of its leaders since independence in 1932 have wrestled with the problems these divisions present. This "nature of Iraq" part of its problems are most clearly illustrated at the moment by the current wrangle over establishing a post-election government. The country held reasonably free and fair elections March 7. A different party, headed by a former prime minister, defeated the party of current Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki. The result of this outcome, the overall confused party political situation in Iraq, and the total lack of a democratic tradition there -- in spite of the Bush administration's proclaimed hopes that a "liberated" Iraq could serve as a beacon of democracy in the Middle East -- is that nearly five months after the elections there is still no government in place. Vice President Joe Biden traveled there earlier this month to admonish the Iraqis to get moving on that problem. The Iraqis ignored the advice and kept wrangling. There is some thought that the current crop of Iraqi politicians in place want to keep American forces in a perhaps realistic assessment that after they leave there will be a night of the long knives against politicians who collaborated with the American occupying forces. The second group that has a vested interest in keeping U.S. forces in place in Iraq are the Americans who continue to profit from various construction and investment projects -- some paid for by the U.S. government -- that the presence of American troops makes possible. Nothing that is foreseen in Iraq should interfere with the withdrawal schedule, with its milestones of Aug. 31 this year and Dec. 31, 2011. America is going home at the time of its choice for its own good reasons.

Odiemo says US pullout definitely on schedule – no delays

Xinhua News U.S. commander says military on track to pull out of Iraq 07-22-2010 http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/world/2010-07/22/c_13408999.htm
 WASHINGTON, July 21 (Xinhua) -- U.S. military is on track to meet its drawdown goals in Iraq, Ray Odierno, commander of U.S. Forces in Iraq said Wednesday in Washington. Briefing reporters in Pentagon, Odierno said the U.S. forces " will be at 50,000, probably by the last week of August." With 70, 000 troops still in Iraq -- down from 145,000 in January 2009 -- the military is on schedule to meet President Barack Obama's September drawdown goals, Odierno said. The U.S. forces last year have pulled out of Iraqi cities and are working to formally end combat operations by Sept. 1 of this year, cutting the U.S. military force from just under 90,000 to 50, 000. A full withdrawal is also in sight at the end of 2011. The main challenges left for Iraq's independence are political unity and financial solvency, Odierno said. Iraq's political blocs are still discussing the formation of a new government, months after the March 7 elections. "We clearly want a unity government," the general said, "and I think there is no choice in that. To be successful, Iraq must have a unity government." Odierno also said it is important for the United States to continue to support Iraq even after all U.S. troops leave. "It's in our best interest that we continue to support them," he said.
Inherency – SOFA is Legally Binding
The SOFA deadline is legally binding 

[Marc Lynch, Associate Professor of Political Science and the Director of the Institute for Middle East Studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs at George Washington University, 2/23/2010,  “Iraq contingencies,” Foreign Policy, http://lynch.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/02/23/iraq_contingencies]

There's been a mini-boom of late in commentary urging Obama to delay his timeline for drawing down U.S. forces, or at least to "do more" --  the Kagans are shocked, shocked to discover that Iranians are influential in Iraq, Jackson Diehl just wants Obama to care more about Iraq (without any hint of what policies might follow). They should be ignored. The administration is handling Iraq calmly, maturely, and patiently,  has demonstrated in word and deed its commitment to its drawdown policy, and has tried hard to thread a devilish needle of trying to shape events without triggering an extremely potent Iraqi backlash. It is possible, if not likely, that there could be slippage on the August deadline of getting to 50,000 troops, mainly because the elections slipped all the way to March. That's one of the reasons I always was skeptical of pegging the drawdown to the elections, but that ship has long since sailed. But the SOFA target of December 2011 for a full U.S. withdrawal is a legal deadline, not a political one. It could only be changed at the request of the Iraqi government, and not by American fiat. While Iraqi politicians may say in private that they may be open to a longer U.S. presence, very few will say so in public -- because it would be political suicide in a nationalist, highly charged electoral environment.

Iraq - Stable now

Mulrine 10 (Anna, July 8, “Iraqi Forces Ready for U.S. Withdrawal Military officials say a lot of progress has been made”, http://politics.usnews.com/news/articles/2010/07/08/iraqi-forces-ready-for-us-withdrawal.html |JC)

Iraqi security forces are well prepared for the withdrawal of the last of the U.S. combat troops from the country on Sept. 1, which will mark the completion of the transition from combat to stability operations, according to senior U.S. military officials. In areas across Iraq, U.S. troops continue to pull out. The 3rd Infantry Division has gone from 22,000 U.S. troops to 15,000 in nine months, according to Col. Thomas James, the division's chief of staff. What's more, of the 41 U.S. bases that were operating in the north of the country as recently as last November, only eight remain open. James estimated that extremist enemy forces currently comprise less than one percent of the total population, thanks to the increased capabilities of Iraqi security forces. As a result, these extremist forces have seen "a reduction in their command and control and capability of conducting coherent attacks," he added. "To see the progress that has occurred, and to see civil capability starting to grow and to see markets starting to flourish, and compare that to our prior rotation, I think really, really builds morale," James said in a roundtable with defense writers. "The best way I see it is that [Iraqi security forces] are capable of handling the existing threat right now, which will buy them time to be able to work towards [handling] a larger threat to their country in the future."

Forced Timetable Bad - Vulnerable
Poor decisions made during withdrawal could lead to massive attack on vulnerable troops

(Thomas Kelly, Masters in Strategic Studies from US Army War College, 2008, “Crossroads in Iraq”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA479077, page 17)
A predetermined timeline movement can take on a life of its own, with movement dates trumping all other considerations and planning factors. Such an atmosphere can generate conditions for poor decision making at critical decision points. For example, a decision to place speed over security (if previous movements during the withdrawal have not been attacked) could be disastrous if the enemy has been simply planning and waiting for the ultimate opportunity to inflict maximum damage on departing U.S. forces. The withdrawal would then transition into a retrograde under pressure which is notoriously difficult to execute, especially if a large slice of ground security forces have already left Iraq. Also, since the door will shut for new replacements during the withdrawal, it is likely the final departing troops could have their tours extended well past 12 or even 15 months.

***Advantage Frontlines***

1NC – Military Presence Good/Withdrawal Bad
1. Setting up long-term US military presence key to laying groundwork for military and economic cooperation with Iraq

(Thomas Kelly, Masters in Strategic Studies from US Army War College, 2008, “Crossroads in Iraq”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA479077, page 19-20)
A long-term U.S. force structure inside Iraq could also facilitate the return and resettlement of many Iraqi refugees. Since the U.S. would only be repositioning these forces within Iraq, this consolidation could take place over a 12 month period without causing any undue turbulence within the country. As security conditions continue to improve within Iraq the U.S. could begin to gradually phase out of direct combat and advisory roles and begin to develop long-term bilateral military and economic pacts with the government of Iraq. Indicators of further improved security conditions would be continued reductions in U.S. and Iraqi deaths caused by the insurgency. An ongoing improvement in reduced casualties would be fostered by the continued U.S. presence on the ground. As Iraq becomes even more stable and secure, the remaining contingent of U.S. forces could concentrate on joint training with the Iraq military. Once the U.S. footprint has been established at the five key locations mentioned above, a large and steady flow of U.S. funds should be poured into maintaining those bases and supporting a range of development projects within Iraq. The development of long-term U.S. bases in Iraq would create a significant economic stimulus to the regions that end up supporting those bases. Additional U.S. funds could be invested into general infrastructure improvements throughout Iraq which would further stabilize the country. 33

2. Withdrawal causes our allies to question US resolve while enabling Iranian expansion and destabilizing the region

James Carafano, and James Phillips  3 – Carafano is Assistant Director of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom avis Institute for International Studies and Senior Research Fellow in the ouglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies and Phillips is Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs in the Allison Center at The Heritage Foundation, (., 28 08, “Iraq: Pause in Troop Drawdown Makes Sense”, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2008/03/Iraq-Pause-in-Troop-Drawdown-Makes-Sense |JC) 

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

2NC – Withdrawal Bad Ext. 
1NC 1 – Long Term American military presence key to political and economic cooperation with Iraq. Only US presence can sustain stability long enough to allow Iraqi development – that’s Kelly. 
1NC 2 – Withdrawal bad – 3 reasons:

1. Allies question the United States resolve to stay committed to Iraq and other security commitments
2. Enables Iranian expansion
3. Instability in the region with Al Qaeda taking over due to a lack of US Presence. 

[     ] Withdrawal Risks Corruption, Poverty, and Radicalization

Frederic Wehrey et al, Senior Policy Analyst for Rand Corporation, 1/10, Dalia D Kaye, Jessica Watkins, Jeffrey Martini, Robert A Guffey, “The Iraq Effect: The Middle East After the Iraq War,” 

http://www.ncci-library.org/jspui/bitstream/123456789/445/1/RAND%20-%20The%20Iraq%20Effect%20-%20The%20Middle%20East%20After%20the%20Iraq%20War%20(2010).pdf 

Although the surge has been credited with restoring a measure of stability to Iraq, tensions had surfaced by mid-2009 regarding the integration of the Majalis al-Sahwa [Awakening Councils], intraShi‘a power struggles, and the legitimacy of provincial governance.18 Regional Arab states, particularly in the Gulf, remain fundamentally suspicious of the Maliki government, and promises to open embassies made in mid-2008 have not materialized. This hesitation suggests deep ambivalence among Iraq’s neighbors about Iraq’s place in the regional order and, in particular, about the prospect of a return to sectarian internecine conflict. Should this happen, however, the trend lines identified in this monograph, particularly in the domestic societal realm, would not significantly change— in many respects, the worst effects of “failure” in Iraq have already been felt in the 2006–2007 time frame, and neighboring states have proven largely resilient. Saudi interlocutors in particular had noted that the kingdom had nearly written off Iraq to Iranian influence and sectarian chaos by late 2006 and were pursuing a policy of containing the state’s implosion up until mid-2008.19 If internal stability deteriorates, the impetus to intervene would certainly be stronger in the absence of a significant U.S. troop presence, although conventional military intervention is probably remote, with the exception of Turkey. Jordan, Saudi Arabia, Syria, and other Gulf states are likely to pursue a mix of subversion, strategic communication, and the funding of tribal allies and political partners while eschewing conventional military intervention. Much will depend on the trajectory of Iraq’s weakening: The emergence of ungovernable areas outside the central government’s control, viable political opposition movements, smuggling networks, or tribal or sectarian-based militias would be compelling magnets for outside intervention, both through official channels and from actors outside the government’s control. Failure in Iraq could have more-significant consequences for the refugee challenge. Syria and Jordan are not likely to accept additional refugees into their countries in the event of renewed violence in Iraq, and this could lead to the establishment of refugee camps. As we know from other cases, refugee camps can lead to increased poverty, desperation, and—ultimately—radicalization. On the other hand, if stability in Iraq continues to improve, some refugees may consider returning to Iraq, greatly reducing the long-term negative effects of this crisis. That said, even under the improving stability of the 2008–2009 period, very low numbers of refugees have been returning to Iraq. This suggests that, in the long term, the refugee challenge is likely to be problematic regardless of the outcome in Iraq, given the large numbers of Iraqis likely to remain in the diaspora under any scenario. In terms of terrorism trends, the worsening of internecine strife and the collapse of government control in key areas could invite increased jihadist recruitment and training. In many respects, however, al-Qa‘ida’s enterprise in Iraq may never again reach the level it attained in 2005–2006. The memory of its draconian rule in al-Anbar is still fresh, and tribal intolerance will deter al-Qa‘ida from establishing a strong foothold. From the outside, such prospects would be a deterrent for jihadist volunteers seeking a new front. Other areas, such as Somalia or Yemen, are more promising from the jihadist perspective

1NC Withdrawal Bad – Sectarian Violence

Withdrawal perpetuates the Sunni- Shi’i conflict

BBC Monitoring Europe, 7/4/09, "Turkish paper examines nation-building in Iraq accompanying US withdrawal", lexis, PK
 

It would be pure naivety to assume that America's withdrawal is going to be problem free. The wounds caused by the war are still deep and fresh. Iraq society is still not centred around any "national Iraqi identity." Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki who advocates strengthening Baghdad against the federalists, always pursues supra-sectarian policies. The Sunni-Shi'i conflict, which has cost tens of thousands of lives, is continuing at varying levels of intensity. The Sunni-Shi'i rift, which dates back to the time of St Ali, has never been this bloody in many centuries. The biggest mistake made by the Bush administration was to try and govern the country along ethic and sectarian lines. The sectarian conflict that began in Iraq has now spread to the Middle East and even to Pakistan and Afghanistan. 

1NC Withdrawal Bad – Kurdish Instability (1/2)

US commitment to withdrawal increases Kurd-Arab tensions. 

Mohammed A. Salih - Iraqi Kurdish journalist who has written on Kurds and Iraq for the past several years. Fulbright scholar at Missouri School of Journalism. March 4th, 2009. Albion Monitor. http://www.albionmonitor.com/0902a/copyright/kurdpact2.html
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. When asked whether the U.S. will act to resolve the problems between Iraqi Arabs and Kurds before leaving the country, U.S. State Department spokesman Robert Wood replied: "It's not really up to the United States to reassure anyone" and that Iraqis had to work out their differences through their "democracy." 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. Iraqi governments, most notably under Saddam Hussein, expelled tens of thousands of Kurds and Turkomans from those areas and replaced them with Arab settlers. While Kurds want to annex these areas to their autonomous region known as Kurdistan, the vast majority of the country's Arab political parties vehemently oppose such plans. Kurdish attempts to expand their federal region have sparked fierce reactions in Baghdad. Spearheading a growing trend in Iraqi politics to abort Kurdish efforts and stalling the establishment of new autonomous regions is Shia Prime Minister Maliki. He has called for further centralization of power in Baghdad, accusing Kurds of going overboard with their demands. Besides strengthening Maliki's position, the provincial elections delivered a major blow to the Kurds' only powerful ally in Arab Iraq that advocates federalism: the Supreme Iraqi Islamic Council, previously known to be the most powerful Shia Arab party in the country. With their power in Baghdad thought to be in decline, Kurdish leaders are these days loudly beating their anti-Maliki drum to draw international attention to their problems with the rest of Iraq. PM Barzani told the Associated Press last month that he thinks Maliki is seeking a "confrontation" with the Kurds. Kurdish officials have even reportedly called on Obama to appoint a special envoy to resolve their long-standing problems with Iraqi Arabs. One Kurdish official took it even further, telling the Associated Press that al-Maliki was a "second Saddam." The alleged statement by Kamal Kirkuki, Kurdish parliament deputy speaker, was so ill-calculated that he had to issue a statement denying that he ever gave an interview to the AP. As tensions appear to escalate, a consensus is taking shape among many analysts that things are moving toward a possible flare-up point. "The threat (of conflict) is real," Kirmanj Gundi, head of the Kurdish National Congress (KNC) in North America, told IPS in a phone interview from Nashville, Tennessee, where the largest Kurdish community in North America resides. "It's unfortunate that the Kurdish leadership became more vocal about this only recently," Gundi said. KNC is a non-profit organization lobbying for Kurdish interests in the U.S. and Canada. But concerns about a possible outbreak of conflict between Kurds and the Iraqi government have gone far beyond Kurdish circles. "It is critical for the U.S. to start thinking about this now because as we proceed with the disengagement, our influence will wane in Iraq," said Henry Barkey from the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, of the need for the U.S. to address existing problems between Kurds and the Iraqi government before it leaves the war-torn country. Barkey authored a report for the Washington-based think-tank on how to prevent conflict over Kurdistan. "Therefore, we need to hit the iron when it is hot. And so, it is very important to help and we haven't done this in the past, to help look at some of these issues," Barkey said 
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on the sidelines of an event at Carnegie to discuss his report last month. While Washington appears indifferent, at least in its official discourse, to calls for helping forge a common understanding between Iraqi Kurds and Arabs, tensions are continuing to build. In an attempt to flex its muscles, the Iraqi government recently announced it will not recognize the visas stamped by Kurdish government on the passports of foreign visitors. It also tried to send an army division to take over security tasks in Kirkuk but had to halt the plan for the time being as it met stiff Kurdish opposition. The coming two years -- from now until the withdrawal of U.S. troops from Iraq -- will be decisive in determining how the Kurds' relations with the central government and the country's Arabs will turn out. But all signs are that Iraq is far from a long-term stability.  
Kurdish-Arab instability is the biggest threat to Iraqi instability 

AFP. Prashant Rao – Staff writer. Oct 12, 2009. “Arab-Kurd tensions main driver of Iraq unrest: US” http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5iyn9VHfeuHPbSSpAnIw-_jVqUGVw
Tensions between Arabs and Kurds along a tract of disputed territory in northern and eastern Iraq are the top driver of instability in the country, a senior US general said on Monday. Brigadier General Steve Lanza, the spokesman for US forces here, added that "malign" influences from Iran and Syria are on the decline but remain a concern.

"We assess Arab-Kurd tensions as the number one driver of instability in Iraq," Lanza told reporters at a press conference in central Baghdad. "We are working very hard to help reduce tensions in northern Iraq," he noted, adding that a committee made up of top US commanders, senior members of the Kurdish government in Arbil, and the central government in Baghdad are meeting to discuss confidence-building initiatives. He noted that no such initiatives have yet been tabled, but General Ray Odierno, the top US commander in Iraq, said in August that the US was discussing arrangements that could see its troops work alongside Iraqi and Kurdish forces in disputed areas of northern Iraq.

1NC Withdrawal Bad – Israeli Instability (1/2)

Pullout from Iraq will lead to renewed hostilities on Israel’s east border 

Associated Press 07/07/10 “Netanyahu to U.S. Jews: Direct Mideast talks will begin very soon” http://www.haaretz.com/news/diplomacy-defense/netanyahu-to-u-s-jews-direct-mideast-talks-will-begin-very-soon-1.300641

At a meeting with representatives of Jewish organizations at the Plaza Hotel late Wednesday, Netanyahu discussed the efforts to promote Middle East peace."This is going to be a very, very tough negotiation," he said, adding: "The sooner the better." "Direct negotiations must begin right away, and we think that they will," he said Obama had warm words about Netanyahu after their talks on Tuesday and affirmed the unbreakable bond that links the United States and Israel.The last meeting between the two leaders earlier this year had been frosty, overshadowed by Israel's announcement of construction in East Jerusalem despite the temporary settlement freeze. Netanyahu on Wednesday described his meeting with Obama as positive, adding that America has no better friend or ally than the State of Israel. In an interview with CBS anchor Katie Couric later Wednesday, Netanyahu was asked why he had such a positive outlook and whether anything in his talks with Obama had been disappointing. "You know, you ... you remind me of the Israeli press. They say, 'How come you had a good meeting with President Obama' Well, because I did," he responded. "Because we, we actually see eye to eye on ... some central issues. The quest for peace. The danger of Iran. The need to bolster security, for Israel and the region. That's the truth. We do see it. Have we had differences Of course we have." "Some awkward moments" Couric asked. He replied: "Yeah, of course, we've had. So what" Meanwhile, Netanyahu told Larry King on CNN that he was prepared to discuss "right away" the future of settlements if Palestinians entered direct peace talks with Israel. Asked if he would extend beyond September a 10-month moratorium on housing starts in settlements in the West Bank, Netanyahu said it was time for the Palestinians to drop preconditions for face-to-face talks. "Let's just get into the talks and one of the things we'll discuss right away is this issue of settlements and that's what I propose doing," he said. "I put on a temporary freeze – seven months passed by but the Palestinians didn’t come and now they need another extension." "It requires courage on the Palestinian side to stand up and do what the latest president of Egypt Anwar Saddat did – to say 'It’s over, enough with the bloodshed.'" Asked if he would sit down at the negotiations table with Hamas, Netanyahu said he "would sit down with anyone who recognizes our existence and not calling for our destruction." Regarding the release of abducted Israel Defense Forces soldier Gilad Shalit, Netanyahu told King that he had received no response from Hamas. "I've accepted the deal [of the mediator] and I hope they'll change their mind," he said. Netanyahu also met with United Nations Secretary General Ban Ki-moon, to discuss the efforts promote Middle East peace and the continuing closure of Gaza. The two met for nearly an hour at the UN headquarters, for talks that included a one-on-one discussion. Netanyahu did not speak to reporters following those talks, and UN associate spokesman Farhan Haq issued a very brief statement saying only that they discussed the Middle East peace process, Gaza closures and Lebanon among other topics. Following a meeting in Washington earlier Wednesday with U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates, Netanyahu said said that a final status agreement must provide for the possibly of renewed hostilities on Israel's eastern border following an American withdrawal from Iraq. The prime minister's comments appear to indicate that even after a withdrawal from Palestinian territory, he would insist on maintaining an Israeli military presence along the Jordan Valley, which forms the border between Jordan and the West Bank. Netanyahu also told Gates that any peace settlement must include safeguards to prevent the transfer of rockets and other weapons into a future Palestinian state..

Israeli instability will lead to nuclear conflict – Iran, Israel, and the US will all be involved in a set of nuclear attacks

James A. Russell, managing editor of Strategic Insights, the quarterly journal published by the Center for Contemporary Conflict at the Naval Postgraduate School (NPS) in Monterey, California, Senior lecturer in the Department of National Security Affairs at NPS on Middle East security affairs, terrorism, and national security strategy Spring 2009 “Strategic Stability Reconsidered: Prospects for Escalation and Nuclear War in the Middle East” 

In describing near-term regional scenarios that could lead to the use of nuclear weapons, three parties present themselves as principal candidates to cross the nuclear threshold: Israel, Iran and the United States. While another regional state or non-state actor may possess nuclear weapons, publicly available information suggests that Israel is the only nuclear weapons state in the region. It is also possible that Iran has already crossed the nuclear threshold and is already a nuclear weapons state. A massive intelligence failure allowing Iran to quietly become a nuclear power must be factored into potential near-term scenarios for nuclear use. Various Israeli officials have openly stated that Israel will attack Iran before it achieves a nuclear capability. In June 2008, then Israeli Deputy Prime Minister Shaul Mofaz stated: “If Iran continues its program to 
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develop nuclear weapons, we will attack it. The window of opportunity has closed. The sanctions are not effective. There will be no alternative but to attack Iran in order to stop the Iranian nuclear program.”71 For its part, the United States has explicitly extended its nuclear umbrella over Israel and a variety of Gulf States that host American military forces. In extending a nuclear umbrella over Israel,72 senior American officials have repeatedly made veiled references of their commitment to use all means at their disposal to defend Israel up to and including nuclear weapons. Vice President Dick Cheney offered the following representative formulation of the American commitment to Israeli security in 2008 when he stated: “America’s commitment to Israel’s security is enduring and unshakable,” he said, “as is our commitment to Israel’s right to defend itself always against terrorism, rocket attacks and other threats from forces dedicated to Israel’s destruction.”73 President Bush specifically stated in February 2006 that the United States would defend Israel militarily in the event of an attack by Iran.74 In October 2007, President Bush stated that a nuclear-armed Iran might lead to World War III.75 In remarks that received no disavowals from government sources, then Democratic presidential candidate Hillary Clinton stated in April 2008 that the United States would “obliterate” Iran if it ever attacked Israel with nuclear weapons.76 While these commitments don’t contradict the American policy of not supporting an Israeli preemptive strike on Iran’s nuclear infrastructures, borne out in former President Bush’s refusal to greenlight an Israeli request for overflight rights to cross Iraqi airspace, they do strongly suggest that the United States would retaliate forcefully in the event the Iranians attacked Israel with nuclear weapons, since it would be Iran committing nuclear first use and breaking the long taboo in place since 1945. America’s disapproval of Israeli pre-emption may reflect a reduced national appetite for military action in general, and for unilateral strategic action. However, the intensity of U.S.-Israeli bilateral relations places the United States in an extremely awkward position: on the one hand, a cherished ally could openly be calling for the fulfillment of security commitments77 for its protection and security in response to an external threat; on the other hand, U.S. security commitment to its allies include deterrence and defense, but are widely regarded as excluding preventative actions.

***Iran Advantage***

1NC Iran (1/2)
1. U.S. withdrawal leads to a power vacuum—Iran becomes regional hegemon – Turns Case

Wall Street Journal, May 5, 2009, “As the U.S. Retreats, Iran Fills the Void,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB124139838660282045.html, RG

Convinced that the Obama administration is preparing to retreat from the Middle East, Iran's Khomeinist regime is intensifying its goal of regional domination. It has targeted six close allies of the U.S.: Egypt, Lebanon, Bahrain, Morocco, Kuwait and Jordan, all of which are experiencing economic and/or political crises. Iranian strategists believe that Egypt is heading for a major crisis once President Hosni Mubarak, 81, departs from the political scene. He has failed to impose his eldest son Gamal as successor, while the military-security establishment, which traditionally chooses the president, is divided. Iran's official Islamic News Agency has been conducting a campaign on that theme for months. This has triggered a counter-campaign against Iran by the Egyptian media. Last month, Egypt announced it had crushed a major Iranian plot and arrested 68 people. According to Egyptian media, four are members of the Islamic Revolutionary Guards Corps (IRGC), Tehran's principal vehicle for exporting its revolution. David Klein Seven were Palestinians linked to the radical Islamist movement Hamas; one was a Lebanese identified as "a political agent from Hezbollah" by the Egyptian Interior Ministry. Hassan Nasrallah, the leader of the Lebanese Hezbollah, claimed these men were shipping arms to Hamas in Gaza. The arrests reportedly took place last December, during a crackdown against groups trying to convert Egyptians to Shiism. The Egyptian Interior Ministry claims this proselytizing has been going on for years. Thirty years ago, Egyptian Shiites numbered a few hundred. Various estimates put the number now at close to a million, but they are said to practice taqiyah (dissimulation), to hide their new faith. But in its campaign for regional hegemony, Tehran expects Lebanon as its first prize. Iran is spending massive amounts of cash on June's general election. It supports a coalition led by Hezbollah, and including the Christian ex-general Michel Aoun. Lebanon, now in the column of pro-U.S. countries, would shift to the pro-Iran column. In Bahrain, Tehran hopes to see its allies sweep to power through mass demonstrations and terrorist operations. Bahrain's ruling clan has arrested scores of pro-Iran militants but appears more vulnerable than ever. King Hamad bin Isa al-Khalifa has contacted Arab heads of states to appeal for "urgent support in the face of naked threats," according to the Bahraini media. The threats became sensationally public in March. In a speech at Masshad, Iran's principal "holy city," Ali Akbar Nateq-Nuri, a senior aide to Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, described Bahrain as "part of Iran." Morocco used the ensuing uproar as an excuse to severe diplomatic relations with Tehran. The rupture came after months of tension during which Moroccan security dismantled a network of pro-Iran militants allegedly plotting violent operations. Iran-controlled groups have also been uncovered in Kuwait and Jordan. According to Kuwaiti media, more than 1,000 alleged Iranian agents were arrested and shipped back home last winter. According to the Tehran media, Kuwait is believed vulnerable because of chronic parliamentary disputes that have led to governmental paralysis. As for Jordan, Iranian strategists believe the kingdom, where Palestinians are two-thirds of the population, is a colonial creation and should disappear from the map -- opening the way for a single state covering the whole of Palestine. Iranian Supreme Leader Khamenei and President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad have both described the division of Palestine as "a crime and a tragedy." Arab states are especially concerned because Tehran has succeeded in transcending sectarian and ideological divides to create a coalition that includes Sunni movements such as Hamas, the Islamic Jihad, sections of the Muslim Brotherhood, and even Marxist-Leninist and other leftist outfits that share Iran's anti-Americanism.

2. Nuclear Iran inevitable—but, U.S. deterrence solves threat

Bret Stephens, deputy editor of the Wall Street Journal’s editorial page, author of the paper’s Global View, a weekly column, July/August, 2010, Commentary Magazine, “Iran Cannot be Contained,” http://www.commentarymagazine.com/viewarticle.cfm/iran-cannot-be-contained-15462, 

Quietly within the foreign-policy machinery of the Obama administration—and quite openly in foreign-policy circles outside it—the idea is taking root that a nuclear Iran is probably inevitable and that the United States and its allies must begin to shift their attention from forestalling the outcome to preparing for its aftermath. According to this line of argument, the failure of the administration’s engagement efforts in 2009, followed by the likely failure of any effective sanctions efforts this year, allows for no other option but the long-term containment and deterrence of Iran, along the lines of the West’s policy toward the Soviet Union throughout the Cold War. As for the possibility of a U.S. or an Israeli military strike against Iran’s nuclear facilities, this is said to be no option at all: at best, say the advocates of containment, such strikes would merely delay the regime’s nuclear programs while giving it an alibi to consolidate its power at home and cause mayhem abroad. Whatever else might be said of this analysis, it certainly does not lack for influential proponents. “Deterrence worked with madmen like Mao, and with thugs like Stalin, and it will work with the calculating autocrats of 
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Tehran,” writes Newsweek’s Fareed Zakaria. In a Foreign Affairs essay titled “After Iran Gets the Bomb,” analysts James Lindsay and Ray Takeyh echo that claim, saying that “even if Washington fails to prevent Iran from going nuclear, it can contain and mitigate the consequences.” Another believer is Zbigniew Brzezinski, President Carter’s national security adviser, who argues that while Iran “may be dangerous, assertive and duplicitous... there is nothing in their history to suggest they are suicidal.” As for the Obama administration, it insists, as Vice President Joseph Biden put it in March, that “the United States is determined to prevent Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons, period.” But it sings a different tune in off-the-record settings. “The administration appears to have all but eliminated the military option,” writes the Washington Post’s Glenn Kessler, while in the New York Times David Sanger reports that the administration “is deep in containment now.” In January, Defense Secretary Robert Gates fired off a confidential memo to the White House that, according to the Times, “calls for new thinking about how the United States might contain Iran’s power if it decided to produce a weapon.” If the Times’s reporting is accurate, it suggests how little faith the administration has that a fresh round of sanctions will persuade Tehran to alter its nuclear course.

3. No impact to nuclear Iran—no aggression

Barry R. Posen, Ford International Professor of Political Science at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Director of the MIT Security Studies Program, February 27, 2006, MIT Center for International Studies, New York Times, “We Can Live With a Nuclear Iran,” http://www.nytimes.com/2006/02/27/opinion/27posen.html, RG 

So it seems that while Iranian nuclear weapons might cause considerable disquiet among Iran’s neighbors, the United States and other interested parties have many cards to play to limit regional proliferation. But what about the notion that such weapons will facilitate Iranian aggression? Iranian nuclear weapons could be put to three dangerous purposes: Iran could give them to terrorists; it could use them to blackmail other states; or it could engage in other kinds of aggressive behavior on the assumption that no one, not even the United States, would accept the risk of trying to invade a nuclear state or to destroy it from the air. The first two threats are improbable and the third is manageable. 

4. Residual troop presence key to prevent Iran from destabilizing Iraq

Kim R. Holmes, Ph.D., Vice President, Foreign and Defense Policy Studies, and Director, The Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, March 18, 2010, Heritage Foundation, “No Silver Bullets on Iran,” http://heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2010/03/No-Silver-Bullets-on-Iran, RG

The U.S. should not shrink from exposing the regimes hypocrisy in a misguided desire to "engage" Iran. The specter of a nuclear-armed Iran is too menacing. President Obamas attempt to make nice with the mullahs has borne no fruit. It would be more productive to consciously pressure the regime for change. That would show the Iranian people we are on their side and help intensify internal pressure on the regime. 

Surely, our intelligence services have loads of information embarrassing to Irans leaders: Where they keep their foreign bank accounts, how lavishly they spend on mansions and villas inside and outside Iran, etc. Such information should be released to expose the mullahs hypocrisy and corruption. 

Military might is important, too. What happens in Iraq will directly influence Irans ambitions in the region. Even after the current troop withdrawal is complete, we will need to keep some U.S. troops in Iraq to help counter Irans efforts to destabilize it. A stable and democratic Iraq will give Irans Shiites an alternative governance model, helping to de-legitimize Tehrans Islamist system in their eyes. 

2NC Iran – Withdrawal Bad Ext.
1NC 1 – The US withdrawing from Iraq would only leave a power vacuum in Iraq with different regional powers fighting for power and Iran would take over as the regional hegemon which turns the entirety of the advantage – That’s Wall Street Journal

1NC 2 – A nuclear Iran is inevitable due to the United States’ lack of influence on Iran. However, the United States presence in Iraq acts a deterrent factor. Withdrawing troops means nothing deters Iran – turns case – that’s Stephens. 
1NC 4 – Residual troop presence is key to deter Iran. Withdrawing all troops causes Iran to invade – turns case - that’s Holms

[     ] Withdrawal is perceived as surrender

AP 10 (ASSOCIATED PRESS 7/13/10, “US fears Iranian-backed attacks in Iraq”, http://www.jpost.com/International/Article.aspx?id=181323 |JC), 

The US increased security at its Iraqi bases in response to threats by Iranian-backed terrorists, said Gen. Ray Odierno Tuesday. Odierno, the top US general in Iraq, said the Iranian threat to US forces has increased as Tehran looks to boost its political and economic influence in Iraq in the face of a decreasing U.S. military presence. "There's a very consistent threat from Iranian surrogates operating in Iraq," and security has been stepped up at some US bases, Odierno told reporters in Baghdad. He added that joint operations with Iraqi forces against suspected Iranian-sponsored insurgents have also been increased, while the scheduled withdrawal proceeds apace. Though no attacks have yet occurred, said Odierno, there was credible intelligence some Iranian-backed groups were planning strikes on US forces. Odierno said militants were hoping to make propaganda out of attacks on withdrawing U.S. troops to make it seem as though they were being driven out. "For years, these groups have been talking about attacking U.S. forces to force them to leave," Odierno said. The U.S. has been wary of Iran's growing influence in Iraq and the two countries remain at odds over Tehran's nuclear program. Since the U.S.-led invasion in 2003 toppled Saddam Hussein's regime, the Islamic republic has capitalized on centuries-old religious and cultural ties to secure greater leverage in Iraq, becoming its biggest trading partner and an important consultant to the Shiite-led governments. The U.S. has long argued that Iran is sponsoring Shiite insurgents attacking American troops operating in the country, a charge Iran denies. While connections between certain groups of Shiite militants in Iraq and the government in Tehran were "always very convoluted," Odierno said that at least some have ties to the powerful Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps, a heavily armed paramilitary force tasked with protecting the clerical regime. "Whether they are connected to the Iranian government, we can argue about that," Odierno said. "But they are clearly connected to the IRGC.”

2NC Iran – No Impact (1/2)
1NC 1 – No imact to nuclear Iran. Any three scenarios of nuclear use in Iran – terrorists, blackmail, or invasion – are all improbable or manageable – that’s Posen. 

[     ] No impact to nuclear Iran—no prolif

Barry R. Posen, Ford International Professor of Political Science at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Director of the MIT Security Studies Program, February 27, 2006, MIT Center for International Studies, New York Times, “We Can Live With a Nuclear Iran,” http://www.nytimes.com/2006/02/27/opinion/27posen.html, RG 

The intense concern about Iran’s nuclear energy program reflects the judgment that, should it turn to the production of weapons, an Iran with nuclear arms would gravely endanger the United States and the world. An Iranian nuclear arsenal, policymakers fear, could touch off a regional arms race while emboldening Tehran to under- take aggressive, even reckless, actions. But these outcomes are not inevitable, nor are they beyond the capacity of the United States and its allies to defuse. Indeed, while it’s seldom a positive thing when a new nuclear power emerges, there is reason to believe that we could readily manage a nuclear Iran. A Middle Eastern arms race is a frightening thought, but it is improbable. If Iran acquires nuclear weapons, among its neighbors, only Israel, Egypt, Saudi Arabia and Turkey could conceivably muster the resources to follow suit. Israel is already a nuclear power. Iranian weapons might coax the Israelis to go public with their arsenal and to draw up plans for the use of such weapons in the event of an Iranian military threat. And if Israel disclosed its nuclear status, Egypt might find it diplomatically difficult to forswear acquiring nuclear weapons, too. But Cairo depends on foreign assistance, which would make Egypt vulnerable to the enormous international pressure it would most likely face to refrain from joining an arms race. Saudi Arabia, meanwhile, has the money to acquire nuclear weapons and technology on the black market, but possible suppliers are few and very closely watched. To develop the domestic scientific, engineering and industrial base necessary to build a self-sustaining nuclear program would take Saudi Arabia years. In the interim, the Saudis would need nuclear security guarantees from the United States or Europe, which would in turn apply intense pressure on Riyadh not to develop its own arms. Finally, Turkey may have the resources to build a nuclear weapon, but as a member of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, it relied on American nuclear guarantees against the mighty Soviet Union throughout the cold war. There’s no obvious reason to presume that American guarantees would seem insufficient relative to Iran. 

[     ] No impact to nuclear Iran—no terrorism

Barry R. Posen, Ford International Professor of Political Science at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Director of the MIT Security Studies Program, February 27, 2006, MIT Center for International Studies, New York Times, “We Can Live With a Nuclear Iran,” http://www.nytimes.com/2006/02/27/opinion/27posen.html, RG 

Would Iran give nuclear weapons to terrorists? We know that Tehran has given other kinds of weapons to terrorists and aligned itself with terrorist organizations, like Hezbollah in Lebanon. But to threaten, much less carry out, a nuclear attack on a nuclear power is to become a nuclear target. Anyone who attacks the United States with nuclear weapons will be attacked with many, many more nuclear weapons. Israel almost certainly has the same policy. If a terrorist group used one of Iran’s nuclear weapons, Iran would have to worry that the victim would discover the weapon’s origin and visit a terrible revenge on Iran. No country is likely to turn the means to its own annihilation over to an uncontrolled entity. Because many of Iran’s neighbors lack nuclear weapons, it’s possible that Iran could use a nuclear capacity to blackmail such states into meeting demands— for example, to raise oil prices, cut oil production or withhold cooperation with the United States. But many of Iran’s neighbors are allies of the United States, which holds a strategic stake in their autonomy and is unlikely to sit by idly as Iran black- mails, say, Kuwait or Saudi Arabia. It is unlikely that these states would capitulate to a nuclear Iran rather than rely on an American deterrent threat. To give in to Iran once would leave them open to repeated extortion. Some worry that Iran would be unconvinced by an American deter- rent, choosing instead to gamble that the United States would not make good on its commitments to weak Middle Eastern states—but the consequences of losing a gamble against a vastly superior nuclear power like the United States are grave, and they do not require much imagination to grasp. 
2NC Iran – No Impact (2/2)

[     ] No impact to nuclear Iran—U.S. deterrent prevents expansion of regional influence

Barry R. Posen, Ford International Professor of Political Science at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Director of the MIT Security Studies Program, February 27, 2006, MIT Center for International Studies, New York Times, “We Can Live With a Nuclear Iran,” http://www.nytimes.com/2006/02/27/opinion/27posen.html, RG 

The final concern is that a nuclear Iran would simply feel less con- strained from other kinds of adventurism, including subversion or outright conventional aggression. But the Gulf states can counter Iranian subversion, regardless of Iran’s nuclear status, with domes- tic reforms and by improving their police and intelligence operations—measures these states are, or should be, undertaking in any case. As for aggression, the fear is that Iran could rely on a diffuse threat of nuclear escalation to deter others from attacking it, even in response to Iranian belligerence. But while it’s possible that Iranian leaders would think this way, it’s equally possible that they would be more cautious. Tehran could not rule out the possibility that others with more and better nuclear weapons would strike Iran first, should it provoke a crisis or war. Judging from cold war history, if the Iranians so much as appeared to be readying their nuclear forces for use, the United States might consider a pre-emp- tive nuclear strike. Israel might adopt a similar doc- trine in the face of an Iranian nuclear arsenal. These are not developments to be wished for, but they are risks that a nuclear Iran must take into account. Nor are such calculations all that should counsel cau- tion. Iran’s military is large, but its conventional weap- ons are obsolete. Today the Iranian military could impose considerable costs on an American invasion or occupation force within Iran, but only with vast and extraordinarily expensive improvements could it defeat the American military if it were sent to defend the Gulf states from Iranian aggression. Each time a new nuclear weap- ons state emerges, we rightly suspect that the world has grown more dangerous. The weapons are enormously destructive; humans are fallible, organizations can be incompetent and technology often fails us. But as we contemplate the actions, including war, that the United States and its allies might take to forestall a nuclear Iran, we need to coolly assess whether and how such a specter might be deterred and contained.   
***Iraq Stability/Civil War***

1NC Iraq (1/2)
1. United States’ troops are the only thing preventing an Iraqi civil war which would kill millions. 

Daniel L. Byman - Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Saban Center for Middle East Policy. professor at Georgetown University's Security Studies Program. and Kenneth M. Pollack - Senior Fellow and Deputy Director for National Security Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations. August 20, 2006. The Washington Post. http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/08/18/AR2006081800983.html
The debate is over: By any definition, Iraq is in a state of civil war. Indeed, the only thing standing between Iraq and a descent into total Bosnia-like devastation is 135,000 U.S. troops -- and even they are merely slowing the fall. The internecine conflict could easily spiral into one that threatens not only Iraq but also its neighbors throughout the oil-rich Persian Gulf region with instability, turmoil and war. The consequences of an all-out civil war in Iraq could be dire. Considering the experiences of recent such conflicts, hundreds of thousands of people may die. Refugees and displaced people could number in the millions. And with Iraqi insurgents, militias and organized crime rings wreaking havoc on Iraq's oil infrastructure, a full-scale civil war could send global oil prices soaring even higher. However, the greatest threat that the United States would face from civil war in Iraq is from the spillover -- the burdens, the instability, the copycat secession attempts and even the follow-on wars that could emerge in neighboring countries. Welcome to the new "new Middle East" -- a region where civil wars could follow one after another, like so many Cold War dominoes. And unlike communism, these dominoes may actually fall. 

Iraqi civil war makes Middle East conflict inevitable

Weisman 6 – Staff writer for the New York Times (Steven, February 26, “What a Civil War Could Look Like,” Lexis |JC), 

The greatest fear of leaders throughout the Middle East is that an unrestrained civil war, if it ever comes to that, would not only give birth to warring Sunni, Shiite and Kurdish enclaves inside Iraq, but that the violence could also spread unpredictably through the region. Some experts have advocated a negotiated breakup of Iraq into three main sectors for the main ethnic and religious groupings. But a violent crackup could not easily be kept stable. It might well incite sectarian conflicts in neighboring countries and, even worse, draw these countries into taking sides in Iraq itself. Iran would side with the Shiites. It is already allied with the biggest Shiite militias, some of whose members seemed to be involved in the retaliatory attacks on Sunnis after the Shiite shrine bombing last week. And Sunni countries like Saudi Arabia, Jordan and Kuwait would feel a need to defend Sunnis or perhaps to create buffer states for themselves along Iraq’s borders. Turkey might also feel compelled to move in, to protect Iraq’s Turkoman minority against a Kurdish state in the north. If Iraq were to sink deeper into that kind of conflict, Baghdad and other cities could become caldrons of ethnic cleansing, bringing revenge violence from one region to another. Shiite populations in Lebanon, Kuwait and especially Saudi Arabia, where Shiites happen to live in the oil-rich eastern sector, could easily revolt. Such a regional conflict could take years to exhaust itself, and could force the redrawing of boundaries that themselves are less than 100 years old. ‘‘A civil war in Iraq would be a kind of earthquake affecting the whole Middle East,’’ said Terje Roed-Larsen, the special United Nations envoy for Lebanon and previously for the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. ‘‘It would deepen existing cleavages and create new cleavages in a part of the world that is already extremely fragile and extremely dangerous. I’m not predicting this will happen, but it is a plausible worst-case scenario.’’ A first question for the United States if a general collapse of order seemed to be in the offing would be what to do with its 130,000 troops in Iraq. ‘‘We would probably have to get out of the way,’’ said Larry Diamond, who advised the American occupation in Baghdad in 2004 and is now a senior fellow at Stanford’s Hoover Institution. ‘‘We wouldn’t have nearly enough troops to quell the violence at that point. At a minimum, we’d have to pull back to certain military bases and try to keep working the politics.’’ Modern civil wars have been resolved by negotiations, but only after they were deepened by the intervention of outsiders. Internal conflict in the Democratic Republic of Congo in the late 1990’s led to intervention by troops from Rwanda, Uganda, Angola, Zimbabwe and Namibia. The Balkan wars erupted after the breakup of Yugoslavia earlier in that decade, first in Bosnia and later in Kosovo. The power-sharing arrangements that were worked out remain precarious, backed up by NATO troops. In events closer to Iraq, more than 15 years of civil war in Lebanon ended when Syrian troops took on the role of reinforcing a peculiar arrangement that distributes certain high offices among the country’s sectarian groups. Even the West at first welcomed the Syrians as a stabilizing factor -- until last year, when they withdrew under European and American pressure. BUT Iraq poses a threat that dwarfs these problems. The pivot of what could become a regional conflict is almost certainly Iran. Shiite leaders close to Iran won the Iraqi election in December, and although American and many Iraqi leaders defend their Iraqi nationalist 
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bona fides, a civil war would almost certainly drive them to seek help from Iran. That stirs Sunni Arab fears of Iranian dominance in the region. ‘‘What you have in Iraq is not just a society coming apart like Yugoslavia or Congo,’’ said Vali R. Nasr, a professor of national affairs at the Naval Postgraduate School in Monterey, Calif. ‘‘What is at stake is not just Iraq’s stability but the balance of power in the region.’’ Historians looking at such a prospect would see a replay of the Shiite-Sunni divide that has effectively racked the Middle East since the eighth century and extended through the rival Safavid and Ottoman Empires in modern Mesopotamia and finally into the Iran-Iraq war of the 1980’s. This time, however, Iran’s suspected nuclear ambitions could accelerate a nuclear arms race, with Saudi Arabia likely to lead the way among Sunni nations.

2. Troop withdrawal leaves the military unable to respond to act beyond self-defense – leaves Iraq vulnerable to regional war

(Thomas Kelly, Masters in Strategic Studies from US Army War College, 2008, “Crossroads in Iraq”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA479077, page 16)
Yet risks remain for a timeline- based pullback from Iraq. The quicker U.S. forces are repositioned out of Iraq, the less able the military will be to respond to any threats within Iraq. The first U.S. security priority during a withdrawal would be to cover the movement of forces out of Iraq; the second priority would be to protect the remaining U.S. units; the third priority would be protecting the civilian population within Iraq. It remains to be seen if, after the surge forces are withdrawn, the pre-surge U.S. presence will be able to keep the peace within Iraq. Troops in withdrawal are not in fighting dispositions and their ability to do anything beyond force protection is limited. In Phase 2 of the Miller and Brimley plan it is doubtful that a force of 20,000 to 60,000 could prevent a regional war or stop the development of additional al Qaeda safe havens. Indeed, a reduced force might be limited to simply securing its own respective bases and subsistence convoys. Such a reduced presence might set up a situation similar to that currently faced by the British forces remaining in Basra which have turned over control of their region to Iraqi forces and are focused now primarily on self defense. Miller and Brimley’s fallback plans also lack sufficient forces to deter new al Qaeda footholds or stem regional conflicts. Their plan C in particular does not allow for any credible U.S. military response beyond defending the departure of U.S. forces. The Korb plan of preventing a power vacuum with an off shore MEF and some forces in the Kurdish region and at the Embassy is even more tenuous and exposes remaining forces to increased risk and limited effectiveness beyond self defense. Regardless of the size of the remaining U.S. presence within Iraq, those forces will still require logistical support. Not everything can be adequately resupplied by air (fuel, for example) and ground convoys will still need maintenance, refuel and rest locations between remaining U.S locations.

3. Withdrawal based off SOFA will result in a security vacuum, perpetuating terrorism and sectarian warfare

Philadelphia Inquirer, Trudy Rubin; Inquirer Columnist, 4/22/10, "Worldview: Iraq's politics still unsettled; Progress is fragile as the country's leaders struggle to form a government.", lexis, PK

Yet, as the United States prepares to pull out all combat forces and reduce troop levels to 50,000 by August, Iraqis worry about a security vacuum - and a political vacuum. "If we don't get it right in the next couple of months, if Iraqiya feels cheated," Zebari worried, "we could go back to violence, and the country could be split." Although U.S. and Iraqi forces killed three key leaders of al-Qaeda in Mesopotamia this week, Zebari believes Sunni extremists will keep trying to reignite sectarian warfare. He said the country was recently alerted that terrorists might fly an aircraft into a holy Shiite shrine. For anyone who saw Baghdad at its worst, there are grounds to hope the country will muddle through this period. When I asked Gen. Ray Odierno, the U.S. commander in Iraq, for his prediction, he said, "I think there's still within the population [some desire] for retribution, but nowhere near the level of 2006-2007. The population is tired of it, and the [Iraqi] army is becoming more professional." "If we leave by 2011," said Odierno, referring to the date set by the U.S.-Iraqi Status Of Forces Agreement, "the minimum capability we've given [Iraqi forces] won't let anyone fill the security vacuum." Yet he, too, has concerns about the potential political vacuum as Iraqis struggle to develop their version of a democratic system. Neighboring Iran and Saudi Arabia, among others, are eager to exert influence - not necessarily for good.

2NC Iraq – Civil War Ext. 

1NC 1 – The United States acts as both a mediator and a deterrent in order to prevent a Civil War in Iraq. Withdrawing US Troops would doom Iraq to a civil war – that’s Byman and Pollack. AND, Iraqi civil war makes Middle East war inevitable because neighboring powers will take advantage of the unstable nation for their own motives – that’s Weisman
[     ] Iraqi civil war escalates into a regional Middle East war – US military key 

Daniel L. Byman - Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Saban Center for Middle East Policy. professor at Georgetown University's Security Studies Program. and Kenneth M. Pollack - Senior Fellow and Deputy Director for National Security Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations. August 20, 2006. The Washington Post. http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/08/18/AR2006081800983.html
Another critical problem of civil wars is the tendency of neighboring states to get involved, turning the conflicts into regional wars. Foreign governments may intervene overtly or covertly to "stabilize" the country in turmoil and stop the refugees pouring across their borders, as the Europeans did during the Yugoslav wars. Neighboring states will intervene to eliminate terrorist groups setting up shop in the midst of the civil war, as Israel did repeatedly in Lebanon. They also may intervene to stem the flow of "dangerous ideas" into their country. Iran and Tajikistan intervened in the Afghan civil war on behalf of co-religionists and co-ethnicists suffering at the hands of the rabidly Sunni, rabidly Pashtun Taliban, just as Syria intervened in Lebanon for fear that the conflict there was radicalizing its Sunni population.

In virtually every case, these interventions brought only further grief to the interveners and to the parties of the civil war. Opportunism is another powerful motive. States often harbor designs on their neighbors' land and resources and see the chaos of civil war as an opportunity to achieve long-frustrated ambitions. Much as Croatia's Franjo Tudjman and Serbia's Slobodan Milosevic may have felt the need to intervene in the Bosnian civil war to protect their ethnic brothers, it seems clear that a more important motive for both was to carve up Bosnia between them.
Many states attempt to influence the course of a civil war by providing money, weapons and other support to one side. In effect, they use their intelligence services to create proxies who can fight the war for them. But states find that proxies are rarely able to secure their interests, typically leading them to escalate to open intervention. Both Israel and Syria employed proxies in Lebanon, for example, but found them inadequate, prompting their own invasions. Pakistan is one of the few countries to succeed in using a proxy force (the Taliban) to secure its interests in a civil war. However, the nation's support of these radical Islamists encouraged the explosion of Islamic fundamentalism in Pakistan itself -- increasing the number of armed groups operating from Pakistan and creating networks for drugs and weapons to fuel the conflict. Today, Pakistan is a basket case, and much of the reason lies in its costly effort to prevail in the Afghan civil war.

Covert foreign intervention is proceeding apace in Iraq, with Iran leading the way. U.S. military and Iraqi sources think there are several thousand Iranian agents of all kinds already in Iraq. These personnel have simultaneously funneled money, guns and other support to friendly Shiite groups and established the infrastructure to wage a large-scale clandestine war if necessary. Iran has set up an extensive network of safe houses, arms caches, communications channels and proxy fighters, and will be well-positioned to pursue its interests in a full-blown civil war. The Sunni powers of Jordan, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia and Turkey are frightened by Iran's growing influence and presence in Iraq and have been scrambling to catch up.

Turkey may be the most likely country to overtly intervene in Iraq. Turkish leaders fear both the spillover of Turkish secessionism and the possibility that Iraq is becoming a haven for the PKK. Turkey has already massed troops on its southern border, and officials are threatening to intervene.

What's more, none of Iraq's neighbors thinks that it can afford to have the country fall into the hands of the other side. An Iranian "victory" would put the nation's forces in the heartland of the Arab world, bordering Jordan, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia and Syria; several of these states poured tens of billions of dollars into Saddam Hussein's military to prevent just such an occurrence in the 1980s. Similarly, a Sunni Arab victory (backed by the Jordanians, Kuwaitis and Saudis) would put radical Sunni fundamentalists on Iran's doorstep -- a nightmare scenario for Tehran.

Add in, too, each country's interest in preventing its rivals from capturing Iraq's oil resources. If these states are unable to achieve their goals through clandestine intervention, they will have a powerful incentive to launch a conventional invasion.

Much as Americans may want to believe that the United States can just walk away from Iraq should it slide into all-out civil war, the threat of spillover from such a conflict throughout the Middle East means it can't. Instead, Washington will have to devise strategies to deal with refugees, minimize terrorist attacks emanating from Iraq, dampen the anger in neighboring populations caused by the conflict, prevent secession fever and keep Iraq's neighbors from intervening. The odds of success are poor, but, nonetheless, we have to try.

2NC Iraq – Withdrawal Bad Ext. 
1NC 2 – Withdrawing troops from Iraq means the military can’t respond to any threats in Iraq or in the region. This leaves Iraq vulnerable to a power vacuum and instability – turns case – that’s Kelly
1NC 3 – With terrorists already attacking, a US withdrawal in accordance to the SOFA will ensure the rise of terrorist activity and regional negative influence from Iran and Saudi Arabia in Iraq leading to terrorism and sectarian violence – turns case – that’s Philadelphia Inquirer. 
[     ] Sticking a timeline risks chaos in Iraq

(Thomas Kelly, Masters in Strategic Studies from US Army War College, 2008, “Crossroads in Iraq”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA479077, page 19-20)
To depart Iraq by predetermined timelines before long-term stability is achieved risks collapsing Iraq into chaos. A timeline driven withdrawal would focus the majority of U.S. efforts on defending the retrograde, and, as the U.S. force decreases in size, so will its ability to respond to aggression inside Iraq and the region generally.
[     ] US troop withdrawal will tip Iraq back into wide spread violence

Reuters, July 22, 2008, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSL0236543520080722

McCain himself appeared to leave the door open on Monday to a large-scale drawdown of U.S. troops in the next two years if conditions on the ground were suitable, saying success had made it possible for troops to return home.
His spokesman said the senator's comments did not reflect a shift in position. McCain has long argued against setting a timetable for a U.S. troop withdrawal.Some Iraqis believe their security forces are not ready and that a premature removal of U.S. troops in Iraq could tip the country back into widespread violence.
***US Soft Power/Credibility***
1NC US Credibility
1. U.S. withdrawal crushes credibility—decreases U.S. leadership, increases terrorism

Hakan Tunc, professor of Political Science, Carleton University, Fall 2008, Foreign Policy, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Infotrac, 
Last year, the editors of The Economist magazine asserted that ‘‘the most important question that now confronts American foreign-policymakers: beyond the question of whether it was right to invade Iraq, what are the likely consequences of getting out now?’’1 So far, attention has focused on the strategic and security consequences of a U.S. withdrawal from Iraq, including the possibilities of a decline of American influence in the Middle East, a wider regional war, and an increased terrorist threat as Al Qaeda fills the vacuum left by the Americans.2 For those who oppose a rapid U.S. withdrawal from Iraq, including members of the Bush administration, however, among the most feared consequences is damage to America’s reputation. According to this argument, a quick exit from Iraq would be a major blow to U.S. credibility. The forces of radical Islam would tout a U.S. pullout as a victory, declaring that the United States did not have the resolve to endure the battle. A U.S. withdrawal would thus encourage jihadists to foment unrest against other governments they oppose and against other U.S. interventions, such as in Afghanistan. President Bush has repeatedly noted that ‘‘Extremists of all strains would be emboldened by the knowledge that they forced America to retreat.’’3 A number of observers have driven the same point home.4 This article argues that the proponents of the reputational argument make a strong case against a premature and hasty withdrawal of U.S. forces from Iraq. The argument is forceful in the sense that it can invoke pronouncements by the radical Islamists themselves, which unmistakably call into question the United States’s resoluteness. These pronouncements point to America’s past withdrawals from theaters of war and declare Iraq to be the central front, raising the reputational stake of a U.S. withdrawal from Iraq considerably. The potency of the reputational argument regarding Iraq is also clear when compared to the formulations of similar arguments about U.S. reputation in the past, especially the Vietnam War. In contrast to the current struggle in Iraq, advocates of the reputational argument (‘‘credibility’’) as applied to Vietnam were unable to employ their adversaries’ rhetoric to substantiate their claim that a U.S. withdrawal from Vietnam would change the latter’s perception about America’s resolve. The importance of the reputational argument regarding U.S. policy towards Iraq should not be underestimated. Any discussion of a U.S. withdrawal which focuses solely on the strategic, humanitarian, and/or financial consequences of a continued U.S. presence in Iraq would be incomplete. What does ‘‘U.S. withdrawal’’ mean in the context of the Iraq War? I would argue that the term means abandoning America’s major combat role in Iraq and such a quick departure of U.S. troops from Iraq that the United States will not have achieved its core military objectives of pacification and stability in the country. 

2. Soft power doesn’t solve democracy – many examples.

Krauthammer, Pulitzer-Prize winning syndicated columnist, 2008 (Charles, National Review, July 11, Lexis Academic)
This in foreign policy establishment circles is called "hard power." In the Bush years, hard power is terribly out of fashion, seen as a mere obsession of cowboys and neocons. Both in Europe and America, the sophisticates worship at the altar of "soft power" -- the use of diplomatic and moral resources to achieve one's ends. Europe luxuriates in soft power, nowhere more than in l'affaire Betancourt in which Europe's repeated gestures of solidarity hovered somewhere between the fatuous and the destructive. Europe had been pressing the Colombian government to negotiate for the hostages. Venezuela's Hugo Chavez offered to mediate. Of course, we know from documents captured in a daring Colombian army raid into Ecuador in March -- your standard hard-power operation duly denounced by that perfect repository of soft power, the Organization of American States -- that Chavez had been secretly funding and pulling the strings of the FARC. These negotiations would have been Chavez's opportunity to gain recognition and legitimacy for his terrorist client. Colombia's President Alvaro Uribe, a conservative and close ally of President Bush, went instead for the hard stuff. He has for years. As a result, he has brought to its knees the longest-running and once-strongest guerrilla force on the continent by means of "an intense military campaign (that) weakened the FARC, killing seasoned commanders and prompting 1,500 fighters and urban operatives to desert" (Washington Post). In the end, it was that campaign -- and its agent, the Colombian military -- that freed Betancourt. She was, however, only one of the high-minded West's many causes. Solemn condemnations have been issued from every forum of soft-power fecklessness -- the EU, the U.N., the G-8 foreign ministers -- demanding that Robert Mugabe of Zimbabwe stop butchering his opponents and step down. Before that, the cause du jour was Burma, where a vicious dictatorship allowed thousands of cyclone victims to die by denying them independently delivered foreign aid, lest it weaken the junta's grip on power. And then there is Darfur, a perennial for which myriad diplomats and foreign-policy experts have devoted uncountable hours at the finest five-star hotels to deplore the genocide and urgently urge relief. What is done to free these people? Nothing. Everyone knows it will take the hardest of hard power to remove the oppressors in Zimbabwe, Burma, Sudan, and other godforsaken places where the bad guys have the guns and use them. Indeed, as the Zimbabwean opposition leader suggested (before quickly retracting) from his hideout in the Dutch embassy -- Europe specializes in providing haven for those fleeing the evil that Europe does nothing about -- the only solution is foreign intervention.

2NC US Credibility – Withdrawal Bad
1NC 1 – US withdrawal from Iraq crushes US credibility and influence because it would be viewed as the United States giving up and accepting defeat while the enemy claims victory. The terorrists would then be able to use this new-found confidence to increase terrorism in the region – that’s Tunc. 
[     ] The loss of reputation because of a withdrawal is the key internal-link into credibility

Hakan Tunc, professor of Political Science, Carleton University, Fall 2008, Foreign Policy, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Infotrac, 
Reputation can be deﬁned as a judgment about an actor’s past behavior and character that is used to predict future behavior. In international politics, a major component of building or maintaining a country’s reputation involves resolve.5 Policy makers may believe that a lack of resolve in one military confrontation will be seen as an indication of general weakness.6 According to Shiping Tang, this concern frequently amounts to ‘‘a cult of reputation’’ among foreign policy makers, which he deﬁnes as ‘‘a belief system holding as its central premise a conviction (or fear) that backing down in a crisis will lead one’s adversaries or allies to underestimate one’s resolve in the next crisis.’’7 Of particular importance to the cult of reputation is concern about the consequences of withdrawal from a theater of war. The major dictate of the cult of reputation is that a country should stand ﬁrm and refuse to withdraw from a theater of war. The underlying belief is that a withdrawal would inﬂict a severe blow to a country’s reputation and thus ‘‘embolden’’ the adversaries by boosting commitment and recruitment to their cause.8 

2NC US Credibility – Soft Power Bad

1NC 2 – US and European soft power empirically fails at promoting democracy – President Mugabe and Darfur prove – that’s Krauthammer. 
[     ] US soft power increases terrorist aggression

John Matalin (CNN Commentator) 2009 “Matalin: Obama’s ’soft power’ makes us weak”, CNN's American Morning

John Roberts: The former vice president has said several times that the Obama administration’s policies are making America less safe. Where’s the evidence for that? Mary Matalin: Common sense and history… It’s one thing to say all of the things Obama said on the campaign trail but within hours of being the actual commander in chief, he was suggesting the previous seven years marked by no attacks were policies that were ineffective, were immoral, were illegal. That broadcast to our enemies a weakness. Weakness invites provocation. Secondly, as he was clear in his speech yesterday, he wants to return to a 9/10 law enforcement policy rather than a prevention policy. Three, the threshold and key tool for fighting this enemy is gathering intelligence. And he’s clearly demoralized and undermined those intelligence gatherers. Four, Gitmo, releasing the hardest of the hardened terrorists into some system, whatever system that might be, either would divulge classified material… if they put them in the prison population, they can hatch plots as was the case in New York. So I could go on and on. But some of these policies, by virtue of the former vice president speaking out, were stopped as in the release of the detainee photos. Roberts: But is there any empirical evidence that America is less safe today? Has anything happened around the world to suggest that we are less safe? There are many people who believe that this administration’s policy of engagement, in fact, will make this country more safe. Matalin: Well there’s no evidence of that either. In fact there’s evidence to the contrary. This so-called “soft power” has resulted in Iran being more verbose, launching a missile this week. North Korea’s pulled out of any negotiating posture. Soft power isn’t working. There’s no evidence for that. And there’s plenty of evidence to the contrary that weakness invites provocation. During the ’90s, when we did not respond to six attacks in six years, the ranks of al Qaeda swelled by some 20,000. That was the recruitment tool. Weakness and successful attacks is the recruitment tool. Roberts: Just to go back to what you said about Iran and North Korea — both of those countries did exactly the same thing during the Bush administration. Matalin: This supposedly “let’s sit down and talk,” was supposed to make them come to the table and talk. In fact, they’ve gotten more aggressive. So, he’s doing what he said he would do, which would render them putty in his hands as he thinks is the case as sometimes appears to be the case in America in his own party. That’s not what’s happening. That’s not real politics. So he’s been in there a couple of 16 weeks, three months, whatever it’s been. But if he were allowed to pursue un-debated, these sorts of policies that he’s put on the table and heretofore, they have been un-debated, it’s been a one-sided argument, there’s no doubt, and history shows and common sense would dictate that we would be a less safe country than we were for the past seven or eight years. Roberts: The president said yesterday he believes America is less safe because of the very existence of Guantanamo Bay, that it’s probably created more terrorists worldwide than it’s ever detained. Do you agree with that statement? Because the Bush administration, President Bush said he would like to close Guantanamo and just has to figure out how to do it. Matalin: Yeah, John, I’ll go to your construct. He offered no evidence for that. And it’s a tautological argument, as I just noted. The ranks of al Qaeda were absolutely exponentially swollen during the ’90s when we did not respond… This enemy existed way before Guantanamo. It makes no sense to say that fighting the terrorists makes the terrorist. That’s a tautological argument. Yes, President Bush wanted to close it. Some of us disagreed with that. For the very reasons we’re disagreeing with President Obama right now.vWhat are you going to do with these detainees? Even the ones that have been released, which were supposed to be the ones that could have been released, the D.O.D. and some suspect this is an under-estimate – one out of seven go back to the battlefield. The top operatives in Yemen, which is the new hot grounds, the top operatives in Waziristan, were released from Gitmo. It’s not good to close it down or release these into our population, certainly, or any population. 

***Terrorism***

1NC Terrorism (1/2)
1. Even if the United States occupation increases terrorist recruitment, US withdrawal makes terrorism worse. 

 Daniel L. Byman - Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Saban Center for Middle East Policy. professor at Georgetown University's Security Studies Program. and Kenneth M. Pollack - Senior Fellow and Deputy Director for National Security Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations. August 20, 2006. The Washington Post. http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/08/18/AR2006081800983.html
The war in Iraq has proved to be a disaster for the struggle against Osama bin Laden. Fighters there are receiving training, building networks and becoming further radicalized -- and the U.S. occupation is proving a dream recruiting tool for young Muslims worldwide. As bad as this is, a wide-scale civil war in Iraq could make the terrorism problem even worse. Such terrorist organizations as Hezbollah, the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE), the Armed Islamic Group (GIA), the Irish Republican Army (IRA) and the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) were all born of civil wars. They eventually shifted from assaulting their enemies in Lebanon, Sri Lanka, Algeria, Northern Ireland and Israel, respectively, to mounting attacks elsewhere. Hezbollah has attacked Israeli, American and European targets on four continents. The LTTE assassinated former Indian prime minister Rajiv Gandhi because of his intervention in Sri Lanka. The IRA began a campaign of attacks in Britain in the 1980s. The GIA did the same to France the mid-1990s, hijacking an Air France flight then moving on to bombings in the country. In the 1970s, various Palestinian groups began launching terrorist attacks against Israelis wherever they could find them -- including at the Munich Olympics and airports in Athens and Rome -- and then attacked Western civilians whose governments supported Israel. In Afghanistan, the anti-Soviet struggle in the 1980s was a key incubator for bin Laden's movement. Many young mujaheddin went to Afghanistan with only the foggiest notion of jihad. But during the fighting in Afghanistan, individuals took on one another's grievances, so that Saudi jihadists learned to hate the Egyptian government and Chechens learned to hate Israel. Meanwhile, al-Qaeda convinced many of them that the United States was at the center of the Muslim world's problems -- a view that almost no Sunni terrorist group had previously embraced. Other civil wars in Muslim countries, including the Balkans, Chechnya and Kashmir, began for local reasons but became enmeshed in the broader jihadist movement. Should Iraq descend into a deeper civil war, the country could become a sanctuary for both Shiite and Sunni terrorists, possibly even exceeding the problems of Lebanon in the 1980s or Afghanistan under the Taliban. Right now, the U.S. military presence keeps a lid on the jihadist effort. There are no enormous training camps such as those the radicals enjoyed in Afghanistan. Likewise, Hezbollah and other Shiite terrorist groups have maintained a low profile in Iraq so far, but the more embattled the Shiites feel, the better the chance they will invite greater Hezbollah involvement. Shiite fighters may even strike the Sunni backers of their Iraqi adversaries, such as Saudi Arabia and Kuwait, or incite their own Shiite populations against them. And lost in the focus on Arab terrorist groups is the Kurdish Workers Party (PKK), an anti-Turkish group that has long fought to establish a Kurdish state in Turkey from bases in Iraq. The more Iraq is consumed by chaos, the more likely it is that the PKK will regain a haven in northern Iraq. The Sunni jihadists would be particularly likely to go after Saudi Arabia given its long, lightly patrolled border with Iraq, as well as their interest in destabilizing the ruling Saud family. The turmoil in Iraq has energized young Saudi Islamists. In the future, the balance may shift from Saudis helping Iraqi fighters against the Americans to Iraqi fighters helping Saudi jihadists against the Saudi government, with Saudi oil infrastructure an obvious target. 
2. Withdrawal from Iraq encourages terrorism – promotes Al Qaeda 
James Phillips - Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs at the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation. Phillips and he wrote papers that predicted the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan, the Soviet defeat there, and the dangers arising from U.S. withdrawal from engagement in that country. 2/29/2008 Council of foreign relations, “When Should the U.S. Withdraw From Iraq?” http://www.cfr.org/publication/15586/when_should_the_us_withdraw_from_iraq.html?breadcrumb=%2Fpublication%2Fby_type%2Fonline_debate)

The choice offered by presidential candidates is either abandoning Iraq (and dooming its people to a protracted civil war that inevitably will provide fertile ground for al-Qaeda and other hostile forces to exploit) or patiently assisting the Iraqi government to overcome formidable challenges, reaching out to Sunni Arabs, and consolidating the security gains of the surge by anchoring them in a sustainable political accommodation. The United States eventually should withdraw all troops not needed for training, logistical support, and counter-terrorist operations, but it should do so at a deliberate pace calibrated 
[Article Continues. No Text Removed]
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[Article Continues. No Text Removed]
according to the situation in Iraq.  This will be a costly enterprise. But the war in Iraq is an integral part of the war against terrorism and modern terrorists can inflict huge costs. The September 11 terrorist attacks, in addition to the deaths of almost 3,000 people, resulted in up to $639 billion of economic losses, according to a 2002 study by the New York State Senate Finance Committee. A key issue is whether a rushed withdrawal from Iraq will raise or lower the risks of future terrorist attacks.  While the democratic presidential candidates deny that Iraq is part of the war against terrorism, al-Qaeda leaders clearly see the connection. Ayman al-Zawahiri, bin Laden's chief lieutenant, outlined plans for using Iraq as a conduit for exporting jihad to neighboring countries and attacking Israel, in an intercepted 2005 letter to Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, then the leader of al-Qaeda in Iraq [AQI]. Al-Qaeda's operational commander in Afghanistan, Abu al-Layth al-Libi, declared that Iraq was "the focal point of the conflict" in a video released on April 28, 2007. The U.S. intelligence community concluded in a 2006 National Intelligence Estimate that a defeat for the United States in Iraq would be regarded as a tremendous victory for Islamic radicals and would inspire more fighters to continue the struggle elsewhere. Although the Iraq conflict may not have begun as part of the war against al-Qaeda, it is dangerously naïve to deny its relevance in that struggle.  If U.S. troops are yanked out, the hard-won progress in Iraq will rapidly evaporate, al-Qaeda [AQI] will regroup and reinvigorate its efforts to provoke a civil war and transform Iraq into an incubator for jihadist terrorism. Rather than jettisoning our Iraqi allies, the U.S. has a moral obligation and a vital national interest in helping them to defeat our common enemies.  
<James Phillips continues>  The United States has paid a heavy price in Iraq, but it risks paying an even heavier price if it pulls the plug on a young democratic government besieged by Islamic radicals and the remnants of Saddam’s dictatorship. Such an act of surrender would be a strategic, geopolitical, humanitarian, and moral disaster. Proponents of an immediate troop withdrawal underestimate the costs and risks of abdicating our security responsibilities in Iraq. Such a policy would be a huge boon for al-Qaeda in Iraq (AQI), which has been severely weakened by the American surge and the defection of many of its Sunni allies. Bin Laden would trumpet a U.S. retreat as a tremendous victory. Al-Qaeda and its allies would benefit from an influx of new recruits, eager to share in that victory. Without U.S. troops, Iraq likely would become a failed state, which AQI and other groups would exploit to launch attacks against Iraq’s neighbors and perhaps the United States. Jordan, Kuwait, and Saudi Arabia would face the most immediate threat, but Turkey, Egypt, and Israel would also face growing threats from Iraq-based terrorists. The big winners would be Iran and Syria, the world’s two leading state sponsors of terrorism, which would seek to turn Iraq into a stronghold for their terrorist surrogates, as they have done in Lebanon. While Iraq is not Germany or Japan, neither is it Vietnam. It has much greater geopolitical importance due to its political weight in the Arab world and strategic location in the Persian Gulf, the center of gravity of world oil production. Instability in Iraq could easily spill over to disrupt oil exports from other gulf states, imposing significant long term economic costs on oil importers. Unlike Vietnam, Iraq would export suicide bombers, not boat people. Unlike the Vietnamese communists, al-Qaeda has global ambitions, not merely regional goals. The surge has been a military success and has paved the way for an Iraqi political surge. In the last month, Iraq’s parliament has passed four laws that advance national reconciliation: de-baathification reform, a limited amnesty for detainees, provincial powers, and a budget that gives Iraq’s diverse constituencies an equitable share of oil revenues. Now that Iraq’s government is making progress, it would be a tragic mistake to abandon it and risk creating a much greater humanitarian catastrophe and a failed state that would serve as a springboard for exporting Islamic revolution and terrorism. 

2NC – US Presence Key

1NC 1 – Even if the United States is promoting terrorism, the troop presence does more good than harm. The United States military is the only thing keeping a lid on jihadist efforts – withdrawal undermines this effort and increases terrorism – turns case – that’s Byman and Pollack. And prefer our evidence, its comparative and concludes having the United States presence is net good. 
[     ] Military presence in Iraq is necessary to disrupt serious operational capacity of terrorist organizations—the USSR in Afghanistan proves

Daniel L. Byman - Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Saban Center for Middle East Policy; and Kenneth M. Pollack, Director of Research , Saban Center for Middle East Policy;July 2008 “Iraq’s Long-Term Impact on Jihadist Terrorism”; http://ann.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/618/1/55.pdf]

From the counterterrorism perspective, the case for leaving Iraq appears strong on the surface. Muslims who object to the U.S. occupation of one of the historic centers of the Muslim world would be appeased, removing at least one source of opposition to the United States. Resources devoted to Iraq could be used to fight bin Laden and affiliated jihadists in Afghanistan, Pakistan, and elsewhere, while the constant irritation in the relationship between the United States and its European allies would be removed. Unfortunately, a near-term American withdrawal from Iraq could create additional counterterrorism problems even as it solves others.3 The presence of American troops occupying one of the greatest states of the Arab heartland does inspire sizable numbers of Muslims to journey to Iraq to kill Americans—and their Shi’i and Kurdish allies—and boosts al Qaeda’s efforts to recruit new adherents around the world. At the same time, the American military presence in Iraq is a major inhibiting factor when it comes to the ability of al Qaeda and other Salafi jihadist groups to use Iraq as a base of operations from which to launch attacks on other nations, including the U.S. homeland. American forces and their Iraqi allies (especially since the “Anbar Awakening”) have killed large numbers of these men and keep the rest very well occupied. Although some attacks against other countries have been staged from Iraq, so far they have been few in number given the turbulence in that country. If the United States were to withdraw from Iraq altogether, the Salafi extremists would lose their recruiting poster but likely gain considerable freedom of action and improved ability to mount attacks abroad. This scenario would be similar to what happened in Afghanistan. During the 1979 to 1989 war, twenty-five to thirty thousand Arabs (and perhaps as many as seventy thousand foreign-born Muslims altogether) traveled to Afghanistan to wage jihad against the USSR (Bergen 2001, 55; Hoffman 2003, 9). During that time, these men were focused on the Soviets, and even leaders like bin Laden paid little attention to other enemies, such as the Saudis and the Americans. Once the Soviets withdrew, the vast majority of the Arabs and other foreign-born Muslims went home and gave up the fight. However, a hard core remained. Some members formed the organization we know as al Qaeda, which then turned its attention on other foes. Some continued to wage war in Afghanistan, this time as part of the civil war that followed the Soviet withdrawal, and eventually threw their support behind the Taliban. Other parts of the organization, however, turned their attention to other targets—initially Arab governments like Egypt and Saudi Arabia, but then the United States—and the anarchy of Afghanistan and the friendship of the Taliban gave them much greater ability to mount such attacks. Tens of thousands more Arabs came to train and fight during these periods of anarchy and Taliban rule. 

2NC Terrorism – Al Qaeda Victory Ext.

1NC 2 – A US withdrawal would be viewed as an American defeat and an Al Qaeda victory – this promotes recruitment and thereby increases terrorism – turns case – that’s Phillips 
[     ] US withdrawal would cause chaos and instability—it would be seen as a victory for Al Qaeda
Daniel L. Byman - Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Saban Center for Middle East Policy; and Kenneth M. Pollack, Director of Research , Saban Center for Middle East Policy;July 2008 “Iraq’s Long-Term Impact on Jihadist Terrorism”; http://ann.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/618/1/55.pdf]

In the realm of counterterrorism, the first blow of such a scenario would be to U.S. credibility. Al Qaeda and other Salafi extremists would tout a withdrawal as a victory, contending that the United States left under fire. Even though their actual role in the fighting was minimal, foreign fighters made similar claims with regard to the Soviets in Afghanistan and the United States in Somalia. Iraq is a far bigger conflict than any the United States previously waged in the Middle East. And because foreign terrorists have played such a significant part in Iraq, they would declare, with much fanfare, that the U.S. departure was a major victory for their cause. Bin Laden’s “success” would indicate that the United States would withdraw whenever it faces considerable resistance. Other Salafi extremists would thus be encouraged to foment unrest against other governments they oppose and against U.S. interventions such as those in Afghanistan and the Balkans. The lesson would be clear: push the United States and it will fold.4 At the same time, other Salafi jihadists in the Zarqawi mold would seek to foment a civil war, both because it would hasten a U.S. departure and because of their hatred for secular and Shi’i forces. They can be counted on to fuel the fire of extremism, making it difficult for moderate voices to be heard. If there is a bright side to civil war, it is that the global Salafi extremist movement could be diverted. As Zarqawi’s statements and deeds made clear, he and his followers were more hostile to the Shia, and perhaps to what he regarded as local apostate regimes, than to the United States. Without the U.S. presence, the fighters may focus on killing other Iraqis rather than killing Americans, and over time killing fellow Muslims could discredit their cause. This would plunge Iraq further into the nightmare of war, however. In addition, the Salafi jihadists and the rest of the opposition in Iraq have little to unify them beyond getting rid of the United States. Infighting would almost certainly increase should U.S. troops depart, while some foreign fighters would move on to other causes, such as the anti-Russian struggle in Chechnya, that do not directly threaten American lives and vital interests. We should not assume that all of Iraq would fall under the Salafi jihadists’ sway. The recent blows have diminished AQI’s strength, which even at its height had limits. Iraq’s Shi’i majority and large Kurdish population would fiercely resist AQI, as would many Sunni Arabs. However, some Sunnis would likely decide to shelve their grievances with the Salafi fighters in the name of making common cause against the Shia and Kurds. Even if the Salafi terrorist presence in Iraq remained limited to no more than a few thousand fighters, it would exert disproportionate influence in the absence of any alternative. 

***Solvency***

Solvency – Iraqi Stability
Plan can’t solve Iraqi stability- too many fundamental problems 

BBC Monitoring Europe, 7/4/09, "Turkish paper examines nation-building in Iraq accompanying US withdrawal", lexis, PK

The Iraqi Kurds have begun to take sides in these tensions over the past two years. Erbil regards Baghdad as the centre of Arab tyranny. Some Kurds even go so far as to call this "Arab imperialism." The rift with Baghdad is not simply the result of the failure to pass the oil bill or not leaving Kirkuk in the hands of the Kurds. The real problem stems from the Kurds …card continues wanting to maintain the extraordinary privileges they secured in 2003 once the Jan 2010 elections are over. Apart from the Kurds everyone else thinks that these privileges have created question marks over Iraq's territorial integrity. Up until now the Americans had given the Kurds a blank check, but they have now withdrawn that support. Mas'ud Barzani is less than happy and feels himself trapped inside Iraqi politics. While the American troops are pulling out a new process of "creating Iraqis" needs to begin in the country. Who is going to do this? Without doubt the Iraqis themselves. However, Iraq cannot do this alone because there are other schemes at play centring on Iraq. New alliances are being formed in order to reduce Iran's influence in Iraq and the region. Clearly, Iran is not going to accept this quietly. What the Americans expect in Iraq is an increase in "Arab influence" by which I mean the Sunni Arab states getting into contact with Iraqi groups and developing both economic and diplomatic relations. But which Sunni Arab country is going to do this? Any relationship with the Shi'i groups in Iraq means having to normalize relations with the Shi'i groups in their own countries. The Arab countries are not yet ready for this. Therefore, Turkey has some important tasks to perform. The establishment of "a greater national consensus" in Iraq depends on all the groups - Shi'i, Sunni, Turkoman, Christian etc - feeling safe and feeling like they belong to Iraq. Turkey is working really hard to this end. The Iraqis express this at every opportunity. However, is not going to be in the least bit easy to rebuild an Iraq where ethnic and sectarian identities all mean something within an overall Iraqi national identity.

AT: Iraqi Security Force

Iraqi Security Force not ready to handle Iraq on its own. Iraq’s military chief says US Presence is key

Associated Press. July 25th, 2010. The Associated Press. “Despite years of training, funding, Iraqi forces still struggling as US turns over mission” http://www.foxnews.com/world/2010/07/25/despite-years-training-funding-iraqi-forces-struggling-turns-mission/. 

MOSUL, Iraq (AP) — 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. To be sure, Iraq's security forces have made great strides since the 2003 fall of Saddam Hussein, after which his army was disbanded and the once-feared police were jeered as toothless. U.S. commanders say violence is down by more than half since a year ago, when American troops pulled out of Iraqi cities, and has dropped 90 percent since October 2007 — the peak of the U.S. military surge in Iraq. But bombings still happen almost daily across Iraq, often targeting the security forces. Drive-by shootings and kidnappings are common. And despite at least $22 billion the U.S. has spent on training and equipping the forces since 2004, many of the problems that have long plagued the army and police remain unresolved. The U.S. military, preparing to pull out completely by the end of 2011, has been promoting an image of a capable Iraqi security force. Barely a day passes without an announcement of the arrest or killing by homegrown security forces of insurgents, mostly suspects from al-Qaida in Iraq, as well as ordinary criminals.
ISF dependent on US Forces

Associated Press. July 25th, 2010. The Associated Press. “Despite years of training, funding, Iraqi forces still struggling as US turns over mission” http://www.foxnews.com/world/2010/07/25/despite-years-training-funding-iraqi-forces-struggling-turns-mission/. 

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.  
***Add-on Answers***

Europe Addon

1. Their Odom evidence assumes European relations will improve after 6 months – but the ev is from 2004 – which means that the relation improved by 2005 – there is a 5 year gap between the squo and the time Odom assumes – the Addon can’t happen

2. US Pullout strains Europe-US relations – prefer our ev – postdates by 5 years

Jeremy Black, professor of history at Exeter University and Foreign Policy Research Institute senior fellow “US-European relations 2009” April 2009
http://www.fpri.org/enotes/200904.black.useuropeanrelations2009.html U.S.-European Relations 2009 |DY
Equally, for the perspective of military hardware, given that the Europeans are in favor of investment policies that actually help to jump start the economy, the idea of modernizing their military is not that far off—for example, the notion of building aircraft carriers or new generations of army transport planes, both of which have been discussed in Europe and both of which Washington wants Europe to do, is actually not that foolish from the point of view of the European economy and politics. So there are things to play for there. As far as the European space itself is concerned, Washington has also told the Europeans pretty clearly that it’s up to them to sort out the Balkans at a policing level, and on the whole the Europeans are doing that—not terribly well, there is still instability in Kosovo, but on the whole the Europeans have taken the lift there. In a way, the model of what happened in the Balkans is a fairly good one if it can be made to succeed. The model is of the major power, in this case the U.S., providing the military technology and it is hoped the political willpower, to take the leading edge, and then clearing out and telling the others, “We’ve done our share, now you’ve got to do the policing share.” That is a sensible way for an imperial power to act. If, in contrast, you are a great power and you have to do all your own fighting, then things are seriously the matter. This was the case in Iraq in 2003, that despite having spent large sums of money on supporting the armies of Islamic states who are American allies—e.g., Turkey, Pakistan, Egypt—none of them were willing to send combat units to help the U.S. in Iraq. That is a political failure on the part of both them and the U.S.
Human Rights Addon

1. There are so many alt causes to Human Rights – anywhere from Darfur to North Korea to Haiti – there is no way that just by doing the plan extinction will be prevented

2. There ev does not assume the current situation in Iraq – it is from 2006 – prefer our evidence from August of 2010 which is right now – our ev takes into account the specific conditions of Iraq in context of a troop withdrawal
3. Iraq after US withdrawal will be most people’s idea of human rights hell
Rachel Schneller, FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICER, US STATE DEPARTMENT, CURRENTLY INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS FELLOW, COUNCIL ON FOREIGN RELATIONS,  August/September 2010 “IRAQ AND THE AMERICAN PULLOUT” | DY
The US should, however, withdraw responsibly. Our departure will have consequences for many Iraqis. To ignore our responsibilities would, in the words of US Congressman Brad Sherman, ‘Allow a human rights catastrophe to occur in Iraq just because we are in the process of leaving.’ Representative Sherman was referring to theMujahadeen-e-Khalq (MEK), about three thousand radical Iranians held in Camp Ashraf in Iraq who oppose the Iranian government. Baghdad has no sympathy for theMEK because it assisted Saddam Hussein in suppressing Iraqi Shi’a and Kurds. The US withdrawal could result in a piranha-like feeding frenzy as both Iraq and Iran exact revenge. MEK also participated in the 1979 take-over of the US Embassy in Tehran and so its members, as designated terrorists, are not eligible for resettlement in the US. Camp Ashraf, however, postpones the inevitable and risks becoming another Guantanamo Bay. MEK members who took part in acts of terror should face justice, possibly through an ad hoc United Nations tribunal that would ensure a fair trial. Those exonerated should then qualify for resettlement. Even more desperate than theMEK are the estimated one hundred thousand Sahwa members, Sunni insurgents who initially fought against Americans in 2003-4 but then cooperated with them against Al Qaeda from 2005-8. Al Qaeda targets Sahwa members for betraying them, Shi’a militias despise them for working with the Americans, and the Shi’a government is reluctant to include the former insurgents in either the police or security forces. LikeMEK, Sahwa insurgents do not qualify for resettlement in the US. However, without Sahwa’s assistance, US forces would almost certainly have been defeated. Having signed a deal with Sawha we should uphold our end of the bargain by protecting remaining members from being picked off by Al Qaeda or Shi’a militias.We should help Sahwa families join the US refugee programme; restrictions on resettlement should not apply to innocent spouses and children. The credibility of America as a strategic partner in the Gulf depends in large part on how we treat our Arab allies, including Sahwa members. As the military withdraws, thousands of Iraqis will lose their jobs as translators and assistants. Along with income loss they will face death threats for having worked with Americans and will no longer have the protection of nearby forces. Those who want to be resettled in the US should have quick and efficient access to the Refugee Assistance Program. For those who do not wish to leave Iraq, generous severance packages should be negotiated, taking into account their increased need for security as US troops depart. On August 31, theremay not yet be a new government to escort the US out, let alone take responsibility for the country’s security. People will undoubtedly still suffer fromsevere electricity shortages, with no air conditioning or refrigeration formost at the hottest time of the year. Clean water will be scarce and crops will be dying. There will be long, angry lines at fuel stations, rubbishmounting in the streets, and occasional explosions with accompanying screams and sirens. Basically,most people’s idea of hell. But separate wemust.
Oil Addon
1. Resource wars will not happen because of US withdrawal – Broder doesn’t specify US troops withdrawal scenarios

2. Oil Shocks don’t lead to global depressions anymore – economic cycles check

NATIONAL PETROLEUM COUNCIL, MACROECONOMIC SUGROUP OF THE NPC COMMITTEE ON GLOBAL OIL AND GAS 07/18/07 “REFERENCE REPORT #33 OIL SHOCKS AND THE GLOBAL BUSINESS CYCLE” |DY

http://www.npc.org/Study_Topic_Papers/33-Macro-Oil-Shocks.pdf
World oil prices have more than tripled since 2002 and recently topped a nominal record high $75/bbl. The cumulative increase is approaching that of the 1970s, which produced two, deep global recessions, and an unprecedented surge in worldwide inflation. And yet, the performance of the global economy during the 2000s has been strikingly different from that time. Global growth, while sluggish early on, has averaged 3.7% since mid-2003, which is well above trend. There has been little net change in the rate of core CPI inflation, although the headline rate has risen modestly. Many factors probably contributed to the different outcomes in the two periods, including the difference in energy intensity, the rapidity of the price rise, and geopolitical tensions. However, the most striking difference is that when oil prices surged in the early and late 1970s, the world economy already was overheated. In this environment, the price rise acted as an accelerant, amplifying latecycle dynamics already threatening to undermine the expansion. In contrast, when oil prices began to climb in the 2000s, the global recovery was in its infancy and deflation was the principal worry. Indeed, the hallmark of this expansion to date has been reduced unit labor cost growth, stable core inflation, and resurgent corporate profitability. The economy’s recent success in absorbing higher energy prices does not necessarily extend to the future. With the global expansion over four years old and utilization rates back above long-term norms, there is a bigger risk of passthrough to core consumer prices, inflation expectations, and labor costs. This would trigger a more forceful response from central banks and from financial markets in general.
***Counterplans***
1NC - Kirkuk PIC (1/2)

The United States Federal Government should withdraw all forces from Iraq except those located in Kirkuk in accordance with the timetables specified by the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA).  

Maintaining troops in Kirkuk key to put a lid on Arab-Kurd conflict. 
The World Tribune. 5/16/2010. “Continued U.S. presence urged for northern Iraq to secure oil sector”
.

http://www.worldtribune.com/worldtribune/WTARC/2010/me_iraq0317_04_16.asp. 
The U.S. military should maintain a major presence in the disputed oil capital in northern Iraq, according to a new report.   ShareThis The report by the Washington Institute for Near East Policy said the U.S. military must maintain a significant presence in the northern Iraqi city of Kirkuk even beyond 2011. Under a 2008 accord, the U.S. military was scheduled to leave Iraq by 2012. "Maintaining a U.S. military presence in Kirkuk would provide vital crisis-management and confidence-building support in the province's sensitive security zones for years to come," the report, titled "Kirkuk in Transition," said. 
 The report said the U.S. military has been keeping a lid on tension between Arabs and Kurds in the Kirkuk region. Since January 2010, U.S. forces have also supported the deployment of the Kirkuk Combined Security Force, designed to eventually comprise six 100-man units, with each comprising 33-man detachments from the Iraqi army, Iraqi police and Kurdish militia, known as Peshmerga.  "Washington should retain a brigade-level 'engagement headquarters' in Kirkuk under the terms of a future U.S.-Iraqi security agreement," the report, authored by Michael Knights and Ahmed Ali, said.  So far, the United States has been recognized as a credible mediator in the conflict between Arabs and Kurds over control of Kirkuk. The report said Kirkuk police chiefs have allowed U.S. forces to operate more freely than in other areas of Iraq.  "In essence, Kurdish-led, multi-ethnic police forces have provided the Iraqi lead on security in Kirkuk city since 2003, when the Peshmerga pushed aside the Baath military's 'cordon of security' to the northwest and east," the report said. "The U.S. military has consistently employed a light touch in Kirkuk, regarding the city as being in safe hands due to the fraternal postwar relations between American and Kurdish forces."  The institute recommended that the U.S. military establish a special training mission in Kirkuk and ensure that it remains in place even after most other forces have left Iraq. The report said this should be done as close as possible to the Dec. 31, 2011, withdrawal deadline.  The report also recommended that Washington and U.S. oil companies help train residents of the Kirkuk region in managing the oil sector. Oil from Kirkuk reaches the international market through Turkey in the north.  "The U.S. government and American oil companies should develop a trilateral industry training initiative involving U.S. partners, Iraq's Northern Oil Co., and the Kurdistan National Oil Co.," the report said. 

1NC - Kirkuk PIC (2/2)

2. Kirkuk would be the starting place of an Iraqi Civil War. Maintaining peace in Kirkuk is critical to overall Iraqi stability, and the United States Army is the only thing preventing this. 

Nick McDonell – staff writer for Time Magazine. 3/24/2009. Time Magazine. “The U.S. Military: Mediating Between Kurds and Arabs”. http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1887307,00.html
But trust between the U.S. and the various Iraqi Security Forces is becoming less important to the country's future as a countdown begins to major U.S. withdrawal in 2010 and 2011. The real problem is likely to emerge between the Iraqis themselves — particularly between Arabs and Kurds. According to Gen. Caslen the Multi-National Division North Commander, conflict between Arabs and Kurds is "the most dangerous course for Iraq right now. It is very dangerous, very serious, and it is going to require a lot of action and transparency to deal with the issue." (See a month-by-month catalog of America's six years in Iraq.)

The biggest issue is the fight for the oil beneath Kirkuk, to the southwest, but even in Mosul, a Kurdish Commander in the Iraqi army expressed deep concerns. "Tomorrow," Col. Hazar, a Kurdish member of the Iraqi Army 5th Battalion told me, "if [Prime Minister Nouri al-] Maliki transferred an Arab battalion up here, then we could not trust these people because they would use violence against us." (See a video on Iraq, six years after the U.S. invasion.)

I was a little surprised to hear this from Col. Hazar. I had spent the day walking through the Colonel's area of operations, in the mixed Arab-Kurdish (though mostly Kurdish) towns of Karach and Machmour, south of Mosul. Everyone I spoke with who was even remotely connected to the military or government assured me, at least to start, that in these areas, Arabs and Kurds were like brothers and had lived together for hundreds of years. "The problems are government problems," said Saber Sharif Ahmed, a Kurdish primary school teacher, before introducing me to the local secondary school teacher, who was an Arab. "See? The school, the hospital, all is for both of us."

But in almost every case, after talk of brotherhood came talk of war. Over tea in a small Iraqi Army station in Wana, a gray town on the northern outskirts of town, I watched Kurdish Peshmerga and U.S. Infantry officers discuss the continuing insurgency efforts with the Iraqi Army. "We are one army. But even if you gave millions of dollars to this area, there would still be problems here," said Walleed Rasheed, a member of the Peshmerga who identified himself simply as a soldier. "When the U.S. Army leaves this area, the terrorists will kill a lot of people." The officer sitting next to him, Capt. Afar, added, "We don't want the United States to leave." Across the city, none of the Kurds I spoke to want the Americans to leave.

2NC Kirkuk PIC Impact Ext. 

Kirkuk would be the starting point of an Iraqi civil war. Kirkuk instability would spread over the entire country and region – 1NC McDonell

[     ] Kirkuk war is greatest threat – US presence key to prevent the war. 
Walter L. Perry et. al, Stuart E. Johnson, Keith Crane, David C. Gompert, John Gordon IV, Robert E. Hunter, Dalia Dassa Kaye, Terrence K. Kelly, Eric Peltz, Howard J. Shatz 2009 RAND “Withdrawing from Iraq Alternative Schedules, Associated Risks, and Mitigating Strategies” http://cndi-2010-regents-lab.googlegroups.com/web/%5Bcracked%5D+Rand+-+pace+of+withdrawal.pdf?gda=1aSYDV4AAADTlMLHliH-dJwK2Q0-hOIZH5z1w-5zG4cW2u6-xyZHZ-rE9WwinjHJKzfpUVIu-9v6TAj1hlrDW5a2CkyYMAf2BHzk6IhDeEVvDqHItbxTGuOwpdWz5ftt1dlzlu5J-bE
The greatest threat to stability would be an Arab-Kurdish conflict, which could arise from a potentially dangerous combination of unsettled issues. The status of Kirkuk is still contentious. The Kurds regard this important city and oil-rich region to be traditionally part of their territory. Continued Kurdish encroachment into this and other contested areas could lead to conflict that could be started by an incident that, though minor itself, unleashes a chain of uncontrollable events and eventually leads to conflict. Tensions could rise to a dangerous level if the Kurds are marginalized in the GoI and in the ISF. A Sunni-Shi’a Arab alliance that manifests itself in a federal government that excludes Kurdish parties or in a de facto exclusion of Kurds from ISF units outside of the Kurdish region could create conditions for conflict over the contested areas. If the Kurds also conclude that their military position relative to the ISF will deteriorate, eventually leaving Kurdistan vulnerable, they could deduce that the next few years present the best, and last, opportunity to secure the long-term freedom, safety, and prosperity of Iraqi Kurds, including by obtaining Kirkuk and other disputed areas. The departure of U.S. forces from contested areas in the north could leave the Kurds feeling less secure yet less constrained. Accordingly, maintaining significant U.S. forces in this area for some time, while transitioning to an embedded presence, would be prudent.
[     ] Kurdish-Arab conflict in Iraq kills Iraqi stability 
Walter L. Perry et. al, Stuart E. Johnson, Keith Crane, David C. Gompert, John Gordon IV, Robert E. Hunter, Dalia Dassa Kaye, Terrence K. Kelly, Eric Peltz, Howard J. Shatz 2009 RAND “Withdrawing from Iraq Alternative Schedules, Associated Risks, and Mitigating Strategies” http://cndi-2010-regents-lab.googlegroups.com/web/%5Bcracked%5D+Rand+-+pace+of+withdrawal.pdf?gda=1aSYDV4AAADTlMLHliH-dJwK2Q0-hOIZH5z1w-5zG4cW2u6-xyZHZ-rE9WwinjHJKzfpUVIu-9v6TAj1hlrDW5a2CkyYMAf2BHzk6IhDeEVvDqHItbxTGuOwpdWz5ftt1dlzlu5J-bE
The greatest threat to stability would be a Kurdish-Arab conflict, which could arise from a potentially dangerous combination of unsettled issues, including the explosive Kirkuk; continued Kurdish encroachment in contested areas; Kurdish– al-Da’wa animosity and marginalization of the Kurds in the GoI and the ISF; SunniShi’a Arab rapprochement; a tipping of Kurdish strategy from that of Talabani (who advocates active participation in the central government) to that of Barzani (who prioritizes security in Kurdistan). If the Kurds also conclude that their political and military position vis-à-vis the GoI and the ISF will deteriorate in the years ahead, eventually leaving Kurdistan vulnerable, they could deduce that the next few years present the best, and last, opportunity to obtain what territory they must—i.e., Kirkuk and other disputed areas—to secure the long-term freedom, safety, and prosperity of Iraqi Kurds. The departure of U.S. forces from contested areas in the north could leave the Kurds feeling less secure yet less constrained. Accordingly, maintaining a significant U.S. presence in this area for some time, while building up a robust embedded presence in both the ISF and the Peshmerga, would be prudent. Some such arrangement, whether U.S. or third party, will probably be needed beyond 2011.

Keep Some Troops CP

The United States Federal Government should withdraw all but 50,000 troops from Iraq in accordance with the timetables specified by the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA).  

Keeping 50,000 troops key to training ISF, counterterrorism, deterring Middle East war, and to move Iraq forward politically. We have a solvency advocate. 

Thomas E. Ricks - senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security, covered the war in Iraq for The Washington Post, writes the Best Defense blog for Foreign Policy magazine. 2/23/2010. The New York Times Editorial. “Extending our Stay in Iraq”. http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/24/opinion/24ricks.html?pagewanted=2. 

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. 
***Israel DA***

1NC Israel DA
1. US troops deter Irsrael attack on Iran - Withdrawal allows Israel to strike 

Ricks 10 – Pulitzer prize winner former reporter for the Wall Street Journal and Washington Post (Thomas, March 4, “Will Tehran push Baghdad to re-open the SOFA with the crusaders in 2011?”, http://ricks.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/03/04/will_tehran_push_baghdad_to_re_open_the_sofa_with_the_crusaders_in_2011 |JC), 

Last night I was reading a very thorough analysis of Iraqi politics by Judith Yaphe, who has forgotten more about Iraq than I will ever know. She made one point in particular that struck me: Regardless of who wins the election, Baghdad will not have a military capable of defending it against external threats by the time the SOFA expires [at the end of 2011, when all U.S. military forces are supposed to be out of Iraq]. It will have no real control over its air space . . . . Think of that. On Jan. 1, 2012, when, some say, there will be no more Status of Forces Agreement, there really will be very little to prevent Israeli aircraft from zipping right through Iraqi air space and onto targets in Iran. And if American forces are out, no one can blame the Americans for allowing it to happen . . . . But if Iraq re-opens the SOFA and negotiates a substantial continued U.S. presence, the door for potential Israeli air strikes stays closed. I can just see the commander of the Quds Force telling Iraqi officials, "Hey, you got to get President Obama to have them stay." I also was struck by Yaphe's assessment of Iraq's oil future. Bluntly put, OPEC would just as soon Iraq stay out of the market as a supplier. If and when Iraq comes on line, she implies, oil prices are gonna plummet. Hence, "Iraq is . . . vulnerable to threats from neighbors seeking to thwart its export ambitions." So, it seems to me, Iran and Saudi Arabia both have an incentive to see continued turmoil in Iraq. Kuwait doesn't even need an excuse to find ways to undercut Iraq. (But I would like to open a bar in Kuwait one day called "The 19th Province.") Meanwhile, I see that Ms. Helene "Sugar Beach" Cooper and one of her posse have caught up, sort of, with my item from last week about Gen. Odierno asking for more combat troops in Iraq after the August deadline. She is a good soul so I am not gonna cavil about her taking a week to get it, sort of. But it isn't a "contingency plan," it was a request.   
2. An Israeli attack on Iran would lead to a catastrophic war and encourages Iranian nuclear development. 
Paul Rogers - Professor of Peace Studies at the University of Bradford and Global Security Consultant to Oxford Research Group (ORG). professor in the department of peace studies at Bradford University openDemocracy's international-security editor, and has been writing a weekly column on global security since 26 September 2001. 7/15/2010OpenDemocracy. “Israel vs Iran: fallout of a war”. http://www.opendemocracy.net/paul-rogers/israel-vs-iran-fallout-of-war.
Even a major Israeli attack would be inconclusive. Israel would within months need to start bombing again in order to complete an unfinished job, and at that stage Iran would likely be most ready to consider wider responses. They include provoking a worldwide oil crisis; its ability to disrupt oil exports from the Gulf suggests that this would not be difficult. The economic consequences would be formidable (see “Asymmetric war: Iran and the new normal”, 8 July 2010). Military Action Against Iran: Impact and Effects concludes that a war to curb Iran’s nuclear ambitions will “lead to sustained conflict and regional instability”, and that it is “unlikely to prevent the eventual acquisition of nuclear weapons by Iran and might even encourage it.” Thus, “military action against Iran should be ruled out as a means of responding to its possible nuclear ambitions.” The crisis sparked by an Israeli assault on Iran could indeed become at least as destructive as have been the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan over the past decade. The fact that the United States and Israel itself are using an undefined threat of military action to reinforce diplomatic pressure on Tehran actually makes other approaches more difficult. This predicament has to be faced, and innovative thinking needed soon, if the region and the world are to avoid catastrophe.  
3. Iranian nuclear weapon development causes a regional nuclear arms race and exponentially increases the risk of nuclear terror and proliferation   

Bowman 8 - a major and strategic plans and policy officer in the U.S. Army.  As an assistant professor of American Politics, Policy, and Strategy and an academic counselor in the department of social sciences at the United States Military Academy at West Point (Bradley, Spring, “After Iraq: Future U.S. Military Posture in the Middle East” The Washington Quarterly, http://www.twq.com/08spring/docs/08spring_bowman.pdf |JC), 

Although these concerns should not be prematurely discounted, little evidence exists to suggest that Iran would take such steps that would virtually guarantee Iran’s destruction. Iranian development of nuclear weapons, however, would most likely lead to a more aggressive Iranian foreign policy, could potentially spark a regional nuclear arms race, and would increase the likelihood that nuclear technology or materials could inadvertently end up in the hands of terrorist groups such as Hizballah or al Qaeda. Given the nature of the Iranian political and military establishment, it is entirely plausible that a disenchanted, corrupt, or ideologically motivated group of actors could transfer key nuclear technology, materials, or weapons without the knowledge of the Iranian leaders, similar to A. Q. Khan’s behavior in Pakistan. As more states obtain nuclear weapons and as nuclear technology and expertise become increasingly available, the chance that a nuclear transfer could lead to a successful attack against the United States and its friends increases.
4. Proliferation leads to extinction

Utgoff 2 (Victor A., Summer 2002, Survival, p.87-90 Victor A Utgoff, Deputy Director of Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of Institute for Defense Analysis, Summer 2002, Survival, p.87-90) 

In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed towards a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear “six shooters” on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather together on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.

2NC Israeli Attack Impact Ext. 
An Israeli attack on Iran causes Middle Eastern instability and causes mass death. 
Cristopher Dickey - Newsweek's Paris bureau chief and Middle East regional editor. He reports on European politics, economy, society and new technologies, as well as developing stories throughout North Africa, the Near East and the Persian Gulf. March 18, 2010. Newsweek. “A Third Muslim-World War?” http://www.newsweek.com/2010/03/17/a-third-muslim-world-war.html
U.S. military planners have little doubt that an Israeli air campaign against Iranian nuclear facilities would provoke Iranian retaliation against Saudi Arabia and other major oil producers allied with the United States. American efforts to stabilize Afghanistan and Iraq, both of which border Iran, would come under threat. And there would be no way that any U.S. administration, after so many decades pledging undying support for Israel, could make a convincing claim in Muslim eyes that it was not complicit in the attack. One of the cardinal rules of realism in international politics—and Obama and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton both pride themselves on their realism—is "never allow a weak ally to make decisions for you." Political scientist Hans J. Morgenthau wrote in his classic Politics Among Nationsthat great powers "lose their freedom of action by identifying their own national interests completely with those of a weak ally." And for all its bluster, Israel is, at the end of the day, a tiny country with a population smaller than that of New York City. "Secure in the support of its powerful friend, the weak ally can choose the objectives and methods of its foreign policy to suit itself," Morgenthau warned. "The powerful nation then finds it must support interests not its own and that it is unable to compromise on issues that are vital not to itself, but only to its ally."

Netanyahu wants to make sure that his priorities are America's priorities on many issues. So he and his supporters argue that if they're forced to make concessions that would create an independent, viable, contiguous Palestinian state, Israel would feel so insecure that it would have to attack Iran to protect itself—no matter what the implications for Americans and their men and women in the field. "On both sides they are talking in terms of life and death," Benn wrote in Haaretz a couple of days ago. "Netanyahu's backers charge [President Barack] Obama with sentencing Israel to death via the Iranian nuclear program and 'Auschwitz borders' from which rockets would be fired [by Palestinians] onto Tel Aviv and Ben-Gurion International Airport. For their part, the Americans warn that Israel's desire for settlements is endangering their soldiers in Afghanistan and Iraq."
2NC Nuclear Terrorism Impact Ext. 

Nuclear terrorism causes extinction

Sid-Ahmed 4 (Mohamed, Managing Editor for Al-Ahali, political analyst, “Extinction!” August 26-September 1, Issue no. 705, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm)

What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.

2NC Iran Prolif I/L Ext. 
An Israeli attack on Iran would cause Iran to withdraw from the NPT and would encourage nuclear weapon development. 

Paul Rogers - Professor of Peace Studies at the University of Bradford and Global Security Consultant to Oxford Research Group (ORG). professor in the department of peace studies at Bradford University. openDemocracy's international-security editor, and has been writing a weekly column on global security since 26 September 2001. 6/2/2010. The Oxford Research Group. “MILITARY ACTION AGAINST IRAN: IMPACT AND EFFECTS”. http://kms1.isn.ethz.ch/serviceengine/Files/ISN/118846/ipublicationdocument_singledocument/6d92db35-e006-4e62-81b1-1a1032413436/en/10-07-Iran.pdf
In attacking Iranian nuclear and missile facilities, Israel would recognise the risk of an indirect response from Hezbollah in Lebanon. In order to pre-empt this, Israel might act first in order to destroy as much of Hezbollah’s missiles as possible, especially in view of the rapid increase in the missile armaments since the 2006 war. (26) There have been reliable reports that the Israeli Defence Forces have developed comprehensive plans for a large-scale campaign that would see “an all-out assault on the party’s arsenals, command centres, commercial assets and strongholds throughout the country.” (27) Given that Hezbollah will have planned to counter such an operation, it should be assumed that the resulting conflict will be protracted. IRANIAN RESPONSES The effect of the attacks on Iran would almost certainly not be the wholesale destruction of Iranian nuclear capabilities, yet there would be considerable damage done in terms of physical infrastructure. There would also be many civilian casualties, both directly in terms of civilians working on Iran’s nuclear programme, but also their families as their living quarters were hit, and secretaries, cleaners, labourers and others in research stations, university departments and factories. These more general impacts would be common knowledge within in Iran and also widely reported across the Middle East, not least by the 24-hour Press TV Iranian News Channel. In terms of Iranian responses, there are two areas in which these can be confidently expected, together with a number of options that may be utilised over a range of timescales. The first immediate response would be a withdrawal from the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, a process requiring ninety days notice. This would be a clear signal that Iran no longer felt bound by the Treaty, especially having been attacked by a country that has never signed the Treaty. Iran could claim justification for the decision since Article X of the Treaty requires that a state intending to withdraw gives reasons for that decision, such as if “extraordinary events related to the subject matter of this treaty have jeopardized the supreme interests of its country.” The second, and closely related, response would be an immediate decision to prioritise the development of nuclear weapons to deter further attacks. Such development might use deeply-buried facilities that are reported to be under construction. Indeed, it is probable that the Iranian nuclear planners have long assumed that a military assault was likely and that plans have been made to ensure survival and reinvigoration of a core part of any potential weapons capability. 
2NC Iran Prolif Impact Ext. (1/2)
Iranian Prolif Bad  - 

A. Middle East proliferation – deterrence will fail

Graham Allison -  Director, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs; Douglas Dillon Professor of Government; Faculty Chair, Dubai Initiative, Harvard Kennedy School. 3/12/2006. Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs – John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University. “The Nightmare This Time”. http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/1525/nightmare_this_time.html?breadcrumb=/experts/952/rami_khouri%3Fback_url%3D%252Fpublication%252F20266%252Ffadlallahs_inspiring_life%253Fbreadcrumb%253D%25252Fproject%25252F53%25252Fdubai_initiative%26back_text%3DBack%2520to%2520publication)
“
Indeed, the emergence of a nuclear-armed Iran would have a chain-effect, generating further nuclear proliferation in the immediate region. Middle Eastern leaders, who invariably display high threat perceptions, are unlikely to look nonchalantly on a nuclear Iran. States such asTurkey, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and, of course, Iraq would hardly be persuaded by the United States that it can provide a nuclear umbrella against Iranian nuclear blackmail or actual nuclear attack. American extended deterrence is very problematic in the Middle East.[16] Therefore, these states would not resist the temptation to counter Iranian influence by adopting similar nuclear postures.  The resulting scenario of a multi-polar nuclear Middle East would be a recipe for disaster. This strategic prognosis is a result of two factors: a) the inadequacy of a defensive posture against nuclear tipped missiles, and b) the difficulties surrounding the establishment of stable nuclear deterrence in the region.


B. Arms race and nuclear war 
UN Secretary General Kofi Annan's High Level Panel on Threats, Challenges, and Change warned in December 2004 that current developments in Iran and North Korea threatened to erode the entire nonproliferation regime to a point of 'irreversibility" that could trigger a 'cascade of proliferation." If Iran crosses its nuclear finish line, a Middle Eastern cascade of new nuclear weapons states could produce the first multiparty nuclear arms race, far more volatile than the Cold War competition between the US and USSR. Given Egypt's historic role as the leader of the Arab Middle East, the prospects of it living unarmed alongside a nuclear Persia are very low. The International Atomic Energy Agency's reports of clandestine nuclear experiments hint that Cairo may have considered this possibility. Were Saudi Arabia to buy a dozen nuclear warheads that could be mated to the Chinese medium-range ballistic missiles it purchased secretly in the 1980s, few in the American intelligence community would be surprised. Given its role as the major financier of Pakistan's clandestine nuclear program in the 1980s, it is not out of the question that Riyadh and Islamabad have made secret arrangements for this contingency. In 1962, bilateral competition between the US and the Soviet Union led to the Cuban missile crisis, which historians now call 'the most dangerous moment in human history." After the crisis, President Kennedy estimated the likelihood of nuclear war as 'between 1 in 3 and even." A multiparty nuclear arms race in the Middle East would be like playing Russian roulette with five bullets in a six-chamber revolver-dramatically increasing the likelihood of a regional nuclear war

C. Nuclear terrorism escalating to nuclear war
Stanley Kurtz -  senior fellow at the Ethics and Public Policy Center. 8/28/2006. National Review Online. “Our Fallout-Shelter Future”. http://article.nationalreview.com/289370/our-fallout-shelter-future/stanley-kurtz
Rosen assumes (rightly I believe) that proliferation is unlikely to stop with Iran. Once Iran gets the bomb, Turkey and Saudi Arabia are likely to develop their own nuclear weapons, for self-protection, and so as not to allow Iran to take de facto cultural-political control of the Muslim world. (I think you’ve got to at least add Egypt to this list.) With three, four, or more nuclear states in the Muslim Middle East, what becomes of deterrence? A key to deterrence during the Cold War was our ability to know who had hit whom. With a small number of geographically separated nuclear states, and with the big opponents training satellites and specialized advance-guard radar emplacements on each other, it was relatively easy to know where a missile had come from. But what if a nuclear missile is launched at the United States from somewhere in a fully nuclearized Middle East, in the middle of a war in which, say, Saudi Arabia and Iran are already lobbing conventional missiles at one another? Would we know who had attacked us? Could we actually drop a retaliatory nuclear bomb on someone without being absolutely certain? And as Rosen asks, What if the nuclear blow was delivered against us by an airplane or a cruise missile? It might be almost impossible 
to trace the attack back to its source with certainty, especially in the midst of an ongoing conventional conflict. MORE TERROR 
[Article Continues. No Text Removed.]

2NC Iran Prolif Impact Ext. (2/2)
[Article Continues. No Text Removed.]
We’re familiar with the horror scenario of a Muslim state passing a nuclear bomb to terrorists for use against an American city. But imagine the same scenario in a multi-polar Muslim nuclear world. With several Muslim countries in possession of the bomb, it would be extremely difficult to trace the state source of a nuclear terror strike. In fact, this very difficulty would encourage states (or ill-controlled elements within nuclear states — like Pakistan’s intelligence services or Iran’s Revolutionary Guards) to pass nukes to terrorists. The tougher it is to trace the source of a weapon, the easier it is to give the weapon away. In short, nuclear proliferation to multiple Muslim states greatly increases the chances of a nuclear terror strike. Right now, the Indians and Pakistanis “enjoy” an apparently stable nuclear stand-off. Both countries have established basic deterrence, channels of communication, and have also eschewed a potentially destabilizing nuclear arms race. Attacks by Kashmiri militants in 2001 may have pushed India and Pakistan close to the nuclear brink. Yet since then, precisely because of the danger, the two countries seem to have established a clear, deterrence-based understanding. The 2001 crisis gives fuel to proliferation pessimists, while the current stability encourages proliferation optimists. Rosen points out, however, that a multi-polar nuclear Middle East is unlikely to follow the South Asian model. Deep mutual suspicion between an expansionist, apocalyptic, Shiite Iran, secular Turkey, and the Sunni Saudis and Egyptians (not to mention Israel) is likely to fuel a dangerous multi-pronged nuclear arms race. Larger arsenals mean more chance of a weapon being slipped to terrorists. The collapse of the world’s non-proliferation regime also raises the chances that nuclearization will spread to Asian powers like Taiwan and Japan. And of course, possession of nuclear weapons is likely to embolden Iran, especially in the transitional period before the Saudis develop weapons of their own. Like Saddam, Iran may be tempted to take control of Kuwait’s oil wealth, on the assumption that the United States will not dare risk a nuclear confrontation by escalating the conflict. If the proliferation optimists are right, then once the Saudis get nukes, Iran would be far less likely to make a move on nearby Kuwait. On the other hand, to the extent that we do see conventional war in a nuclearized Middle East, the losers will be sorely tempted to cancel out their defeat with a nuclear strike. There may have been nuclear peace during the Cold War, but there were also many “hot” proxy wars. If conventional wars break out in a nuclearized Middle East, it may be very difficult to stop them from escalating into nuclear confrontations.
Politics Link

SOFA is Bipartisan—Republicans and Democrats Cooperated and Compromised to Accomplish Goals

Huffington Post, 7/30/10, “Good News From Iraq,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/chris-weigant/good-news-from-iraq_b_631510.html

Our actual "timetable for withdrawal" in Iraq was set in stone by none other than President George W. Bush, right before he left office. Less than two months before Obama's inauguration, Bush signed a "Status Of Forces Agreement" (SOFA) with the Iraqi government. This document covers all the legalities of American forces in Iraq, and it charts the end of American involvement in the country with very specific milestones. The first of these was met last summer, when American forces withdrew from Iraqi cities, and handed over control of many operations to the Iraqi government and the Iraqi military. The final milestone will be reached at the end of 2011, when all American troops are slated to be gone from Iraq for good. The upcoming milestone of reducing American forces to 50,000 troops is not explicitly spelled out in the SOFA, but rather was imposed by President Obama when, shortly after taking office, he announced his plans for withdrawing from Iraq. He backtracked on his initial "one brigade a month" idea, and delayed beginning the accelerated withdrawal until after the Iraqis held national elections. Instead, Obama committed to the end of August of this year as a milestone date for the 50,000 troop level. Two months out, we are 32,000 troops away from achieving this goal, and the Pentagon seems fully confident that they can reach it. Moving that many troops out in two months will be a challenge (the logistics alone are daunting), but the official word is that we're on track to meet this challenge. What's amazing is how uncontroversial the entire operation has been. At the same time that Senate Republicans are voicing loud disagreement over any such withdrawal timetables when it comes to Afghanistan, we are about to meet a big milestone in our withdrawal timetable for Iraq -- and it doesn't even rate a mention. Obama, the pundits say, is trying to "have it both ways" on his position on the Afghanistan withdrawal (slated for July of next year). He is trying to placate critics on the right by saying "we're not going to turn out the lights and disappear overnight" -- in other words, answering the same "precipitous withdrawal" criticism leveled at him during the campaign over the Iraq withdrawal. But, at the same time, Vice President Joe Biden is out there reassuring the left that Obama is not going to just pull ten soldiers out of Afghanistan and say "see, we've started the withdrawal," and is privately telling folks that a goodly number of troops will indeed be coming home on this schedule. Hence the "having it both ways" critique. 
***Generics***
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1. U.S. military primacy is high – an aggressive force posture makes it sustainable, and there are no challengers

Brooks and Wohlforth 2008 [Stephen G. and William C., Profs. Gov’t @ Dartmouth, World out of Balance, p. 28-9]

The United States spends more on defense than all the other major military powers combined, and most of those powers are its allies. Its massive investments in the human, institutional, and technological requisites of military power, cumulated over many decades, make an effort to match U.S. capabilities even more daunting than the grit spending numbers imply. Military research and development (R&D) may best capture the scale of the long-term investments that give United States a dramatic qualitative edge in military capabilities. table 2.1 shows, in 2004 U.S. military R&D expenditures were me than six times greater than those of Germany, Japan, France, and Britain combined. By some estimates over half the military R&D expenditures in the world are American.' And this disparity has been sustained for decades: over the past 30 years, for example, the United States has harvested over three times more than the entire European Union on military R&D.'5

These vast commitments have created a preeminence in military capabilities vis-à-vis all the other major powers that is unique after the seventeenth century. While other powers could contest US forces near their homelands, especially over issues on which nuclear deterrence is credible, the United States is and will long remain the only state capable of projecting major military power globally.  This capacity arises from “command of the commons” –that is, unassailable military dominance over the sea, air, and space.  As Barry Posen puts it,

“Command of the commons is the key military enabler of the US global power position.  It allows the United States to exploit more fully other sources of power including its own economic and military might as well as the economic and military might of its allies.  Command of the commons also helps the United States to weaken its adversaries, by restricting their access to economic, military and political assistance….Command of the commons provides the United States with more useful military potential for a hegemonic foreign policy than any other offshore power has ever had.
2. Withdrawal from Iraq will create a failed state power vacuum to be filled by regional powers diminishing U.S. primacy and influence in the region.

Gygriel 09 (Jacob, July, George H.W. Bush associate professor of international relations at Johns Hopkins University's School of Advanced International Studies, Vacuum Wars the coming competition over failed states, http://www.the-american-interest.com/article.cfm?piece=622)

Another example could arise in Iraq. If the United States fails to stabilize the situation and withdraws, or even merely scales down its military presence too quickly, one outcome could be the collapse of the central government in Baghdad. The resulting vacuum would be filled by militias and other groups, who would engage in violent conflict for oil, political control and sectarian revenge. This tragic situation would be compounded if Iran and Saudi Arabia, the two regional powers with the most direct interests in the outcome, entered the fray more directly than they have so far.

In sum, there are many more plausible scenarios in which a failed state could become a playground of both regional and great power rivalry, which is why we urgently need to dust off the traditional view of failed states and consider its main features as well as its array of consequences.

The traditional view starts from a widely shared assumption that, as nature abhors vacuums, so does the international system. As Richard Nixon once said to Mao Zedong, “In international relations there are no good choices. One thing is sure—we can leave no vacuums, because they can be filled.”6 The power vacuums created by failed states attract the interests of great powers because they are an easy way to expand their spheres of influence while weakening their opponents or forestalling their intervention. A state that decides not to fill a power vacuum is effectively inviting other states to do so, thereby potentially decreasing its own relative power.

This simple, inescapable logic is based on the view that international relations are essentially a zero-sum game: My gain is your loss. A failed state creates a dramatic opportunity to gain something, whether natural resources, territory or a strategically pivotal location. The power that controls it first necessarily increases its own standing relative to other states. As Walter Lippmann wrote in 1915,the anarchy of the world is due to the backwardness of weak states; . . . the modern nations have lived in armed peace and collapsed into hideous warfare because in Asia, Africa, the Balkans, Central and South America there are rich territories in which weakness invites exploitation, in which inefficiency and corruption invite imperial expansion, in which the prizes are so great that the competition for them is to the knife.7

The threat posed by failed states, therefore, need not emanate mainly from within. After all, by definition a failed state is no longer an actor capable of conducting a foreign policy. It is a politically inert geographic area whose fate is dependent on 

the actions of others. The main menace to international security stems from competition between these “others.” As Arnold

[Article Continues. No Text Removed]
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Wolfers put it in 1951, because of the competitive nature of international relations, “expansion would be sure to take place wherever a power vacuum existed.”8 The challenge is that the incentive to extend control over a vacuum or a failed state is similar for many states. In fact, even if one state has a stronger desire to control a power vacuum because of its geographic proximity, natural resources or strategic location, this very interest spurs other states to seek command over the same territory simply because doing so weakens that state. The ability to deprive a state of something that will give it a substantial advantage is itself a source of power. Hence a failed state suddenly becomes a strategic prize, because it either adds to one’s own power or subtracts from another’s.

3. Hegemony Solves multiple scenarios for conflict 

Thayer, B.A.  (Associate Professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University) [Bradley, In Defense of Primacy, The National Interest, December (lexis)] December 2006
THROUGHOUT HISTORY, peace and stability have been great benefits of an era where there was a dominant power--Rome, Britain or the United States today. Scholars and statesmen have long recognized the irenic effect of power on the anarchic world of international politics. Everything we think of when we consider the current international order--free trade, a robust monetary regime, increasing respect for human rights, growing democratization--is directly linked to U.S. power. Retrenchment proponents seem to think that the current system can be maintained without the current amount of U.S. power behind it. In that they are dead wrong and need to be reminded of one of history's most significant lessons: Appalling things happen when international orders collapse. The Dark Ages followed Rome's collapse. Hitler succeeded the order established at Versailles. Without U.S. power, the liberal order created by the United States will end just as assuredly. As country and western great Ral Donner sang: "You don't know what you've got (until you lose it)."  Consequently, it is important to note what those good things are. In addition to ensuring the security of the United States and its allies, American primacy within the international system causes many positive outcomes for Washington and the world. The first has been a more peaceful world. During the Cold War, U.S. leadership reduced friction among many states that were historical antagonists, most notably France and West Germany. Today, American primacy helps keep a number of complicated relationships aligned--between Greece and Turkey, Israel and Egypt, South Korea and Japan, India and Pakistan, Indonesia and Australia. This is not to say it fulfills Woodrow Wilson's vision of ending all war. Wars still occur where Washington's interests are not seriously threatened, such as in Darfur, but a Pax Americana does reduce war's likelihood, particularly war's worst form: great power wars. Second, American power gives the United States the ability to spread democracy and other elements of its ideology of liberalism. Doing so is a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as the United States because, as John Owen noted on these pages in the Spring 2006 issue, liberal democracies are more likely to align with the United States and be sympathetic to the American worldview.3 So, spreading democracy helps maintain U.S. primacy. In addition, once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of any type of conflict is significantly reduced. This is not because democracies do not have clashing interests. Indeed they do. Rather, it is because they are more open, more transparent and more likely to want to resolve things amicably in concurrence with U.S. leadership. And so, in general, democratic states are good for their citizens as well as for advancing the interests of the United States.  Critics have faulted the Bush Administration for attempting to spread democracy in the Middle East, labeling such an effort a modern form of tilting at windmills. It is the obligation of Bush's critics to explain why democracy is good enough for Western states but not for the rest, and, one gathers from the argument, should not even be attempted. Of course, whether democracy in the Middle East will have a peaceful or stabilizing influence on America's interests in the short run is open to question. Perhaps democratic Arab states would be more opposed to Israel, but nonetheless, their people would be better off. The United States has brought democracy to Afghanistan, where 8.5 million Afghans, 40 percent of them women, voted in a critical October 2004 election, even though remnant Taliban forces threatened them. The first free elections were held in Iraq in January 2005. It was the military power of the United States that put Iraq on the path to democracy.  Washington fostered democratic governments in Europe, Latin America, Asia and the Caucasus. Now even the Middle East is increasingly democratic. They may not yet look like Western-style democracies, but democratic progress has been made in Algeria, Morocco, Lebanon, Iraq, Kuwait, the Palestinian Authority and Egypt. By all accounts, the march of democracy has been impressive.  Third, along with the growth in the number of democratic states around the world has been the growth of the global economy. With its allies, the United States has labored to create an economically liberal worldwide network characterized by free trade and commerce, respect for international property rights, and mobility of capital and labor markets. The economic stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a global public good from which all states benefit, particularly the poorest states in the Third World. The United States created this network not out of altruism but for the benefit and the economic well-being of America. This economic order forces American industries to be competitive, maximizes efficiencies and growth, and benefits defense as well because the size of the economy makes the defense burden manageable.
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A. Maliki will lose the Iraqi election unless he can appease Sadrists

Kenneth M. Pollack, Director, Saban Center for Middle East Policy, 7/30/10, The Brookings Institution, “The Political Battle in Iraq” http://www.brookings.edu/reports/2010/0630_iraq_trip_pollack.aspx 

Iraqi politics are dead-locked.  The results of the March 7 elections were a resounding victory for Iraq, and for America’s interests in Iraq in that Iraqis largely voted f

or the two parties considered most secular, least connected with formal militias, least tied to the vicious sectarianism of the civil war, and most desirous of meeting popular demands for political, economic and social stability and progress.[1]  Unfortunately, in large part because of Iraq’s reliance on a proportional representation system, the election did not hand either party a clear-cut majority.  Instead, ‘Ayad Allawi’s Iraqiyya took 91 seats in the 325-seat Council of Representatives and Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki’s State of Law (SoL) coalition garnered 89.  This has left them as two Gullivers surrounded by a dozen or more liliputians.  It also left them well short of the 163 votes needed to secure a majority.  Moreover, the first vote will have to be cast for president, who will then invite one of the two leading parties to form a government, and it requires a two-thirds majority to elect the president.  Since the presidency itself is hotly contested and is likely to be part of the overall “package” of the new government, it is likely that either party will have to secure an even larger coalition to take power.   As things stand, most of the smaller parties remain on the fence, waiting to see which of the contenders will offer them the best deal.  They are also waiting to try to gauge which is most likely to secure the votes necessary to form the government because once it becomes clear that one of the parties can do so, all of the smaller parties will likely scramble to try to join that side in hope of being rewarded with plum cabinet and governmental posts (and avoid being shut out of the same).  The problem is that neither of the two major parties has been able to convince enough of the smaller parties to declare for them.  Prime Minister Maliki has arguably done better, striking a tentative deal with the Iraqi National Accord, itself a shotgun marriage of the Sadrists and the Islamic Supreme Council of Iraq (ISCI).  However, this deal lacks one critical final piece: a decision over who will be the grouping’s prime ministerial candidate.  Both ISCI and the Sadrists have so far refused to accept Maliki as their prime ministerial candidate (with ISCI preferring ‘Adel ‘Abd al-Mahdi, and the Sadrists preferring Ibrahim Jaafari).  But SoL is built around the person of Nuri al-Maliki, who will not accept that anyone will be prime minister but him.   Maliki’s negotiating strategy has been to hammer out an agreement with INA in which he would be their prime ministerial candidate, and then turn to Allawi’s Iraqiyya and start bargaining with them to see if SoL and Iraqiyya could form an alternative coalition.  In these negotiations Maliki would have the advantage because he would be able to use his commitment from the INA as leverage to extract concessions from Iraqiyya—in effect saying to Allawi, “If I go with the INA I get to remain prime minister, so if you want me to go with you, Iraqiyya, you are going to need to do even better than that.”  Thus, a firm deal with the INA would put Maliki in the driver’s seat for all of the negotiations.  But because Maliki cannot yet secure the INA’s agreement for him to be the prime minister, he cannot yet begin negotiations with Iraqiyya in earnest. Thus, a key question is whether Maliki can find a way to bribe, persuade or coerce the Sadrists (the dominant force in the INA) to agree to name him their joint prime ministerial candidate.  For now, however, the Sadrists and teir candidate, former prime minister Ibrahim Jaafari, seem more than content to wait and force Maliki to accept that he won’t be prime minister again.  It is not clear what it will take, if anything at all, to get them to change their position on this.  Indeed, Maliki has actually begun tentative contacts with Iraqiyya recently in part because the US and UN have been pressing him to do so.  However, of greater importance, Maliki hopes that this will frighten the Sadrists that he is about to cut a deal with Allawi that would leave the INA out in the cold, and so convince them to accept him as the prime minister in a SoL-INA government.   For its part, Iraqiyya appears to be trying a dual-track strategy to win the game.  First, they are showing enormous patience in the expectation that the intra-Shi’ah divisions will prove too great and eventually one or more of the Shi’ah parties will turn to them as an easier coalition partner.  There is certainly evidence to support this gambit.  They are sitting on the largest cohesive bloc of seats in the CoR, and their secular, technocratic ideology makes them amenable partners for many Iraqi parties.  At least some of Iraqiyya’s senior leaders seem to feel that, at some point, the personal and ideological rivalries among the Shi’ah will drive things in this direction.  However, it would be wrong to assume that Iraqiyya’s strategy is entirely passive and patient.  Many of its key leaders are pushing down a very different, much more active path.  Iraqiyya won the largest number of seats in the parliament and its partisans are arguing vociferously that the constitution gives them the right to try first to form a government.  This argument has been directed principally at the United States, UNAMI and other foreign states (particularly Iraq’s neighbors) all of whom carry considerable weight among Iraqi groups.  Iraqiyya has mustered evidence to discredit the statement by Iraqi chief justice Medhat al-Muhammad in which he suggested that either the party with the largest number of seats, or the post-election coalition with the largest number of seats could be asked first to try to form a government.  Iraqiyya’s position is that this was merely an “opinion” and a politically-pressured, unconstitutional opinion 
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at that.  They have also deployed the potentially compelling argument that Iraqis voted overwhelmingly for change, for secularism, and for technocracy—all of which Iraqiyya represents—and that a government led by Maliki as prime minister in coalition with the Kurds, ISCI and the Sadrists (the same coalition as ruled Iraq from 2005 till today) would be a betrayal of the votes of the Iraqi people.  They point to recent protests in Basra against the failure of the government to provide greater electricity as evidence of what will happen if the people believe that the election was “stolen,” Iraqi democracy subverted and the will of the people ignored.    Consequently, many Iraqiyya leaders would like to see the logjam broken by the United States (and the UN, and various other external actors) weighing in on Allawi’s behalf. Although American influence in Iraq is declining, it is still very significant, and because of the political deadlock, that influence is rising again with many Iraqis looking to the United States as a mediator to help them out of this situation.   If the United States were to do so, there is a very real likelihood that Allawi would be able to form a new government.  First, Iraqis would see this as further proof that the United States wanted him to be prime minister (not necessarily true, but compelling for many Iraqis nonetheless) and that therefore benefits would accrue from the U.S. for those who joined him.  Second, Allawi would then be in a position to give out cabinet ministries which could create a self-fulfilling prophecy: many Iraqi parties would reason that others would agree to join Allawi’s government if only so as not to be left out, and that whoever signed on first would be likely to get the best cabinet positions.  The result could easily be a chain reaction with parties signing on simply to avoid being left without anything, thereby creating a powerful incentive for more and more parties to sign on for the same reason.  At present, the Sadrists show no signs of agreeing to take Maliki as their prime ministerial candidate and the United States shows no sign of pressing for Allawi to get the right to form a government first.  Consequently, the focus is now shifting to a UN-led, American-backed procedural process by which the UN Special Representative will convene a gathering of experts from all of the major political parties who will attempt to redefine the positions and authorities of the Iraqi executive branch in the hope that doing so will unlock the bargaining positions of the different sides and allow for the formation of coalitions that are currently impossible.
B. SOFA fulfillment causes Sadrist theocracy
David Dayen, Staff Writer, 6/28/10 “Guess Who’s Back? Muqtada al-Sadr” Fire Dog Lake http://news.firedoglake.com/2010/06/28/guess-whos-back-muqtada-al-sadr/

We have had this debate spark up over Afghanistan this past week as if it’s the only war in which we are still engaged. However, America remains entwined in Iraq, and a familiar face has returned to the stagethere. For backstory, the Iraqi elections, which still have yet to be decided, featured a victory for the Sunni-backed Allawi list, but really made the Sadrists the crucial swing vote, because their bloc could seal the election. They appear to have sided with the Shiites, and as a result, the next ruling government will look a lot like the old one: a sectarian group closely allied with Iran. It’s therefore no surprise that Mahdi Army militia has taken back to the streets: “The return of the Mahdi Army poses a dilemma for the Obama administration. Fornow, at least, Washington’s goals coincide with those of the militia: Both want to hasten the departure of U.S. troops, and the group’s leader, cleric Muqtada Sadr, has publicly urged supporters to avoid taking up arms. But with its ideological fervor intact and bolstered by a powerful 40-member parliamentary bloc, the shadowy organization could take advantage of the country’s instability as a political crisis festers and U.S. troops withdraw. “The Mahdi Army has a wish to come back to the arena again,” said Emad Hossein, a representative of an older, moderate Shiite cleric, Ayatollah Hossein Sadr, who is related to Muqtada Sadr but politically his opposite. “They had this golden time when they controlled the streets, neighborhoods and gas stations,” Hossein said. “Now they are just waiting for something to happen, or to receive an order. They are waiting to use the moment to climb on the shoulders of others to get what they want: power, at the expense of the people.” We’re in the middle of the jockeying for power stage in Iraq with the US sidelined, and with the return of the militias that jockeying could easily grow violent. That’s not necessarily a pre-ordained outcome: the militia is seeking to reinvent itself as a social movement, committed to providing help for the poorest citizens in the country. Their rhetoric sounds more like an NGO than a militia.  However, with security fragile in Iraq, offshoots of the Sadr movement do look more like armed combatants:  “Adding to the confusion and the potential for violence, observers say there are at least two major outgrowths of the Mahdi Army’s militia: the Promised Day Brigades sanctioned by Sadr and a splinter group called the League of the Righteous. Some describe the latter as an Iranian-controlled militia linked to Shiite militant organizations, which the U.S. called Special Groups, that were once accused of using sophisticated roadside bombs against troops. Iraqi and U.S. forces have already had some run-ins with Promised Day. On May 28, Iraqi security forces arrested a member of the group “allegedly involved in sniper, indirect fire and improvised explosive device attacks” against American and Iraqi forces, according to a U.S. military news release.” Sadr has always promoted a nationalist movement with the goal of driving out the US occupiers. That has the backing of most of the citizens of Iraq. Should the US fulfill the status of forces agreement and actually leave Iraq by the end of 2011, Promised Day and the other Sadrist brigades would wield power and influence, and our result for eight years of invasion and occupation will be an Iranian-linked Shiite theocracy. But that has been evident for quite a while now.
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C. Sadr in power causes Iraq civil war, Iranian power in Iraq, and Sunni genocide. 

Greg Reeson, staff writer 10/9/06 “Iraq: The Consequences Of Withdrawl” The American Chronicle http://www.americanchronicle.com/articles/view/14476

Muqtada al-Sadr has been a thorn in the side of the United States since the invasion of Iraq in March 2003. His Mehdi Army has confronted U.S. and coalition troops in battle and his followers are largely responsible for the Shiite death squads attacking the Sunni minority and pushing Iraq closer to all-out civil war. Al-Sadr is closely aligned with the Shiite leadership in Iran and he has consistently called for the withdrawal of all U.S. forces from Iraq. The absence of U.S. troops would allow Al-Sadr’s militia to conduct a genocide campaign against the Sunnis while providing Iran with additional leverage over the government in Baghdad. 

D. Iraq instability causes global nuclear war

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.

invasion and occupation will be an Iranian-linked Shiite theocracy. But that has been evident for quite a while now.
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1. Obama administration wants to reduce military use of PMCs now 

International Peace Research Institute, Oslo (PRIO), 1/2009, Private Military Contractors and U.S. Grand Strategy, http://www.cato.org/pubs/articles/isenberg-private%20military-contractors-2009.pdf
After just a few weeks in office, the Obama administration launched a campaign to change government contracting, an issue that President Obama had addressed as a senator. In February 2007, Senator Obama introduced the Transparency and Accountability in Military and Security Contracting Act (S. 674), an amendment to the 2008 Defense Authorization Act, requiring federal agencies to report to Congress on the numbers of security contractors employed, killed, and wounded, and disciplinary actions taken against contractors. The bill was referred to the Senate Armed Services Committee but never passed into law. Continuing on this work, the Obama administration introduced in February 2009 a set of reforms designed to reduce state spending on private-sector providers of military security, intelligence and other critical services and return certain outsourced work back to full-time government employees.
 The Obama administration also pledged to improve the quality of the acquisition workforce — the government employees who are supposed to be supervising and auditing the billions of dollars spent monthly on the contracts.16 Reform of this process is essential. A report from the Center for Public Integrity found that the number of defense-contracting fraud and corruption cases sent by government investigators to prosecutors dropped pre- cipitously under the Bush administration, even as contracting by the Defense Department almost doubled.17 This recent shift shows that the Obama White House is less committed to outsourcing in principle than was its predecessor. For example the introduction to Obama's 2010 budget noted, “The administration also will clarify what is inherently a governmental function and what is a commercial one; critical government functions will not be performed by the private sector for purely ideological reasons.” 18 Collectively, the Obama reforms reflect the administration’s recognition that contractors are fully integrated into national security and other government functions; the United States cannot go to war without them.19 
2. However US military pullout of Iraq will cause increased use of PMCs by the state department.

WILLIAM MATTHEWS, 7/12/2010, Staff writer at Defence news, US contract use in Iraq expected to rise, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=4704826&c=MID&s=TOP 

As the U.S. military pulls troops and equipment out of Iraq, the State Department will have to rely increasingly on contractors to perform such services as flying rescue helicopters and disarming roadside bombs, a congressional commission warned.
That is not an ideal solution but none other seems available, members of the Commission on Wartime Contracting in Iraq and Afghanistan said during a July 12 hearing.

While the Defense Department works to reduce its dependence on contractors, the State Department will have to greatly increase its use of hired help.

"Boy, that really troubles me," said Dov Zakheim, a commission member and former Pentagon budget chief. "You're going to be getting contractors not only doing what they're doing today, but doing things that are inherently governmental."

In a scenario spelled out by commission Co-chairman Michael Thibault, if State Department employees working as trainers for the Iraqi police come under fire from Iraqi insurgents, the injured might well have to be rescued by contractors because U.S. military forces are pulling out of the country.
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3. Use of PMCs undermines Iraqi government stability by fueling insurgency 

Moshe Schwartz, January 19, 2010, Specialist in Defense Acquisition, CRS Report for Congress, The Department of Defense’s Use of Private Security Contractors in Iraq and Afghanistan: Background, Analysis, and Options for Congress,  http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R40835.pdf
According to many analysts, these events have in fact undermined the U.S. mission in Iraq and Afghanistan.48 An Iraqi Interior Ministry official, discussing the behavior of private security contractors, said “Iraqis do not know them as Blackwater or other PSCs but only as Americans.”49 One senior military officer reportedly stated that the actions of armed PSCs “can turn an entire district against us.”50 Some analysts also contend that PSCs can be a direct threat to the legitimacy of the local government. These analysts argue that if counter-insurgency operations are a competition for legitimacy but the government is allowing armed contractors to operate in the country without the contractors being held accountable for their actions, then the government itself can be viewed as not legitimate in the eyes of the local population. These analysts point to the recent court decision dismissing the case against former Blackwater employees as a case in point where the legitimacy of the U.S. and local government is being undermined by the actions of PSCs.51 The perception that DOD and other government agencies are deploying PSCs who abuse and mistreat people can fan anti-American sentiment and strengthen insurgents, even when no abuses are taking place. There have been reports of an anti-American campaign in Pakistan, where stories are circulating of U.S. private security contractors running amok and armed Americans harassing and terrifying residents.52 U.S. efforts can also be undermined when DOD has ties with groups that kill civilians or government officials, even if the perpetrators were not working for DOD when the killings took place. In June 2009, the provincial police chief of Kandahar, Afghanistan, was killed by a group that worked as a private security contractor for DOD.53 Pointing to the example of the killing of the police chief in Kandahar, some analysts have also argued that the large-scale use of armed contractors in certain countries can undermine the stability of fragile governments. In a paper for the U.S. Army War College, Colonel Bobby A. Towery wrote After our departure, the potential exists for us to leave Iraq with paramilitary organizations that are well organized, financed, trained and equipped. These organizations are primarily motivated by profit and only answer to an Iraqi government official with limited to no control over their actions. These factors potentially make private security contractors a destabilizing influence in the future of Iraq.   
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