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T – Reduction [1NC]

A. A reduction must be a quantifiable decrease of at least 25% from the President’s Funding baseline. 
DOD 5/12/2003, Department of Defense, Department of Defense Instruction SUBJECT: Operation of the Defense Acquisition System, N UMBER 5000.2 cp

E9.4.3.                                    Additional Funding Considerations.  The DoD Components shall not terminate or substantially reduce participation in international cooperative ACAT ID programs under signed international agreements without USD(AT&L) approval; or in international cooperative ACAT IAM programs without ASD(C3I) approval.  A DoD Component may not terminate or substantially reduce U.S. participation in an international cooperative program until after providing notification to the USD(AT&L) or the ASD(C3I).  As a result of that notification, the USD(AT&L) or the ASD(C3I) may require the DoD Component to continue to provide some or all of the funding for that program in order to minimize the impact on the international cooperative program.  Substantial reduction is defined as a funding or quantity decrease of 25 percent or more in the total funding or quantities in the latest President's Budget for that portion of the international cooperative program funded by the DoD Component seeking the termination or reduced participation.

B. The plan only guarantees that the status quo will continue – it does not produce a reduction from the funding baseline.

C. This is best for debate – 

1. Ground. No unique disads or links – even if there are reason’s the plans bad, they’re already occurring because the plan is already occurring so we can’t garner offense. 

2. Education. Kills policymaking education – the point is to learn how to craft new policy changes to fix status quo problems, rather than just researching why existing governmental policies are good. 

3. Mixes Burdens.  The plan text dosen't add a decrease from a baseline – we'd have to research the case to know whether it's topical in the first place – it's unfair to make us beat their inherency to prove they're not topical. 
2NC – AT: We Meet – We’re A Net Troop Reduction

1. Irrelevant. We’ll concede there is a net reduction in Iraq troops post plan – but that doesn’t mean it’s a reduction from a funding baseline. The plan’s already been included in the budget because it’s legally supposed to occur in the status quo – even if status quo reductions are unlikely absent the plan they’ve still been budgeted.

2. Will abide – even if the SOFA can be amended, it would have to occur in writing between both parties

Commander Trevor A. Rush, Judge Advocate General's Corps, U.S. Navy, 9 (ARTICLE: Don't Call It a SOFA An Overview of the U.S.-Iraq Security Agreement, , 5/09, "Army Lawyer", lexis)
It is well known that the SA requires that "[a]ll the United States Forces shall withdraw from all Iraqi territory no later than December 31, 2011." n264 This does not mean that in 2011 the United States will no longer be in Iraq. There will still be  [*60]   American diplomats present, along with other governmental officials. However, with the expiration of the agreement, the United States will not only lose the authority to conduct combat operations, but U.S. Forces will be required to withdraw. The only way for this, or any other provision of the SA, to be amended is through "the official agreement of the Parties in writing and in accordance with the constitutional procedures in effect in both countries." n265
3. Speculation proves the abuse. If you are asking yourself what you think the chances are of abiding by the SOFA absent the plan you KNOW the aff is abusive. The WHOLE POINT is that we can’t know if the plan actually reduces troops because no matter how good their ev is it’s only predictive, and we won’t know whether the U.S. withdraws by December 31st 2011 until December 31st 2011. We shouldn’t have to debate inherency to prove they’re untopical – the whole point of T is that we shouldn’t’ve had to research this case in the first place.

4. Not quantifiable. Certainty isn’t quantifiable – which proves that their reductions aren’t quantifiable. The amount of troops they reduce will depend on how strictly the SOFA is implemented – which means we can’t know how substantial the reduction is. Substantial is key to limit the topic – otherwise tiny affs that just remove one battalion would be topical, exploding research and killing in depth clash and education. 
2NC – AT: C/I – Must Decrease Troops from Status Quo Levels
1. Links to our ground d/a:

A. Disads. We can’t run compensation, appeasement, civil-military relations or instability arguments – even if removing troops from Iraq would trigger those links, they wouldn’t be unique – the compensation, appeasement, decrease in CMR, or impending instability will already be occurring because the U.S. has started withdrawing troops and has demonstrated intent to continue. 

B. Critiques. Even if there are critical objections to the aff’s justifications, the K impacts would be inevitable because status quo governmental justifications for the security agreement would be bad regardless of the plan. 

C. Bad timeframe debates at best – even if we can win offense why withdrawing right now is bad, the aff will say they don’t withdraw immediately because all troop withdrawals take time to complete.
D. Gut check. Even if you think there’s always ground this literally makes neg debate impossible—the ground we should always be able to find would be non-unique because the plan doesn’t actually guarantee a change in the status quo. 

2. Mixing burdens. We shouldn’t have to beat inherency to prove the plan’s untopical – that’s above.

2NC - T - SOFA Binding 

***Maybe put a card in the 1NC

Even if it’s technically nonbinding the U.S. and Iraq opted to treat the SOFA as binding

Duncan B. Hollis, associate professor @ temple university, and Joshua J. Newcomer, clerk to the Honorable Carolyn Dineen King of the United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit, Spring 09, "ARTICLE: "Political" Commitments and the Constitution", 49 Va. J. Int'l L. 507, lexis law
[*510]  The executive branch initially offered a very different rationale for rejecting legislative involvement in the SFA, insisting that the agreement would be nonbinding - a political commitment. n9 By definition, political commitments do not create legally binding  obligations, even if they have normative force in the political (or moral) context. As such, the executive claimed it could make the SFA commitment free from the constitutional constraints that apply to international legal agreements like the SOFA. n10 Ultimately, the United States and Iraq opted to recast the SFA - like the SOFA - as a legally binding treaty commitment. n11  The SFA negotiations thus introduced, but left unresolved, an important question of international and constitutional significance: what authority does the president have to make political commitments in the first place?
The SOFA’s nonbinding – but renegotiation’s unlikely

Hoshyar Zebari, Iraqi Foreign Minister, in Al-Sharq al-Awsat via BBC Monitoring Middle East  8 (9/12/08, "Iraqi foreign minister interviewed on security agreement with USA", lexis)
[Zebari] The commitment should be to the timeframe. We are talking about whether this agreement would be renewed annually or reviewed or during another period. I mean that there is agreement on reviewing this agreement based on developments. Therefore, it will not be binding. For instance, the United States has signed agreements with other countries, like Japan, Germany, Turkey, and many countries in the Arab region. These agreements extend for years and include permanent bases and conditions and restrictions. In our agreement, we did not talk about permanent bases or about 25 years or 10 years or even five years. We are talking about a timeframe between two to three years during which the agreement can be reviewed and amended so that the public would be aware of everything. His agreement is almost completed from the negotiating, legal, nominal, and linguistic aspects. There are no new developments about which we may negotiate. The negotiating team did its work very well and we are now in the phase of the political decision.


(Non) Inherency

Timetable withdrawal now—Odierno agrees, this isn’t just political posturing

Voice of America, July 28, 2010, “Odierno on Iraq’s Security and Iran,” http://www1.voanews.com/policy/editorials/middle-east/Odierno-On-Iraqs-Security-And-Iran-99493029.html [RG]

America's top military commander in Iraq, General Raymond Odierno, says that the Iraqis are capable of handling security for their country, as the United States transitions to a civilian-led effort in the coming months. General Odierno says that by the end of August, the U.S. will reduce its forces in Iraq to 50,000 troops, whose mission will be to advise and assist Iraqi forces. The plan is that by the end of 2011, all U.S. troops will be out of Iraq. For the past several months, all military operations which the U.S. has been involved in have been approved by the Iraqi chain of command and executed in partnership with Iraqi security forces.

General Odierno noted that while there are still instances of violence in Iraq, there "has been steady, deliberate progress," in both the political and security environments. But General Odierno did warn of threats to U.S. and Iraqi security forces emanating from extremists with ties to Iran: "It's very difficult to say they're directly connected to the Iranian government. But what we do know is that many of them live in Iran, many of them get trained in Iran, and many of them get weapons from Iran. And they get them from various sources, and it's difficult sometimes to track the exact chain of command; it's difficult to track the funding. But it's clearly being done inside of Iran."

Withdrawal on schedule—Odierno’s assurances

AFP, July 21, 2010, “US military withdrawal in Iraq on schedule: Odierno,” http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5gb_pqPii4Cept0a4t3ypM40uh73A [RG]

WASHINGTON — The US military withdrawal from Iraq is on schedule with only 50,000 troops set to remain by August 31, the top US commander in the country said Wednesday.

General Ray Odierno spoke to reporters in Washington, where he was meeting State Department officials to discuss the drawdown and the transition to a more civilian mission.

The United States had 170,000 troops in Iraq in 2007 but has been pulling back steadily for the past 18 months, sending soldiers and resources back home or to Afghanistan.

US President Barack Obama has promised to scale back the US military presence to 50,000 troops by August 31 ahead of a full withdrawal in 2011.

"We're on track," said Odierno, explaining that in January 2009 there were 145,000 US service members in Iraq but now there are just 70,000.

Odierno said recent attacks, including a suicide bombing on Sunday that killed at least 45 people -- Iraq's deadliest single attack in more than two months -- would not affect the withdrawal timetable.
"I believe it is in the best interest of our mission" to keep the timetable. "It's important that we live up to our commitment."
More evidence—drawdown on schedule

New York Times, July 21, 2010, “The Next Deadline,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/22/opinion/22thu1.html?partner=rssnyt&emc=rss [RG]

American combat troops are on target to leave Iraq by the end of August. President Obama — with the backing of his generals — is right to keep to his timetable, despite a recent series of bloody attacks by insurgents. 

The United States, whose forces are now heavily engaged in Afghanistan, needs to relieve some of the strain on its overstretched military. After seven years, it is time for the Iraqis to take responsibility for their own security. They seem increasingly able to do so, although the country will likely be a violent place for years to come. 

After Aug. 31, there will still be 50,000 American troops in Iraq, advising the Iraqi military and providing backup. All American troops are supposed to be gone by the end of next year. That makes it even more urgent for Iraq’s leaders to get on with running their country. 


Stability/Withdrawal Advantage [1NC]

1. Iraq stable now, but tensions are rising—only a risk of our impact turns

Kenneth Pollack, director of the Saban Center for Middle East Policy, Brookings Institution, December 21, 2009, Brookings, “Could We Still Lose Iraq?,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/1221_iraq_pollack.aspx [RG]

The problem we face in Iraq is that while the country has made tremendous progress in both the security and political realms, all of those gains are fragile and could evaporate quickly if strained. What Iraq experienced was a lot like shattering the bones in your arm: with time, the bones can heal and the arm can become strong again, but if you take off the cast too soon, then any strain on the arm will cause the bones to fracture all over again.

As scholars of civil war have warned, states like Iraq that have undergone a major inter-communal civil war have a terrifying rate of recidivism—especially if the state has valuable natural resources like diamonds, gold or oil. So to some extent, we and the Iraqis are fighting an uphill battle. There is no reason that we can’t succeed, but it isn’t going to be easy and it isn’t going to happen on its own. And since we can’t know for certain when Iraq’s bones have healed, we need to be very careful about how and when we remove the cast.
2. Turn—Iraqi CMR strained now, withdrawal allows military coup and destabilization

Kenneth M. Pollack, director of the Saban Center for Middle East Policy, Brookings Institution, and Irena L. Sargsyan, research analyst at the Saban Center, doctoral candidate in the Department of Government, Georgetown University, April 2010, The Washington Quarterly, “The Other Side of the COIN: Perils of Premature Evacuation from Iraq,” Center for Strategic and International Studies, Proquest [RG]
One of the least acknowledged problems with the ongoing transition of the 

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


Stability/Withdrawal Advantage [1NC]

3. Withdrawal doesn’t solve—none of their evidence is reverse causal

4. Turn—U.S. troops key to Iraqi stability—post-election period is key

James Phillips, Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, The Heritage Foundation, March 5, 2010, The Heritage Foundation, “Charting U.S. Policy After Iraq’s Elections,” http://heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/03/Charting-US-Policy-after-Iraqs-Elections [RG]
Iraq’s elected leaders must resolve Iraq’s problems, but in order to do so, they require substantial, continued support from the United States. A calming U.S. military presence will be needed to support Iraqi security services in combating terrorist threats, shoring up the rule of law, and mediating between rival armed factions, particularly in the north, along the disputed edges of the Kurdish territories. General Raymond Odierno, the commander of U.S. forces in Iraq, has correctly called for a “robust engagement” with Iraqi political and military leaders to ensure a smooth transition to the next government. In addition, the United States should:

Slow the timetable for troop drawdowns. The Obama Administration wisely departed from the President’s campaign pledge to withdraw one combat brigade from Iraq every month after entering office. Another adjustment in the drawdown timetable is necessary due to the fact that current plans to pull out approximately 10,000 troops every month, beginning in late spring, were based on the assumption that the Iraqi elections would be held by the end of 2009. The delay in the election timetable also requires a delay in the schedule for troop withdrawals so that adequate forces remain available during the sensitive post-election period. 

Maintain adequate U.S. troops in sensitive and insecure areas. General Odierno has reportedly requested to keep a combat brigade in the disputed northern city of Kirkuk past the Administration’s August 31 deadline for ending combat operations. This appears to be a necessary and prudent action in light of the continued potential for violence in that disputed region. U.S. troops in the past have prevented outbreaks of fighting there between the Iraqi army and Kurdish regional security forces, and a continued U.S. presence could avert a crisis and buy time for political leaders to settle disputes. Insurgent strongholds, such as the city of Baquba, also need the focused attention of U.S. military forces to backup Iraq’s increasingly effective security forces.

Start thinking about negotiating with the new Iraqi government to postpone the deadline for a final troop withdrawal. No expert believes that the Iraqi army and police will be ready to stand on their own by the end of 2011, when all U.S. troops are required to leave Iraq under the 2008 SOFA. Substantial U.S. air support, logistics, intelligence, reconnaissance, communications, training, and advisory support will still be required long after that date. After a new Iraqi government is formed, the Obama Administration should quietly work with that government to reach a new agreement that will enable American trainers and advisors to give Iraqis the tools they need to defend Iraq’s fragile democratic system.

Prudent Readjustments 

These prudent readjustments in U.S. policy can help ensure that a responsible drawdown in U.S. troops brings a successful transition to stability in Iraq.[1] 


Stability/Withdrawal Advantage [1NC]

5. Turn—withdrawal increases Al-Qaeda credibility, Iraq becomes a terrorist stronghold

Daniel L. Byman, et al., Director of the Center for Peace and Security Studies at Georgetown University, associate professor in the School of Foreign Service, Kenneth M. Pollack, director of the Saban Center for Middle East Policy, Brookings Institution, Richard A. Clarke, July, 2008, The Annals of The American Academy of Political and Social Science, 618 Annals 55, “Terrorism: What the Next President Will Face: Iraq’s Long-Term Impact on Jihadist Terrorism,” Lexis [RG]

Despite these risks and despite recent gains, a new president may choose to draw down American forces from Iraq in the belief that the costs are no longer justified by the prospects of success. In addition to the problems withdrawal may bring Iraq, the United States would face a short-term blow in prestige as al Qaeda and other opponents of the United States would tout any drawdown as a  [*66]  victory. Initially, such a perception will be hard to deny, as images of departing U.S. forces will bolster the picture of defeat.

Even if the United States opts to reduce its forces in Iraq, Washington must recognize that terrorists will continue to find a home in Iraq and will use it as a base to conduct attacks outside the country. Thus, from a counterterrorism point of view, it is important to contain the Salafi terrorist problem in Iraq if it cannot be completely defeated. To do so, a limited number of U.S. forces will have to remain in and/or near Iraq. Many will be devoted to the problems of assisting refugees, preventing neighboring states from massively intervening, and otherwise trying to stop the Iraq disaster from metastasizing further. However, one of the most important tasks for the United States is to limit the ability of terrorists to use Iraq as a haven for attacks outside the country. The best way to do that will be to retain assets (particularly air power, special operations forces, and a major intelligence and reconnaissance effort) in the vicinity to identify and strike major terrorist facilities like training camps, bomb factories, and arms caches before they can pose a danger to other countries. The goal would be to stop parts of Iraq from becoming terrorist centers on the scale of the Taliban's Afghanistan. Iraq's centrality and oil resources make it an even more ideal hub than Afghanistan in the 1980s and 1990s. Yet the Salafi extremists in Iraq spend much of their time fighting Americans, Shia, and other Sunnis and cannot train (and relax) on the same scale as they could when they enjoyed the Taliban's hospitality.

6. 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.

Stability/Withdrawal Advantage [1NC]

7. 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 [RG]
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. 


Advantage Counterplan—Conditions-on-the-Ground

Text: The United States federal government should maintain military troop levels in Iraq until conditions-on-the-ground improve.

Leaving combat troops and Advisory Assistance Brigades past 2011 key to solve Iraqi instability—Iraqi CMR is the net benefit

Kenneth M. Pollack, director of the Saban Center for Middle East Policy, Brookings Institution, and Irena L. Sargsyan, research analyst at the Saban Center, doctoral candidate in the Department of Government, Georgetown University, April 2010, The Washington Quarterly, “The Other Side of the COIN: Perils of Premature Evacuation from Iraq,” Center for Strategic and International Studies, Proquest [RG]
Having made the political decision to withdraw the vast majority of U.S. troops, Washington is, to a certain extent, simply stuck with this risk. But it is a risk that can be mitigated, particularly by modulating the drawdown in accord with Iraq’s political circumstances, and being willing to show the flexibility and adaptability that Obama insisted on in his February 2009 speech on Iraq.18 Perhaps of greater importance still will be the president’s plan to leave behind 35,000 —50,000 U.S. troops many of them combat troops rebadged as advisors in ‘‘Advisory Assistance Brigades’’ (AABs) until at least the end of 2011 to guard against future instability. 

Maintaining the AAB force in Iraq will likely be necessary, if the United States is to avoid the mistakes it made in Latin America and Southeast Asia in the twentieth century. These brigades retain virtually all of the personnel and much of the equipment of full combat brigades. Indeed, in an emergency, several of the AABs will be able to rapidly reequip as full-spectrum combat units. Thus, these brigades will perform a dual role: they will serve as advisors in peacetime but could quickly become combat brigades in a crisis. In many ways, the formation of the AABs is a clever way to square the circle between the president’s commitments to transition U.S. troops away from combat missions while still retaining combat capacity in Iraq to guard against crucial problems such as the propensity of COIN-trained developing armies to overthrow civilian governments. 

In turn, this arrangement highlights another critical political-diplomatic hurdle that the United States faces in Iraq: securing a new agreement with the Iraqi government that would allow U.S. military forces to remain in the country beyond 2011. At present, the security agreement governing the presence of U.S. military personnel in Iraq expires on December 31, 2011. This means that every last U.S. soldier, sailor, airman, and marine must be out by that date. Because this subject is politically sensitive in both the United States and Iraq, no one is willing to discuss it. But Iraqi and U.S. military and civilian leaders alike recognize that a follow-on agreement to extend the U.S. military presence beyond 2011 would be desirable and probably necessary. It is highly unlikely that Iraq will have sorted out its political and security problems by the end of 2011, including finding a solution to the propensity of COIN-trained militaries to move against the civilian leadership. Consequently, it will be critical for the United States to retain at least the AABs for at least 3 —5 years after the expiration of the current security agreement to allow Iraqi civil-military relations to mature, Iraqi political institutions to strengthen, and a culture of apolitical professionalism to take root within the Iraqi military before the last U.S. combat troops (even if they are masquerading as advisors) depart. 

Extensions—Iraq Stable Now
Iraq stable now—but, without strong U.S. presence, resumption of civil war is likely—now key time

Kenneth M. Pollack, director of the Saban Center for Middle East Policy, Brookings Institution, and Irena L. Sargsyan, research analyst at the Saban Center, doctoral candidate in the Department of Government, Georgetown University, April 2010, The Washington Quarterly, “The Other Side of the COIN: Perils of Premature Evacuation from Iraq,” Center for Strategic and International Studies, Proquest [RG]
Iraq has made remarkable progress since the worst days of its civil war in 2006. Security has improved enormously, democratization has gained a foothold, and democratic pressures have forced Iraqi politicians to change their methods, if not necessarily their goals. Iraq’s micro economies have begun to revive and foreign investment is beginning to pick up. But as countless policymakers and commentators have pointed out, these gains are fragile and reversible. All of the tensions that propelled the country into the maelstrom of civil war during the initial years of bungled reconstruction remain, as do the memories of the many horrific acts committed. As numerous scholars of civil war have noted, these lingering fears typically make the resumption of civil war uncomfortably likely in cases like Iraq, unless an external great power is willing to serve as peacekeeper and mediator during the critical early years when the new, fragile state must build institutions capable of providing effective governance and public safety.2 

Iraq stable and democratic now—but, conflict is rising, now is key

James Phillips, Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, The Heritage Foundation, March 5, 2010, The Heritage Foundation, “Charting U.S. Policy After Iraq’s Elections,” http://heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/03/Charting-US-Policy-after-Iraqs-Elections [RG]
Iraqis have embraced democracy with a vengeance. Hundreds of parties have fielded over 6,000 candidates to compete for 325 seats in the parliament. According to recent polls, no faction is expected to win the 163 seats needed to form a government on its own. This would be a positive outcome to the degree that it encourages the emergence of a centrist multi-party coalition government. 

But the extensive coalition-building negotiations and political horse-trading necessary to form a government will leave Iraq rudderless for many months. For instance, following the December 2005 elections, the new government took six months to form. This time the coalition-building process may take even longer given the break-up of some of the former political blocs and the proliferation of small parties.

As intense as the campaign before the elections was, the post-election period is likely to be even more politically charged, especially if the losing political parties fail to accept the legitimacy of the election process. Already, Ahmed Chalabi’s Accountability and Justice Committee has thrown a monkey wrench into the political works by disqualifying hundreds of candidates, mostly Sunni Arabs, on the grounds that they belonged to former Iraqi dictator Saddam Hussein’s Baathist Party. This has set back the prospects of many secular and nationalist parties and could significantly depress the turnout of Sunni voters, who largely boycotted the 2005 elections. Such an outcome could partially reverse the positive trends observed in last year’s provincial elections, in which secular and nationalist parties made substantial gains at the expense of sectarian religious parties.

The elections will not by themselves settle crucial issues such as how to share oil revenues, how to balance power between the central and regional governments, or national reconciliation. The next government must resolve these persistent problems while tamping down longstanding ethno-sectarian tensions that could explode into violence. 

In particular, there is rising tension between Kurds, Arabs, Turkmen, and Christian minorities over territorial and jurisdictional disputes in northern Iraq that could degenerate into open conflict unless durable political settlements can be hammered out. Meanwhile, al-Qaeda in Iraq, Iranian-supported Shia militants, and other insurgent groups are likely to use terrorist attacks to fan the flames of sectarian resentment and undermine trust in the democratic political system.


Extensions—Iraqi CMR Turn

Turn—sectarian tensions remain in Iraqi military—U.S. troops key to deter breakdown of CMR

New York Times, April 13, 2010, Tim Arango, “Iraq’s Forces Prove Able, But Loyalty is Uncertain,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/14/world/middleeast/14security.html?_r=1 [RG]

But as recruits return after the election to this dusty training outpost, the army and the police face new questions, not only about remaining gaps in ability, but also about loyalty in an uncertain period. More than a month after the election, there is still no new government, no certain leader that the security forces can look to — and few precedents for a peaceful transfer of power.

“The problem is going to be in the struggle for a new government,” said Anthony H. Cordesman, who holds the Arleigh A. Burke chair in strategy at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, which in 2007 prepared a report for an independent commission appointed by Congress to study Iraq’s security forces. “Who are the armed forces loyal to? Are they going to be loyal to the prime minister, or the Constitution, or what?”

These questions have taken on new urgency after a spate of violence — roadside bombs, car bombs, the slaughter of entire families — that is reminiscent of the worst days of Iraq’s sectarian and insurgent warfare.

Nerves were set on edge here right after the March 7 elections when Prime Minister Nuri Kamal al-Maliki raised the specter of violence and invoked his role as commander in chief in calling for a manual recount. Many opponents were already worried that he would use the security forces for his own ends, something he has denied doing.

But Ayad Allawi, the former interim prime minister, whose Iraqiya coalition won the most seats, said that if he led the next government, he would overhaul the army and the police, contending they were still “riddled” with terrorists, despite continuing efforts to rid them of sectarianism.

“After eight years since the downfall of Saddam Hussein, the people say, ‘We want to be safe,’ ” Mr. Allawi said in an interview. “The law enforcement agencies are not available to make them safe.”

At least two winning candidates from Mr. Allawi’s coalition have gone into hiding after learning they were targets for arrest, including one who has had a long relationship with the Iraqi government and the United States military in trying to reconcile divisions between Shiites and Sunnis.

Inside the increasingly professional ranks, the same questions are being asked about how the security forces will weather the transition. Some argue that they are still not ready to face it alone.

“We need the coalition forces and the U.S. Army to work with us, especially in the coming days, because we are afraid that we will face inner loyalty problems among the armed forces,” said Lt. Ahmed Abood, 36, an Iraqi Army officer in Baghdad.


Extensions—Stability Turns

Turn—U.S. withdrawal leads to Iraqi instability, increases Iranian and terrorist influence—destabilization would spread throughout the Middle East, drawing in great powers and crushing the oil economy—only maintaining U.S. presence can solve—yes, this one card says all that
Derrick V. Frazier, Assistant Professor, Political Science, and Robert Stewart-Ingersoll, Assistant Professor, Grand Valley State University, May 2, 2008, The Program in Arms Control, Disarmament, and International Security, “Another Inconvenient Truth: Why a U.S. Withdrawal form Iraq Would be a Mistake,” http://acdis.illinois.edu/newsarchive/newsitem-AnotherInconvenientTruthWhyaUSWithdrawalfromIraqWouldBeaMistake.html [RG]
Most people in the U.S., including the Democratic presidential candidates, want to get out of Iraq. They put forth the rationale that it has been a flawed policy, beginning with faulty evidence and ending with a missing or incomplete exit strategy. Furthermore, most claim that there has been little positive political movement on the part of the Iraqi government and that there seems to be little prospect of success using any measure. When added to the large burden placed on the U.S. in blood and treasure, such conclusions seemingly lead one to a logical assessment in support of withdrawal. While sympathetic to such an assessment, we believe this evaluation is not as sound as it appears. In large part, this is due to the fact that such logic pays little attention to the consequences of doing so, consequences that may actually lead to far worse scenarios for the United States and the international community. 

To begin, consider the regional context. As a whole, the Middle East contains four so-called regional powers (i.e. states that exert strong levels of influence on their region): Iran, Saudi Arabia, Egypt and Israel. With respect to the current situation in Iraq, Iran and Saudi Arabia are the most important to consider. As is the case in any system in which there are multiple core powers, these states angle and compete with one another for power and influence. What is perhaps distinct about the tension between these two specific regional powers though, is the importance of religious/cultural identity as well as traditional state power considerations – that being a Sunni identity in the case of Saudi Arabia, and a Shia identity in the case of Iran.

These particular identities hold a high degree of importance to not only these states, but to the people within the region who belong to one group or the other, each with a corresponding sense of fundamental conflict and history of violence between them. Added to this sense of conflict, such groups do not exist solely within existing state borders and in many cases, experience serious economic, political, and social disadvantages, relative to the other. The reason that this is such an important point is that it is not the existence of ethnic differences per se that creates a ripe condition for ethnic conflict. It is the existence of different ethnic groups, in combination with these sorts of economic, political, and social grievances that does. The existence of a history of conflict, as well as a fundamental difference in religious beliefs magnifies the set of points that one group can rally around against the other.

Perhaps nowhere are such ripe conditions for ethnic conflict more apparent than in Iraq right now, where a repressive regime that represented and benefited the minority Sunni population has given way to a government that favors the interests of the majority Shia, as well as providing more influence for the Kurds, both of whom have withstood brutal repression and discrimination for several decades. Such transition represents an opportunity for previously disadvantaged groups to reap the benefits that they perceive as justifiably due, increasing the losses for the Sunni population so long in control of Iraq. Accentuating this loss for the Sunnis is the fact that they also happen to primarily occupy the part of Iraq that does not possess a wealth of oil resources, diminishing their ability to sustain a prosperous life by themselves in the near future. Given this, Iraq is ripe for a major sectarian conflict that exceeds the levels of violence witnessed thus far. Without the imposition of security (in physical, economic, political, and social terms), largely guaranteed by the U.S., the possibility of escalation into a full-scale civil war remains very real. As two prominent international security experts put it in 2006, “The only thing standing between Iraq and a descent into a Lebanon- or Bosnia-style maelstrom is 140,000 American troops, and even they are merely slowing the fall at this point.”

Moreover, the conflict within Iraq to a large degree mirrors both the identity conflict as well as the traditional power politics game that defines the region as a whole. To be certain, this simplifies the Iraqi conflict quite a bit, given the in-fighting between sects of the same identity groups as well. However, in terms of the broader strategic interests of the regional powers, the defining fault-line in Iraq is centered on the recession of Sunni control over a core part of the Middle East, as well as the rise of Shiism, as evidenced by the changes in Iraq and the growth of Iranian power. Such a rise, if indeed led by Iran, would represent a severe threat to U.S. interests. Included in this threat is the one potentially directed toward Saudi Arabia, a regime who has lost some or all of its credibility among Sunnis and extremist Sunni groups like Al 

(continues….)
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(continued…)
Qaeda. The overall strategic importance of the Iraq conflict is thus very high at the regional level, making it likely that without a strong U.S. presence, states like Iran and Saudia Arabia, as well as non-state actors like Al Qaeda will make greater efforts to intervene in Iraqi affairs than they are currently making.
To these strategic regional considerations, we should also consider what would happen if a full scale civil war were to break out. Civil wars tend to spread in disease-like fashion to surrounding countries, particularly if these countries possess similar dynamics of ethnic unrest. Unfortunately, in the Middle East countries surrounding Iraq do exhibit characteristics that make them susceptible to civil conflicts. These characteristics include persistent economic, political, and social grievances that seem to correlate highly with ethnic identities and repressive police states that lack popular legitimacy or peaceful means through which to resolve these grievances. Thus, we would expect that escalated conflict in Iraq will lead to outright conflict in these countries or widespread destabilization.

Into this dangerous mix of conditions, several important spillover effects tend to occur. First, masses of refugees flow into neighboring countries. This is already occurring in the case of Iraq but would certainly increase if hostilities escalated. These mass flows lead to two further spillover effects: a straining of the host’s resources and a potential radicalization of neighboring populations through the dissemination of information regarding grievances and tales of brutality. Both increase the likelihood of destabilization in the host country and may lead to calls for the host government to intervene, a scenario likely to create further conflict with little political change. Finally, such conditions also lead to a fourth spillover effect, increased activity of terrorist groups that organize, identify, and fight across borders.

Thus, while it may seem like an impossible mission, the U.S. seemingly must remain in Iraq to limit the possibility of such events taking place as there seems to be little else in the way of preventing such disasters. Allowing Iraq and perhaps the region to descend into a broader war would be anathema to the U.S. and global interests. First, the U.S. would have to recognize that it was its own 2003 invasion of Iraq that triggered such a humanitarian and strategic nightmare. Aside from this, the economic implications of such an expanded conflict would be enormous. A potential collapse of the provision of oil from the Middle East would be devastating to the global economy, something that the U.S. and other world powers would not tolerate. Regional conflict then would not only be tragic in its own right, but likely invite interventions from larger outside powers.

Staying in Iraq does not mean doing so forever. We should not forget, however, that it has only been five years thus far, a much shorter time period than previous occupations with conditions more conducive to achieving success (e.g. Germany, Japan, South Korea). In the meanwhile, the U.S. must continue working to assist the Iraqis in finding political arrangements that address the interests of the main parties and protect them from the threats that they perceive to their own security. For the Shia and the Kurds, this means that they will be granted the power in Iraq they are legitimately due, given the proportion of the population they comprise. For the Sunnis, this means acquiring a sufficient share of political power and oil-generated wealth so they do not fear a perpetual state of disenfranchisement. This sense of security may come from dividing up key political, police, and military positions amongst ethnic representatives, even in ways that are disproportionate to their population share. The protection of minority interests is essential for ending such a conflict. This requires a government that is up to the task of building infrastructure, providing essential public goods, ensuring security, and working with diverse groups – duties that the current Maliki government has not demonstrated an ability to perform, up to this point. The inconvenient truth, however, is that to leave now basically ensures that such duties will never be fulfilled.


Extensions—Stability Turns

Turn—U.S. military presence key to prevent civil war, enforce rule of law

Kenneth Pollack, director of the Saban Center for Middle East Policy, Brookings Institution, December 21, 2009, Brookings, “Could We Still Lose Iraq?,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/1221_iraq_pollack.aspx [RG]

The critical role that the United States plays today is that we are the peacekeepers, we are the levy holding back violence, we are Iraq’s security blanket, and we are the broker of political deals that makes Iraqis willing to keep sacrificing today because they can hope for a better tomorrow. But another way to think about the American role is that we enforce the rules: we prevent Iraqis from employing large-scale violence in pursuit of political agendas, which reassures all of them that they can take actions that would be risky in the kind of security vacuum that existed (thanks to American negligence and foolishness) in 2004-2006 and that would exist again if we withdrew prematurely. Acts like voting for the candidate you like rather than the candidate with the most thugs.

Turn—withdrawal of combat troops leads to stability, military advisors aren’t enough

Kenneth M. Pollack, director of the Saban Center for Middle East Policy, Brookings Institution, and Irena L. Sargsyan, research analyst at the Saban Center, doctoral candidate in the Department of Government, Georgetown University, April 2010, The Washington Quarterly, “The Other Side of the COIN: Perils of Premature Evacuation from Iraq,” Center for Strategic and International Studies, Proquest [RG]
Iraq, and potentially Afghanistan at some later date, are not the first times that the United States has had to confront this politically vicious cycle of an indigenous military pushed into COIN operations that then poses a threat to its own civilian government, in turn prompting that government to try to prevent a military takeover by politicizing and crippling its military. The good news is that there is evidence that external military forces can prevent either or both. The bad news is that the history seems to demonstrate that such a foreign military presence needs to consist of large numbers of combat troops, not just military advisors. This is particularly salient for Iraq, both because of its importance to U.S. interests and the fact that current plans envision the withdrawal of all U.S. combat forces so soon. There, the United States needs to leave behind not merely an Iraqi military capable of defeating the remnants of the insurgency, but a functional state that will remain stable and will not slide back into the kind of civil war that would threaten the stability of the wider Persian Gulf region. 

Turn—combat troops key to maintain Iraqi stability, withdrawal stops current progress

Kenneth M. Pollack, director of the Saban Center for Middle East Policy, Brookings Institution, and Irena L. Sargsyan, research analyst at the Saban Center, doctoral candidate in the Department of Government, Georgetown University, April 2010, The Washington Quarterly, “The Other Side of the COIN: Perils of Premature Evacuation from Iraq,” Center for Strategic and International Studies, Proquest [RG]

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

Extensions—Stability Turns

Withdrawal destroys Iraq stability and leads to massive violent conflict

Ryan Mauro, geopolitical analyst for the Northeast Intelligence Network, Global Politician 5/7 ‘7, “The Consequences of Withdrawal from Iraq” http://www.globalpolitician.com/22760-foreign-iraq
Withdrawal would lead to a collapse of the elected Iraqi government, who all would then have to flee outside the region or be executed by terrorists. All the work done to bring about elections and representation for all the people of Iraq would vanish.

In southern Iraq, the “Islamization” process would move full throttle, stripping away individual rights, particularly that of women. As Islamic extremist rule increases, and Iran grows more powerful, a radical Shiite state will be created that will oppress not only its own citizens, but seek to oppress others.

Sectarian violence will spiral out of control, killing millions of Iraqis, both Sunni and Shia. Even more will be forced to flee their homes as radical militias seek to create homogenous regions. Shiite terrorist groups like Hezbollah will likely find safe haven and support.

Sunni territory will become home to an assortment of terrorist organizations that will use it as a base to fund and plan attacks on the United States and nearby moderate Muslim nations. Al-Qaeda, who will certainly not hesitate to attack us again, will have access to safe harbor, recruits, and oil revenue.

The Kurds of northern Iraq will likely declare independence, but will probably see a tremendous amount of violence and despair. Turkey will invade northern Iraq to stop the emergence of a Kurdish state, leading to yet another war. Iran will almost certainly join in.

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.

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


Extensions—Stability Turns (AT—Forces Iraqi Politicians to Step Up)
Turn—withdrawal doesn’t force Iraqi politicians to stabilize, risks derailing progress

Stephen Biddle, et al., Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, Michael E. O’Hanlon, Kenneth M. Pollack, Senior Fellows, Brookings Institution, September/October, 2008, Foreign Affairs, “How to Leave a Stable Iraq: Building on Progress,” EsbcoHost [RG] 

Some argue that to do this, the United States must withdraw, or threaten to withdraw, its troops. They believe this would force Iraqi leaders to put their differences aside and reach a grand compromise on reconciliation, because Iraqis would need to solve their own problems either without a U.S. military crutch or in order to preserve a U.S. presence as a reward for reconciliation. There is some merit to this logic. It is true that the presence of U.S. forces reduces the stakes for Iraqi politicians, since it limits violence. And if Iraq faced chaos otherwise, a threat of withdrawal would certainly be worth trying. But withdrawal is a risky gambit. And progress is now being made without it: violence is down dramatically, and political change, although slow, is under way. Threatening withdrawal might speed this progress, but today it seems more likely to derail it instead.

Reconciliation will require all the major Iraqi factions to accept painful compromises simultaneously. If any major party holds out and decides to fight rather than accept risky sacrifices for the larger good, then its rivals will find it very hard to hold their own followers to the terms of a cease-fire--likely plunging Iraq back into open warfare. If reconciliation can be done slowly, via small steps, then each stage of compromise is likely to be tolerable, with the risk of one holdout party exploiting the others kept to a manageable level. In contrast, if reconciliation must be done quickly, with a grand bargain rapidly negotiated in the face of an imminent U.S. withdrawal, the necessary compromises will be great--making them extremely risky for all parties. In a factionalized, poorly institutionalized, immature political system such as Iraq's, many parties would doubt their rivals' motives and could refuse to make such large and risky compromises. The Iraqis, out of fear for their own safety, might well respond to a threatened U.S. withdrawal by preparing for renewed warfare. Rather than persuading the Iraqis to accept huge risks together, a threat of withdrawal would more likely produce the opposite effect.

Leverage to encourage compromise is important, as advocates of withdrawal argue, and U.S. policy has up to now erred in rejecting conditionality for U.S. aid and cooperation. But threatening withdrawal is hardly the only or the best way of gaining such leverage. Any element of U.S. policy can be made conditional--economic assistance, military aid, the U.S. position in negotiations over the legal status of U.S. forces--by offering benefits only in exchange for Iraqi cooperation. Withdrawal is the biggest potential threat that Washington can issue, but it is also a blunt instrument with great potential to damage both parties' interests. In an environment of increasing stability, the United States can now hope to succeed with subtler methods.


Extensions—Stability Turns (Terrorism)

Turn—timetable withdrawal sparks terrorism, Iraqi instability and civil war

Kenneth Pollack, director of the Saban Center for Middle East Policy, Brookings Institution, September 9, 2008, The American Academy of Poltiical and Social Science, “Kenneth Pollack: If Iraq slips back into civil war… it will be far more dangerous than in Afghanistan,” http://blog.aapss.org/index.cfm?commentID=71 [RG]
KP:   I think that the problem that we are having in the United States today is that there is now such a strong perception of how much progress has been made in Iraq, and that is correct, there has been tremendous progress, that unfortunately  I think people are starting to overreact, assuming that we can now basically walk away from the problem of Iraq because we have pretty much solved it, and that there are now other more important problems that beckon for America’s resources, soldiers, and attention.  What I think that that misunderstands really is the complexity of the remaining problems in Iraq, and the fact that the progress, while very important and potentially sustainable, is not self-sustaining.  It is built upon a whole series of different political compromises and agreements that have at their foundation the presence of the United States to guarantee that various groups inside the country are no longer able to use violence to advance their political agenda, which unfortunately was not the case before the surge, before 2006, and which led to the civil war in Iraq.  As I said, the first-order problems are well on their way to being taken care of by the surge.  But the second, third, fourth-order problems are cropping up.  That is going to require a continuing, very large American presence in Iraq for some years.  It is also, however, going to require us to shift our focus.  And that is something that I have my concerns that the administration is not yet focusing on, that they are so pleased with how well things have gone in terms of dealing with the civil war and the insurgency and the failed state that they are not shifting their focus and shifting the attention of our troops and our resources in Iraq over to deal with things like the immaturity of the Iraqi political system, the need to repatriate four million refugees to their homes, the need to deal with situations like Kirkuk and the Sons of Iraq, all of which could easily re-ignite the civil war.  And as a result you are going to need to have that U.S. presence there.  We need to be there as a buffer between the warring groups, we need to be there to reassure different groups that others cannot attack them.  We need to be there to broker deals among these different factions who are having such tremendous difficulty brokering those deals themselves.  In many ways these are the new roles that the U.S. has got to take on in Iraq and which we have been somewhat loathe, somewhat reluctant to do so. And unfortunately all of that is going to require a very large, very significant commitment of American forces in Iraq, at least for a few more years.


Extensions—Iraqi Instability Impact—Terrorism

Iraqi instability is the most probable scenario for escalation of terrorism—our evidence is comparative to other terrorist hot spots

Kenneth Pollack, director of the Saban Center for Middle East Policy, Brookings Institution, September 9, 2008, The American Academy of Poltiical and Social Science, “Kenneth Pollack: If Iraq slips back into civil war… it will be far more dangerous than in Afghanistan,” http://blog.aapss.org/index.cfm?commentID=71 [RG]
KP: Yes, that is a really important question. I want to break it up into its component pieces, because unfortunately you have had a lot of people very sloppy with language and geography conflating some things and that distorts the argument. First there is the question of Iraq versus Afghanistan. There is no question, there should not be any question in anyone's mind that Iraq is infinitely more important than Afghanistan; Afghanistan is principally, to the extent that it is a problem of terrorism, the real threat is that the Taliban will be able to carve out enough of a safe zone in Afghanistan that they will once again allow al Qaeda to come in and operate the way that they once did before 2001. Well, here is the problem with that. If you look at Iraq, first of all, if Iraq slides into civil war that is exactly what will happen in Iraq. As I mentioned earlier that is what was happening in 2005-2006 and, as other terrorism experts like Peter Bergen have pointed out, al Qaeda does not care about Afghanistan, Afghanistan is not an Arab country. They wanted a base in the heart of the Arab world and they were on the cusp of attaining that in the civil war in Iraq in 2006. If Iraq slips back into civil war, they will attain that and it will be far more dangerous than in Afghanistan.

Extensions—Credibility Turns

And, the loss of reputation because of a withdrawal outweighs all internal-links into credibility
Hakan Tunc, professor of Political Science, Carleton University, Fall 2008, Foreign Policy, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Infotrac [RG]
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 


Iran Advantage [1NC]

1. Iran will nuclearize even after withdrawal—none of their evidence is reverse-causal, Iran would want to proliferate for other reasons, like fears of Israeli strike

2. U.S. withdrawal leads to a power vacuum—Iran becomes regional hegemon

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.


Iran Advantage [1NC]

3. 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. 

4. Iran nuclearization inevitable absent decisive action

Jed Babbin, undersecretary of defense under George H.W. Bush, Human Events 7/14 ‘8, “Time to Rethink Iraq” http://www.humanevents.com/article.php?id=27486
If there is defeat, it is self-defeat because we have been pursuing democracy instead of victory.  Our re-assessment of our involvement in Iraq has to begin with the abandonment of nation-building and whatever repositioning of forces will make us stronger against Iran, Syria and the other terror sponsors.  If that means we move our troops out of Iraq to another, equally strategic, location we should do so.  But whatever we do, we cannot believe that the war is over, because it will not be regardless of whatever fate may befall Iraq.

Iran is the most dedicated and active sponsor of Islamic terrorism.  Last month Mohammed el-Baradei, head of the UN’s feckless International Atomic Energy Agency, said Iran could produce a nuclear weapon in six months.  Our next president will have to either accept a nuclear-armed terrorist state or act decisively to deny Iran nuclear arms and end Iran’s sponsorship of terrorism.


Extensions—Iran Turns

Turn—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. 
Turn—phased withdrawal causes Iranian aggression

Matthew Continetti, Editor, Weekly Standard, June 16, 2008, Weekly Standard, Vol. 13, No. 38, “The Iran Challenge,” http://www.weeklystandard.com/Content/Public/Articles/000/000/015/199woivn.asp [RG]

Obama's "responsible, phased redeployment of our troops from Iraq" would also redound to Iran's strategic benefit. The policy would erase the security and political gains the United States and its Iraqi allies have made in the last year and a half. It would lead to more violence, not less, and to a weaker Iraqi government, not a stronger one. It would breathe new life into the radicals--many sponsored by the Iranian regime--who seek a failed state in Iraq. And Tehran would quickly move to fill any power vacuum that the Americans left behind in Iraq.
Withdrawal causes Iranian nuclearization and spiraling Middle East violence

Ryan Mauro, geopolitical analyst for the Northeast Intelligence Network, Global Politician 5/7 ‘7, “The Consequences of Withdrawal from Iraq” http://www.globalpolitician.com/22760-foreign-iraq
Iran, the #1 sponsor of terrorism and home to several Al-Qaeda leaders, will grow in power and become the leader of the region. It will become easier for Iran’s government, who denies the holocaust has ever happened and has repeatedly cited the destruction of Israel and the United States as its goal, to obtain nuclear weapons. The West will find its options to deter isolate and affect Iran’s behavior very limited.

In response to the growth of Iran’s power, countries in the region like Egypt, Algeria, Saudi Arabia, Turkey, and the states in the Gulf will obtain nuclear weapons. Iran’s leadership has expressed willingness to share its nuclear technology with other rogue states like Syria and Venezuela.

Saudi Arabia will increase its support to Sunni jihadists and Wahhabists (which spawned Osama Bin Laden) in order to counter Iran’s influence. There may very well be a bloody civil war inside Saudi Arabia, causing oil prices to hit a new spike and possibly bringing the American economy into a deep recession.

The growth in power of terrorist elements will lead to a complete breakdown in the Middle East Peace Process, and renewed fighting between Israeli and militant Palestinian groups. Israel will have to take an even more hawkish stance towards Iran, quite possibly leading to a nuclear showdown.

One of the problems the United States has had among Iraqis is that they don’t believe we will stay to protect them, so they sit on the sidelines and won’t stand up to the terrorists. A premature withdrawal would forever eliminate any goodwill and trust between America and the people of the Middle East, instead replaced by bitterness and hatred as its people watch their family members die due to American selfishness. Any hope of having a foreign ally would diminish, as no one would trust the United States to stand by them in tough times.

Extensions—Iran Turns

Withdrawal increases Iraq-Iran ties

Neil Arun, IWPR’s Iraq editor in Irbil and Abeer Mohammed, IWPR’s senior local editor in Baghdad, Mohammad Abbasi 4/8 ’10, “Rise of Iran reveals polarized Iraq” http://mmabbasi.wordpress.com/2010/04/08/rise-of-iran-reveals-polarized-iraq/
Some fear that Iraq’s sectarian and ethnic feuds, barely calmed, will be rekindled as Iran’s struggle to overpower its neighbour ensnares other countries in the region.

Others argue that Iran’s policy is more pragmatic. Already the dominant player in Iraq’s economy, they say, it seeks to consolidate rather than expand its political influence and has no interest in exporting chaos, now that the US military is leaving.

The bulk of US forces are expected to withdraw from Iraq this summer, reducing the clout in Iran’s neighborhood of its biggest adversary.

The government that emerges from Iraq’s recent election is certain to empower the many Shi’ite Arab and Kurdish politicians who have traditionally close ties to Iran.

Several of these leaders traveled to Tehran for informal talks in the weeks following the March 7 parliamentary election.


Extensions—No Impact to Iran

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. 

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. 


Extensions—No Impact to Iran

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. 

Democracy Advantage [1NC]

1. No impact—Diamond is empirically denied—democracies hold most of the world nukes and are more likely to go to war with non-democracies, Iraq proves

2. Turn—democracy promotion causes war in the Middle East, draws in great powers

Edward D. Mansfield, Professor of Political Science and director of the Christopher H. Browne Center for International Politics, University of Pennsylvania, and Jack Snyder, Professor of International Relations in the Political Science Department at Columbia University, December 22, 2005, The National Interest, “Prone to Violence: The Paradox of Democratic Peace,” http://goliath.ecnext.com/coms2/gi_0199-5456772/Prone-to-violence-the-paradox.html [RG]
THERE IS no reason to believe that the longstanding link between democratization and nationalist war is diminishing. Many of the countries that are still on the Bush Administration's "to do" list of democracy promotion lack the institutional infrastructure needed to manage the early stages of a democratic transition. The "third wave" of democratization in the 1980s and 1990s consolidated democratic regimes primarily in the richer countries of eastern Europe, Latin America, southern Africa and East Asia. A fourth wave would involve more challenging cases: countries that are poorer, more ethnically divided, ideologically more resistant to democracy, with more entrenched authoritarian elites and a much frailer base of governmental institutions and citizen skills. 
Many Islamic countries that figure prominently in the Bush Administration's efforts to promote democracy are particularly hard cases. Although democratization in the Islamic world might contribute to peace in the very long run, Islamic public opinion in the short run is generally hostile to the United States, ambivalent about terrorism and unwilling to renounce the use of force to regain disputed territories. Although the belligerence of the Islamic public is partly fueled by resentment of the U.S.-backed authoritarian regimes under which many of them live, renouncing these authoritarians and pressing for a quick democratic opening is unlikely to lead to peaceful democratic consolidations. On the contrary, unleashing Islamic mass opinion through sudden democratization might raise the likelihood of war. 
All of the risk factors are there. The media and civil society groups are inflammatory, as old elites and rising oppositions try to outbid each other for the mantle of Islamic or nationalist militancy. The rule of law is weak, and existing corrupt bureaucracies cannot serve a democratic administration properly. The boundaries of states are mismatched with those of nations, making any push for national self-determination fraught with peril. Per capita incomes, literacy rates and citizen skills in most Muslim Middle Eastern states are below the levels normally needed to sustain democracy. The richer states' economies are based on oil exports, which exacerbate corruption and insulate regimes from accountability to citizens. 
In the Arab world, every state has at least one risk factor for failed, violent democratization: Algeria, Egypt, Jordan, Morocco, the Palestinian territories, Syria and Yemen have annual per capita national incomes under $2,000. Algeria, Egypt, Iraq, Morocco, Oman, Saudi Arabia, Tunisia, the United Arab Emirates and Yemen have rates of illiteracy above 20 percent among adults over the age of 15. The best bet for democratization by these indicators is Lebanon, a state that does not produce petroleum and where illiteracy stands at 13.5 percent and the average income is $4,040. However, Lebanon is deeply divided among distrustful, armed ethnic and religious groups. Its electoral power-sharing institutions provide a rigid system for managing these divisions that locks in ethnic identity as the political trump card and prevents the formation of groups based on non-ethnic platforms. 
Iran's experience over the past 25 years should serve as a cautionary tale. The theocratic, illiberal semi-democracy established by the popular Iranian Revolution relentlessly pressed the offensive in a bloody war of attrition with Iraq after 1981 and supported violent movements abroad. A quarter of a century later, Iranian electoral politics still bears the imprint of incomplete democratization. With liberal democratic reformers barred from running for office, in 2005 Iranian voters looking for a more responsive government elected as president the religiously fundamentalist and populist mayor of Tehran, Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, a staunch proponent of the Iranian nuclear program. When elites manipulate the weak mechanisms of electoral accountability to rule out liberal alternatives, nationalism is often the only game in town. 

Democracy Advantage [1NC]

3. No impact—democratic peace theory has no evidence to support it

Christopher Layne, Robert M. Gates Chair in National Security at the George Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M, 2007 AMERICAN EMPIRE: A DEBATE, p. 94 [RG]

Wilsonian ideology drives the American Empire because its proponents posit that the United States must use its military power to extend democracy abroad. Here, the ideology of Empire rests on assumptions that are not supported by the facts. One reason the architects of Empire champion democracy promotion is because they believe in the so-called democratic peace theory, which holds that democratic states do not fight other democracies. Or as President George W. Bush put it with his customary eloquence, "democracies don't war; democracies are peaceful."136 The democratic peace theory is the probably the most overhyped and undersupported "theory" ever to be concocted by American academics. In fact, it is not a theory at all. Rather it is a theology that suits the conceits of Wilsonian true believers-especially the neoconservatives who have been advocating American Empire since the early 1990s. As serious scholars have shown, however, the historical record does not support the democratic peace theory.131 On the contrary, it shows that democracies do not act differently toward other democracies than they do toward nondemocratic states. When important national interests are at stake, democracies not only have threatened to use force against other democracies, but, in fact, democracies have gone to war with other democracies.

Extensions—Transition Wars

Extend Mansfield and Snyder—empirically proven that forced transitions to democracy cause failed states and war—lack of infrastructure and political divisions in Middle East lead to violent transitions that never reach liberal democracies

And, transitions to democracy cause war—short-circuits Aff ability to get their impacts

Edward D. Mansfield, Professor of Political Science and director of the Christopher H. Browne Center for International Politics, University of Pennsylvania, and Jack Snyder, Professor of International Relations in the Political Science Department at Columbia University, Spring, 2002, International Organization, “Democratic Transitions, Institutional Strength, and War,” Vol. 56, www.people.fas.harvard.edu/~johnston/mansfield.pdf [RG]
In previous research, we reported that states undergoing democratic transitions were substantially more likely to participate in external wars than were states whose regimes remained unchanged or changed in an autocratic direction. 6 We argued that elites in newly democratizing states often use nationalist appeals to attract mass support without submitting to full democratic accountability and that the institutional weakness of transitional states creates the opportunity for such war-causing strategies to succeed. However, these earlier studies did not fully address the circumstances under which transitions are most likely to precipitate war, and they did not take into account various important causes of war. Equally, some critics worried that the time periods over which we measured the effects of democratization were sometimes so long that events occurring at the beginning of a period would be unlikely to influence foreign policy at its end. 7 Employing a more refined research design than in our prior work, we aim here to identify more precisely the conditions under which democratization stimulates hostilities. We find that the heightened danger of war grows primarily out of the transition from an autocratic regime to one that is partly democratic. The specter of war during this phase of democratization looms especially large when governmental institutions, including those regulating political participation, are especially weak. Under these conditions, elites commonly employ nationalist rhetoric to mobilize mass support but then become drawn into the belligerent foreign policies unleashed by this process. We find, in contrast, that transitions that quickly culminate in a fully coherent democracy are much less perilous. 8 Further, our results refute the view that transitional democracies are simply inviting targets of attack because of their temporary weakness. In fact, they tend to be the initiators of war. We also refute the view that any regime change is likely to precipitate the outbreak of war. We find that transitions toward democracy are significantly more likely to generate hostilities than transitions toward autocracy.
And, transitions to democracy cause ethnic violence

Amy Chua, 2003, WORLD ON FIRE: HOW EXPORTING FREE MARKET DEMOCRACY BREEDS ETHNIC HATRED AND GLOBAL INSTABILITY, p. 9-10, Ebrary [RG]

By contrast, the sobering thesis of this book is that the global spread of markets and democracy is a principal, aggravating cause of group hatred and ethnic violence throughout the non-Western world. In the numerous societies around the world that have a market-dominant minority, markets and democracy are not mutually reinforcing. Because markets and democracy benefit different ethnic groups in such societies, the pursuit of free market democracy produces highly unstable and combustible conditions. Markets concentrate enormous wealth in the hands of an “outsider” minority, fomenting ethnic envy and hatred among often chronically poor majorities. In absolute terms the majority may or may not be better off—a dispute that much of the globalization debate fixes on—but any sense of improvement is overwhelmed by their continuing poverty and the hated minority’s extraordinary economic success. More humiliating still, market-dominant minorities, along with their foreign-investor partners, invariably come to control the crown jewels of the economy, often symbolic of the nation’s patrimony and identity—oil in Russia and Venezuela, diamonds in South Africa, silver and tin in Bolivia, jade, teak, and rubies in Burma.

Introducing democracy in these circumstances does not transform voters into open-minded cocitizens in a national community. Rather, the competition for votes fosters the emergence of demagogues who scapegoat the resented minority and foment active enthonationalist movements demanding that the country’s wealth and identity be reclaimed by the “true owners of the nation.” As America celebrated the global spread of democracy in the 1990s, ethnicized political slogans proliferated: “Georgia for the Georgians,” “Eritreans Out of Ethiopia,” “Kenya for Kenyans,” “Venezuela for Pardos,” “Kazakhstan for Kazakhs,” “Serbia for Serbs,” “Croatia for Croats,” “Hutu Power,” “Assam for Assamese,” “Jews Out of Russia.” Romania’s 2001 presidential candidate Vadim Tudor was no quite so pithy. “I’m Vlad the Impaler,” he campaigned; referring to the historically economically dominant Hungarian minority, he promised: “We will hang them directly by their Hungarian tongue!”15

Extensions—Transition Wars

And, democratization collapses effective deterrence and negotiation credibility

Edward D. Mansfield, Professor of Political Science and director of the Christopher H. Browne Center for International Politics, University of Pennsylvania, and Jack Snyder, Professor of International Relations in the Political Science Department at Columbia University, Spring, 2002, International Organization, “Democratic Transitions, Institutional Strength, and War,” Vol. 56, www.people.fas.harvard.edu/~johnston/mansfield.pdf [RG]
The power of central authorities is typically reduced in newly democratizing states. The old authoritarian state has broken up, leaving behind the vestiges of its ruling [End Page 301] class as still-powerful interest groups. Some of these groups, including the military bureaucracy and dominant economic interests, may have self-serving reasons to lobby for military expansion or the exclusion of foreign economic competition, policies that could cause tensions with other states. At the same time, dissatisfied ethnic elites or rising proponents of commercial expansion may press their demands on the weakened state. These elite groups and the political parties aligned with them may become even further committed to nationalism, foreign expansion, or economic protectionism as a result of their rhetorical appeals for popular support. Consequently, political coalitions in newly democratizing states are especially likely to be beholden to veto groups, at least some of which have a stake in assertive foreign policies and nationalist political rhetoric. One form that such veto-group politics may take is "logrolling," that is, mutual back-scratching among narrowly self-serving interests. In forging a logrolled bargain, each group in the coalition agrees to support the others on the issue that each cares about most. For example, the ruling coalition in Germany before World War i was the nationalist "marriage of iron and rye," in which aristocratic landowners supported a fleet-building program that industrial interests desired; in exchange, big business supported high agricultural tariffs. 25 To some degree, logrolling and other forms of veto-group politics occur in all political systems; but they tend to be especially pervasive in partially democratized states, such as pre-1914 Germany. Since mature democracies have strong mechanisms of accountability to the average voter, logrolls that impose huge costs and risks on the citizenry are likely to provoke strong and effective opposition. Democracy, when it works correctly, confers power on the taxpayers, consumers, and military conscripts who would have to pay the diffuse costs that are side effects of the logroll. In newly democratizing states, however, the power of elite groups is likely to be strengthened vis-à-vis the weakened autocratic center, though the power of mass groups is not yet institutionalized in the manner of a mature democracy. Thus democratizing states are especially at risk for unchecked logrolling among elite interest groups, and this can fuel violent nationalist conflicts. Furthermore, partially democratizing countries with weak political institutions often lack the governmental coherence and predictability to send clear and credible signals of commitment to allies and enemies alike. With multiple centers of authority and uncertain tenure of office, leaders in transitional states may have difficulty making credible deterrent commitments or believable promises to refrain from attacking in the future. One faction may signal willingness to compromise, whereas another may signal an inclination for preventive war. As the puzzled Austrian chief of staff asked about strategic authority in semidemocratic Germany in July 1914, "Who rules in Berlin, [Chancellor] Bethmann or [Chief of Staff] Moltke?" 26 Whereas the superior signaling and bargaining ability of mature democracies [End Page 302] may be a factor underpinning the democratic peace, 27 the signaling handicaps of newly democratizing states may hinder their ability to negotiate the settlement of disputes.

Extensions—Middle East Democracy ( War

Withdrawal of U.S. presence in the Middle East leads to instability, spills over to regional conflict

James Jay Carafano, Assistant Director of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, Senior Research Fellow in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy, and James Phillips, Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs, March 28, 2008, The Heritage Foundation, “Iraq: Pause in Troop Drawdown Makes Sense,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Iraq/wm1871.cfm [RG]

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. 

Middle East democracy results in regional conflict and instability over Israel—proliferation ensures conflicts go nuclear

Ray Takeyh, Fellow in International Security Studies at Yale University, and Nikolas K. Gvosdev, editor of the National Interest, March 5, 2005, The National Interest, “A Misplaced Faith? Arab Democracy and American Security,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=18256 [RG]

Given such public views, it is hard to see how democratically elected governments in the Middle East can accommodate U.S. interests.  Take two of America’s most pressing concerns, the Arab-Israeli peace process and halting the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. The specter of a powerful Israel "transgressing" on sacred Arab lands is still the prevailing image of the Jewish state in the region’s popular culture. Recent polls suggest that throughout the Middle East over sixty percent of those surveyed view the plight of the Palestinians as the most significant regional challenge. In the two states that have enacted formal peace treaties with Israel—Egypt and Jordan—the popular opinion is strongly hostile to such obligations.  Egypt and Jordan maintain their relations with Israel at Washington's behest precisely because they have autocratic chief executives insulated from popular recall.

Nor would the United States find a democratic Middle East more hospitable terrain for its anti-proliferation priorities. In the era of the Bush Doctrine, with its penchant toward unilateralism and pre-emption, it is hard to see how any beleaguered state would dispense with the deterrent value of nuclear weapons. Prospective democracies in the Middle East would face even greater nationalistic pressure for modernization of their armed forces and achievement of a true balance of power with a nuclear-armed Israel. Washington may be able to coax, bribe and pressure Arab despots into maintaining their compliance with its non-proliferation treaties, but it can do little with democratic regimes relying on the votes of a public complaining about the inequality of the Israeli nuclear monopoly. It is significant that none of the opfposition parties in Pakistan—not even the most "secular" or "Western" of these movements—support any move toward de-nuclearization (certainly as long as India and Israel remain nuclear powers).  The same can be same of the democratic reformers in Iran—those who call for freedom of the press or greater accountability of officials to the electorate are not proponents of dismantling Iran's WMD program or acquiescing to a permanent American presence in the Persian Gulf.


Extensions—Middle East Democracy ( War

Middle East democracy results in anti-American sentiment and leads to instability

Ray Takeyh, Fellow in International Security Studies at Yale University, and Nikolas K. Gvosdev, editor of the National Interest, March 5, 2005, The National Interest, “A Misplaced Faith? Arab Democracy and American Security,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=18256 [RG]

Even in the current, autocratic political societies of the region, it is possible to decipher what the likely international orientation of future Middle East democracies might be by consulting public opinion surveys, the platform of political parties and civic associations and the musings of the intelligentsia.  One would think that the results of a comprehensive opinion survey of nine Muslim countries (including leading U. S. allies such as Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Jordan and Pakistan) undertaken in March 2002 might have given the Washington establishment some pause for reflection. In all these states, the “very favorable” view of the Untied States seldom reached double digits, with Pakistan recording a dismal one percent, followed by seven percent among the Saudis. The overwhelming number of the participants decried America’s policies as “ruthless, aggressive, conceited and arrogant.” Such public denunciations cannot be easily dismissed as clever manipulations of regimes cultivating anti-Americanism as a means of deflecting attention from their own inadequacies. (Indeed, the regimes’ anti-American campaigns are often designed to placate public opinion as opposed to creating such dispositions.)  It is clear that any government whose claim to legitimacy rests upon an electoral mandate from the people would have to take into account the overwhelming popular sentiment for a decreased American presence in the region.

Beyond public opinion surveys, an examination of the platforms of political parties and professional associations reveals a similar disdain for continued American predominance.   These organizations represent the professional middle classes--precisely the people upon whom any future Arab democracy would be grounded.  In today's Middle East, political parties and civic organizations play a curious role. Despite their complete or partial exclusion from power, they are genuine forums for assessing public opinion and are often the only real expressions of democracy, given their freely elected leaders and consensus-based platforms.  Their pronouncements, therefore, do reflect popular attitudes. Throughout the Middle East, the leading political parties, whether Islamist or secular, find common ground in their opposition to the United States. 


Extensions—Middle East Democracy ( Terrorism

Superficial Middle Eastern democracies decrease security and promote widespread terrorism

Chris Forster, Research Fellow at the Foreign Policy Center, February 16, 2006, Foreign Policy Center, “Democracy, Terrorism, and the Middle East,” fpc.org.uk/fsblob/711.pdf [RG]

Superficial democracies, as seen in Iraq and Afghanistan, are more likely to hamper  security initiatives and promote supporters of violence and terrorism in volatile  regions such as the Middle East.  The presence of democratic elections is simply not  enough.  The ballot box is only the most obvious and cosmetic symbol of a  democratic regime and cannot support the consequences democracy implies.  It is  akin to calling the shell of a vehicle a ‘car’.  Only really when combined with the  components inside that allow it to function will it be one.  A regime that implements  democratic measures will only function when buttressed by wider forces. 
Middle East democracy results in failed states and terrorism

Martin Kramer, Fellow at The Washington Institute, 2002, “Iraq, Palestine, Then What? Can America Promote a Liberal Democratic Middle East?,” http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/print.php?template=C07&CID=119 [RG]

Some of them offer democracy as an antidote to the Islamic movements I alluded to a moment ago. These movements are the opportunistic infections that have followed the failed social experiments of the Arab world. They are the poor man's civil society, and a poor substitute for it, since they are tolerance-deficient in the extreme. How can they be defeated? Some analysts suggest the answer to political Islam is democracy. Get the Islamists into the system, open the game to their participation, and they will lose their appeal.

I can assure you that from the vantage point of Israel, things look precisely the opposite. Israel has five immediate neighbors: Syria, Jordan, Egypt, Lebanon, and the Palestinian Authority. Syria, Jordan, and Egypt are ruled without even a pretense of democracy. Syria is ruled by a hereditary dictator, Jordan is ruled by an absolute monarch, and Egypt is ruled by a president-for-life. And witness: Islamist movements are no great threat to order in any of these three autocratic states.

But look at Lebanon and the Palestinian Authority. Lebanon actually has a measure of political pluralism. It has political parties, a relatively open press, and elections. Yet this has not diminished the influence of Islamists. To the contrary, they flourish there in their most extreme form: the Shi'i Hizballah. This movement remains armed, it has taken over the most sensitive part of the country, and it operates as a state within a state, periodically nudging the entire region to the brink of war.

And what of the Palestinian Authority? Even under Arafat's wretched and corrupt rule, it still was less oppressive than any other Arab state. It tolerated a wider range of political expression than Syria, Jordan, or Egypt -- and of course it tolerated Islamists. And the result? Here again, the Islamists of Hamas and Islamic Jihad have gained an influence far in excess of their numbers, and they have grown murderous terrorist appendages, whose suicidal violence has infected the entire Palestinian body politic.
In short, political pluralism has not been an antidote to political Islam. Quite the opposite: the more pluralistic the system, the more likely it is to become the host of some cancerous Islamist movement combining incitement and terrorism. One can hardly blame Israelis if they express a strong preference for living alongside a dictator, a monarch, or a president-for-life. To live alongside a freer Arab society has so far meant to live alongside suicide bombers, flying rockets, and bottomless incitement.

I conclude. If there is one thing worse than an authoritarian state, it is a failed state. A prodemocracy policy could create them. It could do so precisely in places ruled by your allies. It has happened before: the Carter administration's promotion of human rights contributed to Khomeini's revolution in Iran. You cannot impose political openings on all of your adversaries -- the Asads and the Qadhafis and the Saddams. Are you prepared to try to impose them only on your allies? If you do, and it backfires (like the peace process did), this wellintentioned policy could leave us with a Middle East divided between radical nationalist dictators whom you have failed to displace and populist Islamist revolutions you will have failed to deflect. The Lansdowne conference will have to run an entire week to cover all the threats.


Extensions—No Democratic Peace Theory

Extend Layne—democratic peace arguments are made-up lies by neocons—empirically proven that democracies go to war with each other and are more likely to go to war against non-democracies

No democratic peace—just one non-democracy jacks solvency

John Mearsheimer, Professor of Political Science, University of Chicago, 2003, THE TRAGEDY OF GREAT POWER POLITICS, P. 368, Google Books [RG]

Another reason to doubt democratic peace theory is the problem of backsliding. No democracy can be sure that another democracy will not someday become an authoritarian state, in which case the remaining democracy would no longer be safe and secure. Prudence dictates that democracies prepare for that eventuality, which means striving to have as much power as possible just in case a friendly neighbor turns into the neighborhood bully. But even if one rejects these criticisms and embraces democratic peace theory, it is still unlikely that all the great powers in the system will become democratic and stay that way over the long term. It would only take a non-democratic china or Russia to keep power politics in play, and both of those states are likely to be non-democratic for at least part of the twenty-first century.
Democratic peace studies flawed—assumes a bipolar world

Thomas Schwartz, Professor of Political Science, University of California, and Kiron Skinner, Fellow, Council on Foreign Relations, and the Hoover Institute, Winter, 2002, Foreign Policy Research Institute, “The Myth of Democratic Peace,” Vol. 46, Iss. 1, Proquest [RG]
One is that the “democratic peace” was part of a wider pattern: the whole developed world—the First and Second Worlds combined—was internally at peace, and it included most Cold War democracies. Conventionally, the First World comprised the NATO members, Spain, the European democratic neutrals (Ireland, Sweden, Finland, Austria, Switzerland), Japan, Australia, and New Zealand. The Second World was the Soviet empire—not the whole communist world, only the Warsaw Pact. Within the large combined world, levels of prosperity varied, but all those states were industrialized, had ready access to advanced technology, and ranked high in literacy and public health. In every war since World War II, at least one side belonged wholly to the Third World. The obvious and customary explanation is that bipolarity is a peculiarly stable way of distributing power: every state of the combined world was either allied with one of the two superpowers, neither of which could suffer war with the other, or was neutralized by agreement between those powers.


Counterplan—Condition on Article 140 [1NC, 1/2]

Text—The United States federal government should withdraw its military presence from Iraq in accordance with the United States – Iraq Status of Forces Agreement on the condition that the Government of Iraq agrees to completely implement Article 140 of the constitution.

U.S. military conditions work—Iraq would say yes

Julie Montgomery, correspondent for the United States Institute of Peace, September 2008, quoting Kimberley Kagan, President of the Institute for the Study of War, Colin Kahl, senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security, Charles Knight, co-dierctor of the Project on Defense Alternatives at the Commonwelath Institute, and Rend al-Rahim, USIP Iraq fellow, United States Institute of Peace, “The Future of the U.S. Military Presence in Iraq,” http://www.usip.org/files/resources/USIP_0908.PDF [RG]

Kahl and Rahim both argued that the U.S. should condition its military, economic and political support for the government of Iraq (GOI) to resolve critical political issues.  Military support—both troop presence and critical enablers like logistics and air support—obviously provides the greatest amount of leverage and is the area in which Iraq is most dependent on the U.S.  However, Iraq also relies heavily on U.S. governance and economic support, as well as political support in Iraq’s relations with other states and in international institutions.  Only through a U.S. threat to end this essential support are Iraqis likely to make the tough compromises necessary for the establishment of a stable, secure Iraq. Kagan agreed with Kahl and Rahim about conditional support and leverage, but only to a point.  The U.S. must lean on Iraqi leaders to make certain political compromises, and even withhold support to pressure these leaders.  However, she made a critical distinction that others did not: the U.S. should only condition support for Iraq in ways that are “non-fatal.”  By this line of reasoning, no failure of leaders in the GOI to achieve political progress is so grave that the U.S. should be willing to “let Iraq fail.” Kahl and Rahim agreed that some necessary compromises are unlikely to occur unless Iraqi leaders’ political future is at risk.  Kagan’s approach was, therefore, too lenient to be effective.  
Implementing Article 140 before U.S. withdrawal is key to prevent civil war

Brendan O’Leary, Professor of Political Science at University of Pennsylvania, Spring 2009, Dissent, “Departing Responsibly,” Proquest [RG]
Once the Obama administration questions the idée fixe that Iraq must be recentralized, as Biden did in his capacity as chair of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, it will realize that it is much wiser to adopt a pro-Constitution policy, not just because it is legally and democratically better, but because it will enable a more judicious and just U.S. exit. There is no point in building up a strong Baghdad military if that leads to a renewed war with Kurdistan. It would repeat the pattern of Iraqi history since 1920. Each successive Iraqi regime that has sought to consolidate its power has broken its previous commitments to Kurdistan’s autonomy and sought to conquer it. Ensuing Arab-Kurdish wars have then encouraged interventions by the neighboring powers. It is time to end this cycle. Washington must therefore seek to resolve major Kurdish-Arab tensions before it leaves. That way Iraq’s internal territorial boundaries will be clarified, and the prospects of subsequent Turkish and Iranian interventions reduced. The means are clear—supporting the implementation of the Constitution’s Article 140, which, executed fairly, will facilitate Kirkuk’s and other disputed territories’ unifying with the KRG, in line with local majority opinion. As a quid pro quo, Washington should promote power-sharing provisions in the KRG’s Constitution for the Turkomen, Arabs, and Christians of Kirkuk city and offer to monitor minority rights protections that the Kurds have already promoted in good faith. Such a policy would also require supporting the formal transfer into the KRG of the Kurdish majority districts and sub-districts currently below its southern boundary. Such a policy is just: Saddam drew the existing borders, not elected Kurds or Arabs. It is required: the Kurdistan region’s boundary does not coincide with existing provincial boundaries, creating an administrative mess. The policy is constitutional. And it is democratic at the relevant level—the local one: Kurdistan’s lists appear to have triumphed throughout nearly all the disputed territories in the recent provincial elections. The policy will be stabilizing— provided the Turkomen are appropriately accommodated. A satisfied Kurdistan will be a champion of a federal Iraq. By contrast, a U.S. withdrawal before the just implementation of Article 140 will lead to war between factions in Baghdad and Kurdistan.

Counterplan—Condition on Article 140 [1NC, 2/2]

Iraqi civil war escalates throughout the Middle East

Jeremy Bowen, BBC Middle East editor, February 23, 2006, BBC, “Iraq’s Civil War Nightmare,” http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/4741616.stm [RG]

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

Iraq Conditions Counterplan—Maliki Says Yes

Maliki would agree to conditions

Sami Moubayed, December 22, 2009, Asia Times, “Maliki Makes His Move on Kirkuk Issue,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/KL22Ak03.html [RG]
Is the Maliki visit purely domestic, aimed at diverting attention from the recent bombings in Baghdad and creating allies for the prime minister ahead of the March 2010 elections? Or is it a result of a recent US declaration supporting implementation of Article 140 of the Iraqi constitution, which calls for a referendum in the oil-rich city of Kirkuk, to see whether its inhabitants want to remain part of Iraq or join the district of Iraqi Kurdistan? Kurdistan already has 10-15% of Iraq’s oil reserves, while Kirkuk alone holds as much as 25%, meaning that if the Kurds get to incorporate it, they will control no less than 40% of oil reserves in Iraq. 
That referendum should have been held two years ago, but has been continually delayed by the central government, which fears Iraq's Arab Shi'ites and Sunnis would never tolerate it, and nor would regional players Iran, Turkey, Saudi Arabia and Syria. 
Maliki cuddled up to the Kurds in 2007, after losing some of his principal Sunni and Shi'ite allies, promising to uphold Article 140, to remain on the good side of Iraqi Kurds. He also indirectly sponsored the transfer of Arabs from within Kirkuk (there are 12,000 Arab families in the city) to other parts of Iraq ahead of the proposed referendum, claiming that they had been brought there illegally by Saddam Hussein to outnumber Kurds in the city. 
These gestures by Maliki helped keep his cabinet coalition alive at a time when heavyweights such as the Sadrists, the Iraqi National List and the Iraqi Accordance Front were no longer dealing with him. Matters became strained, however, when Maliki failed to put his words into action, repeatedly delaying the referendum, and did not lift a finger to prevent Turkish attacks on Kurdistan in mid-2007, aimed at eliminating the Kurdistan Workers' Party (PKK). 
The prime minister is apparently recalculating his relationship with the Kurds. He needs heavyweights behind him, after all, since success in the upcoming elections seems all the more difficult after the latest bombings in August, October and December. He also realizes that the US administration of President Barack Obama is keen on resolving the Kurdish issue, after it sent a senior diplomat, Alan Misenheimer, to reside in Kirkuk in August. Shortly before that, the Kurds were on the verge of holding a referendum on a regional constitution, unilaterally declaring their control over Kirkuk, and claiming that the Baghdad government had repeatedly delayed holding the much-anticipated yet controversial referendum.
Maliki would adhere to Article 140 if pressured

AKNews, Kurdistan News Agency, May 31, 2010, “Maliki Expected in Kurdistan, Kurds Stress Article 140 Main Condition for Alliance,” http://www.aknews.com/en/aknews/4/150830/ [RG]
Kirkuk, May 31 (AKnews) - In an expected visit to Kurdistan today, the outgoing Iraqi Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki will meet the Kurdish leaders and hold talks over mechanisms to form the new Iraqi government, a member of the Kurdish blocs coalition said on Monday. 
Maliki's visit may aim at persuading the Kurdish leaders to ally with him to form the next government, according to Alla Talabani.
The Kurdish bloc is still closer to the State of Law Coalition led by al-Maliki and the Iraqi National Coalition led by Ammar al-Hakim, "but this does not mean staying away from other blocs" Talabani said.
earlier, a Kurdish MP Mahmoud Osman, said Kurds would keep all doors open to all winning blocs for talks on the issue of forming the government.
"The Kurdish blocs coalition does not have demands as much as they are principles about federalism, the disputed areas, articles of the Iraqi constitution, and the rights of the Kurds in general" Talabani added.
"Kurds have the right to get the Iraqi presidency" according to her.
Iraqi constitution's article 140 has not been given an in-depth discussion so far "but it will be a main condition to enter any alliances to form the next government." Talabani stressed.

Iraq Conditions Counterplan—140 Good (Stability)

Withdrawal without implementing article 140 destabilizes Iraq and makes U.S. re-intervention inevitable—turns back the Aff

Brendan O’Leary, Professor of Political Science at University of Pennsylvania, Spring 2009, Dissent, “Departing Responsibly,” Proquest [RG]

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

Iraq Conditions Counterplan—140 Good (Stability)

Article 140 solves tensions—all their turns are inevitable because the Kurds will try to secede even without Article 140

Brendan O’Leary, Professor of Political Science at University of Pennsylvania, Spring 2009, Dissent, “Departing Responsibly,” Proquest [RG]
The Constitution, in short, permits either a symmetrical federation, in which other regions are built with the same powers as Kurdistan, or an asymmetrical federation, in which the existing provinces of Arab-majority Iraq, by comparison with the KRG, choose to grant greater authority to the Baghdad government. The Constitution remains a coherent vision of how to remake Iraq as a feasible democracy. It is also Iraq’s fundamental law, even if it is often disrespected. The Constitution is, however, in danger—a danger that may be aggravated by misreading Iraq’s 2009 provincial elections. No elections were held in Kurdistan and Kirkuk—approximately a fifth of the country. A common and facile evaluation claims that the elections in the fourteen Arab-majority provinces were won by centralists. It is true that ISCI, the champion of a Shiite-dominated southern super-region, was defeated—for now. It lost ground, however, mostly because of its poor performance in the provincial governments and because it was tarred as the Persian party. The fragmented Sunni and Shiite centralists who made advances have utterly rival visions of who should hold power in Baghdad. Moreover, each provincial government will want to exercise its powers as violence subsides and as the incompetence of Baghdad’s administration becomes more evident. (The federal oil ministry, for example, has failed to spend more than a fraction of its investment budget for three years in a row.) In no province did any Arab party or list win 50 percent of the vote, and in only one did any list come close. This voting pattern will therefore lead to multiparty coalition governments in every Arab-majority province. Power sharing, both within provinces and within the federal government, is the unavoidable consequence of proportional representation and of political fragmentation among Arab Iraqis. It makes federalism viable and necessary; it is what Iraq needs, not a strongman backed by Washington. The Obama administration must not follow the Bush administration, the Baker-Hamilton Report, the Brookings Institution, and the Washington think tanks in the misguided project of aiding the recentralization of Iraq. Some claim that recentralization is the settled will of Arab Iraqis. That is misleading. What Arabs currently reject is aggregating provinces into regions, like Kurdistan. They do not reject empowering their own provinces. And even if they were all full-blooded centralists, they cannot constitutionally weaken Kurdistan’s powers. It has an entrenched veto over amendments that might weaken its powers. Breaking the Constitution would send Kurdistan toward secession. It will be far better for the Obama administration to organize an early exit before any Baghdad-based government becomes too strong. In the interim, it should render military and policing assistance to the provinces and to the Kurdistan region—which would be lawful— rather than to federal forces. The reason is simple: to consolidate a balance of power. The weaker a Baghdad government is, the more it must bargain with and accommodate Kurds, Sunni Arabs, and other minorities, and the more it must avoid naked partisanship on behalf of any community. The weaker it is, the greater the prospects for province-based federalism to strengthen itself in Arab Iraq.
Implementing Article 140 solves ethnic tensions—is a prerequisite to withdrawal

Brendan O’Leary, Professor of Political Science at University of Pennsylvania, Spring 2009, Dissent, “Departing Responsibly,” Proquest [RG]

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

Iraq Conditions Counterplan—140 Good (Stability)

Iraqi Constitution key to prevent regional conflict
Brendan O’Leary, Professor of Political Science at University of Pennsylvania, Spring 2009, Dissent, “Departing Responsibly,” Proquest [RG]

The re-engineering of U.S. policy toward Turkey is also necessary if we are to leave Iraq responsibly. Turkey fears an independent Kurdistan. But a secure KRG within a federal Iraq will not be an independent Kurdistan; rather, it will be a satisfied, prosperous secular region, a buffer between Turkey and hard-line Islamists. Turkey wants the KRG’s cooperation with respect to the Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK) and its adjunct Party for a Free Life in Kurdistan (PJAK). It will get this, but only if it pays the appropriate price: fully recognizing the KRG and Iraq’s Constitution, and avoiding provocations in Kirkuk. In the past, U.S. administrations have supported Turkey’s military—as self-defined guardians of the Enlightenment in former Ottoman lands. Turkish generals fear democracy because it means the election of soft Islamists and Kurds. Realists in the Obama administration will prefer Turkish generals. They will be at odds with those who want to support Turkey’s democratic promise and who want to encourage its journey into Europe. It is the largest sovereign Muslim majority state in the Middle East that allows genuine democratic electoral competition, although it is deeply flawed in its respect for Kurdish and Alawi freedom and in the constraints it puts on public debate. It would be utterly perverse for Obama to abandon a liberalizing and pro-democratic orientation toward Turkey. U.S. policy should be firm—seeking Turkey’s respect for the sovereignty of Iraq and of its Constitution, which recognizes the KRG. It should also be wise—supporting Turkey’s deepening democratization at the expense of its military and, if necessary, recognizing Turkey’s existing border through a treaty. If the Obama administration mismanages its exit from Iraq, it could be faced with new military dictators in both Ankara and Baghdad. Sacrificing Iraq’s Kurds is not the way to eliminate that scenario.
Failure to implement Article 140 leads to Iraqi civil war

Hamza Hendawi, Associate Press, August 1, 2007, “Kurdish Leader Issues Warning of Civil War Over City of Kirkuk,” Proquest [RG]

BAGHDAD -- The leader of Iraq's Kurdish region warned Tuesday of a "real civil war" if the central government does not implement a constitutional clause on the future of Kirkuk, the oil-rich city claimed by the Kurds. 

Control over Kirkuk and the surrounding oil wealth is in dispute among the city's Kurdish, Arab and ethnic Turkish populations. Nationally, the dispute pits the Kurds, who want to annex it to their autonomous region in northern Iraq, against the country's Arab majority and its small minority of Turks, known locally as Turkomen. 

Massoud Barzani, speaking in an interview with U.S.-funded Alhurra television, complained that the Baghdad government was dragging its feet on holding a referendum that could put Kirkuk under control of the autonomous Kurdish region in northern Iraq. 

"There is procrastination (by the government), and if this issue is not resolved, as I said before, all options are open... Frankly, I am not comfortable with the behavior and the policy of the federal government on Kirkuk," he said. 

The constitutional clause calls for a referendum in Kirkuk to decide its future status by the end of the year. Before the vote, the clause says Kurds expelled from the city during Saddam Hussein's rule must be allowed to return. A census would then be held to determine which ethnic group was a majority of the population. 

Tens of thousands of Kurds have returned to the city since Saddam's ouster in 2003, but a census has not been conducted. 

"The Kurds will never relinquish or bargain over Kirkuk, but we accepted to regain Kirkuk through constitutional and legal methods. But if we despair of those constitutional and legal methods, then we will have the right to resort to other means," Barzani warned. 

"If clause 140 is not implemented, then there will be a real civil war," Barzani said, promising to visit Baghdad shortly to discuss the matter with the central government. 


Iraq Conditions Counterplan—140 Good (Terrorism)

Resolving the Kirkuk issue solves terrorism—deters violence and eases anti-American sentiment

George Perkovich, Vice President for Studies at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, July/August 2005, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 84, Iss. 4, “Giving Justice Its Due,” EbscoHost [RG]

The war on terrorism must thus be fought on two fronts. The first is against the terrorists directly, who must be thwarted, captured, or killed. The second is related but broader, and involves persuading Muslim societies to reject those who call for a violent struggle against inaccurately defined enemies. President Bush believes that liberty is the key to both battles, and he has a point. But liberating Arab and other Muslim societies will only heighten the visibility of questions of justice. In Iraq, for example, liberation opened the way for the settling of old scores and the creation of new ones. Shiites hope to reverse the wrongs they suffered under Sunni dominance. Sunnis fear revenge and worry about protecting their rights under a new regime. Kurds want independence from Arabs. The poor know they will lose out to the rich, as always, and decry the slowness of economic recovery.

The northern city of Kirkuk offers the clearest illustration of the justice challenge in Iraq. Its population has always been unusually diverse, as befits a city at the crossroads of historical east-west and north-south trade routes. But under the dictatorship of the Baath Party, Arabization became the order of the day, and tens of thousands of Arabs were moved into the region to displace Kurds and other ethnic minorities from their homes. Today, the Kurds in liberated Kirkuk seek to reconnect with Kurdistan, which gained autonomy and began to thrive under U.S. protection after the 1991 Gulf War. But there are Arabs, Turkmen, and others in Kirkuk who want something else, and everyone wants some control over the region's oil.

Neither the U.S. occupation authority nor the provisional Iraqi government was prepared to establish a process for settling these disputes and determining who is entitled to what. Iraq's interim constitution calls for redressing "the injustice caused by the previous regime's practices in altering the demographic character of certain regions, including Kirkuk," and offers vague suggestions about re-relocating people and compensating them for past and future displacements. But it says little about how such decisions would be legitimized, how sufficient resources for compensation would be mustered, or how new cycles of injustice and revenge would be avoided. And a single-minded focus on liberty provides no help in deciding how to allocate the region's oil riches.

And, 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.

Counterplan—Condition Iran [1NC]

Text—The United States federal government should withdraw its military presence from Iraq in accordance with the United States – Iraq Status of Forces Agreement on the condition that the Islamic Republic of Iran abandons its nuclear weapons program.

U.S. could use withdrawal as leverage over Iran
Brendan O’Leary, Professor of Political Science at University of Pennsylvania, Spring 2009, Dissent, “Departing Responsibly,” Proquest [RG]

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

Only preconditioned diplomacy solves
Michael Rubin, Resident Scholar @ the American Enterprise Institute, Bipartisan Policy Center 9/1 ‘8, “Meeting the Challenge: U.S. Policy toward Iranian Nuclear Development” http://www.irantracker.org/full-publication/meeting-challenge-us-policy-toward-iranian-nuclear-development-page-5
The Islamic Republic is vulnerable to pressure. The Iranian leadership lacks the self-confidence of popular rulers and knows many Iranians do not care for the revolutionary principles upon which the regime stands. Indeed, over the past year, Iranian officials have implemented a Societal Security Scheme and instituted an ideological purge in the universities to reinforce ideological compliance and indoctrination.   Iranian apathy toward the Islamic Revolution does not mean that Iranians are ready to rise up and throw off the theocratic yoke. Rather, most Iranians are apathetic about politics and concentrate instead on guaranteeing the best possible life for their immediate families. The regime feels vulnerable to a Velvet Revolution, which is why they arrest elderly Iranian-American grandmothers and dictate who can and cannot run in parliamentary elections.

If diplomacy is to work, U.S. officials must determine both what they expect from the Islamic Republic and what Iranian objectives they are prepared to meet. U.S. concerns about Iranian activities have been consistent across administrations: opposition to the Islamic Republic’s nuclear and ballistic missile development; concern about Iranian support for terrorism; Tehran’s violent opposition to the Middle East peace process; and human rights issues. U.S. military presence in Iraq and Afghanistan also makes Iranian activities in those countries an immediate concern.

Successful diplomacy will require give-and-take, however. Iranian authorities have repeatedly insisted upon security assurances, lifting of economic sanctions, and the unfreezing of assets. These are only base demands; senior Iranian officials have also demanded U.S. abandonment of Israel, U.S. withdrawal from the Persian Gulf, and reparations for any number of perceived slights. Many of these more extreme Iranian demands are simply unacceptable and cannot be subject to negotiation. Nevertheless, U.S. officials will need to determine just what they are willing to offer the Islamic Republic for its forfeiture of its nuclear program and the abandonment of its terrorist proxies.

A major decision for Western policymakers will be whether to agree to negotiate with Iran about its nuclear program without any Iranian agreement to suspend enrichment. Dropping preconditions has the advantage of getting all parties to the table faster. But negotiation without precondition also has two major drawbacks: first, if Tehran does not negotiate in good faith, it may simply draw out talks while it masters enrichment technology. Second, agreeing to engage Iran while it continues its enrichment program in defiance of multiple UN Security Council Resolutions would precondition the outcome of those negotiations by, in effect, conceding that the West accepts Iranian enrichment. This would undercut the possibility of Iranian compliance with any future UN Security Council resolution. Regardless of which option the next President chooses, it is important that any negotiations with Iran have a predetermined timeline, for example 90 days, so that Iran cannot simply ‘run out the clock.’


Iran Conditions Counterplan—Solvency

Iranian consultation key to Iraq stability

Kaveh Afrasiabi, PhD and author of After Khomeini: New Directions in Iran's Foreign Policy, Asia Times 3/7 ‘8, “Iran-Iraq Ties Show US The Way” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/JC07Ak01.html
From Iran's vantage point, although Ahmadinejad has called on the US and other occupying forces to leave Iraq, there is no great desire for an ill-planned, instant withdrawal of US forces that could well leave a dangerous security vacuum, in light of the present unpreparedness of the Iraqi army and police to maintain order on their own. Iraq's descent into dangerous lawlessness, ripe for growing terrorism, may follow if the timing is not right for US troop withdrawal and without due consultation with Iraq's neighbors.

Iran Conditions Counterplan—Net Benefit
Iranian nuclearization inevitable post plan – lack of balancers in the Middle East means they’ll just draw out talks while they build a bomb – only CP can solve

Mortimer Zuckerman, editor-in-chief of U.S. News & World Report, U.S. News 6/25 ’10, “3 Steps to Stop Iran from Getting a Nuclear Bomb” http://politics.usnews.com/opinion/mzuckerman/articles/2010/06/25/3-steps-to-stop-iran-from-getting-a-nuclear-bomb.html?PageNr=1

Why should Iran halt a nuclear program that would give it such new power in the region? The essence of the regime's policy is to keep the talks going and keep the centrifuges spinning until Iran completes its sprint to the finish line. It is taking the politics of procrastination to a whole new level.

From an American point of view, the issue is not just the nuclear program. It is the hostile intentions of a regime that since 1979 has waged war persistently against the United States and its allies. Iran is directly responsible for killing many Americans in Iraq by supplying guerrillas with high-tech roadside bombs and rockets. The savage irony that no good deed goes unpunished has played out in Iraq to the benefit of Iran. Our overthrow of Saddam Hussein's Sunni dictatorship liberated Iran on one border from the threat he posed to its Shiite regime. On Iran's eastern border, our ouster of the Taliban in Afghanistan removed another potential threat. The result has been to free up Iran's ability to meddle in the broader Middle East.

What to do? A threat to bomb Iran lacks credibility while America is engaged in two massive and unpopular military campaigns in Iraq and Afghanistan. Moreover, this is an administration that believes essentially in "engagement." It even seems prepared to accept an Iranian bomb. If military  intervention is ruled out, we are left only with sanctions. But there is no international consensus on what these should be or how to apply them. The U.N. sanctions were too weak. They did not touch Iran's need for gasoline or its fragile domestic energy sectors. Such sanctions may take very many years to bite. Too late, too late!

In the meantime, not only are the centrifuges still running, but Iran is expanding its influence and threatening the smaller Gulf countries like Qatar, Bahrain, Kuwait, and the United Arab Emirates, which do not have options that may be available to larger countries. Those states need cast-iron assurances that America will be at their side. What confidence can they have in America's will to resist an expansionist Iran? The Iranians understand the equation of fear. The official Iranian news agency recently warned the Gulf states: "There is no lion in the region save for the one that crouches on the shore opposite the Emirate states. . . . Those who believe that another lion exists in the vicinity [meaning the United States]. Well, his claws and fangs have already been broken in Iraq, Afghanistan, Lebanon and Palestine."

Saudi Arabia is another country targeted by Iran. The Saudis are particularly worried because in the kingdom's east, where the largest oil reserves are located, a sizable Shiite minority is now subject to incitement by Iran. The clash between Saudi security forces and Iranian-back Houthi rebels who infiltrated from Yemen has intensified the conflict between the Saudis and Iran. Yemen has become the main dispatch point for supplies from Iran to radical opposition groups in the Gulf region, including various arms of al-Qaeda. An Iranian clandestine network has been exposed in Kuwait, and an Iranian-backed Hezbollah cell in Egypt was poised to blow up ships in the Suez Canal and major tourist sites in Egypt to weaken the central government and improve the prospects of the Muslim Brotherhood. The UAE is now in a direct confrontation with Iran over three Gulf islands belonging to the UAE.

Then there is Iran's role in hiring Bedouin tribes in Sinai to smuggle arms into the Gaza Strip (where Israel has now eased the passage of ordinary goods). These arms may arrive by a chartered ship from Iran that sails up the Red Sea and through the Suez Canal, anchoring in Egyptian waters near Rafah, the Gaza border town. Under cover of darkness, the arms are placed in watertight containers and transferred underwater to a small Palestinian boat, which takes them to shore. The Bedouins, with access to hundreds of tunnels, then smuggle them into Gaza. This has armed Hamas with thousands of rockets and mortars. It is all part of Iran's highly organized strategic campaign of delivering arms to radical forces throughout the Middle East.

There was a ship called the Francop which the Israelis captured last November and exposed. The world has now forgotten, but not the Israelis. The Francop was but one of a number of cargo ships interdicted by Israeli naval commandos. It turned out to have as much as 10 times the weaponry as the infamous Karine A, intercepted by Israel in 2002, that so aroused the Bush administration. It is no mystery why the Israelis want to preclude Hamas from being rearmed by a sea lane into Gaza.

The Gulf states are justifiably worried that Iran's drive to influence the agenda in the region is now being transformed into an effort to dictate the agenda. The Arab states see clearly what is happening. A new study of public opinion shows that most Arabs in the Gulf see their region as a more likely target than Israel from an Iranian bomb. If we wait for that threat to fully materialize, we will have waited too long. As the French president, Nicolas Sarkozy, has said, we might be left with a 

(continues…)
Iran Conditions Counterplan—Net Benefit

(continued….)
choice of "an Iranian bomb or bombing Iran." The only thing worse than bombing Iran, according to Sen. John McCain, is letting Iran get the bomb. All the choices for the United States are bad. The only option is to find the one that is the least bad.

The minimum we must do is station missile defense systems in or provide them to local states, including missiles with the range to hit Tehran. Second, we must provide a security  blanket and guarantee to selected Gulf states including Qatar, the UAE, Saudi Arabia, and Kuwait. Third, we must impose an embargo even more extensive than the one we imposed on Cuba at the time of the Cuban missile crisis. This would include a ban on the sale or purchase of products or services to or from Iran, a ban on all financial transactions of any kind with Iranians for their businesses, a ban on all travel to and from Iran, and more. This policy must make it absolutely clear that any companies or individuals who violate the embargo will be banned from doing business with the United States.

It is painfully obvious that the international community has no idea how to prevent Iran from developing a nuclear weapon. No one has a magic solution. Thirty years of negotiations and sanctions have failed to end the Iranian nuclear program and its war against the West. Why should anyone think such attempts will work now, given that the Iranians are probably less than a year away from the finish line in their race to achieve nuclear weapons capability? In an article entitled "Has Iran Won?" the Economist magazine put it this way: "Who would have thought that a friendless theocracy with a Holocaust-denying president, which hangs teenagers in public and stones women to death, could run diplomatic circles around America and its European allies?"
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